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FOREWORD

GERMAN MARTINEZ MONTES

Jean Monnet Chair Holder PMPEU +.
Granada University

BecoRAa MoRENO EscoBAR

Academic Coordinator for the Jean Monnet Chair PMPEU +.
Granada University

The Jean Monnet Chair “PM? by European Commission. Open, free and common project
management framework for all European institutions, companies and citizens. — PMPEU+”
has spent the last three years working to visibilise the PM? methodology created by
the European Commission by reaching the greatest possible number of potential users
(students, young researchers, civil servants and professionals). During this time, the
chair has been working as an agent for change and the exchange of knowledge and
experiences related to project management.

These undoubtedly enriching experiences have created an awareness of the
growing importance and prominence of project management in society. Recently,
the phenomenon known as “projectification” has indeed become more widespread,
at different levels and with different outcomes. In fact, there is evidence that links
the extent to which a productive sector is “projectified” with its economic growth.

Projectification refers to a greater number of activities being managed as projects,
but also to the organisational transformations taking place that illustrate a shift from
a functional perspective to a project-based perspective. The term can also be used to
discuss the transformation of the behavioural models of workers and even to define
how public authorities and institutions shape their short and long-term policies.

In the last few years, the international community has welcomed the phenom-
enon of projectification by analysing the advantages and disadvantages of a man-
agement model that greatly benefits society in general. These benefits stem from
the fact that “projectification” focuses on the optimisation of economic resources
and actions related to decision making by implementing continuous control and
monitoring measures and establishing deadlines, milestones and criteria to gauge
the success or failure of these decisions. “Projectification” is also associated with
some unwelcome elements, which have been defined as the dark side of projecti-
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fication; an issue which needs to be studied and discussed in order to reduce and
avoid the influence of these elements as much as possible.

The Jean Monnet Chair PM?EU+ is aware of the interest that projectification
is attracting from the academic community, professionals, different levels of govern-
ment and the general publi; it is a form of organisation that is spreading across every
possible level of society: micro (individual), meso (organisations), macro (sectors),
mega (countries and supranational organisations) and, finally, meta (global level).

Our publication titled 7he Projectification of Society: A Necessary Debate reflects this
interest, and it is completely in keeping with the actions of the European Commission
Jean Monnet Chair. The objective of these actions is to rigorously address issues that
affect, condition and shape the relationships between Europeans and third parties.

The decision to promote a publication of this nature has been a great responsi-
bility given the impact that the Jean Monnet Chair has. Nevertheless, this impact
and prestige is precisely what has made it possible to attract a group of internation-
ally renowned experts in different areas of issues related to project management to
contribute to the book. Project management requires a diverse approach that can
address every aspect involved, and therefore great care has been taken to work with
project management professionals from the academic world, the business world
and even from institutions and professional associations. Different insights have
been gathered from some of these sectors that have made it possible to understand
the real dimensions and consequences of the projectification of society as an im-
portant phenomenon in today’s world.

This has led to the publication of this work made up of eleven chapters that
address projectification from extremely different perspectives and provide personal
viewpoints that help to build the foundations of a much-needed debate that should
improve the outcomes of this phenomenon. Projectification is undoubtedly full of chia-
roscuros that cannot be ignored if management models are to continue being improved.

The order of the chapters in no way reflects any form of hierarchy or relative
importance. One of the lessons that has been learned during the creation of this
publication is that project management and the projectification of society require
a multidisciplinary approach. The convergence of economic, business, political,
social, and of course, individual components are clear. Projectification is a very
complex yet fascinating issue, and this publication has approached it as such.

The book starts out with Chapter 1, The Projectification of the Economy
(Yvonne Schoper' T — University of Berlin). The author addresses the direct rela-
tionship between the phenomenon of projectification and economic development.
Since projects are a driving force of business and economic development, this rela-

1. Sadly, Professor Yvonne Schoper passed away at the end of April last year during the IPMA
research conference in China. This publication serves as a posthumous tribute and recognition of her
work and research on project management.”
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tionship needs to be analysed in depth so that proposals for possible improvements
at every level can be presented.

Chapter 2, Projectification and SMEs (Juan Manuel Dominguez — APGP)
analyses the unique outcomes and characteristics of the projectification for small
and medium-sized companies. Not only is projectification important in the situ-
ations that he describes, but its importance also lies in the specific weight of these
types of businesses in most global economies, making it extremely important to
make the most of projects as tools for competing in today’s world and for learning
to execute these projects successfully.

Chapter 3, Projectification and Development Cooperation (Agustin Moya &
José Luis Yague - Polytechnic University of Madrid) addresses the phenomenon
of projectification in the context of development cooperation projects. The most
unique feature of these projects is their vocation for usefulness that is present
throughout the project lifecycle; the path taken is as important, if not more so,
than the deliverables themselves. As these are projects that focus on the education
of communities and whose management is unique, the phenomenon of projec-
tification can permanently affect them and care must be taken to ensure that
the management proposals do not condition the expected outcomes. Therefore,
strengthening the capabilities of and professionalising the role of development
cooperation project managers is of the utmost importance.

Chapter 4, Projectification and Academia (Javier Pajares — Valladolid Universi-
ty) concludes that the projectification of academia enables universities to improve
their competitive advantage when responding to the constantly increasing demands
of society. It also enables academics to be able to better organise the wide range of
activities that make up their teaching work, as well as helping them to create better
proposals for public bids and better manage research projects. The introduction of
organisational structures, such as Project Management Offices (PMOs), into the
field of university management allows university strategy to be developed, setting
priorities and optimising management by sharing resources. Awareness-raising
and training need to be promoted at all levels to improve the project management
competences of both academics and administrative staff (performing as managers).

Chapter 5, Projectification and the European Union (Mats Fred — Lund Uni-
versity; Beata Jalocha — Jagiellonian University; Dalia Mukhtar-Landgren — Lund
University) analyses the phenomenon of projectification in the sphere of the Eu-
ropean Union and the unique features and characteristics of what are known as
“EU-projects”. In order to achieve this, an analytical approach made up of three
levels —micro, meso y macro— is used that leads to really interesting conclusions
on how the EU is being transformed by project-based management.

Chapter 6, Determinants of the Negative Aspects of Projectification (Claudette
El Hajj — NTU Lebanon; Dima Jawad — Ontario Tech University) undertakes a
study on identifying the determinants of the unwelcome outcomes and effects of



12 GERMAN MARTINEZ MONTES / BEGONA MORENO ESCOBAR

projectification at three levels (micro, meso and macro). It focuses on the impact
of projectification on individuals at both occupational and personal levels, con-
cluding that these effects must be considered when management models, which
have become more widespread recently, are designed.

The whole of Chapter 7, Projectification of Society — a Sociological Perspective
(Reinhard Wagner - Alma Mater Europaeca ECM, Maribor, Slovenia) illustrates
how projects offer an ideal opportunity for self-fulfilment through intense collab-
oration with others. Self-fulfilment is more likely to take place when it is built on
cultural-cognitive foundations and models of successful projects, and it is less likely
to happen when regulations, rules and standards are the determining factors. The
chapter also takes an in-depth look at how projectification can be encouraged so
that the multiple social challenges that the future presents can be faced.

In Chapter 8, Key Issues in the Management of the Project-Based Organi-
zation (Rodney Turner -Civil Engineering School, Leeds University), Professor
Turner presents, almost autobiographically, the path taken during many years on
which, focused on project management, he has studied issues such as governance,
project success, marketing and project management schools in depth.

In Chapter 9, The Dark Side of Projectification: The Flexibilization, Responsi-
bilization and Rationalization of the Projectified Self (Yannick Kalff — Osnabriick
University) the author covers projectification from an individual perspective and
looks at how this encourages the public to focus on self-responsibility and self-or-
ganisation, thus creating projectified beings. This has major consequences which
need to be monitored so that unwelcome negative outcomes can be avoided.

Chapter 10, Projectification and Project Management Associations (Martinez
Almela - International Project Management Association) helps to create a view
that enables project management associations to obtain a better understanding
of the projectification process, and, as a consequence of this, a better idea of the
importance of the function of these associations within social projectification, as
well as the current state and future evolution of this phenomenon.

Finally, Chapter 11, Projectification and Professional Certification (Salvador
Capuz — Universitat Politécnica de Valéncia) analyses the role and rankings of
personal professional certifications in the qualification of workers so that they are
ready to face the increasingly projectified world of work.

While going through these chapters, the reader will be able to appreciate the wide
range of literary styles employed by the authors, which have been respected in the
editorial process. This has led to a publication made up of a whole host of styles, con-
tent and experiences; an extremely valuable document which creates a complete map
of project management that includes its wealth of positive features and complexities.

When a body of knowledge is constantly expanding and being consolidated,
the meaning of every term is defined and shaped by the different studies and re-
search projects that are being carried out.
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Therefore, the debate taking place between the authors of the book on the
meanings and reach of some words, especially “projectification” and “projectisa-
tion”, has been incredibly rewarding. This debate is outlined below:

According to Miiller (2009), (the level of) projectification indicates to what
extent a company is based on projects and to what extent work based on projects
predominates. Therefore, a distinction should be made between projectisation
and projectification, even though this has not been commonly accepted (yet).
Projectisation is understood as the level of organisation of activities with projects,
which is a prerequisite for projectification; the meaning of projectification is
much wider, and it encompasses projectisation.

Javier Pajares (Valladolid University - Spain) has shared his opinion that pro-
jectisation and projectification do not mean the same thing, but the line between
them is quite blurred and at times “dangerous”. It is a similar situation to the
relationship between the words “credit” and “loan” in the financial sector. The
line is so fine that projectification could be used when referring to projectisation,
and it is even possible that projectisation could be used when the term required is
projectification. A Google search for projectification yielded 31,500 results, while
projectisation only yielded 13,500. Therefore, using projectification is generally
recommended, except in certain circumstances. However, this is not a conclusive
answer to the problem as the results for the Spanish terms (proyectizacién and
proyectificacion) produced very different results: 939 results for proyectizacion and
124 for proyectificacion (17 February 2023 1:18 CET).

Reinhard Wagner (Alma Mater Europaca ECM) has highlighted the possibil-
ities of artificial intelligence by submitting this question to ChatGPT:

The terms “projectization” and “projectification” are related to the process of
organizing work into projects, but they have slightly different meanings.

“Projectization” refers to the process of organizing work that is typically
performed in a functional or departmental context into a project-based struc-
ture. This involves the creation of a temporary organization, often with a project
manager and team, that is focused on completing a specific project or set of
projects. Projectization is often used to improve project efficiency, reduce costs,
and increase the accountability and visibility of project work.

“Projectification,” on the other hand, refers to a broader trend in modern
society where more and more activities are being organized as projects. This trend
can be seen in many areas, including business, government, education, and even
personal life. Projectification can be seen as a response to the increasing com-
plexity and uncertainty of the modern world, where traditional organizational
structures may be less effective.

In summary, projectization is the specific process of organizing work into a
project-based structure, while projectification is a broader trend towards organ-
izing more and more activities as projects.
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Beata Jatocha (Jagiellonian University) has noted that most scientific publica-
tions use the term projectification. This seems natural as it is well known that this
term, first coined by Christophe Midler, has inspired wide ranging research on the
processes that are driven by projects. When the phenomenon acquired its name,
it became possible — according to Wittgenstein, what is named can be known- to
start in-depth research on projectification processes.

According to Arvi Kuura, “projectification and projectisation should rather
be differentiated from each other.” Therefore, the key element that enables the
difference between projectisation and projectification to be understood is how we
define what a project is:

-In the case of projectisation the well-known definition of “project” is re-
ferred to. This definition understands a project as being a management activity
that is limited by resources, time and scope.

~When projectification is spoken of, the notion of what a project is becomes
more complex and unclear. When researching projectification, scientists tend to
refer to other types of activities, which are not necessarily defined as projects in
the strictest sense of the word: subsidies, co-financing initiatives and personal
activities are also often defined as projects.

Furthermore, projectification does not only refer to the number of projects
carried out, but to the institutionalisation of projects in society, where projects
and activities similar to projects are integrated at every level and in every area of
society through beliefs, rules, values, structures and behavioural models. Although
the line between projectisation and projectification is blurred, there is agreement
on the fact that the first term can actually be measured, while the second one is an
umbrella term, a multidimensional socio-cultural construct.

The contributions made by the different authors lead to a consensus. “Pro-
jectisation” can be used to refer to the process of organising work that is normally
carried out in a functional or departmental context with projects. However, “pro-
jectification” is used when organisational structures are changed to move towards
a form of management based on projects, at any of the levels studied, as a response
to a VUCA (volatile, uncertain, complex, ambiguous) environment. The objective
of this is to optimise management and expected outcomes.

This work has been published in a bilingual format, in Spanish and English.
This decision was taken so that it could reach a wider audience. English is the
predominant language used in academic publications and in the main areas of in-
ternational economic activity. However, Spanish is the language of the University
of Granada and the holder of the Jean Monnet Chair, but it is also a language of
major importance in Latin American, and it is fast becoming the second language
in countries such as the United States of America, Furthermore, by publishing a
bilingual edition, project management terminology from both languages can be
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presented in parallel, and extreme care has been taken to use terms that have been
agreed upon by the main international project management organisations.

This book is an open access publication, freely available to anyone who
wishes to make use of it, only needing to reference it as the source of infor-
mation. The generation of knowledge greatly enhances the reputations of
universities, and as the Granada University is a public institution which was
eligible for European funding, the publication could not have been published
in any other way.

Finally, we would like to express our gratitude to everyone who has made
this publication possible, not only the direct contributors, but also everyone
who, during the three exciting years of this project, have helped us to expand our
knowledge on project management. We would also like to thank them for being
aware of the complexity and importance that this phenomenon represents at every
level of our society.

A special mention must be given to Dorothy Kelly, Vice-rector for Inter-
nationalisation at Granada University for a large part of time in which the Jean
Monnet Chair was held. We would also like to extend our thanks to her team,
led by the Head of Internationalisation, Irene Pereira, and all of the other staff
at Granada University who have made this publication possible. This book is the
culmination of all the teaching, information sharing, research and dissemination
activities focused on the European Commission PM? methodology and the growing
importance of project management in our lives.

Thank you everyone!






CHAPTER 1
The Projectification of the Economy

YvonNNE G. SCHOPER, PH.D. §
HTW University of Applied Sciences Berlin

ABSTRACT

Projectification is a phenomenon that can be observed in every actor and in every
part of an economy, in every industrial sector, city, community and rural area.
Projectification brings benefits for both the private and public sectors as well as
for the third sector, as project work optimises the use of the limited economic re-
sources. Projects are a major vehicle for implementing strategies. Transformation
processes, automation and the digitalisation of business processes in firms and the
public administration are managed with projects. As a consequence, the influence
of projectification is continuing rising, and it has major implications at individual,
organisational and societal levels in economies all over the world.

Keywords: Projectification; Project-based work; industrial sectors.

1. InTRODUCTION

The following chapter shall explain what is understood by this new buzzword
“projectification”, the reasons why it became a global trend in the last two decades,
how this transformation of economies has taken place, where, in which countries
and in which sectors of economies this movement happens, the prerequisites for
this change, its implications and effects, and, finally, a personal opinion on the
future development of this trend.

The term projectification, an amalgam of “project” and “organizational transfor-
mation” was invented by Christophe Midler in 1995 when he carried out research
on how Renault became a projectified organisation. Projectification is defined as the
economic trend of an increase in the diffusion of projects, which is increasingly be-
coming the normal form of business organisation (Midler, 1995; Lundin and Midler,

1998; Packendorff and Lindgren, 2014). Bredin & S6derlund define projectification
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as a move from repetitive production to non-routine work processes and the use of
temporary projects (2011). Therefore, projectification refers to the change in the
organisational culture of how projects are perceived and managed. (Marnewick &
Bekker, 2022).

Maylor et al. state that the focus on a single organisation as a unit of analysis is
decribed as ‘organisational projectification’ (2006), which refers to the ‘narrow’ defi-
nition of the phenomenon (Packendorff and Lindgren, 2014). Over the last decade,
a “broader” discourse on the phenomenon of projectification has developed in or-
ganisations, societies and even in everyday experiences. (Hodgson et al., 2019). There
is “an interest for cultural and discursive processes in a society in which notions of
projects are invoked” (Packendorff and Lindgren, 2014, p. 7). Lundin et al. call it ‘the
project society’ (Lundin et al., 2015). In this chapter we refer to the transformation
of a multitude of organisations and industrial sectors which together represent the
foundation of an economy, the meso level of projectification.

The organisational transformation from project management to projectifica-
tion is a struggle that organisations experience, and it is described as a “major and
profound transformation” (Aubry & Lenfle, 2012:687). This profound transforma-
tion focuses on the adoption or adaptation of current project structures, processes,
rituals and symbols associated with, for instance, agile (Maylor & Turkulainen,
2019). Projectification is a phenomenon that takes organisations on a journey
of increased project orientation and considers projects as a form of organisation,
not in a single event but rather as an evolving journey that might take a number
of years. The destination is a fully projectized organisation (Marnewick & Bek-
ker, 2022). Projectification fundamentally changes the orientation and design of
an organisation (Maylor and Turkulainen, 2019). This phenomenon occurs in
every industrial sector, and in every type of organisation, country and economy
(Packendorff & Lindgren, 2014). In the last decade projectification has become
a buzzword for describing this widespread phenomenon in today’s economies
(Schoper et al, 2018).

The term economy defines a social domain that emphasises the practices, dis-
courses and material expressions associated with the production, use and manage-
ment of scarce resources (James, 2015). Culture, values, education, technological
evolution, history, social organisation, political structure, legal systems and natural
resources are the main factors of an economy. These factors give context and con-
tent, and they set the conditions and parameters for a functioning economy. In
other words, an economy is a social domain of interrelated human practices and
transactions that do not stand In conclusion, it can be stated that the projecti-
fication of an economy can be described as the transformation that involves the
increasing diffusion of projects and project-based work in all economic domains.
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2. PROJECTIFICATION OF THE EcoNOMY

The next paragraph aims to understand what projectification means for the
different national economies. To understand the extent of this transformation in
every type of organisation in every industrial sector, it is important to substantiate
this development with data and facts, and not rely solely on subjective feelings. By
comparing the projectification data available from three European countries and
one African country, conclusions for future developments can be derived.

“Popular conventional wisdom tells us that the prevalence of projects is on
the increase, and everyone can observe that the society that surrounds us is already
‘projectified’, at least in a partial sense” (Lundin, 1998, p. 13). Organisations adopt
and scale agile in such a way that the entire structure and culture of an organisation
change and become projectified. At the heart of projectification are the projects,
which are made up of the key actors, and they have a very influential role (Aubry
& Lenfle, 2012). Projects have evolved over the last few decades from technical or
engineering-based examples to become strategic in nature (Marnewick & Bekker,
2022). The rationale behind this transformation is that the more projectified an
organisation is, the more it will achieve, and it will be able to apply its strategies.

2.1. Reasons for increase of Projectification of economies

Several factors have caused the change from the “old economy” to the “new
economy”, and globalisation and digitalisation are among the most important
of these. This fundamental change in economic structures corresponds with the
change in organisation at a company level (Eckstedt, 1999; Powell, 2002). New
organisational formats have been required that are more flexible but, at the same
time, highly efficient and less dependent on hierarchical control and bureaucratic
coordination.

This organisational transformation towards projectification has been driven
by the notion that projectified organisations are more agile, flexible and innova-
tive (Marnewick & Bekker, 2022). This is especially true for technology-driven
organisations like financial institutions, car manufacturers, I'T companies and in
the aerospace industry.

The assumption is that, with projectification, organisations and, as a conse-
quence, national economies are supposed to become more flexible and innovative.
In addition, projectification will increase the capacity of organisations to solve
complex problems.

The reasons for the projectification of organisations and, therefore, economies
can be found in both external environmental factors and in the internal develop-
ment of organisations.

Current megatrends like digitalisation, climate change, demography, urbanisa-
tion, economic growth, energy consumption, connectivity and geopolitics (ESPAS,
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2023) have led to high levels of volatility, uncertainty, complexity and ambiguity
in the external environmental factors that affect organisations. With a sufficiently
large number of competent project managers, an organisation or national economy
will be able to better deal with the changes and transformations in today’s rapidly
changing environments.

According to Schoper & Ingason (2023), other reasons for the increase of
projects in organisations is the maturity level of companies. One reason for this is
that the term “project” is not used in a consistent manner. Sometimes, the term
“project” is used to describe a unique and complex endeavour.

In some organisations the project definition depends on the duration of the
unique task. In other organisations, it depends on the number of people involved
in an assignment. In most organisations, it depends on the uniqueness of the scope,
e.g. to create a vaccination centre for 5,000 people per day within twenty days.

Furthermore, it can be observed that if an assignment is called a “project”, it
sounds more attractive as it seems to give more individual responsibility than a
regular “task”. Bosses are well aware of this, and they frequently use the term “pro-
ject” to motivate their employees, even if an assignment is simply a normal task.

In addition, there are deeper reasons for the increase in projects in organ-
isations. One important explanation for the phenomenon is that routine work
is steadily decreasing due to the ongoing automatization and digitalisation of
standard processes in organisations, in several areas such as HR, production, sales
and logistics. Consequently, more resources are available and they can be used for
project work.

Another reason for the increase in projects is that products and systems that
were created and that are successful on the market need to be developed further,
in keeping with the expression: “product success leads to follow-up projects”.
E.g. a smartphone manufacturer has to develop a new successor to its bestselling
phone as the original product is responsible for a high percentage of the company’s
turnover. After one year, the current model’s sales will stagnate. The organisa-
tion needs a successor with new innovations that needs to be as successful as the
preceding model. Production facilities that were built for the earlier model need
to be utilised in new ways, R&D employees need new challenges, marketing and
sales need a new product and logistics need to use their complex IT systems. The
success of the previous product forces an organisation to create another successful
product. Projects are the engine that keep an organisation running and growing
in the best possible way. Without projects, an organisation stands still, and that
means backlog.

The fifth argument is that projects are creating the future. Projects are vehicles
of transformation and change. On its own, the corporate strategy of the executive
board of a firm is worthless if no projects are undertaken to transform ideas into
something real: a sustainable new product, a new website, innovative customer
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service, the acquisition of another company, new office buildings, a new market-
ing campaign, new supply chain processes or the implementation of new working
methods. Innovation is created by using projects. Projects or programmes are
needed to carry out and implement every corporate strategy.

A further argument is that projects are the means used to bring together a
diverse range of experts, from different organisations, departments and functional
areas. Today’s endeavours are so complex that a group of different specialists is
needed to cope correctly with all the different aspects of tasks, like financial, legal,
engineering and IT. Diverse project teams ensure diverse thinking and better de-
cision making and this generates innovative solutions.

And finally, the more projects an organisation executes efficiently and effec-
tively, the more successful the organisation will be. Companies with high levels of
innovation success show an above-average share of project activity (Zaman et al.,
2020). In other words, less successful companies do less projects.

It can be concluded that the application of project management makes organ-
isations more flexible and innovative, increases their capability to solve complex
problems and to deal with the changing environment. There can be no future cor-
porate success without projects. More and more executives understand this reality
and consequently implement and foster the project management capabilities in
their organisations. This is the reason why this rapid increase in projects can be
seen in organisations worldwide. I Not only does increasing projectification have
an impact on the competitiveness of an individual firm, but it also reflects the
economic development of an entire economy.

2.2. The quantitative and qualitative dimension of projectification

The projectification of an economy includes a quantitative and a qualitative
dimension. The quantitative dimension is related to the share of work done in
projects within firms. Increasing projectification at a firm level shows that the
share of project work is rising, whereas the share of “normal” or “ordinary” line
work that takes place in the permanent part of an organisation is declining. In
this quantitative sense, projectification can be considered as being a ratio that
indicates the share of project work in an organisation. If projectification does not
only take place at the level of an individual firm, but in all the firms belonging to
a sector, an industry or an economy, the entire industry or economy can be said
to be “projectified”. Summed up, the projectification ratios of different national
economies can be aggregated on a global scale. PMI estimates that by 2027, em-
ployers will need 88 million individuals in project management-oriented roles
(PMLI, 2017). Global statistics indicate that 3,451 billion people over the age of 15
were employed worldwide in 2021 (Destatis, 2021). Thus 2.5% of all employees
worldwide will be working in project management-oriented roles, which seems to
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be a rather conservative estimation. However, this figure indicates the increasing
relevance of project managers for national economies.

The qualitative dimension of projectification corresponds to the qualitative
development of the work that is executed in companies and organisations. The in-
creasing application and usage of projects makes organisations more flexible, more
innovative and more capable of solving complex problems, as well as beingless
rigid (Hanisch & Wald, 2017; Hodgson, 2004). Equally, projectification leads to
a change in the predominant logic of coordination and control. Projectified or-
ganisations are supposed to be less hierarchical, less bureaucratic and coordinated
by less formal mechanisms such as role-based coordination, networks and trust
(Modig, 2007).

Figure 1 shows the quantitative and qualitative dimensions of the increase in
the projectification of economies:

Figure 1: Projectification as a quantitative development and a qualitative development
(source: Wald et al., 2015)

A high quantitative ratio of projectification is the prerequisite for the qual-
itative development that has a major t impact at the levels of a firms, industries,
and economies..

“While standardisation has been described as a central feature for industriali-
sation and mass production, project management has been found to be the engine
of change and innovation” (Cerne & Jansson, 2019). Projects are seen as vehicles
for implementing strategy, change and transformation in organisations. But are
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organisations, and consequently national economies, more agile, faster and more
successful? This question can still not be completely answered due to the complexi-
ty of the influencing factors. However, some arguments for the increase in projects
in organisations shall be presented in the next chapter.

2.3. Challenges of measurement of projectification

Measuring the share of project work in an economy would ideally be based
on established macroeconomic measures of the value-added, such as the gross do-
mestic product (GDP), the gross national product (GNP) or the gross value-added
(GVA). This would mean that the share of project work could be directly compared
to the GVA or GDP. However, this methodology faces some challenges. In general,
each project directly or indirectly influences the performance, output, outcome and
value of an organisation. This impact is easily measurable in the case of external
client projects that create direct revenue but is difficult to quantify in the case of
internal projects. Any revenue directly attributable to any project in an organisa-
tion would need to be recorded to obtain an output-oriented measurement of the
project work in an organisation. However, this measurement would would only
be applicable for projects which led directly to revenue. Internal projects such as
change projects, or infrastructure projects like the construction of a new office
building or the installation of a new IT system would be ignored as they would
not directly lead to an increase in revenue. Therefore, a projectification measure-
ment methodology based on project output factors cannot be developed(Schoper
et al, 2018).

The share of project work in an organisation was identified as an appropriate
indicator for projectification. This input-oriented measurement can be applied to
all types of projects, e.g. revenue generating external projects and internal projects.
Moreover, this measurement can be applied to all kinds of industries, and it is
independent from organizational factors (size, structure, etc.). This measurement
was consistently applied to all the national economies that were included in this
research.

When measuring the degree of projectification quantitatively, Wald et al. de-
cided not to measure the output, but the input of project work in a firm, as shown

in figure 2 (Wald et al., 2015).
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Figure 2: Input- vs output-based measures (Source: Wald et al., 2015)

An increase in projectification at a firm level indicates that the share of project
work is rising, whereas the share of normal work in the permanent departments
of an organisation like Purchasing, Production, Logistics, Human Resource Man-
agement, Finance, and Controlling is consequently declining. Therefore, projec-
tification is considered as the ratio that indicates the share of project work in an
organisation. This has resulted in figures of projectification on a company level.
The projectification of a company, is indicated as PF..

The projectification PF of an individual economic sector, /,(,...,m) has been
calculated as mean of all firms, 7, in a sector, ;.

(1) pr = EPR) forallie

(n)
Finally, the projectification PF of an entire economy, ¢, was obtained by adding

together the projectifications PF; of all the sectors weighted by each sector’s share,
on g; the total GVA.

(2) PR = ) PFj-q
J

Figure 3 provides an overview of the process of data aggregation.
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Figure 3: Process of data aggregation (Source: Wald et al., 2015: 26)

If projectification takes place at every level of individual firms and between all
the firms in each industry and in every sector of an economy, an entire economy
can be said to be projectified.

To conclude, a direct measurement of the share of project-based work in na-
tional indicators such as GVA or GDP seems to be ruled out (the necessary data
do not exist for either input or output-oriented measures). Therefore, an alternative
form of measurement that includes every type of project and every kind of indus-
try was decided by using the results of surveys based on large data samples. These
macroeconomic measurements are very complex and expensive.

2.4. Presentation of four national economies: Germany, Norway, Iceland and South
Africa

The first country to start the macroeconomic measurement of its national
economy was Germany in 2014. Thanks to the funding from the national project
management association GPM Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Projektmanagement
e.V. first, the measurement instrument for projectification was developed by Wald
et al. (2015), and then it was applied to the German economy. This study was
replicated in Norway (Wald et al., 2016) and Iceland and later in 2018 in South
Africa (Marnewick & Bekker, 2022) with the financial support of IPMA, the In-
ternational Project Management Association. In this chapter we will summarize
and consolidate the findings of the four studies. The objective was to compare the
degree of projectification in the four different economies.
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In order to ensure consistency and comparison between the four national
studies, the measurement instrument for projectification developed by Wald et al.
(2015) was used for all four research studies. The same questionnaire was used in
each of the four countries that are part of this large research project.

In Germany, a professional research organisation was contracted to draw a
stratified random sample based on the NACE classification with ten main indus-
trial sectors. 500 interviews with executives in private and public organisations
were conducted via CATT (computer assisted telephone interviews) for six major
economic sectors. The remaining four economic sectors were estimated based on
interviews with experts.

In Norway, the data collection was carried outby distributing the survey via
email to all of the 54,101 companies registered on the Proff Forvalt database,
which resulted in 1,412 usable responses. As it is the main industrial sector in
Norway, oil and gas was considered as a separate sub sector. Construction was put
together with other service providers, corporate service providers and property
and accommodation.

In Iceland, the collection of data was conducted by sending emails to 1,000
of Iceland’s largest companies, followed by telephone interviews carried out by a
professional research company. The final response consists of 142 companies with
an average size of 125 employees.

In South Africa, a professional research organisation was contracted to col-
lect the data from executives as they were able to provide an overview of each
organisation’s revenue, profits and project budgets. A total of 303 valid responses
were collected and used for data analysis. The responses came form303 different
organisations in the South African economy.

The four countries, Germany, Norway, Iceland and South Africa, are a diverse
sample of four national economies, and Germany is the fourth largest economy in
the world. Norway ranks at 28, followed by South Africa at32 and Iceland, as it is a
very small economy, at 106. Table 1 compares the four national economies studied
by considering themajor industrial sectors, the size of the population, the Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) produced in 2021, the economic growth rate within
the last five years, the national unemployment rate and the Human Development
Index (HDI). The HDI was created by the United Nations to emphasise econom-
ic growth should not be the only criteria used for assessing the development of
a country, its people and their capabilities should also be considered . Countries
with a HDI score of above 0.8 have stable governments, widespread affordable ed-
ucation and healthcare, high life expectancies, good quality of life, and a growing,
powerful economy (source: UN Human Development Reports, 2023).
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Table 1: Macroeconomic country profiles of Germany, Norway, Iceland and South Africa

Table 1 shows the wide-ranging diversity of the four national macroeconomies
of Germany, Norway, Iceland and South Africa regarding their population size,
economic performance, major industrial sectors, unemployment rate and Human
Development Index. As a consequence, it can be concludes that each of the four
countries is a representative sample of the 195 national economies.

The four national economic studies provide empirical data on the project land-
scapes in organizations. The data from all four economies shows that most of the
projects in organizations are internal, whereas the visible, external projects which
are carried out for external customers account for only 16%-22% of the projects
executed. This finding is important as it shows that most projects are internal pro-
jects which go unnoticed by the public. The more visible external projects represent
only a smaller part of the entire project landscape of a firm. Famous failures e.g.
of large infrastructure projects reported by the press and subject to public debate
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might therefore not be representative cases for assessing the general state, quality
and success of project management in companies and, consequently, in an economy
(e.g. Brady and Davies, 2010).

The most common internal projects in Germany are marketing/sales projects
(22%) and IT projects (20%), whereas R&D and new product development projects
are less common(13%). R&D projects are rare in service-oriented sectors (10%)
but they are twice as important in the manufacturing industry (22%). The same
applies to external projects which are most common in manufacturing and in the
ICT industry.

In Norway, internal projects make up a total of 78% of all the projects carried
out, and the most common categories are R&D and new product development.
External projects are most commonly found in the sector of Service Providers (in-
cluding construction, real estate and corporate service providers), as well as in ICT.

In Iceland, internal projects make up 87% of all the projects carried out, there
is no difference between the different types of internal projects. External projects are
most commonly found in the manufacturing industry, financial services, insurance
and the service provider sector.

In South Arica, most of the projects carried out are internal R&D projects. Ex-
ternal customer projects make up the third largest part of all the projects conducted.
The lowest ranking type of projects are internal information technology (IT) projects
(Marnewick & Bekker, 2022).

In Germany and Norway, the ratio of external projects in the manufacturing
industry is relatively high (24% and 25%) whereas in Iceland this ratio is 17%. Ex-
ternal projects make up 16.7% of all the projects conducted in South Africa, whereas
Iceland has the lowest share of external projects at 13%. As a potential explanation,
the dominating manufacturing industries in South Africa are mining, transport and
tourism, and in Iceland it is aluminum processing. These are all industries which
are predominantly based on more repetitive tasks and which are therefore more
process-oriented. However, to better understand this observation, more qualitative
and quantitative research is needed in the future.

2.5. Status of projectification in Germany, Norway, Iceland and South Africa

The share of project work of the total working hours in the first study in Ger-
many in 2013 was 34.7 %. In Norway, the macroeconomic study shows a project
share of 32.6 % one year later in 2014, and 27.7 % in Iceland in the same year.
Five years later, in 2019, the share of project work of the total working hours in
South Africa was 39.3 %.

These four values indicate that about one third of all economic activity in the
four economies studied is carried out with projects. As no similar studies have tried
to measure the degree of projectification of an entire economy, these results can
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only be compared to the estimate given by the World Bank which states that 21
% of the global GDP was generated with projects (Scranton, 2015).

Figure 4 shows the share of project work in the national economies of Germa-
ny, Norway, Iceland and South Africa

Figure 4: Share of project work in the national economies of Germany, Norway, Iceland
and South Africa (source: Schoper et al 2018; Marnewick & Bekker, 2022)
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2.6. Analysis of projectification in different industrial sectors

Although the four national economies studied show, at first glance, quite
similar results with an average projectification share of 37% of the national GPDs
in 2018, the analysis of the industrial sectors in each of the four economies shows
far more diverse projectification levels.

When comparing individual sectors in each of the four countries in table 2, we
find major differences. In Germany and Iceland, the project shares for construction
(80%) and corporate service providers (60%) were estimated by experts. In these
sectors the experts assumed that the value added is almost exclusively created with
projects, and only administrative processes are performed in non-temporary set-
tings. The findings in South Africa for construction (64.4 %) and corporate service
providers (53 %) show that these estimations are plausible. There are no detailed
figures for these two sectors in Norway.

The same projectification estimation based on the findings of industrial sector
experts took place in the sectors of agriculture, forestry and fishing in Germany
and Iceland. In these sectors, the projectification level was assumed to be low
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at4 %. The much higher findings for agriculture, forestry and fishing in Norway
(28.6 %) and South Africa (20.1 %) are plausible as their economies are highly
dependent on the sectors of agriculture, forestry and fishing, and they are therefore
more professionally organised than in Germany. For Iceland, where the sectors
of agriculture and fishing also play an important economic role, these estimates
should be controlled in a future second study.

For the industrial sector of real estate, experts estimated that most of the
processes are repetitive and administrative, and therefore the projectification level
in Germany is very low at 2 %. Again, Iceland also had this low estimation for
their national economy. However, the more recent results from South Africa from
2018/19 show a projectification share of 25% in the real estate sector. It can be
assumed that the share in the other three economies might also be higher than
previously estimated .

Major differences can be observed in the manufacturing sector: Iceland has a
very low share of project work (3.4 %), whereas Germany (41.7%) and Norway
(47.2 %) rank quite highly. In Iceland, the manufacturing sector contributes
8.9% to the national GVA, but it is less diverse than the manufacturing industry
in Germany. In Norway and South Africa, the manufacturing sector was broken
down into manufacturing and oil and gas. For oil and gas, the share of project
work is 50.7% and 34.4 % in South Africa. These results show that a more detailed
analysis of the industrial sectors and their major sub-sectors should be carried out
in future research.

Further interesting differences could be found in the sector of retail, transport
and tourism. Germany has a high projectification rate of 42 %, whereas Norway
has a low rate with 13.4 %. One reason for these differences might be the different
population sizes and the resulting professionalisation of the sector. But once again,
more research is needed to better understand the differences in this sector.

Further differences can be found in the public sector, education & health. In
Norway, the share of projectification is only 14.2 % and 17.8 % in in Germany,
whereas Iceland has a much higher share of 33.3 % and South Africa is at 35.3%.
Again, more research is needed to better understand the differences in this special
industrial sector.

Table 2 shows the exact shares of project work in the different industrial sec-
tors in each of the four national economies studied:
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Table 2: Shares of project work in the different industrial sectors in the national economies
of Germany, Norway, Iceland and South Africa

The studies tool place at different times over a period of five years, with the
first study taking place in Germany and the last study being carried out in South
Africa. Nevertheless, this difference in timing cannot explain the large differences
found between the different industrial sectors in the four economies analysed.
More qualitative and quantitative research is needed on all of the industrial sectors
to better understand the status of projectification and future developments.

3. PREREQUISITES AND IMPLICATIONS OF PROJECTIFICATION

As business environments become increasingly complex, organisations face in-
creasing uncertainty. Corporate pressure for more efficiency and innovation is also
intensifying as global competition increases. These factors are combined with the
fact the amount of resources available to companies has gone down as a result of
cost pressure and a shortage of skilled workers in most developed economies. One
major consequence of these challenging environmental conditions is the increase in
the project-oriented mode of value creation in organisations. This transformational
change means that firms today are faced with changing organisational structures
and workforces which reflect the temporary shifting nature of work. Being shaped
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and reshaped has become the new normal in firms. As a result, organisations have
become places of continuous restructuring (Wilkinson, 2022). Projects have be-
come associated with development and innovation, but they are also associated
with the notion of control, clarity and output. This duality makes projects highly
attractive for organisations (Fred, 2020).

3.1. Pillars of projectification in economies

The increasing projectification of economies is influencing different stake-
holders and is also influenced by them. These stakeholders include individuals,
organisations, organisational networks, social norms, standards and beliefs. (Wag-
ner et al, 2021).

Scott’s Institutional theory can be used to define an economy as also being
a system of “regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive elements that, together
with associated activities and resources, provide stability and meaning to social
life” (Scott, 2014: 56).

This regulative pillar focuses on the ability of institutions to constrain and
regularise behaviour and compliance (or non-compliance) with rules can be mon-
itored and sanctioned by state authorities. The normative pillar emphasises rules
that prescribe rights and privileges as well as responsibilities and duties, based on
the acceptance of norms, standards and behaviour. Non-compliance can lead to
exclusion from a social group. The cultural-cognitive pillar focuses on the shared
assumptions that constitute the nature of social reality and the framewworks within
which meaning is made. It describes the beliefs, perceptions and attitudes shared by
the members of a group. The actors in a group might be unaware of these factors,
but they affect communication and collaboration and lead to compliant behaviour
from these actors. Intermediaries play an important role between these three pillars
of institutional theory and these actors include government agencies, private and
public firms, industrial associations, trade unions, universities and professional
associations (Scott, 2014). Social, economic and political factors constitute the
institutional structure of a specific environment which provides firms with an ad-
vantage as they can engage in specific types of activities. Organisations will perform
more efficiently and effectively if they receive institutional support.

Regulative actions in an economy are legislation and the development of laws
and regulations that affect project-related work and the dissemination of projects
in an economy (Wagner et al. 2022). An example for this would be if a govern-
ment prescribed a specific educational standard of qualification and certification
for the project professionals in public projects, such as infrastructure or public
administrative projects. These regulative measures could go as far as creating reg-
ulations that make education in project management mandatory for students in
some specific subjects.
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Normative action that fosters the projectification of an economy should be
a standard that is utilised for education, and a certification standard should be
established for public projects, the prescription of project-management standards
that are funded by the public or the government and specific project-governance
standards for public projects. A further normative measure could be to offer pro-
ject-based learning to pupils and students in schools and universities. Another
normative action could be the creation of a project management ladder in public
organisations and public administrative bodies.

Cultural-cognitive actions for fostering the projectification of an economy
could be the use of project, programme and portfolio management language and
a project mindset by state officials and journalists in the press or transforming
the project managers of important public projects into role models. This diverse
set of examples of possible institutional measures have the potential to positively
influence the an economy at a projectification level.

3.2. Implications of projectification

Projectification has an impact on every part and every actor in an economy:
its institutions and organisations, but also its culture and education system as the
previous chapter on institutional theory showed. The pressure to continuously in-
novate in organisations forces projectification on every stakeholder and institution
in an economy.

In their macroeconomic study, Henning & Wald showed that projectification
has positive effects on the economy in terms of production volume, innovative
capacity, profitability, employment and income. However, they also showed that
projectification can have negative effects, which can be observed in sectors such as
agriculture, where the increased use of projects can lead to a decline in employment
and even in income. One of the main implications of projectification is that the use
of temporary forms of organisation cannot be recommended without limitations.
It suitability depends on the economic sector in which they are used and sectoral
interdependencies. (Henning & Wald, 2019).

The transformation of a traditional economy into an increasingly pro-
ject-based, non-permanent economy includes areas of uncertainty, new dynam-
ics and a redefinition of the traditional roles of employers and employees. The
traditional understandings between employees and employers may be changing.
More and more people are likely to become self-employed as project workers.
Instead of working for an employer, individuals could sell their services to
intermediary entities and this contractual relationship would be formalised in
non-traditional formats. In the best-case scenario, this new economy could be
a good development as people would be able to choose their projects based on

their skills and knowledge.
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However, there are many negative consequences of this trend, e.g. the loss of
employment rights, like payment for sick days, maternity leave or planning insecu-
rity in a job market in which people would not know what would happen after they
delivered their project. This would be a market in which people would take a risk and
take on too many projects to avoid being out of work, thus increasing stress levels .
People would be forced to take more self-responsibility in different areas, e.g. train-
ing, professional development and continuous education. The role of the traditional
workplace as a social institution would change as a consequence of projectification.
The social and societal consequences of the loss of this institution are still unclear.

Jacobsson and Jalocha define four emerging images of this omnipresent trends
towards projectification: projectification as a managerial approach, projectifica-
tion as a societal trend, projectification as a human state and projectification as a
philosophical issue (2021). These four perspectives show that the phenomenon of
projectification, which once derived from an organisational, managerial perspec-
tive, today represents an increasingly important part of the lives of individuals,
organisations, economies and societies.

Concerning projectification, the “level of analysis has grown from a case where
projectification was solely acknowledged as a structural trajectory in organizational
restructuring, toward viewing projectification as a fundamentally socially changing
phenomenon with complex consequences” (Jacobsson and Jalocha, 2021:1598).

4. OUTLOOK

Digitalisation and automation lead to a decrease in functional work also in
process-oriented companies. This circumstance corresponds to the fourth phase of
organisational transition analysed by Midler, which deals with the transformation
of organisational processes into a balance between functional work and project
work (Midler, 1995).

A major question is where and when will the saturation point of projectifica-
tion be reached in different firms and, consequently, in industrial sectors?

The highest share of project work measured in these studies is in the South
African construction industry at 64,4 %. We assume that the saturation point in
this already highly projectified sector might be at about 80 %. Corporate service
providers like consultancies will also be able to automatise most of their repetitive
processes, which will lead to a very high degree of project work. The same applies
to the manufacturing industry and to the oil and gas sector. It seems that the level
of project saturation is already quite high in these sectors. The projectification in
these areas increased by 11% between 2010 and 2014 in Norway, and it is expected
to stay stable at 51%. The high share of projectification in the oil and gas sector
is explained by the constant need for exploration to find new sources, and this is
carried out with projects.
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The highest increase in project work in the last few years has taken place in
the retail, transport, restaurant, hotel and tourism sector with a total increase of
50% in Norway, starting from the low level of 9% in 2010. Another high project
share increase has taken place in the information and communication sector. The
share was 35% and had grown to 51% in 2020 in Norway.

A major difference between the German, the Icelandic, the Norwegian and
the South African sectors lies in the share of project work in agriculture, forestry
and fishing. We put forward the hypothesis that the more important and complex
a specific industrial sector is in a country, the higher its share of project work is.

Finally, an important difference between the economies studied is in the public
education and health sector. This sector has undergone major organisational change
by becoming leaner, more digital and more flexible, and most of the organisational
change processes have been carried out with projects.

Winch et al. investigated the socio-economic implications of the Covid-19
pandemic (2021). Project organisation played a central role in every sector, in-
cluding the identification of therapeutic drugs for COVID-19 treatment; the
development of mass-scale test and trace systems for infection control; the design
and implementation of economic support schemes for individuals and businesses;
the procurement and distribution of personal protective equipment to hospitals
and nursing homes and the development and implementation of mass vaccination
programmes maximising the benefits of vaccine development projects. “Overall,
we can identify a “projectification” in the COVID-19 response which is likely to
have much wider ramifications across economy and society” (Winch et al., 2021:8).

Whether a “saturation” of projectification in firms, industrial sectors and
economies will take place, and at what point this saturation will happen needs to
be looked at in future research. These reflections have generated new vocabulary,
such as ‘overprojectionisation’ (Lundin, 2015), ‘deprojectionisation’ (Lundin,
2012) and ‘post-project society’ (Lundin, 2015).

5. CONCLUSION

The economic indicators of the share of project-work in organisations open up
an array of possibilities to investigate how best practices in project management can
improve the speed, productivity, effectiveness and competitiveness of companies
and economies.

Projectification has great means and contains ambivalent aspects for individ-
uals, organisations, societies, social institutions and nations. This analysis shows
that there could be several winners in projectification. The winners could be the
projectocracy, the executives in the organisations, the organisations as they are
gaining more flexibility and competitiveness, the project management associations,
the public sector and societies. Finally, national economies could also benefit
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greatly from projectification because they are gaining a higher degree of flexibility,
innovativeness and wealth, which are important competitive factors in the global
competition between individuals and organisations, and also between national
economies. The losers of the projectification trend could be the individuals work-
ing in unstable employment conditions (the projectariat), and the breakdown of
social welfare systems as instability and unpredictability increase . Both sides of
the projectification coin need to be reconciled to achieve good conditions for all
stakeholders in future project societies.

We suggest that institutions should have a stronger influence to steer and
control this transformation that will have a great impact on every member. We
also believe that individuals need to be well educated so that they can avoid ex-
ploitation. Finally, we would like to point out that project management has been
criticised as a masculine capitalist management practice. It is therefore the respon-
sibility of organisations to further develop the discipline so that it becomes a more
human-oriented, sustainable management practice, not built upon the exploitation
of human and natural resources.

Project management practitioners and researchers all over the world can argue
about how important their work is by using evidence. Projects are a driving force
of corporate and economic development.
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CHAPTER 2
Projectification and SMEs

JuaNn MANUEL DoMINGUEZ-ORTEGA

APGP

Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) are the largest of the categories of business
entities: they account for 90% of the out of all types of companies and they are
responsible for 70% of wealth and employment generation. Projects are currently
key to social and economic development. This reality is not unknown to SMEs,
which, however, have so far not had a strong link with project management, which
has traditionally focused on large companies, and SMEs have not widely adopted
project culture. In this chapter we will analyse the specific features of SMEs, their
relationship with projects and the characteristics that influence their management.
We will also review the limitations on the competitiveness of SMEs and how they
can use projects as a tool for competing in the current business context.

Keywords: Projectification; SME; competitiveness.

1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter aims to address the impact of projectification on SMEs. The
aim of every organisation is to remain competitive in order to stay alive. Projects
represent a way of organising work that ultimately aims to maintain and develop
the competitive abilities of.

To do this, it is necessary to understand the relationship between SMEs and
projects, and the specific characteristics, strengths and limitations of this relation-
ship. The level of competitiveness of SMEs and the future challenges that face them
also need to be understood.

Only from this global perspective will we be able to understand the implica-
tions of projectification for SMEs and the opportunities and threats it poses.

Before doing so, it is useful to dedicate a few lines to reflect on the nature of
projects and their irruption at both economic and social levels.
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1.1. Why do SMEs carry out projects?

This is a critical point for understanding the approaches used for writing this
chapter.

SMEs, and every type of organisation, launch projects for something specific.
That something is known as benefit, and it is related to the expected impact of a
project on an organisation. In other words, a project is successful if it achieves the
impact expected. This is different from the traditional measurement of success,
which focuses on scope, cost and schedule. It is necessary to differentiate between
project success and project management success.

For practical purposes, is it better to deliver a well-managed project that does
not meet its objectives or a project that deviates from the plan but generates the
expected benefit (or exceeds it)? The Sydney Opera House is a clear example of
the latter.

To realise successful projects, it is necessary to set strategic objectives for a
company (or the business area involved) and assess what the project considered
will contribute to these objectives. The issue is that the organisation and running
of SMEs tends to be more informal (especially when they are smaller) and this
poses a challenge when defining the impacts expected. It is more difficult to assess
impacts when the strategic roadmap is not explicit. And SMEs do not usually have
strong roadmaps.

The good news is that it works: if project decisions are consistently in line with
strategy, there is a significant improvement, 38%, in terms of meeting objectives
when compared to decisions that do not match strategy (PMI, 2017).

1.2. Why are there so many projects?

One of the most illustrative explanations of the shift from operations to pro-
jects is provided by Antonio Nieto-Rodriguez in his article 7be Project Economy
has arrived (Nieto-Rodriguez, 2021). According to the author, we have come from
industrial approaches or similar, focused on manufacturing, in which productivity
and efficiency were paramount. In a reasonably stable context, with controlled
planning cycles (annual operational plans with minor revisions) and operations
with a permanent character, it could work. However, the current landscape is
characterised by a lack of stability caused by frequent change.

In the current context with a high degree of change, with the advance of the
service model over the production model, the reduction of product cycles and
the drive for digitalisation, among other factors, the ability to adapt comes to the
forefront, far ahead of efficiency.

This is where projects come into play. Projects are the only way to embed
change in organisations. Projects are temporary endeavours, as opposed to opera-
tions. They help organisations to adapt. To evolve.
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So it is not surprising that projects are playing an increasingly important role
in business models and ways of organising companies of all sizes. Much progress
has been made since Midler’s identification back in 1995 of the impact of projects
on the way Renault operated and it was structured.

2. AIMING ACCURATELY: WHY IT MAKES SENSE TO EXPLORE THE RELATIONSHIP BE-
TWEEN SMES AND PROJECTS

The growing role of projects in society and in economic development is such
an obvious reality that we are devoting a book to unravelling it.

This chapter focuses on SMEs, so it is worth reviewing the main parameters
that are taken into consideration when identifying a company as an SME. To be
included in one of the following categories, a company must meet the two require-
ments shown (the parameter linked to assets on balance sheets has been excluded).

1abla 1: Parameters for SME status, according
to European Commission Recommendation 2003/361/EC

Typology Number of employees Annual revenue
Micro enterprise <10 employees < €.2 million
Small enterprise <50 employees < €10 million
Medium enterprise <250 employees < €.50 million

In the case of the United States, higher numbers of employees are usually
considered, although the thresholds depend on the activity of the SME (SBA,
2022). For example, traditionally, the upper limit of the number of employees for
an SME has been 500 people, compared with 250 in Europe.

2.1. The economic impact of SMEs and their projects

The importance of SMEs, both in terms of their contribution to GDP and
in terms of employment, is another undeniable fact. According to the World
Economic Forum, they account for nearly 90% of companies and almost 70%
in terms of the contribution to GDP and employment generation (WEE, 2022).

So, to get the background, let’s start by estimating the overall impact of pro-
ject-based work in small and medium-sized enterprises. For this we will use two
complementary sources.

Let’s begin with Yvonne-Gabrielle Schoper, author of the previous chapter
and one of the pioneers in measuring projectification, who in 2018 estimated the
economic contribution of project-based activities in different countries (Schoper et
al., 2018). This study has been followed by others that use the same approach (see
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Table 1). For guidance purposes, figures from different countries studied would
place the contribution of the Project Economy at an average value of 40.6% of
GDP. If we extrapolate this to the share of the global economy that is held by
SMEs, we obtain a value of 28.4% of the overall GDP generated by project work
in small and medium-sized enterprises.

Table 2: Estimation of the level of projectification, as a percentage
of GDP in different countries

Country Autor Year %GDP
Germany Y.-G. Schoper et al., 2018 2019 41.3%
Iceland Y.-G. Schoper et al., 2018 2019 31.5%
Norway Y.-G. Schoper et al., 2018 2019 33.8%
China O. Lixiong et al., 2018 2022 53.0%
South Africa C. Marnevick, G. Bekker, 2022 2023 43.5%

Let’s now turn to the analysis of the results of project-based work in SME:s.
Rodney Turner (Turner et al, 2010), states that approximately one third of SME
activity is generated by projects. If this value is applied to the contribution of
project-based activities in SMEs, it is 23.3% of the overall GDP.

This approximation would indicate that projects in SMEs generate approx-
imately a quarter of global GDP. In terms of economic value, the International
Monetary Fund forecast for 2023 is $106.2 trillion of Global GDP (IMF, 2023,
current prices). According to this estimate, project-based work carried out by SMEs
will account for about $26.5 trillion. For context, this figure is slightly higher than
the entire US GDP for the same year.

On the other hand, most of the sources above show that the trend for using
projects is increasing by between 1% and 5% per year (O. Lixiong et al., 2018).
And these are data that do not reflect the impact of the pandemic and the massive
launch of “digital transformations”.

The Project Economy has arrived (Nieto-Rodriguez, 2021). It seems impor-
tant, therefore, to ensure thatSMEs are fluent in the language of projects.

2.2. Project success (failure) rate

Typical project success rates show a clear reality: there is much room for im-
provement in project management.

The Project Management Institute conducts an annual study, called the Pulse
of the Profession, in which it collects the main data related to projects.

According to the results for 2021, 73% of projects meet their business objec-
tives, leaving a worrying 27% that do not meet them. 62% are completed on time,
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i.e. almost 40% are behind schedule. And 55% stay within their budget, which
leaves almost half of the projects with cost overruns. The rate of failed projects
(recognised) is 12%.

These results, with slight variations, are consistently repeated. It would be hard
to imagine 3 out of 10 buses not arriving at their destinations, 4 out of 10 arriving
late and 5 out of 10 asking for money to finish the journey once it has started.. The
reasons for these results are varied, and the Pulse of the Profession makes a detailed
review whose results do not tend to change substantially from year to year.

To contextualise the situation for SMEs, the region of La Rioja, Spain, pub-
lishes a biennial study of the level of development of project management. The
figures offered on the success of projects show 75.2% in terms of meeting objec-
tives, 73.8% in terms of deadlines and 73.6% in terms of budget (Government
of La Rioja, 2023).

As a contrasting view, Bent Flyvbjerg, an author specialised in large projects,
has coined the term, the “iron law of project management”: “over budget, over
time, under benefits, over and over again” (Flyvbjerg, Gardner, 2023). According
to the author, almost half of all projects do not deliver on cost, only 8.5% of pro-
jects deliver on cost and schedule and a negligible 0.5% also generate the benefits
expected. It is true that Flyvbjerg focuses on large infrastructure projects, but it is
striking that in such a projectified environment, the results are so worrying.

Another example, linked to post-pandemic digital transformation efforts, cites
an average failure rate of 87.5% (Bonnet, 2022).

Projects fail systematically, we know the causes and yet they continue to fail,

why? This is known as the Cobb paradox.

2.3. What it takes to get projects moving forward

It can be concluded that, in general, we do not know how to take projects
forward. This has a lot to do with skills.

As mentioned in the Introduction, projects must meet certain impact expec-
tations. The management of the projects is also expected to be successful, that
is, in line with the planning that has been carried out. That implies a duality in
terms of the competences needed to carry projects out. On the one hand, there are
competences linked to the strategic phase, the conceptualisation and evaluation
of projects, which enables the most suitable projects to be selected. On the other
hand, there are competences related to planning and execution.

An article linked to this duality (Leinward, Rotering, 2017) showed the results
of a survey given to managers that asked them about their levels of effectiveness
in developing strategies and executing them. The study showed that 8% of the
respondents defined themselves as very effective in both facets, 23% as effective
in both, and 35% as not effective in either of the two areas. By facet, 48% of re-
spondents were ineffective in strategy development and 50% in strategy execution.
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This survey was carried out in the corporate environment, which has much
higher levels of specialisation than SMEs, in which generalist profiles are more
important. Therefore, results in small and medium-sized companies are probably
significantly lower.

There are different sources that relate the development of certain skills with
better project performance. For example, the Pulse of the Profession, in its 2023
edition, included significant differences between organisations according to the
different levels of development of the power skills (which could also be referred
to as interpersonal skills) and their influence on aspects linked to projects. Thus,
a high level of prioritisation in power skills is related to a significant improvement
in both the rate of projects that meet business objectives and in the reduction
of budget lost because of failed projects. At a broader level, power skills are also
associated with greater maturity in benefits realisation, project management and
organisational agility.

And in the case of SMEs, what can we say? Well, the development of skills
requires time and resources, which are often the main barrier to progress for small
and medium-sized enterprises. We will address this specific aspect later on, which,
in my view, is the key element that will condition the ability of SMEs to surf the
wave of projectification.

3. SMEs AND THEIR PROJECTS

In the following section we will try to unravel the relationship between SME:s,
their projects and their project management.

The fact is that SMEs have received little attention in project and project
management literature, with a few exceptions such as the contributions of Rodney
Turner..

3.1. Traditional project management

Project management knowledge has been linked to technical disciplines, and
it took off in the second half of the 20th century.

Both in terms of their origin and their areas of application, project manage-
ment methodologies have become more and more sophisticated, requiring increas-
ing levels of specialisation for their application. Perhaps this is the main reason
why project management has traditionally been kept at a distance from the general
company management: only specialists were able to understand it. As Antonio
Nieto-Rodriguez often mentions, tools in business management are usually simple
(McCarthy’s 4Ps of marketing, Porter’s 5 forces etc.), how can we expect project
management to become mainstream if the tools are so complex?

This evolution in approaches and methodologies has made it more difficult for
SME:s to incorporate projects, as they have very different needs from other types of
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companies. Lets start with a global characterisation of SMEs compared with large

companies and their level of fit with traditional project management.

Table 3: Characterisation of SMEs and traditional project management according
to Ghobadian y Gallear (1997), Turner et al (2009, 2010)

Domain SME:s vs large companies Traditional project management

Processes | SMEs require simple planning | The processes are formal and often
and control systems, informal | bureaucratic
evaluation and reporting.

Procedures | SMEs have a low level of stan- | The procedures encourage specialisa-
dardisation, with idealistic de- | tion and formal decision making
cision making.

Structure | SMEs have a low level of spe- | Roles are well defined and traditional
cialisation, with multi-tasking, | project management stifles innova-
but a high degree of innova- [ tion (Keegan, Turner, 2002)
tiveness.

People Because of the higher frequen- [ Traditional project management is
cy of failure in SMEs, people [ system focused rather than people
prefer tested techniques focused

The table 3 shows the alignment between traditional project management
approaches and the characteristics of large companies. It also shows the mismatch
with the reality of SMEs, which results in the limited application of these types of
approaches. SMEs require project management approaches that meet their needs.

3.2. The impact of size on the management of SMEs and their projects

In the previous section we compared SMEs with large companies. However,
the definition of an SME covers very different realities because the operation of
a company with 8 employees is very different from that of a company with 224
employees.

The SME literature has identified patterns in the evolution of firms. A com-
mon reference is Lewis and Churchill (1983), who identified five stages of firm
growth and characterised each of them.
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Table 4: Stages in firm evolution. Own elaboration based on Lewis y Churchill (1983)

Stage Management style Main concern

Existence Direct supervision Obtaining customers and delive-
ring products/services

Survival Supervised supervision | Generate sufficient revenue to earn
an economic return

Success Functional Deciding whether to go for growth
or for stability and profitability

Take-off Divisional How to grow rapidly and how to
finance that growth

Resource Line and staff Consolidate the gains from rapid

maturity growth and maintain the advan-

tages of small size

The key point is to realise that, although they are all SMEs, the challenges at
each of their five stages of growth are different, as are the structures and needs, and

these aspects influence the management of their projects.

1able 5: Organisational structure, by size. Created by the author,
based on Turner et al (2010)

Size Business units [ Management Nature of work and procedures
layers

Micro One One Multi-task / people focused

Small Several Two Multi-task / people focused

Medium Several Three Specialist / Formal

Thus, if we consider size as a guiding factor, the smaller the company, the

more it operates based on informal processes and flexibility, with a predominance
of generalist profiles. This is the reality for micro enterprises and also for small
enterprises. Medium-sized companies, however, require a more evident level of

formalisation, and they usually have specialists who allow them to take advantage

of the greater systematisation in project management.

The evolution in the size of the company is dynamic and there are moments
of transition that are critical. In his research, Turner (2010) detected a crisis point
at around 15-20 employees, characterised by the creation of different business
areas. At 40-50 employees, another transition occurs, caused by the incorporation
of intermediate management levels, coinciding with the transition from small to
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medium-sized companies. Can we pretend that these changes at an organisational
level do not affect project management in companies?

Therefore, project management approaches and tools need to take these aspects
into account. Tools used for large companies can be adapted for medium-sized
companies, which also have a certain degree of formalisation and specialisation.
But a further twist is needed to adapt them to small and micro enterprises. Turner
defined these approaches as lite for medium-sized enterprises and micro-lite for
small and micro enterprises (Turner et al. 2012).

3.3. Projects in SME;s

SME:s often use their projects as part of what they offer to other companies,
to create products and services, or they also apply them internally, for their own
growth and innovation.

As mentioned in the previous section, it is logical to assume that the charac-
teristics of an SME influence the projects it develops in some way. The literature
suggests that they do. There is a relationship between the size of the SME and the
average size of its projects, expressed in terms of project duration. Thus, the most
common duration for projects in micro enterprises is 0 to 3 months, in small en-
terprises 3 to 6 months and in medium-sized enterprises 6 to 12 months (Turner,
2010).

Generally speaking, the smaller the company, the smaller the projects it de-
velops. And smaller projects mean lower management requirements. On the other
hand, we have mentioned that the smaller the company, the higher the level of
flexibility in procedures.

Therefore, how projects are managed must be adapted to the reality of each
SME. The management of projects, like any other undertaking, is a resource-con-
suming activity, between 10% and 30% of a total project, according to Turner
(2012), so there will be a point that optimises the efficiency of the result. De-
pending on how complex a project is, it requires a certain degree of effort in
management tasks.

In short, the smaller the company, the less effort is needed to obtain an effi-
cient result. In other words, small project management efforts can yield big results
in smaller companies.

This is good news. Smaller companies tend to have fewer resources available
for their development. If the requirements are lower, resource constraints will be
less important.

There is another interpretation: more is not always better. Higher levels of
project management maturity, understood as the greater systematisation of project
management practices, can have a negative impact on efliciency if the complexity
of a project does not justify it.
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This point is of particular importance given the aforementioned relationship
between capabilities and project performance. We are not looking at absolute
thresholds for project delivery, but ones that are relative to the complexity of the
projects undertaken. Smaller projects will entail lower levels of complexity. We are
talking about having sufficient capacities to carry out certain types of projects, not
absolute capacities that allow us to deal with any project.

3.4. A practical application: the level of development of project management in organ-
isations in La Rioja

In order to support the messages so far, we will use the results obtained from
the study that evaluates project management practices in the organisations in the
region of La Rioja (Government of La Rioja, 2023).

The report, which aims to periodically monitor the levels of development of
project management in organisations in La Rioja, includes the results of the pro-
jects and a set of parameters that make it possible to define a global development
index (GDI), by means of a survey of 379 entities.

The results are broken down according to different factors, including organi-
sation size, which is discussed below.

Resulss: project performance

First of all, project success results are assessed for the three main aspects (pro-
ject objectives, schedule and budget). The survey is designed with responses on a
five-choice Likert scale. The size grouping includes organisations from both the
private and public domains.

Table 6: Project results, according to organisation size
(Government of La Rioja, 2023) and PMI (2021)

Parameter | 1-9 people [ 10-49 people | 50 and more people PMI, 2021
Objectives 73.3% 74.1% 79.7% 73.0%
Schedule 73.1% 73.0% 76.0% 62.0%
Budget 73.1% 72.5% 76.0% 55.0%

For comparative purposes, the results obtained show slightly higher levels of
success than those indicated by the Project Management Institute in terms of meet-
ing targets. In the case of time and budget, a more evident difference is observed.
It is important to note, however, the significant difference between company size
and project type in the two samples.



PROJECTIFICATION AND SMES 51

Focusing on La Rioja, it can be seen that larger sizes are associated with better
results. However, for the purposes of deadlines and budgets, there are no major
differences in the results for the smaller sizes.

RESULTS: LEVEL OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT

An index integrating three dimensions, each with its own set of factors, was
constructed to assess the level of project management development. The dimen-
sions are detailed below.

Table 7: Assessment of the level of project management development
(Government of La Rioja, 2023)

Dimension Indicators
Capacity (C): Respondents” per- * CI. Project management.
ception of their capacity for * C2. Organisational capabilities.
project management
Attitude (A): the attitude within * Al. Attitude towards project management.
the organisation towards project |* A2. Actitude towards promotion of project
management management by administrations.
Implementation (I): the actual * I1. Use of methodologies.
implementation of project e 12. Training.
management in the organisation ¢ 13. Organisational structure.

e I4. Certifications.

The evaluation for each indicator (Likert scale 1-5) and for the dimensions is
shown in the following table.

1able 8: Results of the ratings of the indicators of the level project management development
(Government of La Rioja, 2023)

Indicators 1-9 people | 10-49 people 50 and more people
CI. Project management. 2.34 2.43 3.22
C2. Organisational
capabilities. 3.72 3.83 4.18
Al. Attitude towards
project management. 3.98 3.98 4.39

A2. Attitude towards pro-
motion of project manage-
ment by administrations. 3.84 3.88 4.28

I1. Use of methodologies. 2.93 2.87 3.58
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Indicators 1-9 people | 10-49 people 50 and more people
12. Training. 1.47 1.65 2.37
I3. Organisational
structure. 1.49 1.70 2.61
I4. Certifications. 1.09 1.12 1.32

From these values, the results per dimension and the value of the global de-
velopment index (GDI) are calculated. The calculation methodology can be found
in the report referenced.

Table 9: Results of the assessments of the level of development of project management
(Government of La Rioja, 2023)

Dimensions 1-9 people | 10-49 people 50 and more people
C. Capacity 3.03 3.13 3.70
A. Attitude 3.91 3.93 4.33
I. Implementation 1.74 1.84 2.47
GDI. Global
Development Index 2.55 2.62 3.18

The results obtained show a higher value in the maturity levels of larger organ-
isations for all three dimensions studied. These results show a significant proximity
between the smaller levels (1 to 9 people and 10 to 49 people), while the results for
organisations with 50 people or more show higher values. Thus, the overall result
for larger companies is significantly higher.

By dimension, Attitude is the area that received the highest score in all cases.
Regardless of size, the companies surveyed show a high predisposition in terms of
the impact that project management brings to their organisations.

This is followed by Perceived Capabilities, with slightly lower ratings but
similar behaviour.

Finally, the Implementation dimension shows the lowest values but the same
pattern of responses. This section, which is more closely linked to the formalisation
of management practices and the application of resources, shows more marked
differences with respect to larger organisations.

Comments

Data show similar results for micro and small sized organisations (73.3% and
74.1% in terms of meeting objectives), which links to their results in terms of their
level of project management capacity, as identified by the GDI (2.55 and 2.62,
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respectively). This, similar to Turner’s research, shows the alignment of the organ-
izational needs and types of projects performed by micro and small organisations.

For larger organisations, slightly higher levels of success (79.7% in objectives)
are related to significantly higher capabilities, with a GDI of 3.18. These results
also seem to support the previous statements, which argue for a fit between project
demand and the effort required for proper project management.

If the approaches suggested above are followed, there will be an optimum
capacity point for the different levels of organisation. This leads us to consider the
relationship between capacities and results and to assess the effort needed in order
to improve results with an efficient application of resources.

4. THE COMPETITIVENESS OF SMEs

Increasing projectification means changes to how SMEs operate; they have to
adapt their structures, tools and processes to respond to new challenges.

In order to understand the challenges SME:s face, it is important to look at the
past, the present and the future. Especially the future, because how SMEs operate
should match the new challenges. This section is about providing some insight into
the competitiveness of SMEs and the challenges ahead.

4.1. How are SMEs competing?

The fact is that recent performance has not been encouraging. SMEs have to
compete in a complex environment. And they need to do better.

European data show that SMEs are steadily losing competitiveness when com-
pared to large companies. This is the view expressed in the 2002 European Court
of Auditors report. That report argues that in the period 2011-2018 SMEs in the
European Union fared worse than large companies on key indicators. In particular:

—Revenue growth in large companies was 8 times higher (34.7% versus
4.4%), impacting the market share of SMEs.

—The increase in the number of employees in large firms was 5 times higher
(24.0% versus 5.0%), reducing the importance of SMEs in the European
labour market.

—The increase in value added of large companies was 3 times higher (44.0%
versus 14.3%), reducing the importance of SMEs in wealth creation.

These pre-COVID data do not incorporate the unequal impact of the pan-
demic on SMEs, which had much less room for manoeuvre in coping with this
situation, which affected them more severely than large companies.
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4.2. Principles for competing

The introduction mentioned that projects are carried out for a purpose: the
project’s purpose is to generate an impact on the organisation, which is aligned
with the company’s strategy. If SMEs are increasingly incorporating projects, they
will need to assess the implications of this on the main aspects that could condition
competitiveness.

First, from an external point of view, SMEs have to deal with a global context
characterised by a number of trends. Based on the report by the International
Labour Organisation (ILO, 2021), the following issues can be highlighted.

—Changes in economic activity: economic growth is shifting to emerging
markets, which will attract the attention of large companies moving their
decision-making centres to these countries. In addition, populations will
be concentrated in cities.

—Technological changes: technology acting as a disruptive element is not
a new concept, but its integration into daily life and the speed of its evo-
lution, as well as its scope, scale and impact have made it an accelerating
force .

—Demographic changes: the ageing population is a fact in developed coun-
tries, and it is also spreading to China and Latin America, affecting gen-
erational replacement at a global level. The role and influence of different
generations will be variable in different countries.

—Globalisation: trade, information and the movement of capital and people,
have led to greater global connectivity. Markets are evolving and will make
Asia the main trade centre, with China and India leading the way. The rise
of nationalism and populism can also be observed in some areas.

—Environmental impacts: after a linear phase of warming, we are entering a
new stage of exponential climate impacts. Climate issues will be at the root
of some of the major economic and social ones.

The World Economic Forum report “Future Readiness of SMEs” sets out five
principles for action to boost the competitiveness of SMEs, which are summarised
below.

—Vision execution: a clear, powerful vision that is communicated throughout
an organisation and translated into concrete and measurable actions.

—DPeople as an asset: talent as a strategic asset, developing the attractiveness
to compete with its own strengths (an attractive vision, autonomy, devel-
opment capabilities, etc.).

—Technology as an accelerator: technology is a means to an end. When an
SME has the right vision, it can use technology to achieve it.
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—Importance of ecosystems: diverse, complementary and active local and
global networks allow access to resources when they are needed, enhancing
the capabilities of SMEs. Because of their size and resources, SMEs are
much more dependent on collaborative networks than large companies.

—Strategic growth: growth is chosen according to each company’s objectives
and the evolution of the context of the company. It is necessary to decide
how to use the resources and means available to remain competitive.

5. CONCLUSIONS

I hope by now it has become clear how important it is for SMEs to take pro-
ject management seriously.

The dubious fit between traditional project management approaches, which
are more suitable for large companies, and the needs of SMEs, has not facilitated
project management in SMEs. One thing is clear, however: it is the SMEs that
are losing out in this situation. SMEs need to carry out their projects successfully.

This means being aware and taking of the need to deal with projects appro-
priately. If SME’s want to be competitive, they need to become responsible in four
areas, the areas mentioned below, from 5.1 to 5.4.

However, it is not all bad news for smaller companies: a small effort can lead
to big results.

5.1. Strategic criteria

SME: have to decide how they want to compete and define their path.

The choices made will determine how SMEs will structure themselves and
how they will face the challenges ahead. These decisions will also determine the
attractiveness of SMEs to attract people who will help the company go on. Projects
are a tool that will serve to boost decisions based on each company’s purpose and
conscious intent.

The clarity of the ideas held by people who are leading the changes does not
always reach the other levels of an organisation. The “why” is often only clear to
the most senior people. Flexibility often leads to the realm of the implicit, when
the best tool is explicit communication, especially where purposes and values are
concerned. Explicit strategy, which allows objectives, criteria, values and aspirations
to be shared, is a perfect way to align behaviours and people.

Once again, we are talking about the need for suitable levels of dedication,
which are needed to guide and inspire the advance of the company. We are talking
about enough attention to strategy setting, about being solvent.
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5.2. Project criteria

SME:s need to be project management savvy and choose their own particular
approaches. This is the sole responsibility of the SME, having enough knowledge
in project management.

There are no excuses. In a Project Economy, the future of every SME depends
on the success of its projects. Project management is not the domain of large com-
panies. Nor is it limited to a specific field. It is transversal. It applies to everything
and everyone. SMEs must develop their own criteria to consciously select their
project management approaches. This involves a clear approach to how each
company wants to compete (strategic criteria) and how projects can be helpful in
achieving this.

Tools and methodologies that are suitable for SMEs do exist, but more pro-
gress is needed.

One of the main demands has to do with the limitation of tools aimed at
SMEs. But as mentioned, today there are tools for SMEs. The market for tools
and approaches for project management is very dynamic, and alternatives have
been developed that can be tailored to the needs of SMEs. PM?, developed by
the European Commission, is an example of an initiative that promotes access to
project management and the establishment of a common language at a European
level. Since 2018, it has been available in an open access format with guides and
documentation in multiple languages,

More recently, other initiatives, such as p3.express, have gone further by sim-
plifying the administrative burden and can be especially useful for low complexity
projects.

5.3. People criteria

Projects are driven by people. And SMEs, especially the smaller ones, are
focused on people.

This focus on people, together with attractive approaches at a business strategy
level, along with roots in a territory, can allow SMEs to remain competitive in the
race to attract talent from generations with very different life aspirations to those
of previous ones. The labour market is evolving and, once again, SMEs have to
compete.

Micro and small companies are mainly based on generalist profiles, and these
types of workers are not necessarily trained in project management. Versatility and
multitasking should not be a handicap to the success of projects. If projects are
the tool needed to compete, their implementation must be done in a professional
way. Proper levels of training are necessary, as having the correct skills will have a
positive impact on project outcomes.
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Resource constraints should no longer be an unmanageable problem. It is true
that in the past, access to training was somewhat more complex. Today, there are
a multitude of useful forms of project training, many of them free of charge. Even
large companies such as Microsoft or Google provide useful free online training
courses in project management.

In a Project Economy, it does not seem reasonable to limit the future of the
company by not having skilled people although they have the opportunity to im-
prove their skills easily (accessible and affordable). Each SME must be responsible
for ensuring that its people have appropriate skill levels.

5.4. Technological criteria

Technology is key to being competitive and this will only increase. This is true
for every sector of society, including project management.

The recent rise of ChatGPT has highlighted the impact of technology. The
capacity for disruption in specific areas, such as the automation of monitoring and
reporting, will be a permanent feature that will impact aspects such as efhiciency.

The ability of SMEs to integrate technological advances will play a key role in
their ability to compete. This will require additional effort, given the reduced pres-
ence of specialised profiles. SMEs need to be aware of the key role of technology
in order to compete and find the right sources of information and collaborators
in order not to fall behind. Technological criteria are non-negotiable and must be
added to other criteria.

Strategic criteria, project criteria, human criteria and technological criteria.
In my opinion, these are the four pillars that will support the future of SMEs in
the project economy.

It is good news that projects have transcended the technical field and are now
recognised in the business field. Proof of this is the article “Your projects are your
future”, recently published in the Harvard Business Review (Ignatius, 2021).

So, SMEs, your projects are your future.
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ABSTRACT

Development Cooperation is a global endeavour that aims to improve the lives of
the world population. Projects play a significant role in this endeavour, and they
follow an internationally accepted set of objectives, the Sustainable Development
Goals, and sufficient elements to track progress in Human Development. Over fifty
per cent of global investment in Official Development Assistance is implemented
in the form of projects. This is a joint effort in which a multitude of stakeholders
participate and interact at all levels, from international agencies to grassroots or-
ganizations. Development Cooperation projects take place in different countries,
share some common characteristics, and are actually achieving their purpose.
Project Management in Development Cooperation makes extensive use of the
Logical Framework Approach as a pivotal and almost universal tool for designing,
planning, monitoring, and evaluating projects. However, this approach has limita-
tions, and a professionalised Project Management approach could address some of
the challenges that project managers face in these projects. This chapter discusses
these elements and offers a proposal for some ways to improve project management
in these key projects so that building a better world can continue.

Keywords: Project Management; Development Cooperation; Projectification

1. INTRODUCTION

It is generally acknowledged that Development Cooperation started at the
end of World War II. In 1944, the Breton-Woods Conference laid the foundations
for the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank (WB), which
inaugurated the era of Development Cooperation (Kragelund, 2017). In 1945, the
international community developed the United Nations (UN) system that works
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to maintain international peace and security, to protect human rights, to deliver
humanitarian aid, to promote sustainable development, and to uphold interna-
tional law. These three institutions, together with the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD), founded in 1961, are the backbone of
the multilateral system that provides the global framework for Development Coop-
eration. In 2000, the adoption of the Millennium Development Goals (UN, 2000)
was the first step that led to the creation of the more ambitious 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development in 2015 (UN, 2015). This agenda was a key milestone
as it defined the globally accepted set of 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDG)
that currently define the scope and accountability of Development Cooperation
(Fukuda-Parr & McNeill, 2019).

However, over 75 years have passed since its inception, and finding a standard
definition for Development Cooperation is still not easy. In fact, many different
definitions can be found in academic literature (Chaturvedi et al., 2021) that
highlight the complexity of the concept and its associated system. Even without
a clear-cut definition, it can be said that Development Cooperation is an endeav-
our that engages multiple actors in international cross-border activity, focused on
improving living standards for the world population, through the development of
numerous types and modalities of aid.

What is not contested is that Development Cooperation is a global activity
that mobilizes vast amounts of funds and effort. It has been assessed that “over the
past 60 years high-income countries have invested over 4000 billion euros in devel-
opment aid’ (Develtere et al., 2021). Measured in constant 2020 USD, Official
Development Assistance (ODA) more than quadrupled in the period 1960-2020,
making Development Cooperation a growth activity. In 2021, ODA reached 178.9
billion USD by the 38 countries that are members of the Development Assistance
Committee (DAC), representing 0.33% of their combined Gross National Income
(GNI) (OECD, 2021). This is still far from the 0.7% ODA/GNI target agreed on
24 October 1970 by UN Resolution (OECD, 2016).

Development Cooperation has greatly evolved (Janus et al., 2015) as a result
of numerous factors, and it is subject to the changing geo-political conditions
(Ayll6n, 2007). But from the very beginning, Development Cooperation has
extensively used the project approach to implement its actions. This chapter will
discuss the role of projects in Development Cooperation, their importance, and
the way they are managed to contribute to shaping a better world.

2. THE ROLE OF PROJECTS IN DEvELOPMENT COOPERATION

Projects have been implemented throughout human history, from Stonehenge
to the exploration of space. It was in the second half of the 20 century that pro-
jects started to be managed by applying systematic tools and techniques (Seymour
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& Hussein, 2014). The Development Cooperation system was born at almost the
same time as project management started to be considered as a professional field
on its own merit. Projects have been a fundamental instrument for delivering
Development Cooperation from the very beginning, and Development Coopera-
tion projects can be considered as part of the “human condition” that defines the
current “project society” (Jensen et al., 2016).

2.1. Defining Development Cooperation

The official source of data regarding global figures on Development Cooper-
ation is the OCDE’s DAC , which keeps annual records of the information pro-
vided by its members in its Creditor Report System (CRS) Aid Activity database.
There are strict directives, rules, and principles on how ODA is reported. These
include agreed-upon definitions for aid channels, type of aid, purpose, policy
objectives, and tying status.

Not everything is considered as ODA by the DAC, for example, military
aid and activities for the promotion of the security interests of the donors are
not considered to be ODA (Price, 2019). There are certain forms of aid, such as
humanitarian aid, food aid, and in-donor aid to refugees, that are accounted for
in different ways. This is due to the very specific context in which these types of
aid are provided, which means that they do not follow the core criteria that the
DAC establishes for international assistance to be recognised as Development
Cooperation: assistance needs to be provided to developing countries, it must go
towardseconomic development or the improvement of living standards, and it must
be in the form of grants or concessional loans (Klingebiel, 2014).

Table 1 shows the eight defined types of aid reported in the CRS database
(DAC, 2018). The purpose of the database is to offer a set of readily available data
that enables analysis to be carried out on where aid goes, what purposes it serves,
and what policies it aims to implement. This needs to be done on a comparable
basis for all DAC members. Tracking ODA is essential for informed decision mak-
ing and for ensuring that aid efforts (including, of course, projects) are allocated
correctly.
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Table 1: Aid types - description (adapted from DAC, 2018)
Aid types Description
Budget support The donor transfers funds directly into the recipient

country’s budget and renounces to the exclusive con-
trol of the funds, sharing the responsibility with the

recipient country.

Bilateral core contributions and
pooled programmes and funds

The donor transfers funds to another stakeholder and
renounces to the exclusive control of the funds by
sharing the responsibility with such other stakeholder
- other donors, NGOs, multilateral institutions, etc.

Project-type interventions

The donor funds or implements projects directly.
These include investment projects and other inter-
ventions, including feasibility studies, appraisals,
evaluations, aid channelled through NGO or multi-
lateral institutions, capacity building, etc.

Experts and other technical as-
sistance

Provision, outside projects, of know-how in the form
of personnel, training, and research.

Scholarships and student costs
in donor countries

Financial aid awards, contributions, and costs borne
indirectly for individual students and trainees from
aid recipient countries.

Debt relief

Groups all actions relating to debt — forgiveness, con-
versions, swaps, buy-backs, rescheduling, refinancing

Administrative costs not in-
cluded elsewhere

Administrative costs of development assistance pro-
grammes not already included under other ODA
items as an integral part of the costs of delivering or
implementing the aid provided.

Other in-donor expenditures

Groups a number of contributions that do not give
rise to a cross-border flow

Note that “project-type interventions” is one of these eight defined types of
ODA, highlighting the importance of projects in the system.

2.2. Defining Development Cooperation projects

Further to the inclusion of projects as a reporting category (“Project-type in-
terventions”), the DAC provides a clear-cut definition of the term project as part
of the reporting rules of the CRS and requirements of the CRS database. Table 2
below shows this definition together with those provided by the leading interna-
tional actors in the field of professional Project Management.
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Table 2: Definitions of Project (empbhasis added))

Source

Definition

Development Assistance Com-
mittee (DAC, 2018)

“A project is a set of inputs, activities and outputs,
agreed with the partner country, to reach specific ob-
jectives/outcomes within a defined time frame, with a
defined budget and a defined geographical area. Projects
can vary significantly in terms of objectives, complexity,
amounts involved and duration”.

International Standard Orga-
nization - ISO 21500 (ISO,
2012)

“A project consists of a unique set of processes consist-
ing of coordinated and controlled activities with start
and end dates, performed to achieve project objectives.
Achievement of the project objectives requires the pro-
vision of deliverables conforming to specific require-
ments. A project may be subject to multiple constraints
[...]. Although many projects may be similar, each proj-
ect is unique”.

Project Management Insti-
tute Lexicon (PMI, 2017)

“A temporary endeavour undertaken to create a unique
product, service, or result”.

PRINCE2 Glossary (Axelos,
2017)

“A temporary organization that is created for the pur-
pose of delivering one or more business products ac-
cording to an agreed business case”.

International Project Man-
agement Association (IPMA,
2015)

“A project is defined as a unique, temporary, multi-dis-
ciplinary and organised endeavour to realise agreed
deliverables within predefined requirements and con-
straints. Achievement of the project objective requires
these deliverables to conform to specific requirements

[...]"

PM? - Project Management
Methodology (EC, 2018)

“A project is a temporary organisational structure set up
to create a unique product or service (output) within
certain constraints such as time, cost, and quality. [...]
A successful project ends when its objectives have been

achieved [...]".

The DAC definition of project is aligned with the other definitions provided by
Project Management organizations that shape the globally recognised best practices
in this field. All project definitions include the terms “products” or “deliverables” as
a means to achieving “objectives” or “results”. This is of paramount importance in
Development Cooperation projects as they are, very frequently, sponsored or funded
by the public administration (Ika & Hodgson, 2014), and Development Coopera-
tion projects are perceived as “a way of clearly defining and managing investments and
change processes’ (EC, 2004). Investments in Development Cooperation projects are
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chosen based on the change they will generate (achievement of objectives) and not
on the outputs or deliverables that they will produce.

One element that differentiates the definition proposed by the DAC from
the others is the inclusion of the “defined geographical area” as part of the de-
fining terms. This means that the population associated with each territory will
be included in the process. Development Cooperation projects are considered to
be investments that achieve objectives that bring about (positive) change to the
people they impact. Some development agencies acknowledge these elements in
their own definitions of project. For example, the Spanish Agency for International
Development Cooperation states that: “A Project is an autonomous set of invest-
ments, political activities and institutional or other measures, designed to achieve
a specific development objective in a certain timeframe, in a certain geographical
region and for a certain target group, that will continue to generate goods and/or
services after the external support is withdrawn, and which effects last once the
implementation is concluded” (AECID, 2001).

This link between a project, a territory, and its target population is key to
adequately characterizing the context (physical, socio-economic, cultural, etc.)
and the relationships between the actual stakeholders that will allow the necessary
actions for change to be identified and designed. Moreover, the above definition
expressly incorporates a key issue into Development Cooperation projects: the
sustainability of deliverables and the effects they trigger once a project ends. In
other project environments, this element is not mentioned because it is assumed
that a project must contribute to generating the benefits expected by the promotor
of the project, who is logically fully involved in the project, contributing to its
success. However, the “ownership paradox” in Development Cooperation projects
means that the end owners of deliverables and the beneficiaries of project results,
the target population, are generally not the project promotors nor the funding
providers (Moya-Colorado, Leén-Bolanos & Yagiie-Blanco, 2021). Yet, they are
key to the sustainability of a project as they are linked to the territory and will
stay in it while the promotor and the donor do not have such a strong connection.

2.3. The purpose of Development Cooperation projects

The objectives of Development Cooperation are very wide-ranging, and cover,
essentially, every field of human activity. The establishment of shared objectives in
Development Cooperation has been debated and has evolved over the decades. In
the early days of Development Cooperation, the objectives and metrics used were
essentially linked to economic activity and growth, such as Gross National Income
(GNI) per capita. But, in 1990, the UN developed a new approach that addressed
and measured human wellbeing by focusing on people and their potential, oppor-
tunities, and choices: the human development approach.
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Using this approach, the Human Development Index (HDI) was developed,
incorporating other elements linked to health (such as life expectancy at birth)
and education (expected years of schooling), to the previously used economic
indicators. However, the HDI captures only part of what human development
means. It does not reflect inequalities, poverty, human security, empowerment,
etc. So, in 2010, the Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) included additional
indicators to measure standards of living that were not present in the HDI, such as
access to drinking water, sanitation, electricity, cooking fuel, and assets. These two
indexes are now used as the standard measurements of a population’s wellbeing,
and reports with data for each country are regularly published.

In 2015, another approach to deal with the complexity of Development
Cooperation issues was introduced when the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Devel-
opment was adopted. Building on the previous Millennium Development Goals
(UN, 2000), the definition and acceptance of 17 Sustainable Development Goals
(SDG), 169 targets, and 231 indicators provides a comprehensive framework
of all the dimensions that affect human wellbeing (table 3). This new objective
framework not only incorporates elements that are key to human wellbeing (such
as peace, justice, and strong institutions — SDG16), but also other elements that
are key to the sustainability of the planet and are inherently linked to it (such as
climate action — SDG 13).

Table 3: The Sustainable Development Goals (SDG)

1. No poverty 10. Reduced inequalities

2. Zero hunger 11. Sustainable cities and communities

3. Good health and well being 12. Responsible consumption and production
4. Quality education 13. Climate action

5. Gender equality 14. Life below water

6. Clean water and sanitation 15. Life on land

7. Affordable and clean energy 16. Peace, justice, and strong institutions

8. Decent work and economic growth 17. Partnership for the goals

9. Industry, innovation, and infrastructure

The SDGs are closely interconnected in an intricate network that highlights
the complexity and multi-dimensional issues that are addressed by Development
Cooperation projects. The resolution of, or advancement in, one objective is almost
impossible without the confluence of advancements or resolutions in others. From
the perspective of project management, it is possible to identify the SDGs with
portfolios, targets with programmes and projects that are aligned with indicators.
Every Development Cooperation project should work in alignment with these ob-
jectives, targets, and indicators as part of a system whose objective is development
for the world population.
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2.4. The importance of projects in Development Cooperation

According to the data available development Cooperation is mainly imple-
mented in the form of projects. Figure 1, below, shows the percentage of ODA
that has been delivered in the form of “project-type interventions” over the last 10
years, according to the CRS database of the DAC. The percentage is consistently
over 50% (averaging 51,8% in the series shown), with the other 7 aid types sharing
the remaining percentage.

Figure 1: Distribution of ODA by type in DAC countries
(in Million USD 2020) Source DAC 2021
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Note that part of the assistance provided under “core contributions and pooled
programmes and funds” can also be implemented in the form of projects. In this
case, the main difference affects the control and audit mechanisms that the donors
have over the funds. Similarly, assistance reported as “experts and other technical
assistance” can also be delivered by using projects that focus on capacity building
(training, coaching, studies, etc.) as their core activity. So, besides the percentage of
aid that is expressly reported as “project-type interventions”, there is an additional
share of aid that is also implemented in the form of projects, raising the overall
percentage way beyond the 51,8% stated here. Overall, projects are undoubtedly
the most important instrument of Development Cooperation.
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2.5. Stakeholders in Development Cooperation projects

We have seen that Development Cooperation projects are clearly defined, and
that this definition includes the achievement of agreed objectives and the fact that
projects have a positive impact on territories and their associated populations. Sim-
ilarly to the multidimensionality of human development, the multiple networks of
important stakeholders engaging in Development Cooperation activities include
almost every form of social organisation: international institutions, national and
local governments, private companies, and civil society organisations.

As has been clearly stated: “Development Cooperation is a maze” (Develtere et
al., 2021). All the nodes of the network must ultimately work for the benefit of an
extremely diverse final target population. This diversity is expressed at numerous
levels, including political, social, cultural, and religious ones. As with the scope
of projects, the stakeholder network in Development Cooperation projects is
wide, deep, and complex. How all the stakeholders involved in a project interact
with each other and contribute to the project is a factor that is critical for project
success.

The UN system alone is comprised of 80 different organs, funds, agencies,
commissions, bodies, departments, and offices (UN, 2021). The current 38 OECD
members usually have their own bilateral development agencies at a national level,
but there is also a wide network of decentralised cooperation, in which local gov-
ernments (i.e., municipalities) also engage in Development Cooperation activities
(Bontenbal & van Lindert, 2009). There are countless Non-Governmental Organ-
isations (NGOs) ranging from international organisations such as the Red Cross
to local grass-roots organisations that also take part in Development Cooperation
activities. Geographically, Development Cooperation engages countries across all
the continents in north-south, and south-south cooperation, and plays a role in
shaping international policy.

The role of civil society at a grassroots level also needs to be considered. Local
NGOs play a pivotal role in two different but complementary functions. Firstly,
they engage well with target populations, as they can understand each context
(socio-economic, cultural, religious, etc.) from the inside, and they can act as
fundamental partners for all the external organisations participating in Develop-
ment Cooperation projects. Secondly, they can also act as advocates towards the
local authorities, and they can demand accountability from all actors on behalf of
the target populations, promoting project sustainability from within. The role of
civil society is key for the promotion of democracy, the rule of law, social justice,
and human rights in unstable contexts. Therefore, capacity building components
must be included in Development Cooperation projects to reinforce these two
key functions.
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2.6. Characterisation of Development Cooperation projects'

Development Cooperation projects have been studied and characterised from
several perspectives. Golini & Landoni (2014), undertook a review of the available
literature available in which they systematised the characteristics of Development
Cooperation projects. According to their study, Development Cooperation projects
have some common characteristics, which are usually present at the same time and
influence how these projects are managed. Boakye & Liu (2016) identified differ-
ent causes of project failure, noting that most of these causes, if not all, have been
repeatedly mentioned in the PM literature. Hermano et al. (2013) identified and
systematised Critical Success Factors (CSF) for Development cooperation projects
and selected seven of these factors, acknowledging their multiplicity and the lack
of consensus on them. Table 4 summarises these findings.

Table 4: characteristics of Development Cooperation projects

powerful client

High number of stakeholders
Difficult, complex and risky
environments

Resource scarcity

Difficulty in using PM tech-
niques in the context of other
cultures

Presence of intangible out-
puts, which can be difficult

to define and measure

Weak supervision

Low commitment by host
government

Poor management

Lack of flexibility

Poor Quality-at-Entry
(QAF)

Optimism bias

Project understaffing
Exogenous factors
Non-performing contractors
Delays in project start-up
Not admitting failure
Project complexity

Identified characteristics Identified causes of failure | Identified CSF
(Golini and Landoni, 2014) | (Boakye & Liu, 2016) (Hermano et al., 2013)
Lack of a defined and/or | Poor project planning Team building

Local environment
Implementation approach
Learning opportunities
Policy characteristics
Availability of resources
Stakeholders/beneficiaries
satisfaction

Additionally, Development Cooperation projects are enormously diverse,
as they are in any other area. In this case, diversity comes from multiple dimen-
sions. We have already seen the variability of the sectors linked to the SDG. The
amount of investment is another element of diversity, with projects ranging from

1. This section is based on the communication presented at the 23rd International Congress
on Project Management and Engineering, Mdlaga, 10th — 12th July 2019. 06-003. (Moya-Colo-
rado & Yagiie Blanco, 2019). “Exploring the adequacy of openPM? to European Union — funded
international development grant projects implemented by Civil Society Organizations”.
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micro-interventions focusing on small regions with restricted target populations,
to nationwide projects encompassing the populations of whole countries. Stake-
holder networks can also be very diverse, ranging from projects implemented with
a limited number of actors to projects that engage with representatives from all
possible levels, from international cooperation agencies, national and local au-
thorities, international and local NGOs, and representatives of local communities.

In terms of timeframe, Development Cooperation projects also vary consid-
erably. They range from small projects with restricted scopes and limited financial
resources that last a few months to larger projects with wider scopes and budget
allocations that can last for several years. Large projects may be replicated or ex-
panded over successive phases or may be grouped into programmes when different
components with shared objectives and resources are involved. Due to the strong
nature of public investments in Development Cooperation projects, it is possible
that the decision-making processes required for the allocation of investments are
linked to political cycles in donor countries.

3. PROJECT MANAGEMENT IN DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION

Project Management has been recognised as an autonomous discipline for
a long time (Weaver, 2007). There are numerous tools, techniques, approach-
es, methodologies, and standards that provide orientation and guidance in the
identification, design, formulation, planning, implementation, monitoring, and
evaluation of projects. Project Management has evolved in parallel to the Devel-
opment Cooperation system and has provided specific tools and approaches for
Development Cooperation projects. Yet the influence of the project management
discipline on Development Cooperation projects has not been as influential as in
other sectors or areas of activity.

Logical models are at the core of the project approach in Development Coop-
eration (Ferrero & Zepeda, 2014). The Logical Framework Approach (LFA) was
initially conceptualized in the late 1960°s to be used by the United States Agency
for International Development (USAID) as a planning matrix for project design
and evaluation (Sartorius, 1996). It was later improved by including processes for
the design and planning of projects, integrating a results-based approach (Bakewell
& Garbutt, 2005; Vizquez et al., 2014). Later on, the approach was integrated into
Project Cycle Management (PCM) to include a specific way of planning managing,
monitoring, and evaluating Development Cooperation projects (Vdzquez et al.,
2014).

3.1. The Logical Framework Approach and Project Cycle Management

It is widely accepted that the LFA is the de-facto standard tool for project
management in Development Cooperation projects (Landoni & Corti,, 2011;
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Ringhofer & Kohlweg, 2019). The LFA is a participatory analytical process that
supports the designing, planning, and management of projects. It follows a number
of linear steps and uses defined tools to create a deep understanding of the elements
involved in a project. The key elements in the process are:

* Stakeholder participation in the process is an essential element of the LFA
as it ensures engagement, ownership, and sustainability. The process usu-
ally involves a series of workshops or consultation meetings where all the
different points of view held by stakeholders are included, processed, and
analysed. This participatory dynamic is the main information input in proj-
ect identification.

¢ The identification of cause-effect links in the identified problems so that the
root causes can be acted on and effective solutions can be provided. This pro-
cess aims to set an objective and take meaningful, solving the roots of prob-
lems rather than the visible effects or symptoms. As previously mentioned,
Development Cooperation projects focus on the achievement of objectives
and not on the production of outputs or deliverables.

The LFA is usually structured in 3 phases: analysis, design, and planning, and
each of these has several steps and generates specific outputs. Figure 2 provides a

diagram indicating the logical sequence of the process.

Figure 2: Diagram of the LFA phases, steps, and its specific outputs



PROJECTIFICATION AND DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION 73

It is of utmost importance to differentiate the LFA as an analytical process
from the Logical Framework Matrix (LFM), which is the documented output of
the analytical process (EC, 2004). The LFM is based on the information provided
by the previous analysis and outputs of the process, and it incorporates further
analysis of project structure (validity of the internal cause-effect logic, external
factors affecting the project, indicators, and objectively verifiable sources of in-
formation). The LFM then provides the necessary information on the activities
and resources needed to achieve the established objectives, as well as information
required to set up a project schedule and a project budget.

However, the opposite is often true, and the LFA is frequently identified with
the LFM. The LFM provides a standardised format (Couillard, Garon & Riznic
,2009) that summarises key project elements, such as the objectives, the scope,
and the activities, as well as success factors, risks, and indicators. The outputs of
the LFA, namely the LEM, together with the schedule and the budget, ultimately
provide a definition of the elements of the Iron Triangle, which provides the scope,
timeframe, and costs for a project. The Iron Triangle is a widely known schematic
for project management that dates back to the 1950s (Atkinson, 1999) and it is
now considered to be outdated: “research has increasingly started to suggest that
although the Iron Triangle is important, it does not tell the whole story of project
success’ (Monje, 2018).

The LFM has evolved, and it can take different forms, but it is basically a
4x4 matrix that includes a description of the logical chain that links activities to
objectives, how to measure the achievements, and the external factors that influ-
ence the project and that are required to fulfil the achievements. Figure 3 offers a
representation of a sample LFM:

Figure 3: Diagram of the LFM
Logical chain Description Indicators Sources of External
verification factors
Objective
Outcome
Output

Activities

The three documents mentioned the LFM, the project schedule, and the
budget, are frequently required by Development Cooperation donors. Together,
they provide a project definition that allows projects to be compared and assessed
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harmoniously so that funding decisions can be made. In fact, there is a direct link
between the LFM and the monitoring and evaluation of Development Coopera-
tion projects. The availability and use of indicators is key in the management of
projects. (Montero et al., 2015), and the LFM provides indicators for measuring
the achievement of objectives. But, more importantly, there is a direct link be-
tween the elements of the LFM and the most commonly used criteria in project
assessment and evaluation, namely: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, and
sustainability. These are shown in figure 4.

Figure 4: Links between the LEM and evaluation criteria (IUDC, 1997)

Activities/Resources Outputs Objectives

( Efficiency |
( Effectiveness )
( Impact )
( Relevance )
( Sustainability )

Properly undertaking the LFA process as has been described, in a participa-
tory manner by analysing stakeholders, problems, objectives and strategy, requires
considerable time, cost, and effort. This process not always followed, and weak
project design associated with the difficulties of involving local beneficiaries and
their needs being treated without sensitivity have been identified as one of the
causes for failure in Development Cooperation projects (Ika, 2012).

Project Cycle Management appears to provide a wider working framework
for Development Cooperation projects that need to be part of a donor’s policy.
In essence, Project Cycle Management is a circular sequence of phases that cover
three main principles: provision of decision-making criteria and procedures at
each phase; progressivity in terms of the prior completion of one phase before
advancing to the next one; and recurrent feedback from one cycle to the next
by using monitoring and evaluation as a structured process for capturing lessons
learned. The five classic phases in the PCM are: 1) Programming, 2) Identification,
3) Formulation, 4) Implementation, and 5) Evaluation and auditing, which feed
into the next programming phase. PCM aims to ensure that the project is aligned
with the priorities of all stakeholders, that it is relevant for the agreed strategies,
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feasibility, and sustainability. To achieve these objectives, PCM uses and integrates
the LEM as part of the analytical process needed (EC, 2004).

3.2. Limitations of the LFA

Logical models, such as the LFA, are based on identified hypothetical cause-ef-
fect relationships that aim to explain how project activities will yield planned deliv-
erables that will contribute to the achievement of intended results and long-term
impacts (Ferrero & Zepeda, 2014). The limitations of these models are the implicit
isolation of the identified hypothetical cause-effect links and treating projects as
closed, controlled, and immutable systems in which the “process elements” are
ignored (Mosse et al., 1998). In the case of Development Cooperation projects,
ignoring these elements may mean not achieving the main objective of an interven-
tion: the human development process and its sustainability, which strongly depend
on the links between the development processes generated and the stakeholders
involved (Yagiie et al., 2013). The result is a rigidity that is also derived from ap-
proaches that have been adopted from the fields of engineering, construction, and
economics., These approaches are dominated by assumptions that include strict
rationality, objectivity, reductionism, and expectations of universal validity (Ika
& Hodgson, 2014), but they might not consider the specificities of each context,
its complexity, and its changing nature.

The LFA should bring these specificities together as part of its participatory
dimension, but its practical application often derives in the concentration of efforts
to define an LFM that will be acceptable to the donor, as this is often a prerequisite
for funding projects that the major donor agencies require (Rodriguez-Rivero et al.,
2021). Donors use log frame matrixes as normalised instruments for the assessment
of proposals and as a tool for project monitoring and evaluation, but the impor-
tance of the participatory process that needs to be activated to ensure adequate
engagement and further sustainability is often minimised or ignored. This can
lead to further problems in terms of governance, which is understood as being the
co-responsibility in decision making for the resolution of collective problems and
the achievement of the common good (Aguilar, 2013; Fontana & Yagiie, 2012).
Development Cooperation projects need clear governance models that assign roles
and responsibilities within a project and for the achievements of a project in terms
of decision making, efficiency, and accountability. Mechanisms should be put in
place to ensure that both the target population and project stakeholders participate.

In spite of being widely accepted, when assessed, the LFA has been found to have
other limitations. The LEM itself has been found to be an inefficient and limited
framework for Development Cooperation Project Management (Hermano et al.,
2013). The project management capacity of the LEM is not large enough, especially
during project implementation, even when it is combined with a project schedule
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and a project budget. While it does provide a strong project rationale, project defi-
nition, and a monitoring mechanism, there are certain areas of project management
into which the LFA does not provide any insight. The LFA does not contemplate a
governance model that assigns roles and responsibilities within a project, and it does
not consider the achievements of a project in terms of decision making, efficiency,
and accountability. All of these issues, together with the rigidity of the LFM once it
is approved, and its limited adaptability to changing conditions have been identified
as serious limitations of the LFM (Couillard, Garon & Riznic 2009).

There are other project management areas where the LFA is also extremely
limited, such as risk management. In this case external factors (which are often
called “assumptions”) are at times identified as risks when in reality they should
be considered success factors. The external factors that are included in the LFM
are rarely managed (Yamaswari et al., 2016). Development Cooperation projects
are implemented in contexts that are often unstable and in environments that are
changeable, and this means that risk needs to be managed in a better way than
it is in the LFA. Rodriguez Rivero et al. (2021) assessed several proposals for im-
proving the LFA and concluded that it is necessary to integrate the management
of risks, costs, impact, and the time dimensions into the LFA. Similarly, the LFA
does not provide guidance on the management of quality, requirements, issues,
changes, communications, or team coordination (Moya-Colorado, Leén-Bolanos
& Yagiie-Blanco, 2021).

3.3. Project governance in Development Cooperation projects

Generally speaking, Development Cooperation is dominated by donor-re-
cipient schemes. This has changed in recent years with the incorporation of new
donor countries and major private philanthropic actors being incorporated into
the system. However, there is always a flow of funds involved or a mechanism by
which one supports another, which establishes a two-sided relationship at the core
of all Development Cooperation initiatives. This seriously affects the way projects
are managed. Even if both parties agree on objectives, budget allocation, scope,
procedures, ownership, etc., there are many elements that can cause friction in
terms of roles, responsibilities, decision-making, and accountability mechanisms
along the chain that links policies, strategies, and objectives with the activities on
the ground that ultimately affect the target populations in Development Coop-
eration projects.

Therefore, it is necessary to refer to the element that links the SDG with
the target population and the institutions that work for their benefit, which is
the Human Rights framework. In 2003, the UN agencies agreed on a common
understanding on a Human Rights-Based Approach (HRBA) to Development
Cooperation (UN, 2003). The HRBA is a conceptual framework based on human
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rights standards which aims to achieve human development by promoting and
protecting human rights.

The HRBA aligns all the policies, strategies, plans, and projects in Devel-
opment Cooperation with the rights and subsequent obligations established by
international law. It isa paradigm shift: from needs to rights and from solidarity
to legal obligations. The HRBA is rooted in human rights principles (universality,
indivisibility, equality and non-discrimination, participation, and accountability)
and in the importance of developing the capacities of both ‘duty-bearers’ to meet
their obligations by using accountability mechanisms, and ‘rights-holders™ to
demand recognition of their rights through participation in decision-making pro-
cesses. Figure 5 is a schematic view of these interactions between these two parties.
Both international and local NGOs play a decisive role in the interaction between
duty-bearers and rights-holders at all levels, including donors and local authorities.

Figure 5: Human Rights-Based Approach. Adapted from
(Finnish Committee for UNICEE 2015)
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The SDGs as globally agreed objectives are based on and closely linked to hu-
man rights. “Over 90 percent of the goals and targets of the SDGs correspond to human
rights obligations. As Member States make progress on the SDGs, they make progress
on their human rights obligations — they are two sides of the same coin.” (Rattray,
2019). With this vision, the HRBA should override the donor-recipient dynamic
and drive the governance of Development Cooperation projects.

3.4. Challenges for Project Managers of Development Cooperation projects

In addition to the previously mentioned limitations shown by the de-facto
standard tool for project management in Development Cooperation, it must also be
noted that there is a lack of professional project managers in the contexts in which



78 AGUSTIN MOYA-COLORADO / JOSE LUIS YAGUE BLANCO

Development Cooperation projects are implemented. “Most of the International
Development professionals are “accidental” project managers, as they hold project
and program management responsibilities yet lack any formal project management
education and background”. (Ika, 2012). Generally speaking, “the developing world
is characterised by poor Project Management capacity” (Boakye & Liu, 2016).

However, there is general agreement on the importance of incorporating im-
proved Project Management practices to improve project success. Project managers
working with Development Cooperation projects can benefit from greater exposure
to internationally recognised good practices developed in the project management
field and applied to other types of projects. Adapting and integrating some of these
good practices to the specific realities, needs, and constraints that they face in their
projects would be a welcome step.

In the past, several international aid agencies developed their own standards
and supported training and education in these areas in developing countries (Go-
lini, Kalchschmidt & Landoni, 2014). In the case of projects implemented by
Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs), specific guidelines have been devel-
oped by PM4NGO to integrate the LFA with other Project Management practices
included in the Project Management Body of Knowledge - PMBOK® (Hermano
et al., 2013). Golini, Kalchschmidt and Landoni (2014) studied NGO project
managers who had evaluated the adoption of PM tools and methods. Their work
reveals that “in NGOs, some PM tools are frequently adopted (e.g. logical framework,
progress report), whereas others appear to be neglected (e.g. critical path method, issue
log, earned value management system)”. Typically, NGOs are more likely to adopt
simple techniques than to focus on more structured and analytical methodologies.
According to the conclusions, there is “evidence on the adoption and impact of PM
tools on project performance in NGOs”. Nevertheless, there is an ongoing debate
regarding the need to foster a new international standard for Development Coop-
eration projects (Landoni & Corti, 2011).

This problematic issue in Development Cooperation projects has existed for
a long time. It could also be linked to high staff turnover caused by the working
conditions in these projects, which are often harsh. However, the professionalisa-
tion of project management has spread further in other fields where projects are of
paramount importance, such as engineering, construction, and I'T development.
Nowadays, Project Managers face greater challenges linked to greater complexity,
where greater stakeholder participation and flexibility are becoming important
success factors. Agile methodologies are emerging and being combined with clas-
sic predictive methodologies (such as the LFA), transforming them into hybrid
methodologies. This is changing how many projects are understood, and these new
methodologies could very well offer interesting tools and solutions for managing
Development Cooperation projects.
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Nevertheless, there is an obvious need to overcome the limitations of the LFA
and its position as a universal solution for summarising a project and driving its
management. The adoption of comprehensive project management methodologies
could be a positive step, or, at the very least, tools, techniques and best practices
that are globally accepted in the field of project management should be properly
combined to complement the LFA. This would provide a more holistic approach
and a more comprehensive approach to all the key elements and success factors in
a Development Cooperation project. The development of a standardised canvas
that would reflect these factors, as suggested by Nieto-Rodriguez (2021), could be
a major improvement.

3.5. The contribution of Development Cooperation projects

Despite the open debate on the effectiveness of aid, which has been discussed
on a global level at different High Level Forums on Aid Effectiveness (Rome in
2003, Paris in 2005, Accra in 2008, Busan in 2011, and Mexico in 2014), and on
the role of aid in general terms, the world is better today than it was 75 years ago
if we consider changes comprehensively. In terms of Global Human Development,
the general trend shows that the world has advanced enormously in only the last 30
years, since HDI started to be used (Figure 6). Other indicators, which have been
around longer, show similar levels of advancement. In 1950, global life expectancy
at birth was 45.7 years, whereas in 2019 it was 72.6 years. Niger appears second
to last on the HDI in the 2021 report, and yet the statistics show that mortality
for children under 5 child has dropped to 753 deaths for every1,000 live births,
from 320 in 1970 (Gapminder, 2022).

Inequalities continue to exist, and there is a large divide between countries
with high human development and the least developed countries, with low hu-
man development, but the wellbeing of the world population has undoubtedly
improved (Prados de la Escosura, 2018). Hans Rosling clearly demonstrates in his
book “Factfulness” (Rosling, 2018)that people have a number of biases that make
it extremely difficult for them to acknowledge the facts that show that the world
is evolving in the right direction.
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Figure 6: Evolution of the World Global Human Development Index 1990-220 (UN, 2021)
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Projects and programmes play a fundamental role in the complex Develop-
ment Cooperation system as they are the primary ODA mechanism, but not the
only one. They deliver work throughout the world, based on shared objectives, in
a multitude of sectors, and connect an intricate network of stakeholders. They are
a key element in shaping the world. A better world.

4. THE wAY FORWARD FOR DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION PROJECTS

At the time this chapter was being written, the population of the world rea-
ched 8,000 million people. This was announced on the news, and, for a few days,
it was a topic for discussion and concern. Whether the world could sustain such
an enormous population was questioned and there were even those who connected
this figure to a general pessimistic perception about how the world is currently
under pressure from other events, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, the climate
change emergency, the war in Ukraine, and the global political polarisation.

However, as we have already shown, in general the world is improving. Nev-
ertheless, the work needed for this improvement to continue is, far from over, and
there are many areas in which Development Cooperation projects can still improve
in order to increase their contribution to these positive trends. We will outline
some of the areas in which improvements could be introduced.

Taking the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development as an agreed -upon
working framework for project objectives, the need for an increase in the align-
ment of Development Cooperation projects with SDGs should be highlighted.
This should include using the goals, targets, and indicators as common elements
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when defining, designing, planning, monitoring, and evaluating projects. The con-
sistent use of SDG indicators when applying the LFA could make projects more
consistent and comparable, which could lead to increased efficiency and learning
opportunities. Integrating the PPP approach (Portfolio — Programme — Project)
into the logical sequencing that the LFA/PCM and the SDG share in terms of
strategic alignment could be another feasible step. There is global agreement on
these goals, targets, and indicators so they could be used and integrated into every
project, They could also be part of the logical chain, ranging from overarching
policy to tasks implemented in the field. The implementation of these goals, targets
and indicators as key elements for the definition of scope could benefit all aspects
of project management.

Project governance in Development Cooperation needs to clarify the “own-
ership paradox” that stems from the wide range of interests and priorities held by
donors, recipients, and implementing partners. In terms of project governance,
the working framework should be the HRBA, which provides a legal foundation
to support the SDG and replace other approaches based on needs or solidarity so
that higher levels of Human Development can be achieved. Participation is a key
element that is shared by the LFA/PCM and the HRBA and can be integrated into
a shared project governance model that clearly establishes roles, responsibilities,
decision making mechanisms, and accountability. Development Cooperation pro-
jects could benefit from the adoption of specific tools and techniques developed in
the field of project management to enhance stakeholder engagement and improve
project governance.

The LFA is often not fully implemented, often concentrating efforts on the
definition of a LFM that responds to donors” requirements and expectations. The
LFM ends up becoming a rigid commitment whose ability to adapt to changing
project conditions is limited. The LEM is often used as the core document that
defines a project, as it summarises purpose and metrics extremely well. Develop-
ment Cooperation projects greatly benefit from the logical structure and synthetic
view that the LEM provides in terms of project identification, design, monitoring,
and evaluation. However, it needs to be complemented by other tools that facil-
itate professional project management. These tools are based on recognised good
practices and can integrate the LFM into canvas/dashboard tools. This type of tool
would be suitable for the multi-dimensional perspective that project managers need
throughout the whole project lifecycle.

In fact, project managers in Development Cooperation projects face as many
challenges and constraints as in any other field. It is possible that they face even more
challenges than project managers working in other fields, given the specific features
of these types of projects Development Cooperation has not been able to fully enjoy
the advantages that the experience, knowledge, and the standardisation of the pro-
fessionalised project management practice provides. There is a need to strengthen the
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capacities of Development Cooperation Project Managers and professionalise this
role. This could be achieved by adopting more project management methodologies
and standards, or by developing new methodologies that go beyond the limitations
of the LFM by integrating crucial elements that it does not cover, such as the time
component, the distribution of roles, responsibilities, accountability, risk manage-
ment, stakeholder engagement, and quality control. A comprehensive approach to
the Project Management of Development Cooperation projects should be made
available to improve the unquestionably positive contribution that these types of
project make to ensure a better world for all, one project at a time.
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ABSTRACT

The projectification of academia helps higher education institutions improve
their competitiveness so that they can respond to the increasingly demanding
requirements of society. Projectification allows academics to better organize the
heterogeneous set of activities that make up their teaching work. It helps to manage
research projects more efficiently and to prepare better proposals for public calls.
In university management, implementing organizational structures such as a Proj-
ect Management Office (PMO) helps an institution to deploy its strategy through a
set of projects, setting priorities, and optimizing management by sharing resources.
Projectification also entails changes in organizational culture. Change processes
must be carried out with consensus and at the right pace so that academia does
not lose its traditional values of excellence, flexibility and autonomy.

Keywords: university projectification; research projects; project management
office; university management.

1. INTRODUCTION

Since the paper by Midler (1995) that analyzed the experience of the Renault
automotive group, interest in the projectification of organizations has grown ex-
ponentially. Many scholars have studied how to implement projectification, and
the implications this has for firms, the public administration, and society.

Academia is not and cannot be unaware of this trend. On the one hand, many
of the activities carried out by universities are either projects or can be managed as
projects; on the other hand, the methodologies and standards provided by project
management can help universities to face future challenges.
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Eschenbach et al. (2005) showed that we could understand much of the work
of university professors as being a collection of projects: teaching courses, writing
scientific papers, writing research project proposals for different public and private
calls, preparing teaching materials, etc. All of these activities have constraints on
time and resources, and there are objectives to meet.

Many of the activities carried out by universities are projects. For instance,
research projects, projects for developing and implementing information and
communication technologies (ICT), and projects for constructing and improving
buildings and facilities. But many other activities could benefit from working in
“project mode”. The following ideas are just a few examples of activities that can be
managed as projects: the design and implementation of new training programs,
the performance of quality assurance programs, and the organization of scientific
congresses and conferences to disseminate research results.

Furthermore, projectification can help universities to face the newchallenges
of the 21* century. Like any other institutions, universities are required to use
their resources efficiently and to achieve good results in their functions of teaching,
research, and knowledge transfer .

In recent decades, the academic environment has become much more compet-
itive as the complexity of activities has increased. Some of the reason for this are:

—The creation of many new universities has increased competition. They have
to work harder to attract new students and to keep existing ones.

—The demand for greater internationalization has grown in a more globalized
world.

—The two previous points explain why there is increasing interest in appearing
high up on university rankings, such as the Shanghai and QS rankings.
—The proportion of academic activities that the public administration fi-

nances through projects in competitive calls has grown: research projects,
teaching innovation projects, inter-university cooperation, etc.
—New teaching methods: flipped classroom, project-based learning, etc.
—New opportunities for developing hybrid teaching methods, integrating
face-to-face and virtual (on/ine) learning.

As a result, the performance of academia is increasingly evaluated using the
criteria for assessing firms and profit-oriented institutions (Siekkinen et al., 2020).
We are witnessing the paradox that the autonomy of universities as institutions has
grown, but the personal freedom enjoyed by academics has decreased (Carvalho
& Diogo, 2018).

In fact, university staff are under constant evaluation throughout their aca-
demic careers. For example, in Spain, the performance of academics is periodically
evaluated with six-year research and five-year teaching assessments. Taking up a
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new university position or tenure (Assistant, Associate, Full Professor, etc.) must
be preceded with accreditation from a National or Regional Agency.

Improving project management competencies in the university landscape can
help academics to fulfill their objectives. And for universities as institutions, better
project management can be helpful to manage this growing complexity so that they
can respond to the demands of efficiency and effectiveness that society requires.

Not only does projectification mean introducing project management meth-
odologies and standards, but it also means undertaking cultural and organizational
changes that support the whole process. These changes usually require adaptation
periods, so that universities do not lose their traditional values of excellence, flex-
ibility and autonomy.

In this chapter, we will address issues related to projectification for each universi-
ty functions: teaching, research-knowledge transfer, and management. We will devote
a section to each of these functions, analyzing project characteristics and addressing
how projectification can help academics to be more eflicient and competitive.

In the section on university management, we will address the development
and implementation of a university Project Management Office (PMO). This is an
organizational structure that allows the strategic plan of a university to be deployed
throughout with a collection of projects. Many of the ideas in this sub-section are
based on the author’s experience as the head of the Projects and Strategy Depart-
ment at the University of Valladolid (Spain).

The penultimate section will be devoted to summarizing the main advantages
of projectification in academia and reflecting on the challenges and difficulties to
be overcome during the projectification process. We will end with the” conclusions

of the chapter.

2. PROJECTIFICATION OF TEACHING

Teaching activities take up a large part of an academic’s time. The quality
of teaching activities impacts students’ education and their integration into the
employment market. The general public’s perception of universities is usually
restricted to teaching.

In an increasingly competitive environment, with more educational programs
and a decreasing number of students, universities have to compete for students,
offering excellence in teaching and designing training programs that facilitate in-
tegration into the labor market. In this context, teaching is evaluated using criteria
similar to those used by private entities (Siekkinen et al., 2020), setting strategic
and operational objectives, and using key performance indicators that reflect drop-
out rates, job entry rates, survey results, etc.

We are witnessing a general increase in professors’ workloads (or, at least, their
perceived workloads) (Pace et al., 2021), including a very significant increase in
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the administrative work related to teaching (Tight, 2010). Working hours are be-
coming increasingly fragmented so that professors can cope with multiple activities
(Dollinger, 2020): Preparing lectures, exercises and activities, tutoring, dealing with
students, setting and marking exams, answering e-mails, proposing improvements
to syllabuses, etc. Professors have become managers of many small projects taking
place at the same time, and the philosophy behind project management can help
them to manage their time and work better.

As universities move towards the projectification of “everyday work”, there
are many other education initiatives that can be managed as projects, for example:

—New training programs, proposals and implementation: bachelor’s degrees,
master’s degrees, doctorates, and university extension courses. Related ad-
ministrative procedures for their accreditation.

—Training programs for improving teaching skills.

—Development of distance learning courses (online).

—Erasmus-type student mobility projects and Erasmus+ collaboration projects.

—Teaching innovation projects.

—Etc.

Projectification promotes efficiency by orienting professors’ work towards
achieving measurable objectives, which must be completed to deadlines and with
predefined resources. However, we must mention that excessive projectification
can lead to a loss of the flexibility required in teaching and learning processes. Ul-
timately, the rhythms of teaching activities must be adapted to the specific needs
of each student. If teaching is excessively projectified, the degree of autonomy
that students need to adjust their learning to their specific interests might also be
affected.

Because of the synergies between project management and teaching method-
ologies, the Project Based Learning (PBL) methodology is worth mentioning in
this section. This learner-centered teaching methodology fosters student autonomy,
collaboration, communication and teamwork, and it allows situations that are
similar to those faced in the real world to be dealt with (Kokotsaki et al., 2016).

The deployment of ICT and the internet favor these teaching innovations
since they allow students to have practically unlimited access to information. In-
deed, ICT improvements are bringing about significant changes to teaching and
learning processes: the role of professors as “knowledge nodes” is decreasing , and
they are moving to a newer role as “coaches” who accompany students throughout
their learning process.

PBL allows students to engage in genuine projects where real products or
services are delivered (Guo et al., 2020). This methodology uses the project con-
cept to foster the acquisition of knowledge and skills. Therefore, PBL and project
management benefit each other.
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On the one hand, knowing project management methodologies can improve
student performance and efficiency in PBL initiatives. Rooij (2009) shows how pri-
or knowledge of PMBOK facilitates interaction between work teams and enhances
the spirit of collaboration. Fioravanti et al. (2018) combine software engineering
project management teaching with PBL. Similar works recommend the introduc-
tion of basic knowledge of project management methodologies at the beginning
of PBL teaching initiatives because students will be able to approach their projects
understanding concepts such as time management, scope, risks and stakeholders.

Furthermore , PBL has been successfully used to improve project management
competences in university programs. For example, De Los Rios-Carmenado et al.
(2015) use a PBL-based teaching scheme to help students to develop the Interna-
tional Project Management Association (IPMA) competences on undergraduate
and master’s degrees. Torres et al. (2019) focus on construction projects, Arantes
do Amaral et al. (2015) teach international cooperation and non-governmental
organization projects, and Jaime et al. (2016) address software projects.

3. PRO]ECTIFICATION OF RESEARCH AND KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER

Research, as a knowledge-generating function, is one of the essential missions
of universities. Good research is a necessary, but not sufficient contition for a good
knowledge transfer that contributes to the economic value of research results.
In addition, research provides the foundations for teaching students the latest
technological developments, helping to create better professionals. Therefore, it is
important to consider how the project-based approach and project management
methodologies can contribute to better research.

In this section, we will characterize the research and development (R&D)
projects carried out by universities, and we will also address knowledge transfer
projects, mainly carried out with collaboration projects with companies. We ded-
icate a specific sub-section to the “European Project Offices”, which are responsible
for supporting researchers in different phases of research projects, such as searching
for partners or writing proposals. This structure should not be confused with the
Project Management Offices (PMO) that we will discuss in the section devoted to
the projectification of university management.

3.1. Featuring university R&'D projects

University research projects have specific characteristics that make them more
complex than other projects.

In most projects carried out by private companies, funding is provided
through equity and debt. But in universities, funding usually comes from public
funds obtained through regional, national, and European calls or under agreements
and contracts with private institutions.
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University projects are high-risk since they are usually on the scientific and
technological knowledge boundary. Therefore, unlike many applied business
projects, the objectives of university R&D projects may be more abstract and
subject to unforeseen changes during the project lifecycle (Huljeni¢ et al., 2005)
where a project may be defined as involving a group of interrelated activities that
are planned and then executed in a certain sequence to create a unique output
(product or service.

Many of these projects are carried out by a consortium involving partners
from different institutions, universities, companies and other organizations, each
with its particular objectives and interests. The partners can often only work on
projects part time i.e., university professors and researchers have to combine their
project work with their teaching activities and participation in other research work
or teaching innovation projects. In many projects, the teams also combine a few
senior researchers with a greater number of junior researchers, many of whom are
working on their doctoral theses and do not have a stable contractual relation-
ship with their institutions (Riol & Thuillier, 2015)the literature reports friction
between management and research. In this study, we investigate whether and to
what extent academic research projects can be managed using classical project
management (PM.

Moreover, due to the nature of public calls for proposals, both costs and
deadlines are rigid:

—The deadline for submitting the proposal cannot be postponed. In many
cases, the period of time between the publication of the call and the dead-
line is very short, causing significant pressure on research groups.

—Completion and administrative justification deadlines cannot be exceeded,
except for in the case of a few calls, provided that any extension is suffi-
ciently justified.

—Costs cannot exceed the budget specified in the proposal. Cost overruns
are not permitted.

—There are strict rules affecting the eligibility of cost items and their distri-
bution.

—The funding office requires many detailed administrative reports.

In conclusion, R&D university projects are challenging to manage. Professional
project management can help researchers in their work by raising awareness of the
role of risk management and stakeholder management in multi-partner projects
and aspects related to writing project proposals and progress reports.

Introducing project management methodologies throughout the entire lifecy-
cle of an R&D project allows a new perspective to be integrated that complements
the traditional “scientific management” view. While the latter focuses on excellence
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in scientific and technical decisions, project management focuses on achieving
objectives and the final scope within time and resource constraints.

The advantages of merging these two roles are evident in matrix organizations,
where functional managers (managers of scientific specialties in the case of R&D
projects) coexist with project managers. Although the heterogeneity of roles and
objectives can lead to conflicts, the balance between the two visions improves the
outcome of projects (Cleland (1968); Katz & Allen (1985).

We are not explicitly suggesting that university R&D projects necessarily need
to include a different scientific leader and a project manager but that both ways
of thinking should be present within the project. However, appointing different
people to these roles could be appropriate for large or very complex projects, or
when the funding authority weighs this positively when giving a grant.

3.2. Knowledge transfer projects collaborating with firms

Collaboration between universities and private companies is crucial for im-
proving the competitiveness of countries and regions. However, numerous studies
indicate that some “cultural barriers” hinder the development of joint projects.
Some examples of these are:

—Different ways of understanding what efficiency means.

—Heterogeneity of priorities and incentives.

—Different concepts of the term “deadline’”.

—Lack of PhD students with research skills working for companies (Lo-
pez-Paredes et al., 2009).

—Conlflicts over intellectual and industrial property issues.

—Etc.

The issue is so important that scientific literature is full of papers addressing
success factors in university-business collaboration (see, for example, Awasthy et al.
(2020); Brocke & Lippe (2015) or Pertuzé et al. (2010)). There is a consensus that
it is necessary to have professionals who understand both worlds, have managerial
and entrepreneurial skills and are used to networking. It is also important to “align”
the administrative processes of both institutions so that “filling out paperwork” is
a means to favoring joint work instead of a source of conflicts.

Barnes et al. (2006) suggest that sound project management can reduce the
“cultural gap” between business and academia. Project management standards and
methodologies could be used to solve typical problems such as conflicting deadlines
or the choice of partners and managers.

Furthermore, we should mention that the project approach allows final goals
to be focused on, when how and by whom: thinking about deliverables, time,
costs, and people helps professionals from different organizational cultures to
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work together efficiently. In other words, project management allows a common
language and methodology to be used, bridging any organizational cultural divides.

3.3. Support to research activities: European Project Offices

The complexity of the projects funded by the European Commission has
grown throughout the different Framework Programs, especially in the latest pro-
grams: Horizon 2020 and Horizon Europe. Participation is encouraged by forming
large consortia comprising many companies, technology centers and universities,
and the budgets for projects can reach several million euros. Research topics must
be related to the priorities of the European Commission (c/usters). These projects
require a high degree of professionalism, generic knowledge of project manage-
ment, and also specific knowledge of the characteristics of the calls for proposals
and how the “Brussels machinery” functions.

Therefore, many universities have created organizational structures that support
researchers who participate in European projects. These organizational structures are
given names such as “European Projects Office”, “Technical Department of Support
to European Projects”, etc. Although initially conceived to support research projects,
the scope of these offices has been progressively extended to other types of European
projects (Erasmus+, Marie Sklodowska-Curie grants, Interreg, etc.), as well as to
national and regional projects (although the term “European” is retained).

Most of these offices provide several of the following services:

—Support to choose the right calls for proposals according to a group’s or
institute’s research activities.

—Assistance in finding project partners.

—Advice on drafting proposals. Final review of proposals.

—Negotiation, if necessary, with the Commission’s project officers.

—The signing of contracts. Advice on intellectual and industrial property
issues.

—Support for management activities.

—Support for the organization of meetings, congresses and dissemination
activities.

—Support for administrative tasks, reporting, invoicing and payments, etc.

Thanks to the expertise of the European Project Offices on writing proposals,
success rates and fundraising have increased.

European calls for proposals are becoming more complex and require the par-
ticipation of companies, technology centers, and associations. Project results need
to be oriented towards innovation and impact European economies. Therefore,
these projects increasingly require the management of many stakeholders, business
development activities, innovation management, procurement management, etc.
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The traditional “pure” scientific management of the first Framework Programmes
is no longer suitable, professional project management is needed.

Some literature reports how these organizational structures help manage in-
ternational R&D projects and, in some cases, evolve into the starting point for
general university PMO. (Wedekind & Philbin (2018); Fernandes et al. (2021)
o Philbin (2018)such as the development of multidisciplinary teams, ensuring
alignment of the collaborative partners and generating the required level of impact
from the project. The project management office (PMO).

4, PRO]ECTIFICATION OF UNIVESITY MANAGEMENT

The strategic and operational management of higher education institutions re-
quires a multitude of actions to be implemented. Many of these actions are projects
and are managed as such. Examples of these are: everything related to infrastructure
management, building construction and new facilities. It is also the case of Informa-
tion and Communication Technologies, especially the development and adaptation
of new software applications for teaching and administrative support to the research.

Many other management-related initiatives can easily be managed as projects,
given that they have a clear individual objective (deliverable), have a beginning
and an end, and their execution is subject to economic or resource constraints.
For instance:

—Implementation of quality assurance systems.

—Labor risk prevention initiatives

—Internationalization programs.

—Creation of strategic plans, both at university and faculty levels.
—Etc.

It makes sense to incorporate methodologies and standards that improve the
competences of universities for managing these and other projects.

The design and implementation of a university strategy is decisive for its suc-
cess (Shattock (2000); Stukalina (2014); Yureva et al. (2016)). Therefore, higher
education institutions should undertake projects that serve to deploy each univer-
sity strategy, i.e., perform project portfolio management.

A Project Management Office (PMO) is an organizational structure that can
implement both of these ideas (improving project management skills and imple-
menting project portfolios that deploy each strategy). Universities should create
this structure (also called Centers of Excellence in Project Management, CoEPM)
in the same way many companies and administrative bodies do.

We need to highlight that the European Project Offices discussed earlier are
a different structure because they focus on searching for partners and providing
proposal preparation assistance., PMOs, however carry out portfolio management
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activities, including the choice and prioritizations of projects, deployment of strat-
egies, andmanaging projects.

But, in practice, do universities have PMOs? And if they do, do they exist as
as formal organizational structures or as a group of people who perform carry out
of their functions?.

We have not been able to find muchliterature on this subject, but we have
performed an “informal” search on university websites. This search has led us to
understand that:

—Many of the highly-prestigious universities such as Harvard or Stanford
have PMOs

—PMOs are more common in the English-speaking world: the United States,
Great Britain, Canada, etc.

—Many PMOs are limited to specific areas or departments like information
and communications technology (ICT).

—The most important function of PMOs that work at a global level (not only
for ICT), is the selection of strategic projects, followed by giving support
by introducing project management methodologies.

It is less common to find this type of structure outside the English-speaking
world. In a study of Brazilian universities, Oliveira et al. (2017) show that most
universities lack PMOs, and those which have them are usually circumscribed to
specific areas of engineering or IT.

In this chapter, we suggest that a PMO can improve university management,
contributing to better deployment of an institution’s strategy and an improvement
in the project efliciency.

In this section, we postulate some ideas about the implementation of univer-
sity PMO . Some of these reflections are based on the author’s experience as Head
of the Projects and Strategy Department at the University of Valladolid, in 2017
and 2018. Consequently, the reader should be aware that the statements might
contain some bias.

The Projects and Strategy Area Directorate reported to the Vicerectorate for Stra-
tegic Planning and Quality. The purpose was to improve the project management
competencies of the institution, with the ultimate goal of contributing to better
deployment and implementation of the university’s strategy. Rather than develop-
ing a formal PMO, the aim was just to implement some of the typical functions
of this office: deployment of the strategy using project portfolios, establishment
of priorities in project execution, coordination of resources and progressive intro-
duction of project management methodologies.

It was a general PMO, in so far as it provided services to all the strategic areas
of the university. But in practice, most of the projects that benefited from its ac-
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tions were related to information and communications technologies. In fact, the
directorate office was located in the STIC (ICT Service) building instead of where
other directorates were based, which is closer to the main rectorate building.

4.1. Meaning and functions of a PMO

A university PMO shares many characteristics with the PMOs in other or-
ganizations, such as firms or public administrative bodies. The seventh edition
of the PMBOK (Project Management Body of Knowledge) defines a PMO as “a
management structure that standardizes governance processes related to projects and
Jacilitates the sharing of resources, tools, methodologies and techniques” (PMI, 2021).

There are many types of PMOs, and they have different functions. Some ex-
amples of typical functions are support and advice for project managers, portfolio
management and alignment of corporate strategy with projects, training initiatives
and executive project management. Using surveys carried out with more than 500
PMOs, Hobbs (2007) reported that there were up to 27 functions that can be
grouped into five functional groups: project monitoring and control; development
of project management competencies and methodologies; multi-project manage-
ment; strategic management; and organizational learning.

A PMO can be a formal or informal structure, i.e., it can be explicitly dis-
played on the organizational chart, or it can be a department or section that per-
forms, in many cases on a part-time basis, some of the typical functions of a PMO
(Artto et al., 2011). It can also serve an entire organization or only a specific area.

One of the most common objectives of all PMOs is to improve organizational
project management competences and promote the use of methodologies and stan-
dards. As a result, project execution efficiency, compliance with deadlines, costs,
and scope improve. To achieve this aim, PMOs should promote training activities
and support project staff throughout the project lifecycle.

Projects are temporary organizational structures (European Commission,
2021). Therefore, a PMO is a link between permanent and temporary organi-
zations. This means that a PMO can carry out many important functions for an
organization involved in projects. First, a PMO can serve as a repository of lessons
learned from previous projects, processing errors and best practices and incorporat-
ing them into an organization’s methodological assets. Therefore, PMOs can play
an important role in managing and maintaining a company’s knowledge, not only
for use in other projects but also for the rest of a permanent organization (Cunha
etal., 2014). Pemsel & Wiewiora (2013) suggested that a PMO play the part of a
knowledge broker.PMOs can contribute following-up the professional careers of
people whose activities are mainly linked to projects, as the continuous changes
of “boss” after the end of each project make it diflicult to monitor individuals’
professional development.
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An advanced PMO performs project portfolio management tasks, translating
organizational strategy into a set of projects, allocating and optimizing resources,
and prioritizing projects.

4.2. Setting up a university PMO

Logically, the greater the scope of a university PMO, the better the set of services
it can provide. However, in the first phase, we should address two related objectives:
improving project management skills and developing portfolio management activi-
ties to link a university’s strategy with its projects. In the Hobbs (2007) framework,
these functions correspond to the dimensions of competency and methodology de-
velopment and strategic management. Other functionalities can be addressed later,
given that the growth in the organizational maturity of project management must
be continuous. But we also understand that these two initial objectives are a major
improvement on the initial situation that most universities find themselves in.

A duale approach needs to be implemented:

—Top-down: make the rectorate team aware of the importance of imple-
menting the university’s strategy and involve them and the administrative
and services departments in this task, as they will have to make important
decisions regarding which projects to carry out, priorities and resource
constraints, etc.

—Bottom-up: actively promote the advantages of adopting project manage-
ment methodologies and standards among project managers.

Establishing a university PMO should be approached as a project in itself,
defining objectives, scope, deadlines, costs, stakeholders, risks, etc. The decision to
carry out this project must be taken at the highest university levels since a critical
factor in its success is the support of the institution throughout the process of
creating the PMO and throughout its lifecycle.

10p-down. From university strategy to projects

The top-down approach assumes that the university has an up-to-date strategic
plan approved by its governing council. This type of plan might not actually exist
on paper, but in practice, most universities have “szrategic lines of action” concern-
ing the offices of the main vice-rectors. In any case, strategic lines should be agreed
upon by consensus and approved by the governing body of the institution.

Usually, an important factor for the success of a PMO is that the rest of the
organization that it represents is aware of its existence (Hobbs et al., 2008). In
large organizations such as universities, this means making a significant effort to
ensure that all management areas know of its existence and the services it provides.
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Therefore, once the decision to implement a PMO has been approved, it is
advisable to organize individual meetings with different area managers (vice-rec-
tors, service directorates, departments, etc.). These managers will become interested
parties and a reticent or negative attitude towards the PMO can affect its success.
This is because the PMO will be responsible for carrying out some concerned with
some delicate tasks, such as deciding which projects will be carried out, which will
have priority in terms of time and resources, which resources will have to be shared,
and who will lead which projects.

According to Hobbs et al. (2008), these decisions involve “politics and power
Sflows”. Therefore, for institutions such as universities (traditionally less hierarchi-
cal than private companies), PMO implementation should be based on achieving
consensus and on explaining to all the stakeholders that the PMO will not decrease
their power or influence; it only channels different interests to achieve overall
improvement of the institution.

Once the consensus and support of the university governing bodies have
been secured , organizing a joint dissemination event with the assistance of other
management areas is advisable. After the important stakeholders have given their
support, the next PMO development steps are easier to implement, as they deal
with more technical issues on which extensive study has been carried out (see, for
instance, Rad & Levin, (2002); Taylor & Mead (2016); Hill (2007); Crawford
(2010)).

Over time, the operation of a PMO will continue to require consensus-orient-
ed leadership, as conflicts of interest will most likely arise in areas such as the man-
agement of priorities and resource utilization. Tensions may also occur if a PMO
tries to standardize some aspects concerning the conception and management of
projects, which can often mean changes in how people from different departments
work with and relate to each other.

Bottom-up. Improving project management competences

This approach aims to introduce standards and methodologies in project
management within the different management areas of a university, especially in
areas that will develop the most strategic projects.

The level of project management knowledge in universities does not differ
from that of other types of public and private organizations. Except for specific
sectors that are exceptionally skilled in providing excellence in project manage-
ment, other sectors have adopted these methodologies in an extremely heteroge-
neous manner, and there is empirical evidence of this. This issue has been written
about by several experts for different sectors, such as Golini et al. (2015) for
international development cooperation projects, Garcia Escribano et al. (2022)
for industrial projects in Small and Medium Enterprises , SMEs, and Crawford &
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Helm (2009) for public sector organizations. Therefore, any attempt to improve
efficiency through projectification requires improving project management skills
in all sectors, including universities.

Like other technical areas, a pilot test involving a small number of projects
can be a good start. The first option could be to select a group of projects of high
strategic importance but moderate complexity. Within this group, the projects
that have managers with a certain predisposition to adopting new challenges and
learning new ways of doing things should be chosen. It is necessary to explain to
these managers what the pilot test consists of, to share basic concepts of project
management, and to show that the introduction of methodologies will help them
to manage projects better and lead to fewer problems during their execution.

Specific training can be performed if necessary. But usually, the people in-
volved will have some project management experience, so this step might be
unnecessary. Instead, meetings could be a more fitting way to raise awareness of
the essential aspects of any project: clear definition of requirements and objectives,
identification of stakeholders and establishing how to manage communications,
identifying and managing risks, scope, resources, etc.

During the pilot projects, the manager needs to be accompanied through
most of the process. For example, it is a good idea to hold a session to identify
stakeholders, deciding which people or departments the project could affect, with
whom it could interfere, and which parties might not seem @ priori to have a de-
cisive role, but still must be informed of progress, at least during the first phases
of the project. Communication strategies should be drawn up with each of these
stakeholders. Similar sessions can be held on scope, risks, etc.

The outcome of these sessions is usually very satisfactory. In many cases, people
make comments such as: “I now understand why in a previous project we had this
or that problem”, “we are taking into account many interesting aspects that we
had not seen before”, etc.

At this point, we can begin to introduce document templates that facilitate
the previous analyses, as they can now be understood as a means to facilitating the
analysis instead of being seen as an administrative burden (f2lling out paperwork).

During the first projects, it is crucial to focus on aspects such as stakeholder
management or risk management because they are usually “easy wins”, i.e., they
enable projects to be improved quickly, generating a positive attitude towards
incorporating new methodological elements.

5. SYNTHESIS: OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES OF PROJECTIFICATION

During recent decades, universities have become much more competitive and
complex. They must compete to attract students and produce technological inno-
vations that are beneficial to the socioeconomic environment. In this chapter, we
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have argued that, in this new context, projectification can make universities much
more efficient and competitive in performing all their roles.

Projectification can help academics better organize the set of (heterogeneous)
activities that constitute teaching. On a personal level, the philosophy behind pro-
ject management allows professors to organize themselves better, which is especially
useful in a context such as the present one, where teaching involves a multitude of
activities that are carried out in the same period of time. Metaphorically, we could
argue that the teacher is a portfolio manager of many small projects.

However, we have seen how the excessive projectification of teaching activities
can affect the flexibility required in the teaching-learning process. Ultimately, student
learning is the aim of the process, so teaching rhythms (and to some extent, contents)
should be adapted to the abilities and interests of the students. Indeed, some academ-
ics and business managers advocate for an education system that allows learners to
determine the content and learning paths with some discretion (Henri et al., 2018).

In research, project management methodologies provide a complementary
dimension to the traditional work of “scientific management”, which is mainly
focused on making scientific-technical decisions of excellence. Project management
focuses its attention on the objectives and scope of the project, on deadlines, and
efficient resource management. The balance between these two perspectives enrich-
es a project, contributing to more satisfactory and eflicient solutions.

Projectification helps better project proposals to be written for public calls,
as researchers can show that they know how to use the tools and methodologies
required to manage a project efficiently. And during the execution of a project, pro-
jectification helps researchers to focus on critical aspects such as risk management
or how to lead communications with the partners that comprise the consortium
and are key stakeholders.

Public calls for proposals to finance research projects contribute to the ra-
tionalization of research by including some of the advantages of projectification.
But these calls can also condition what topics are researched and how they are
researched. Based on interviews with academics, Franssen et al. (2018) have shown
that it can affect:

—The degree of knowledge advancement. Disruptive projects or those with
highly innovative elements are high risk; therefore, fear of not achieving
objectives could prevent researchers from addressing them. This can have
very adverse long-term effects , hindering disruptive advances in science.

—The research topics funded must meet the requirements of the calls for pro-
posals. Obviously, it is up to each funding agency to set its own priorities,
and the calls enable governments to deploy their economic and industrial
policies. But it is also true that less flexibility in research topics could mean
that many important issues are not funded.
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Therefore, public administrative bodies and universities should search for a
balance between research on specific priorities and the traditional flexibility and
freedom of enjoyed by researchers.

Knowledge transfer and university-industry cooperation are key factors for
the economic development of regions and countries. The common language pro-
vided by project management standards helps to reduce the effects of the “culrural
gap” between academia and business, a “cultural gap” that is the main barrier to
collaboration in research and transfer projects. The common language of project
management can be a meeting point that enables parties to work together, with
“each party respecting the particularities of the * organizational cultures of others.
Project management reduces the complexity of interactions by focusing on clear
goals, establishing how to achieve them, when they should be completed, and
who is going to carry them out. Metaphorically, we could say that projectification
provides a low-context language, as shown in the intercultural communication
model created by Hall (1976). Projectification reduces misunderstandings and
focuses the parties on taking action.

In today’s highly competitive context, universities must deploy clear strategies
establishing “where to go and how to get there”. As in other types of organizations,
projectification can help to execute this strategy by defining a set of projects to
deploy it, setting priorities, coordinating joint execution of these strategies, and
optimizing resources. Many universities, mainly in the English-speaking world ,
have organizational structures that perform Project Management Office (PMO)
functions.

The process of creating and operating a university PMO is not very different
from that of any other organization. However, the academic community has some
special characteristics such as wide variety of actors and less clearly. Therefore, the
implementation of a PMO must be built on leadership based on consensus. This
is because the PMO activities affect very sensitive decisions, such as which projects
will be priorities, when they will begin or what resources will be allocated to them.
Therefore, staff must receive an explanation about what the PMO will do and its
benefits for the university before it is implemented.

Once we have summarized the positive points of projectification in the uni-
versity (and have also provided warnings about some of the negative ones), we
should reflect on how the current academic culture is aligned with projectification.

The academic world is unique for many reasons. University researchers and
professors are well-educated people with doctoral degrees and experts (or in the
process of becoming experts, in the case of young researchers) in scientific-tech-
nical fields.

Scientific culture rewards excellence, besides other logical motivations, the
academic world is sensible to the recognition by colleagues and society.. Their
work, fundamentally intellectual, requires space for creativity and flexibility, with
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minds that are open to generating new scientific paradigms that represent disrup-
tive advances. Undoubtedly, this culture of excellence is behind the technological
and social advances experienced, especially during the last two centuries, which is
when universities have developed the most.

Projectification involves a more executive approach, which requires incorpo-
rating project management standards and methodologies into the organizational
culture. Project culture emphasizes planning and control, objectives, timelines,
costs, risks, stakeholders, etc. Is modern academia, with the obvious exception
of professors in areas related to project management, familiar enough with these
standards and methodologies?

Riol & Thuillier (2015)the literature reports friction between management
and research. In this study, we investigate whether and to what extent academic
research projects can be managed using classical project management (PM con-
ducted interviews with academics to understand to what extent they used project
management methodologies. They concluded that academics did not use the typical
industry-standard tools and methods because they were unaware of their existence;
instead, projects were executed informally and intuitively, applying tacit knowledge.

In research projects, management documents are usually restricted to those
required by a public funding entity, such as activity schedules, work breakdown
structures, budgets and project reports (Fowler et al., 2015). And in many cases,
once funding has been received, they are not used for project implementation.

This lack of methodological education comes as no surprise since the profes-
sionals coordinating research projects are experts in their scientific domains and
have dedicated their entire careers to these fields. With some exceptions, the train-
ing in projects that academics have received has been limited to the knowledge of
the characteristics of public calls for proposals and the associated administrative
requirements.

Therefore, we conclude that it is necessary to promote generalized training tar-
geting the entire university community, both academics and managers. In the first
phase, talks and workshops that address fundamental concepts would be covered.
However, no matter how simple this initial training may be, it would probably
bea great leap forward and would lay the foundations for further development.
This training should emphasize the benefits of project management, pointing out
that the small increase in the administrative burden (filling out documents) that is
could entail would be compensated for by the time saved and the greater certainty
of project success.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Academia is not separate from the current trend of projectification, which
affects all organizations and society as a whole. The projectification of teaching,
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research and management activities, and the consequent introduction of meth-
odologies and standards in project management, contribute to improving the
competitiveness of universities so that they can better respond to increasingly
demanding societal requirements.

Project management helps academics better organize the many activities that
make up their teaching and enables them to prepare better proposals and manage
research projects.

At a managerial level, we have advocated for the development of PMO-type
organizational structures that translate university strategies into projects, prioritize
them, allocate resources and jointly coordinate projects . The projectification ap-
proach makes it possible to materialize this strategy into specific tangible results
(deliverables), on specified dates and with established resources.

As in other institutions, projectification means changes in the organizational
culture, requiring time and patience. It also requires awareness and training to
improve organizational competencies in project management.

Nevertheless , the processes of change must be led with the consensus of all
parties, and the pace of change must be measured so that academia does not lose
its traditional values of scientific excellence, flexibility and autonomy.
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ABSTRACT

This chapter aims to provide insight into the phenomenon of European Union
projectification. The paper is conceptual in nature and draws on the results of
several research projects conducted by the authors, who represent two disciplines -
management and political sciences. In the article we first discuss what distinguishes
EU projects from other projects. Thereafter we describe the projectification of the
EU using an analytical framework based on three levels (micro, meso and macro).
The chapter ends with a discussion on consequences of EU projectification and
possible directions for future research on this phenomenon. Taking a general view
of the findings, we believe that it is necessary to move beyond the depoliticising
tendency of seeing EU projects as neutral tools and opening this area up to broader
debates on the politics of projects.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The European Union can be regarded as a supra-national organization repre-
senting 27 European countries. It is based on the notion of a single market, and
member states have continuously developed common policies within areas such
as climate, research & innovation and migration. Yet, besides policy areas within
which common and binding regulatory frameworks have been developed, we also
find development of policies in areas that the EU has little or no formal jurisdic-
tion, such as social policy, education, social inclusion and regional development.
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Harmonisation in these policy areas has primarily developed through shared
understandings, agreements and projects, where governance is shaped through
processes such as learning, collaboration, standardisation and benchmarking (e.g.
Kahn-Nisser 2014; Bernhard 2011). These non-coercive or “soft” modes of gov-
ernance are dependent on the active willingness and participation of national and
subnational actors.

One main way to incentivise member-states to engage in EU policy work is
through project-funding (Carlsson et al 2022), which has developed into a key
function of EU policy-making during the past decades (Biittner & Leopold 2016:
41). For the current long-term budget (2021-2027), the EU has allocated € 1.211
trillion through what they call the Multiannual Financial Framework (MMF)
and a vast majority of that is dedicated to project funding via a great variety of
programmes and funds. Roughly a third of the MFF (€372.6) is allocated to “Co-
hesion Policy”, a policy implemented through three large funds - the Cohesion
Fund, the European Regional and Development Fund and the European Social
Fund. The aim of EU Cohesion Policy is to contribute “to strengthening economic,
social and territorial cohesion in the European Union”, including the correction
of imbalances between different regions and delivering on EU priorities within
the context of growth and development (European commission webpage, 2022a;
ECDG, 2021). Taken together, these funds and programs have funded millions of
projects through-out European cities, regions and states (European Commission
webpage, 2022b)". The effects of EU-funding have been described in terms of a
growing ecosystem with a range of organisations, individuals, agents and whole
“project classes” (Kovich & Kucerovd, 2006), where new professions have de-
veloped to acquire, manage, implement, evaluate and assess EU-funded projects
(Biittner and Leopold 2016). These professions also disseminate best practices
and good examples of projects throughout Europe. As a consequence, the EU has
been described as one of the main sites for, and push factors of, projectification
(Godenhjelm, et al., 2015; Jatocha, 2019).

1.1. The aim of the chapter

In this chapter, we aim to illustrate the complexity of EU projectification.
The chapter is conceptual in nature and is built on our own (and others) previ-

1. The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), is concerned with investment in the
social and economic development of all EU regions and cities. The Cohesion Fund (CF), is used
for environment and transport in the less prosperous EU countries. The European Social Fund
Plus (ESF+), aims to “support jobs and create a fair and socially inclusive society in EU countries”.
Finally, the Just Transition Fund (JTF) “support the regions most affected by the transition to-
wards climate neutrality” (ref: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/available-budget/)
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ous research on the phenomena (e.g. Jatocha, 2012; Fred, 2018; 2020; Fred &
Godenhjelm, 2023; Mukhtar-Landgren, & Fred, 2019; Jalocha, 2019). With our
backgrounds in both management science and political science we start out with
the seemingly simple, but pivotal, question: what is EU projectification?

We understand projectification as a complex phenomenon that is not only
organisational in nature. By considering it as a cultural construct (Packendorft,
Lindgren, 2014), we take into account the consequences of this phenomenon for
individuals, groups and societies. Moreover, projectification follows a trend within
which the lives of individuals, as well as the economic activity of companies and
organisations are in the process of constant transformation (Kalff, 2017). There-
fore, considering projectification in general terms, we define it as the institution-
alization of projects in society, in terms of the process where projects become embedded
within all levels and areas of society through beliefs, norms, values, structures, and
modes of behavior (Jacobsson and Jalocha, 2021). Consequently, we believe that
projectification can be a managerial approach, a societal trend, a human state and
a philosophical issue (Jacobsson and Jalocha, 2021).

A broader understanding of projectification allows us to go beyond a purely
mechanistic, organisational understanding of this phenomenon and analyse it in
relation to different levels of social structures. Therefore, as an analytical frame-
work, we have adopted a commonly used typology of three levels, with which
the phenomenon of EU projectification can be observed and analysed. The levels
—micro, meso, macro— are used to understand the types of behaviour that occur at
the different levels and the interconnections of the levels. The levels are analytical
and ideal-typical, meaning that EU projectification is regarded as a phenomenon
that permeates several levels of social and organisational life, yet it is possible to
discern specific characteristic elements at each separate level. Our objective is to
characterise EU projectification at the micro, meso and macro levels and consider
how these levels interrelate. In short, the micro level relates to processes of change
for individuals or groups of individuals. The meso level uses organisation as the unit
of analysis and focuses on how organisations are transformed or adapted as a result
of EU projects. The macro level takes an overarching perspective on whole systems
and the relations between different organisations or between member states, and
how these relations and actors facilitate project funding systems and EU funded
projects. In practice, the levels are interrelated. This means that changes in the way
public policies are formulated or how the funding mechanisms are organised at a
macro level can have consequences for the individual civil servants working with
EU funded projects (at a micro level).

The chapter is organized as follows. First, we discuss what an EU project is
and how it differs from the traditional understanding of a project as a management
method. We also develop the notion of EU projects as policy instruments used
for implementing EU goals. We then discuss EU projectification based on the
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three analytical levels of observation, and with empirical examples primarily from
Poland, Sweden and Finland. The chapter ends with a summary that discusses
and reflects the influence of EU projects on its member states and their policies.

2. Waar 1s AN “EU PrROJECT”?

In both academic debates and policy-making, EU projects are generally under-
stood to be wider than the definition that is found in project management manuals
(e.g. PMBoK, Prince2, PM?). When the term ‘EU project’ is used, it can refer
to various forms of activities, which are not necessarily defined as projects in the
strictest sense. Godenhjelm (2016:36) even claims that the funding principles of
the EU reinforce “the inclination to define almost all reform activities as projects”
(see also Andersson, 2009). Although PM? methodology, an official EU method-
ology, defines a project as ‘a temporary organisational structure set up to create a
unique product or service (output) within certain constraints such as time, cost,
and quality’ (European Commission, Directorate-General for Informatics, 2021,
p.5), other formats such as grants, co-financing initiatives and collaborations are
also commonly referred to as projects. This means that not only do project prac-
tices in the EU apply to typical projects (defined in accordance with strict project
methodologies), but also to quasi project activities. Consequently, any action can
become an “EU project”. Therefore, it is important to recognise that an “EU pro-
ject” is more than just a delimited project, it is a form of governance within the
wider goal of social cohesion in and between EU member states.

2.1. Governance in the EU - the role of EU projects

From a governance perspective, EU projects can be seen as one of the Euro-
pean Commissions’ main policy instruments to implement policies in areas where
the EU has little or no formal jurisdiction, including social inclusion, regional
development, and culture. Policy instruments are often divided into two catego-
ries, (1) hard policy instruments, including legal or regulatory instruments and
fiscal instruments (including funding), and (2) soft policy instruments, such as
information, knowledge production and organisation (including stipulating spe-
cific forms of managing and evaluating projects) (Carlsson & Mukhtar-Landgren
2019). EU projects and project funding can be seen a way to create local incentives
to implement EU policies, while also using competition (for project funding) to
increase the quality of services (Carlsson et al 2022; Mukhtar-Landgren & Fred
2018; Bruno, Jacquot, and Mandin 2006). But EU projects can also be seen as to
dictate the organizational form of its implementation (partnerships and projects).

EU projects are closely associated with the ‘partnership principle’, which has
been a core feature of policy making in the EU since the late 1980s (Bache 2010;
von Bergmann-Winberg, 2010). As mentioned above, EU projects are perhaps
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primarily associated with EU cohesion policy. Cohesion Policy, and the funds it has
at its disposal, has been described as the core of the EU multilevel network-based
system (Rhodes, 1996; Bache and Chapman 2009). A core legitimising practice
is that the funds are implemented through partnerships at different governmental
levels in all member states. The basis of the partnership principle is that implemen-
tation should involve the most important actors in the regional development of
EU member states (Bache, 2008; Demidov, 2016; Potluka & Liddle, 2014). As a
result, one of the core features of the Cohesion Policy is the emphasis on networks,
local implementation and partnerships. In other words - projects become delimited
and manageable policy instruments and tools for implementing soft policies in a
multilevel and collaborative way. Even though each fund is different in content
and scope, there is a logic and an established implementation structure of project
financing that transgresses the different policy fields (Biittner and Leopold 2016,
49), meaning that EU projects are key configurations, or even core features, of
multilevel governance (Mukhtar-Landgren & Fred 2018).

This multilevel, partnership-based structure has been problematised in political
science debates on democracy. Studies of structural funds have dealt with issues
including the uneven distribution of power and influence over the resources of the
funds - especially concerning the increased presence of experts and increasing tech-
nocratisation (see e.g. Davies 2007: 780; Olsson, 2003: 292). Other studies have
raised questions about transparency in structural fund work. On the one hand,
collaborative endeavours at all levels are open to actors from several sectors. On
the other hand, the network-based form raises challenges related to transparency
and responsibility (who did what and why?), meaning that issues of accountability
and the distribution of power and influence are difficult to clarify and can even be
hidden (Carlsson et al 2022; Hall et al 2009). Beyond the wider consequences of
democratic participation and accountability, the implementation of EU Cohesion
Policy through project-based partnerships has had several effects on member states.
These effects will be discussed below.

3. THE MICRO, MESO AND MACRO LEVELS OF EU PROJECTIFICATION

EU projectification can be regarded as a phenomenon that both connects ac-
tivities, resources and actors and also generates different kinds of changes at several
levels (Jatocha, 2018; Jacobsson and Jatocha, 2018). In this section we start out at
the macro level and work our way through the meso and micro levels to illustrate
the multi-layered phenomena of EU projectification.

3.1. The macro level

The EU is a major source of project activities and has approximately 350 funds
and programmes funding project initiatives around Europe. More than 60% of the
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entire EU budget is managed through different project funding systems (Biittner
& Leopold, 2016). The funds are divided into 5—7-year programming cycles with
specific focus areas that generate different calls-for-projects. These are focus areas
and call-for-project proposals to which all member states have to adapt in order to
receive funding (Jalocha, 2021). However, this has not always been the case. One
of the first EU funds - the European Social Fund - started out with a retroactive
approach compensating already existing projects, and the commission then “acted
as a banker, reimbursing Member States for half of the training costs involved in
getting people back into employment” (Brine, 2002:29). However, through a series
of reforms in the 1970s and 1980s (Biittner & Leopold, 2016:11) we saw a shift
from retroactive spending to the support of programme financing, the introduction
of the partnership principle and the signing of the Single European Act. Parts of
this development have been discussed in the literature on europeanization (Borzel
& Risse, 2000) - a concept that aims to to capture the homogenisation of the
member states and their policy focus and policy processes (Olsen, 2002). However,
this development of corresponding programming periods and standardisation, as
well as processes of homogenisation, presupposes an adjustment, or an alignment,
to the principles of EU projects. The move away from retroactive reimbursement
towards project funding systems with programming periods - including the con-
struction of application procedures and administrative routines for documentation
and evaluation - are all consequential constructs of the EU project. These are
consequences that impact the organisation of the EU as well as the member states
and their sub-national governments and organisations. In order to align with EU
project funding systems, each member state has to create national and/or regional
organisational entities/bodies responsible for the management and implementa-
tion of the different funds - all in accordance with the partnership principle. The
organisation of these entities/bodies differs from member state to member state.
In Poland, for instance, there is a ministry whose main objective is to manage and
implement EU programmes. In Spain, the funds have been organised according
to already existing regions and regional bodies, whereas Sweden chose to create
new regions and new organisational bodies (Carlsson, 2019). Despite differences,
each of these cases illustrate how the possibility of EU funding and EU projects
impact the member states.

Countrywide projectified identity is also shaped around EU co-funded project
myths. These projects are a kind of mimetic organisational story about project success
that is worth repeating, recreating, and can be achieved. In Poland, EURO 2012
was a legendary example of these project myths. This project showed that the whole
country was capable of mobilising and temporarily projectifying public bodies in
order to hold an intricate and complex event. For many other European countries,
large cultural events, such as the European Capital of Culture, create mythical stories
about EU project success (See Wahlin, Kapsali, Nisholm and Blomquist, 2016).
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However, EU projectification does not only have an impact on the overall
management styles and organisational set-ups in the member states, but also on
policy content. As the Cohesion Policy targets policy areas such as sustainability,
integration and unemployment, these areas also become targets for projectification.
This includes new ways of wording and framing policy problems where issues relat-
ed to education, for instance, are translated into “life-long learning” and problems
of inequality talked about in terms of “social exclusion” (cf. Mukhtar-Landgren
& Fred 2018). Munck af Rosenschéld (2019), and Godenhjelm (2015), both
describe how EU projects are used in Finland to handle environmental policy and
sustainability issues. McGlinn (2018) describes the policy area of Swedish unem-
ployment as a field strongly influenced by EU projects and Wahlin (et al., 2016)
shows how cultural policies around Europe are implemented through the European
Capital of Culture programme. These are all broad policy fields that involve a great
variety of projects that influence organisations, institutions and citizens in the
member states and could, therefore, potentially generate major transformations.
More critical literature describes the increasing reliance on projects in policy areas
such as unemployment, integration and sustainability as ‘short-term solutions to
long-term problems’ (Abrahamsson and Agevall, 2010; Ojehag-Pettersson, 2017;
Mukhtar-Landgren & Fred, 2018).

3.2. The meso level

At a meso level, EU projectification entails both a proliferation of local and
regional EU projects across Europe and the transformation and adaptation of or-
ganisations and their environment. The proliferation of EU projects is sometimes
referred to as the mushrooming of projects and is facilitated, among other things,
via the notion of best practices - a common phenomenon within the EU. A best
practice is a project considered to be successful in some form of “proven” way and
meant to be distributed to other contexts around the EU (via conferences, award
ceremonies, webpages and social media outlets). Through these best practices,
project ideas travel all over the EU, and organisational and funding requirements
have already been “solved” or set up, ready to be used elsewhere. An interesting
feature of the mimetic mechanisms found at the meso level is that very different
types of organisations become similar as they adapt to EU project requirements.
Universities, hospitals, offices and private companies often build units within
their structures whose main task is to acquire and manage projects financed by
the EU. This similarity between organisations also facilitates the transfer of best
practices and project ideas. As such, EU projectification entails different kinds of
changes in organisational structures, strategic management processes, and meth-
ods of working. To exemplify, Fred (2019) found in his study of Swedish local
government, that municipalities sometimes have parts of their organisation (a
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specific policy field or department/unit) rely solely on projects or project funding
systems in which projects take the place of the former “permanent” structures of
the organisation. This type of transformation in one part of the organization also
often entails a necessary adaptation of other parts of the organisation. Midler
(1995) found the same in his studies of Renaults” transformation from a traditional
car manufacturer to an organisation based on autonomous project teams. Their
transformation called for adaptation in the organizations’ environment and supply
networks. Taking an entire policy area of the EU as an example, one can observe
how unemployment policies around the EU have transformed public as well as
private organisations in the member states as a result of EU projectification and
how these changes also encouraged (and sometimes forced) related organizations
to adapt to these changes (See McGlinn, 2018). In order to handle EU projects,
organisations train their staff in EU project management, they hire EU strategists,
create their own project models or buy an off-the-shelf version. Administrators
change their routines to accommodate future EU applications and projects, and
the organisations slowly but surely become fluent in EU concepts, processes and
ideas (Fred, 2018) Today we find numerous actors supporting the engagement in
EU projects, including EU offices, EU specialists and EU strategists as well as EU
project offices within or between public organisations. These are actors devoted to
the dissemination of EU funding opportunities and actors keen on finding ways
to match EU funding with actors who could be interested in getting involved in
EU projects, and who therefore act as facilitators of EU projectificaiton (Fred &
Mukhtar-Landgren, 2019).

3.3. The micro level

At a micro level, we can see new professional roles and the emergence of the
public project manager which, in many respects, can be related to the EU. Over
the last 30 years we have seen an increasing demand, not least within the public
sector, for project managers or people with project management skills. In the mid
1980s, project management was just an added extra in recruitment situations, but
by the end of 2010, it was “perceived as a natural element in organizing govern-
mental work” (Léfgren & Poulsen, 2013:75). Within the context of EU projects
and the public sector, we often come across people who could be called project
champions. These are committed individuals working hard to reach specific goals.
They are experts in acquiring funding and coordinating support for their idea or
solution to a specific problem: their project! In wider political science literature,
these individuals are conceptualised as policy entrepreneurs (see Kingdon, 2011)
or insider activists (Olsson & Hysing, 2012). In terms of EU projectification, these
entrepreneurial activists are important actors in the dissemination and promotion
of EU funding opportunities. However, these champions are not alone. There
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is also, as illustrated above, an emerging group of civil servants around Europe
who are increasingly becoming skilled in project management. Through training,
also offered as part of EU support in many countries, public sector staff can im-
prove their project qualifications. In the words of Kovdch and Kucerovéd (2009),
these individuals can be seen as part of a larger societal development — the rise of
a“project class”. The emphasis on projects and the demand for local expertise and
managerial skills strengthen the legitimisation of the project class, thus “making it
not only a class of experts, but also a managerial category that is part of the imple-
mentation of project programmes” (Kovich & Kucerovd, 2006:4, See also; Fred &
Mukhtar-Landgren, 2019). Since this project class often has an intermediary role
between decision makers and beneficiaries, their expertise could also allow them
to influence the allocation of funding.

Many EU projects are quite small in terms of economic resources, so most
people are involved only part time in EU projects. In some cases, people’s full-
time employment is built around several projects, and for people in the earlier
stages of their career, EU projects can be a way into the labor market. However,
these (often short term) contracts sometimes result in difficulties obtaining a more
permanent employment. In Sweden, for instance, an employment normally be-
comes permanent after two years due to the Swedish employment act (1982:80).
However, by tying a person to one or several projects, the employer can “avoid”
permanent employment but still keep the employee for more than two years. The
consequences of EU projectification at an individual (micro) level can, therefore,
be long-lasting short-term employment.

On a more general note, research (Jatocha, 2021) also indicates that (EU-)
projectification could lead to issues related to work-life balance among public sec-
tor employees. In some countries (e.g. Poland), overtime is an unwritten rule when
undertaking project work in public organisations. Employees are expected to be
available and ready to start work outside standard working hours, outside the reg-
ular workplace and work remotely. It is quite common for personal projectification
to also be reinforced by wearable devices (employees, outside of working hours,
can e.g. receive regular information on project progress on their smartwatches)
(Jalocha, 2021).

4. CONCLUSIONS

As shown in the analysis above, the EU project logic affect not only how EU
policies take shape and are implemented (cf. Biittner and Leopold 2016), but
also wider institutional and organisational developments in the member states,
including the emergence of new roles (Stephenson 2013: 828), and new ways
of conceptualising policy. Even though EU projects are dependent on the will-
ingness and active participation of national and subnational actors, the intended
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and unintended consequences of project funding go beyond the specific aims of
delimited projects, as projectification unfolds in various ways at different levels. In
terms of management, projects are perceived as a tool that brings flexibility to the
organisation but also control, which renders them highly attractive and a suitable
instrument for public sector reform. Even though the distinction between the
micro, meso and macro levels is purely analytical, we can observe developments
and effects over time at all levels.

Each EU project can be viewed as a small part of a larger process of EU pro-
jectification where changes in temporalities may work as an illustrative example of
consequences of projectification. As project funding bodies, such as the EU funds
and programmes, strongly encourage public-private partnerships, collaboration and
networks, they simultaneously push the member states (and their subnational actors)
to align policy processes and organisations to programming periods, calls for projects
and funding and implementation cycles of 1-3 years. To engage in EU projects is,
as such, also to sign up for changes beyond the specific project in the projects’ envi-
ronment that harmonize with the EU project logic. Another example of this is the
linear time conception that characterises EU projects (with a clear beginning and
end - time is limited) and that is counter to the circular time conception of ordinary
public sector organizations that is based more on continuity, repetition and routine.
This “short-termism” - introducing temporary forms of organization as a pivotal pol-
icy tool - is built into the very essence of EU projects and could very well affect the
capacities for long-term planning at national and sub-national levels (see, Sjoblom,
2009). Several studies have problematised the usage of (temporary) EU projects to
handle long-lasting challenges such as unemployment and social exclusion or issues
related to sustainability (see e.g. Munck af Rosenschéld 2019; Brorstrom 2019).
Although it might be fairly easy to measure the direct output of an EU project, its
long-term outcomes are more difficult to assess and evaluate.

Beyond temporalities, the range of activities surrounding projects also affects
EU member states. These activities include best practices, tools for evaluation and
impact assessment and ways of forming and organising partnerships. These tools
have also spread to member states, including local governments, which have adopt-
ed similar tools in their own organisations. National organisations simply adopt
the project form in the implementation of national policies, and in addition, both
national agencies and local governments build up their internal capacity to work
with projects, including adopting new tools and routines that are mimicked in oth-
er parts of the organisation. Here, studies have shown that the implementation of
EU projects does not only involve developing new competencies for civil servants
at all levels, but also new actors, roles and new forms of expertise and professions
- ranging from expertise in terms of applying, leading and evaluating projects to
consultancy firms specialising in aiding municipalities in these endeavours (Fred
& Mukhtar-Landgren 2019).
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Finally, projectification can also be seen in terms of policy content. To date,
project funding has permeated the management of large, widely defined policy
areas spanning from integration, social cohesion, culture, research, environmental
issues and unemployment to innovation and regional development. In previous
research, we have described this in terms of re-compartmentalisation - which is a
process in which member states re-frame their policies to fit EU funding oppor-
tunities (Mukhtar-Landgren & Fred 2018). This includes speaking of “lifelong
learning” instead of education, and “social exclusion” instead of inequality. This is
particularly evident in policy areas which are heavily projectified in terms of both
dependence on EU funding and mimicking the project format in national policy
making. One example of thisis long-term unemployment (Dahlstedt 2009), and
the integration of immigrants (McGlinn 2018).

Taken together, development at macro, meso and micro levels can be said
to have led to the development of an EU ‘project world’ - a large ecosystem with
many organisations, individuals, agents and whole “project classes” (Kovdch &
Kucerovd, 2006; Mukhtar-Landgren & Fred, 2018). Therefore, projects permeate
all aspects of policy making from policy content to the temporalities of politics
and development ventures. Even though there are on-going debates on EU poli-
cies in terms of their political content and goals, the implementation of policies
using projects has not been discussed or questioned in an EU context. Instead,
there is a tendency to see the project form as neutral or even apolitical. With some
exceptions (e.g. Abrahamsson and Angevall, 2010; Ojehag-Pettersson, 2017) the
logic of project work in the EU, and the implementation of development and
cohesion policies by using projects is neither questioned nor denied. If anything,
it is perceived as a positive change, a characteristic of the modern way of govern-
ing a supranational organisation. On the other hand, research conducted within
management sciences and project studies is increasingly addressing the negative
consequences of projects, such as chronic stress, work overload and burnout among
project workers and shows the “dark side” of projectification (e.g. corruption,
sexism, money laundering, modern slavery) (Hodgson & Cicmil, 2006; Aguilar
Velasco & Wald, 2022; Locatelli, Konstantinou, Geraldi, & Sainati, 2022). In
relation to more institutional and organisational aspects, projectification has been
problematised in terms of transparency, inclusion in networks/partnerships, as well
as the inequalities in regard to resources and skills when trying to obtain project
funding. Therefore, it is necessary to go beyond the tendency to depoliticise the
usage of projects as a neutral tool and open up to wider debates on the politics of
projects.

5. THE PATHS FORWARD

Reflecting on future paths for research on EU projectification, it should be
noted that despite the fact that scientific interest in this issue has been relatively
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recent, we are becoming increasingly aware of this phenomenon and its conse-
quences. Numerous works are currently being developed (Biittner & Leopold,
2016; Biittner, 2019; Godenhjelm, Lundin, & Sjéblom, 2015; Jatocha, 2019;
Mukhtar-Landgren & Fred, 2018), and they will allow us to better understand
what characterises EU projectification processes. At the same time, the concen-
tration of research around issues regarding the nature of EU projects and their
governance could raise some concern. Does the homogeneity of topics and the
convergence of opinions lead to “academic drift”? Two steps can be taken to
avoid this. First, it is important to address new research problems. Second, the
implementation of interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research is necessary.
Currently, interdisciplinary dialogue is indiscernible in research on EU projec-
tification. Scholars from different scientific fields who are interested in both EU
and projectification issues rarely publish joint texts or conduct joint research. The
combination of different ontological and epistemological perspectives could make
our research on EU projectification deeper and open up new research fields.
Moreover, as our considerations have shown, the use of EU projects as a meth-
od for implementing public policies and as a method for managing organisations
are ambivalent. Perhaps it is the universality and scalability of projects as a method
that make them so attractive - on the one hand, these characteristics allow very
complex goals at a European community level to be implemented, and , on the
other hand- micro changes to be implemented in local communities. We know that
projects are not “innocent” and have a “dark side”, so should we consider whether
other forms of cooperation could replace them? Would it be possible to build and
manage the European community without projects or with a limited number of
projects? What other participatory format could replace EU projects? The question
that, in our opinion, is worth asking in the future is whether deprojectification is
possible in the European community, and, if not, how the negative impact of EU
projectification could be reduced and its positive impact strengthened.
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ABSTRACT

Projectification generally has constructive implications and is deemed to be innova-
tive and progressive strategy for achieving business goals efficiently; yet, numerous
project team members suffer from stress, work overload, and fatigue. This chapter
seeks to investigate the determinants of the negative aspects of projectification
and their effects on various levels. A review of the literature was performed to scan
the limitations of projectification and their implications on project workers. It is
established that projectification has drawbacks on multi-levels including society,
organizations, projects, and individuals which will be examined in this chapter.

Keywords: Projectification; Personnel, Well-being, Negative aspects, Disad-
vantages.

1. INTRODUCTION

The concept of projectification is largely described as the institutionalization
of projects in society. Earlier in 1995, Christophe Midler created this term by
delivering an arresting examination of organizational projectification in his study
on Renault (Midler, 1995). With time, the level of examination and scope of
study on this subject has expanded and research nowadays surpasses the projecti-
fication of industrial companies and the project management domain where the
notice initially began (Jensen et al., 2016). Along with this increasing concern,
the enablers, and consequences of projectification on various levels and industry
has become clear. Following this development, it has been argued that the notion
of projectification deserves more attention.

In recent years, the definition of projectification has evolved and it has now
been described as the expanded usage of projects and its “destabilizing consequenc-
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es on perpetual logics of the company including task classifications, hierarchical
regulations, and relationships with suppliers” (Schoper et al., 2018).

Projectification has implications for the financial system of the company and
society as it pushes workers to incorporate project work, manage their private lives as
a project, and position themselves and others as projects (Henning and Wald, 2019).

Organizations utilize projects to organize the work aiming to improve organiza-
tional performance, and image (Lloyd-Walker et al., 2018). The boost in projectifi-
cation has resulted in a substantial need for extremely experienced, knowledgeable,
and competent employees (Yang et al., 2017). Individuals need to be extremely
agile, flexible, and well-organized as projectification entails tight deadlines, elevated
workload, variety of tasks, and massive pressure on personnel (Henning and Wald,
2019). The above might pose risks to the health and well-being of the employees
leading to counterproductive namely unhappiness, nervousness, dissatisfaction, and
therefore turnover among other negative effects (Schoper et al., 2018).

2. PROJECTIFICATION AND PROJECT WORKERS

As presented earlier, projectification denotes a shift from monotonous action
to working on unique projects, therefore, it requires continuous communication
among parties and the readiness to work overtime, in matrix structures, frequently
sacrificing work-life stability. Irrespective of the company or location, individuals
experience comparable negative implications of projectification. Thus, the adverse
effects of projectification on deprived or susceptible groups, such as patients, im-
migrants, or precarious workers, are highlighted in many studies (Henning and
Wald, 2019, Schoper et al., 2018, Yang et al., 2017). Therefore, viewing projecti-
fication effect on human stands in plain contrast to its recognized advantages on
the managerial level that demonstrates the positive influence of project work on
corporations.

Focusing on the negative consequences of projectification, previous studies
mainly concentrated on inequality, career insecurity, and unemployment (Sage,
2016). Séderlund & Bredin (2011) identified the risk of re-bureaucratization,
neglecting the need for integration of projects into programs or portfolios, limited
time for knowledge development, overwhelming deadline stress, and lack of trust
as the main drawbacks of projectification.

Jerbrant (2014) stressed that projectification is certainly driven by apparent
implications, in the sense that each subsequent restructuring resolves some diffi-
culties but generates new problems.

Based on the above, there are four primary categories of factors that are leading
to negative aspects of projectification on individuals: environmental factors, organ-
izational factors, project factors, and individual factors which will be examined in
detail in the below subsections.
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2.1. Environmental Factors

These include societal-level aspects that influence the organization and its
workforces, for example, the culture, socioeconomic differences, legal and political
systems, and formal and informal institutions (Jalocha, 2019). Societal-level factors
have a significant role in determining policies and procedures.

Previous authors considered projectification as the outcome of several types of
mechanisms at the workplace that endlessly challenges the organization (Lundin,
2016). Influences outside the workplace such aswork—family conflicts likewise impact
project workforces well-being (Lundin, 2016) and make them at a higher risk of
burnout (Singh et al., 2012). Adding to the above, industry characteristics are other
factors affecting the impact of projectification on individuals. For example, the con-
struction industry is a high-risk industry, and the work of construction project man-
agers is often highly stressful, due to time pressures, uncertainties, and the dynamic
social structure involved in construction projects. Previous studies demonstrated that
work objective stress reduces the task performance of construction managers, and
that interpersonal performance is maximized with a moderate level of objective stress.

Moreover, projectification break the family-work balance as it requires long
working hours, flexibility, and availability. However, family and friends and other
non-work-related support are very significant in alleviating psychological strain.
Love and Edwards (2005) examined the predictive capabilities of the full job
strain model for construction project managers to assess employees’ psychological
well-being in terms of worker health and job satisfaction. Their findings revealed
that social support (family and friends) have significant effects on psychological
well-being, and that non-work-related support is more significant than work sup-
port in alleviating psychological strain.

All the above confirm Lundin (2016) results that the expansion of project
work is resulting in more job opportunities, yet success is related to permanently
being available and flexible. Individuals are starting to sacrifice their long-life
plans and social predictability to finish their tasks, indicating that projectification
is affecting not only the way employees work but also how they live their private

lives (Lindgren and Packendorff, 2000).

2.2. Organizational factors

These have to do with the organizational context of projects that impact man-
agement practices and workers. For example, a career-developing environment,
poor organizational structure, and role dualities affect both psychological stress
and the performance of the employees (Naoum et al., 2018). Likewise, work
environments can produce emotions such as anger in attaining desired outcomes.
Lindebaum and Fielden (2011) suggested that negative leader emotions influence
a variety of negative follower outcomes.
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Adding to the above, many organizations are using budget behavior control
systems based on the rhetoric of professionalization by promoting entrepreneur-
ial-like commitment behaviors such as self-discipline, self-directed, self-motivating,
self-realization, and self-exploitation (Legault and Chasserio, 2012). However,
despite the claims of autonomy and self-determination at the work of creative
experts, managers set up fairly tight controls through the management and the
rhetoric of professionalism. The client’s position of strength overrides the employ-
er’s direct control, transferring a major share of the risk inherent in PM to the
other employees. Ensuing long hours of unplanned and unpaid overtime is the
most important obstacle facing the workforce in projectified companies and affects
employee satisfaction. Moreover, firms are extracting long hours from employees
by imparting in workers a deep sense of individual commitment to the aims and
values of the company and a sense of self-sufficiency over their careers and lives
(Gaim et al., 2019), However, experts do not benefit of the extreme job autonomy
instead they prioritize work over their health (Asquin et al., 2010).

Based on the above, within the organizational factors category, there is a bunch
of sub-categories that might be identified namely organizational structure and
climate (e.g., complexities, ethical dilemmas), organizational culture (e.g., parallel
cultures), and control mechanisms (e.g., discursive practices).

Apart from the above, human resources management (HRM) practices,
contracts, and benefits are as well reasons for depression and anxiety if not well
addressed. For example, employees who are not satisfied with their firm’s HRM
practices and job rewards/punishment have lower job satisfaction. Likewise, em-
ployees with short-term contracts have increase odd for depression and anxiety
(Aguilar Velasco and Wald, 2022).

Organizational stressors impact projects and employees. There is empirical
support for paradoxical tensions and practices (Gaim et al., 2019), competing
organizational logics and resources constraints (Arvidsson, 2009), bureaucracy,
and different views of decision-makers (Ng et al., 2005) that do not consider em-
ployees’ well-being as major contextual roots of psychological distress in project
work. Therefore, one factor that contributes to negative individual projectification
is the technocratization of organizing. In projectified organizations, individuals
become immersed in the process and lose their ability to challenge it or engage in
a debate over their situation. Cicmil et al. (2016) suggested that project discourses
may have more far-reaching existential consequences for project workers and may
create conditions that are hard to cope with, hard to justify, and hard to control.

The literature has dedicated a lot of attention to the negative consequences
on individuals. Ekstedt (2009) wrote that, because of this trend, the risk (e.g.,
concerning the revenues gained) may be transferred from companies to individuals.
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2.3. Project factors

These factors comprise project-related features affecting project members’
work results and well-being (Darling and Whitty, 2020). Among these factors, job
demand and job resource issues top the list.

The shortage of opportunities for recuperation, inadequate routines, lim-
ited time resources, and many concurrent projects lead to psychological stress
reactions, decreased competence development, and deviations from the schedule
(Chang et al., 2013). Similarly, the study of Singh et al. (2012) on software
developers facing additional role ambiguity, role conflict, schedule pressure,
irregular shifts, group noncooperation, psychological contract violation, and
work—family conflict showed that they are at a greater risk of job burnout. Mem-
bers are prone to job burnout as they do multiple projects and therefore must
cope with tough deadlines, long working hours, and customers changing their
expectations. Besides, workers are subject to monotonous and repetitive tasks,
team conflicts, nervousness over the sheer competition, worry about superior
motivation and ambition, and family expectations. All these factors can lead to
high job burnout.

Adding to the above, teamwork issues (e.g., conflicts, and turnovers) is anoth-
er important determinant. Project managers’ behaviors and leadership styles can
influence on turnover intention of the project workers. The leadership style has a
substantial impact on supporting workers” well-being and organizational perfor-
mance. Previously investigators have demonstrated meaningful relationships among
leadership behavior, employee well-being, and organizational outcomes such as
contemporary leadership, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover
intention. Therefore, managers should try to build robust, enthusiastic collective
job situation and focus more on employee satisfaction as well as leadership styles to
reduce turnovers.

Notwithstanding the above, the project culture is another project factor. A
strong culture based on an acceptance of ambiguity (e.g., in roles, power relations,
organizational routines, and practices) can promote the development of a loyal,
committed, effective workforce and sustain a fluid and flexible form of the project
working overtime. Critically, ambiguity allows individuals to sustain multiple
identities as both ‘expert’ and ‘consultant’ (Chawl et al., 2018).

Investigators in this category highlighted project stressors that impact project
members and found that individuals with potential conflicts of interest, difficult
personalities, deadlines, managing people of different disciplines, and emotional

dissonance generate conditions that are hard to deal with, explain and manage
(Cicmil et al., 2016).
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2.4. Individual factors

These factors relate to personnel characteristics and psychological aspects that
affect the improvement of job strain responses such as better satisfaction under the
effect of elevated job demands (Caniéls, et al., 2012).

Among these factors, demographic characteristics top the list. Organizational
and professional commitment has dual effects on the firm’s performance: comple-
mentary effect and conflicting effect. The impacts of these commitments on job
satisfaction, job performance, and job problems are particularly important in a
work setting. The study of Chawla et al. (2018) in a bureaucratic work environ-
ment implied that organizational commitment has a substantial and immediate
impact on job satisfaction and job performance and a considerable reverse influ-
ence on job problems. Improved satisfaction, and improved performance, but also
increased problems with the managers were correlated with longer tenure in the
organization (Chawla et al., 2018).

Adding to the above, human capital (employees knowing their trade/skills)
and social capital (employees knowing one another/relationships) were found to
be critical for project-based career progress. In this sense, human and social capital
form a self-reinforcing cycle of career competencies that propel a person through
successive projects. Therefore, personal resources, and personality traits as well as
emotional states were also noticed to be key determinants.

Weiss (1983) examined organizational stress amongst managers, resulting
symptoms of strain, and whether social support can reduce symptoms of strain.
His results showed that job stresses are certainly related to psychological and
physiological strains. Also, his findings highlighted that Type A personality has a
substantial negative relationship with both psychological and physiological strain
among project workers.

In a similar study, Berg and Karlsen (2013) found that positive self-talk, vis-
ualization, clear goals, feedback, empowerment, and resilience are valuable and
effective tools that help in reducing and coping with work stresses. Also, Lindgren
et al. (2014) examined the emotional processes associated with the project man-
agement discourse and found that discourse is invoked in ways that make people
internalize emotional states related to chaos and anxiety while ascribing feelings of
certainty and confidence to external organizational norms and procedures.

The most frequently studied topics in this category are work motivation,
gender differences/challenges, and coping strategies. Previous studies in this cate-
gory investigated not only the individual factors but also various combinations of
personality characteristics, emotions, and insights into job and company processes
that trigger individuals to respond differently to stressors. For instance, gender
inequality or injustice impacts the emotional states and behavioral responses of the
employees and affects their engagement (Chaudhry et al., 2020). Empirical evi-
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dence shows that factors such as employees” age and level of education are critical
in affecting how individuals cope with stress (Haynes and Love, 2004) and lack or
mismatch of competency might cause project overload and distress (Chaudhry et
al., 2020; Gustavsson, 2016; Cerne, and Jansson, 2019).

3. A MULTI-LEVEL EXAMINATION OF THE NEGATIVE ASPECTS OF PROJECTIFICATION

In this section, we will integrate the primary components and respective
sub-categories to capture the examined determinants of the negative aspects of
project work and their effects on people. Contrary to the previous section where
the focus of the determinants has been at the individual level, the literature has
identified the determinants of negative aspects at different levels. Consequently,
this section will focus on different interrelated levels to examine the determinants.:
macro (environmental/societal/country/industry), meso (organization and project),
and micro (individuals). Additionally, we will end the section by emphasizing the
possible mediators that may affect the relations between the undesirable attributes
of projectification and individual consequences.

3.1. Micro Level

At this level, we focus on people differences, for example, demographic differ-
ences, abilities and capabilities, individual resources, and managing orientation,
that impact the way employees operate and deal with the unfavorable effect of
project stressors (Jerbrant, 2014). Females, for instance, encounter more emotional
fatigue than their male colleagues. Likewise, individual traits shape how expertise
and competencies are employed in a scenario, the approach employees react to
teamwork, and job fatigue indicators (Chang et al., 2013). Motivation considera-
tions such as rewards might also impact the productivity of the workers.

Apart from the company policies, individuals who aim for a project career are
generally very dedicated and eager to self-sacrifice; they willingly participate in pro-
ject work on a routine basis as these people cannot imagine doing something else
(Cicmil et al., 2016). Nevertheless, all employees are exposed to stressful working
situations, which can aggravate work-related results, health, and well-being in the
long term.

3.2. Meso Level

At this level, organizational factors affect the project and its members. For ex-
ample, matrix organizations push workers to navigate between functional units and
projects and expect superior performance in both (Dube, 2014). In such vibrant
and dense structural environments, variations in the project due to ambiguity may
arise, internal politics (e.g., hidden agendas, biased plans) may occur and project
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members’ motivation and efficiency may decrease. These dynamics get more com-
plex with continual modifications, impractical deadlines, and intense pressures
(Cerne, and Jansson, 2019).

Furthermore, workers could face ethical problems such as gender differences
and dishonesty (Kvalnes, 2014). The governance structure affects how workers face
and react to such problems. Unfavorable circumstances such as miscommunication,
adversely influence employees’ engagement and motivation (Mysore et al., 2021)
and employee productivity (Samimi and Sydow, 2021). Furthermore, a “perfect
projectified corporation” has a particular managing culture communicated in the
encouragement of employees, teamwork, continuous improvement, and client and
employee orientation (Chaudhry et al., 2020). In a such pressuring work setting,
executives are frequently compelled to “do more with less”; which results in abusive
supervision behaviors that destructively impact project members’ well-being and
cause a turnover.

Additionally, the normalization of temporary work generates new employment
relationships and alternates in the design of human resource management processes
and voice behaviors (Prouska and Kapsali, 2021). In project-based organizations,
HRM practices are the domain of the project manager rather than either line
managers or the HRM department (Keegan et al., 2012).

Job needs, job resources, teamwork problems, managers’ leadership style, and
project culture are facets of projectification that can grow into stressors depending
on personal traits and personal resources. Furthermore, projects can have paradoxi-
cal demands due to the increased need for effectiveness and flexibility to cope with
the complicated and developing environment (Havermans et al., 2019). Even if
the skills, flexibility, and knowledge are available, PMs might face difficulties to
meet project outcomes as they have occasionally to manage impractical deadlines,
and resource limitations. An extreme workload is partly owing to parallel tasks that
require deep prioritization along with inadequate, lack of resources, loss of con-
trol, lack of feedback, absence of continuous improvement, and continuous shifts
from one project to another, which necessitates social connections with numerous
stakeholders (Patanakul et al., 2016). Such situations create project overload,
which is associated with stress reactions, poor job performance, and illness (Weiss,
1983; Zika-Viktorsson et al., 2016; Brathen et al., 2021). Thus, project work
exposes project members to threats of extreme commitment and dedication, and
the deterioration of members’ personalities ((Havermans et al., 2019). Managers’
behaviors might as well destructively affect the project outcomes of subordinates.
For instance, managers might enforce compound stresses on project members,
causing high-stress levels, and might emotionally affect the natural setting of the
project to their benefit.

Besides, project culture can be utilized by managers to initiate employees’
citizenship behaviors, which in turn leads to more accomplishments (Aronson and
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Lechler, 2009). Though, in project work with long working schedules, mandating
citizenship behavior can trigger job burnout and cause depression (Caniéls, et al.,
2012).

The above negative effects at the meso level emphasize the significance of
proper job design and protected psychological workplace culture to guarantee
adequate care of workers.

3.3. Macro Level

The environmental factors, which consist of macro-level factors such as socio-
economic, political, institutional, and cultural context, influence all other factors
at all levels. At this level organizations normalize, organize, and encourage the
dissemination of a “projectified” work-life that incorporates the segregation of
labor (Samimi and Sydow, 2021).

Within this context, projectification is viewed as a philosophical issue, or as a
metaphysical shift in the perception of time and work, where the project semantics
sneaks into our daily dictionary, society, and daily routine.

Hence, projectification, at this level, is a socially altering phenomenon with
complicated outcomes. The evolving limitations of projectification are portrayed
using a philosophical viewpoint. It is worth mentioning that the task-based method
of employing projectification is not simply an organizational form, yet it defines
the approaches to shaping cooperation and social relations (Jensen, 2012). There-
fore, fundamental variables such as time and space have varied and affected both
companies and individuals.

Moreover, several scientists have underscored that the existence of the project
work environment is a threatening dystopia where everything is projectified.

4. POTENTIAL MEDIATORS

The attractiveness of projectification with its foreshadowed successful out-
comes and efficacy in achieving business goals in comparison to customary
approaches has led to widespread adoption of this phenomenon in the last three
decades across many sectors of society. Organizations working in sectors alien
to projects such as health management, social work, development, banking, or
manufacturing are embracing this trend and even setting-up project management
offices indicating their long-term commitment to projectification. Yet the last
three decades of embracing projectification have brought about subtle negative
consequences as discussed in the previous sections and showed that projectification
is not all panacea.

Probably the most noticeable negative impact of projectification is its impact on
individuals. While focusing on completing the project scope with a certain deadline
and budget, came at the expense of the project team. Employees are expected to do
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sacrifices. Working long hours under stress because of impending deadlines some-
times without getting overtime compensation, accepting short-term employment for
the duration of the project, work instability are standard practices in people working
projects. All of this has come at high cost that is leading to serious issues ranging
from health problems to work-life balance disruption and families’ fragmentation.

Revisiting how we execute projects while considering the well-being of the
individuals is now deemed necessary if projectification is to stay. This effort has
already started by project management societies and one can see there is increase
focus on the people. The seventh and latest edition of the PMI PMBOK has
attempted to draw the attention to the people. We started seeing terms such as
self-autonomy or self-governing teams among others that foster the individual im-
portant role. Nevertheless, these efforts remain shy of dealing with real problems.

The potential mediators to mitigate the negative impacts of projectification on
the individual must explore new approaches in three main contexts 1) Job design,
2) Contracts and 3) Knowledge management.

The first and most important context is job design. Job design must take into
consideration if not prioritize the well-being of project members. Project man-
agement has long established the three main goals of projects as scope, time, and
cost, and job design or project plans were developed merely to achieve these goals.
These goals must now include the well-being of project members if not explicitly
them implicitly. In order to achieve that, human resources policies must be estab-
lished that ensure that the atypical practices in project work—such as 12 hours
workday—do not get normalized. In matrix or mixed organizations, such human
resource management policies usually exist but then it is not applicable to project
teams because of the “urgent” nature of the project. Such policies must be based on
the voice of the project team members and can incorporate a cap on the working
hours, a cap on the allowable overload, guaranteed rest days per working period,
paid overtime, proper selection, and assignment. Once policies are established and
circulated, project managers and team members must be followed in job design or
project plans. Project management techniques include an array of tools that can
be utilized such as resource leveling, or buffers in critical chains.

Contracts in project management is another context where improvement can
be made. Many organizations intentionally or unintentionally have used the pro-
ject employee contracts as a legitimate tool to “abuse” the employee. These contacts
must be redrafted to take into account the basic rights of the employee. Usually,
these contracts are drafted in the project world for the advantage of the project
solely while many due rights and benefits are overlooked owing to temporary
nature of the project. Besides ensuring the rights and benefits, the terms of these
contracts should consider ways to offset the work instability.

The third context is knowledge management. Improvement in this context
would ultimately benefit the individual and the organization both at the short
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term and long term. Continuous training and professional development of the
project members is proven to be effective in improving employee satisfaction.
Employees and knowledge retention is critical to the sustainable business success.
This important area has long been neglected in the project world again due to the
temporary nature of projects.

Improvements to mitigate the negative impacts of projectification on the
individual can be made also to many other contexts but once the improvements
are made to job design, contracts, and knowledge management contexts, one can
build on the results of these changes.

5. CONCLUSIONS

This chapter presented a comprehensive systematic literature review and in-
tegrated the different determinants of the negative aspects of projectification and
their effects on individuals in a multi-level analysis.

The examination of the literature showed that the level of analysis has grown
from a case where projectification was solely acknowledged as a structural trajec-
tory in organizational restructuring, toward viewing it as a fundamentally socially
changing phenomenon with complex consequences. Unsurprisingly, it can be
observed how definitions of projectification have followed a similar trajectory.

Beyond these descriptive observations, we have outlined and discussed the
determinants of the negative aspects of projectification on three different levels:
micro, meso, and macro where each level represents a special take on project
work with some prevalent characteristics. These characteristics emphasize some
common features of each of the levels, but also imply that the way projectification
is understood changes depending on the paradigmatic perspective taken by the
researcher, the time and place in which the observation was made and the level of
observation. As highlighted when outlining this conceptualization, projectification
as a phenomenon is characterized by a kind of fluidity and amorphism; the phe-
nomenon has no clear boundaries and “cascades” throughout society with varying
negative consequences.

6. FORWARD PATHS

The calling out of the negative determinants of projectification on multi-levels
and their implications on individuals were discussed in this chapter. To system-
atically understand the effects of projectification on individuals, a more holistic,
systematic view of projectification covering more levels is needed.

This research has scratched the surface of projectification and provides a
glimpse of the negative determinants. Future research should be broadened to ex-
amine the relevance of sociological and psychological theories to project stressors
and their influence on employees’ well-being. Empirical investigations on this new
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working environment and its effect on participants’ well-being are especially need-
ed. Future investigators might as well evaluate how work-related contact impacts
work stress. One more evolving topic is “personal projectification”, which involves
an employee’s characters, attitudes, abilities, and experiences and the psychological
considerations that affect the reaction to the adverse facets of project work (e.g.
Yip et al., 2008).

The outcomes of projectifcation fragmentation of personal lives and pro-
fessional advancements and the impact of individual characteristics on the re-
lationship between project stressors and professional development need further
investment.

Moreover, studies are also needed to examine the effect of the institutional
environment on employees’ behaviors.
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CHAPTER 7
Projectification of society,

a sociological perspective
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ABSTRACT

Research in the field of projectification has so far been devoted primarily to the
intra-organizational phenomenon of an increasing prevalence of projects in the
business world and the transformation accompanied by this prevalence. Increasing-
ly, researchers are also focusing on macro-level or societal developments. Empirical
research highlights, using Germany as an example, that projectification is also
progressing in areas of society outside the economy. Yet little research has been
done on why individuals want to engage in projects in the first place, what role
projects play in shaping sociological processes, and what institutional frameworks
might have an impact on these processes. It will be illustrated that projects offer an
ideal opportunity for self-actualization through intensive collaboration with other
people. This is most likely to happen on the basis of appropriate cultural-cognitive
institutions and is less likely to be achieved through regulations, norms or stan-
dards. Eventually, it will also be made clear how projectification can be promoted
in order to better cope with the manifold societal challenges in the future.

Keywords: Projectification; Sociology; Institutional Theory; Project Society

1. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, a sociological perspective will be applied to the phenomenon
of projectification, which has been increasingly studied in research during the last
couple of years. Initial studies of this phenomenon at the automotive manufacturer
Renault (Midler, 1995) showed that projectification was primarily associated with
its increasing prevalence in business enterprises and the accompanying transfor-
mation of organizational structures, processes, and cultures. Studies on the devel-
opment and status quo of projectification thus focused primarily on the economy.
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Beyond that, research on the impact of projectification in other areas of society is
still scarce (Wagner, 2022). Especially in times of increasing societal challenges, it
is interesting for all decision makers in our society to understand what they can do
to use the creative powers of people in projects in a better way. This article shows
that projects seem to be a suitable means to realize people’s needs for self-actualiza-
tion through networked collaboration. Sartre (1984) asserts, for example, that the
realization of projects is an expression of people’s freedom, that by using projects,
reality is subject to continuous transformation, and that ‘acting’ means modifying
the shape of the world or could be seen as a way of arranging the means to an end.

So far, projects and project management have been understood primarily on
the basis of projects in the field of business, in which they are considered as the
most rational and efficient realization of predetermined objectives. If psychology,
sociology, and philosophy are looked at, other aspects of projects and their reali-
zation come into focus. These perspectives are less about the efficient management
of delivery processes, and more about the co-creative cooperation of individuals,
which originates from a set of intrinsic needs. There are many examples of this
form of collaboration, including in the arts and culture, community development,
and the multifaceted volunteerism of the public in our society.

The aim of this chapter is, on the one hand, to contribute to rethinking project
management and to inspiring corresponding research in this field. On the other
hand, it aims to show how the projectification of our society as a whole can be
advanced. Ultimately, it also makes clear that bridges need to be built between
the discipline of project management and non-technical disciplines ranging from
psychology and sociology to philosophy, to name just a few. After the introduction,
the role that projects play in our lives is shown, as well as the perspectives that are
important for an analysis of these projects in research. This is followed by a discus-
sion of the phenomenon of projectification, which spans from the micro-level of
our immediate environment to the macro-level of societal processes. Finally, three
perspectives of projectification will be addressed, the individual, sociological, and
institutional perspectives. The chapter closes with a conclusion and an outlook.

2. THE ROLE OF PROJECTS IN OUR LIVES

Projects have been around since the dawn of mankind (Morris, 2013). Even
if we do not know much about the projects from these early times, there are nar-
ratives about projects in the 17th century, which was even characterized as the
‘projecting age’. Projects at that time were exotic endeavors whose results were
achieved through the use of almost superhuman skills. The focus of these narratives
is primarily on the people involved in the projects and the key characteristics of
both, people and projects. Daniel Defoe (1697:18), for example, described the

‘projector’ as “he who, having by fair and plain principles of sense, honesty, and
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ingenuity brought any contrivance to a suitable perfection, makes out what he
pretends to, picks nobody’s pockets, puts his project in execution, and contents
himself with the real produce as the profit of his invention.” The projects in this
era were related to the advancement of society, such as the improvement of health
care, education and the upgrading of infrastructure.

With the onset of industrialization and economic prosperity based on tech-
nological progress, aspects of productivity and the efficiency of processes based on
the division of labor became the focus of attention. Projects, and later on their
management, optimized product creation processes. People played only a subordi-
nate role in this context. Prominent figures of that time, such as Max Weber, Henri
Fayol and Frederick Winslow Taylor, certainly played essential roles in paving the
way for project management, which was first applied in defense projects in the
United States of America after the end of the Second World War (Hodgson &
Muzio, 2012).

Nowadays, the awareness of projects and project management has become
widespread in many sectors of society. Antonio Nieto-Rodriguez (2019: 3) even
speaks of a ‘project revolution’ claiming that “from our personal to our professional
lives, corporations to governments, individuals to nations, projects are the new
reality.” The question often arises as to how projects can be clearly delineated, as
to what can really be designated as a project, and which undertakings should not
be implemented in project form.

It is usually agreed that projects are future-oriented and involve a series of
activities to accomplish specific objectives. However, this is wide open to inter-
pretation when answering a number of fundamentally important questions. For
example, the question of whether we start and execute projects in a self-determined
manner, or whether we do so for someone else, namely a customer or a sponsor.
The question of whether we have the freedom to execute projects as we wish, or
whether we have to follow a predetermined plan also plays a central role in an
ever-changing context. Are we on our own in the execution of the project, or do
we collaborate with other people in different ways? How unique are the objectives
of the project, or have similar endeavors been carried out whose approaches we
can seek to replicate?

Answering these and other questions depends on the scope of the projects
being considered. In business, projects tend to be externally determined, there
is less individual freedom, everyone works with a pre-prepared project plan and
follows the instructions of a project manager (Jensen et al., 2017). In contrast, in
arts and crafts, a project is built upon an artist’s instructions, who brings all of his
or her skills to the creation of an object without necessarily requiring collabora-
tion from others (Gratton & Sheringham, 2005). Projects that produce mature
technical products focus on incremental improvement and achieving maximum
economies of scale, whereas projects aimed at changing organizational culture tend
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to focus on achieving and sustaining that new culture while obtaining maximum
stakeholder involvement.

Although the diversity of projects has increased significantly in recent years,
standard approaches, processes, and methods have been developed for the manage-
ment of these projects. Even if this is useful for achieving a certain degree of confi-
dence in the repeated application of proven approaches in projects, many projects
fail simply because there is no ‘one size fits all’ approach. Winter and Szczepanek
(2009: 28) therefore propose seven different images for projects and approaches
adapted to their management (see figure 1) so that “much greater understanding
is gained, for projects and many things at once, so multiple images envisage more
of what is going on. They can also help in managing projects in conjunction with
one’s own knowledge and experience”.

Figure 1 Images of projects framework (Winter & Szczepanek, 2009: 29)

However, Turner et al. (2010), approach the issue from a theoretical perspec-
tive and use ideas from different schools of project management. They present
nine perspectives that build on the theoretical foundations of modern project
management from which a project manager can derive insights when working on
a project. One of these perspectives is the project as a social system in which people
work with other people on projects for the public. For these types of projects, one
of the factors that plays a crucial role in practice is the ability to select and engage
the right project team members for a project, as well as providing appropriate
leadership. This requires, above all, competences in dealing with people. Further,
important questions are addressed, including why we would want to participate in
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a project ourselves, what expectations we have of the results and the work of the
project, and which role we want to perform.

There is no doubt that nowadays projects have a preeminent role in the
economy and every other area of society. In the past, however, the literature on
project management mainly dealt with projects in economy and the other areas
of application in society received less attention. The focus on the technical and
methodological aspects of project management has obscured our view of the social
aspects of projects, and our interest in projects in the social sphere. It was not until
research on the projectification of society was carried out and the first studies on
a project society were published that the re-discovery of projects outside of the
economic field commenced.

3. PRO]ECTIFICATION — FROM A MICRO LEVEL TO A MACRO LEVEL

Since electrification, which took place more than 125 years ago and enabled
the industrial revolution to progress, tremendous advancements have taken place.
Whether the projectification could lead to similar social development remains to
be seen, but this is a trend that began with the observations of Christophe Midler
(1995) at the automotive manufacturer Renault. At Renault, Midler observed that
over the years not only had the number of projects increased, but the organization
had also changed significantly because of the greater importance of projects. The
role of project managers had become increasingly important, and some of them
reported directly to the board of directors. A variety of project-oriented institu-
tions, such as a project management office (PMO), provided support to projects.
Organizational structures, processes, and cultures were significantly shaped by
projects. Since the first publication on the topic in 1995, research has been inten-
sively devoted to the trend of projectification and has investigated various facets
of the matter at several levels of observation.

Jacobsson and Jalocha (2021: 1583) identify four distinct images of projectifi-
cation that emerge from engagement with the topic, in particular “projectification
as a managerial approach, projectification as a societal trend, projectification as a
human state, and projectification as a philosophical issue.” Whereas earlier projec-
tification research looked at meso-level organizational change, as projects became
more important, research on the projectification of society has become more con-
cerned with macro-level societal and institutional change. The other two forms
of projectification, as a human state and as a philosophical issue, have received
attention only in recent years, and they address intriguing issues that range from
the micro-level effects of projectification on individuals to macro-level effects of
projectification on societal development.

Early publications focused primarily on the phenomenon of projectification
and its causes and effects (Kuura, 2020). Empirical surveys followed later (Schoper
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etal., 2017), but they were mainly on the economies of a number of countries. All
the studies showed that the projectification of the economy was already relatively
advanced and continued to increase. Interesting differences could be observed
among the development of projectification in individual countries and industries.
Research on projectification using a perspective that is not only economic has
only been carried out in a few research papers so far. Wagner et al. (2021: 10)
highlight that “projectification of society is growing in importance and becoming
increasingly nuanced.”

A 2021 empirical survey in Germany clearly shows the differences between
the influence of the projectification of the economy compared to other areas of
society (see figure 2). Research on the public sector, leisure, sports, arts, culture,
and civic engagement is lagging behind research on the economy, although there
has been a noticeable amount of project dissemination in recent years, and this is
expected to grow further in the future.

Figure 2 Projectification of society in Germany (Wagner et al., 2022)

Lundin et al. (2015) argue that the dissemination of projects is due to the fact
that successful approaches from the projectification of the economy are also being
adopted in other areas of society. One argument is that projects are known to be
an efficient and effective way of achieving results, which is also desirable in other
sectors. They even outline the path towards a project society. Jensen et al. (2016:
22) make their argument along the same lines, drawing on traditional philosophi-
cal concepts to describe projects as a ‘human condition’ that has a “lasting impact
on us as individuals and society.” In the project society, the authors argue, projects
determine what we do, from when to when we do it, where and with whom.
Thus, time, space, activity, and relations determine our lives as individuals, as a
community, and as society as a whole. Philosophers, such as Sartre draw a direct
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link between the human need for self-actualization and engagement, which are
directed towards shaping the future with projects, which are therefore ultimately
an expression of our freedom (Crittenden, 2014). With project activities, “the
fundamental act of freedom is discovered; and it is this which gives meaning to
the particular action which I can be brought to consider. This constantly renewed
act is not distinct from my being; it is a choice of myself in the world and by the
same token it is a discovery of the world” (Sartre, 1984: 594).

However, Jacobsson and Séderholm (2022: 315) argue that the image of the
project society changes ontological assumptions about the individuals that act.
Each individual changes from being, a rationally acting ‘homo economicus’ who
is fully aware of the alternatives available for decision-making to a project-focused
‘homo projecticus’, who is guided by the notion that “life is organized within
multiple temporal contexts that both follow each other and exist in parallel.”

This continuous stream of temporary projects also brings people into constant
contact with new people, who then carry out a project together, disperse again,
and possibly meet again in another project. Jensen (2012) uses the metaphor of
a dance to describe the project society, in which people meet again and again in
different projects, at different times, in different places, and in different forms of
relations. These relations are formed by taking part in project activities, and deep
connections can even be established over time. For Boltanski and Chiapello (2018:
104), this interaction of people through projects is constitutive of project society:
“The project is the occasion and reason for the connection. It temporarily assembles
a very disparate group of people and presents itself as a highly activated section of
network for a period of time that is relatively short, but allows for the construction
of more enduring links that will be put on hold while remaining available”.

In order to better understand and shape the development of projectification
in society, it is necessary to look at the different facets of projectification, starting
from individuals and moving on to the social fabric of the many project partici-
pants in a single organization, and finishing with society as a whole.

4. MULTIFACETED PERSPECTIVES OF PROJECTIFICATION

Even though projectification has been analyzed many times in research and
described from different angles in the literature, it is still unclear as to how exactly
the process of projectification takes place, which actors are involved in this process
and which factors help or hinder (Wagner et al., 2021). Therefore, in the following
sections, we will take a closer look at three perspectives of projectification, namely
those of individuals who, as key actors in projects, drive projectification. Then,
from a sociological perspective, how these actors collaborate in the project network.
Finally, we will consider institutional theory and how institutional work shapes
the projectification of society.
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4.1. The perspective of individuals

While prior to the industrial revolution the (mostly male) heroes of the projects
were still at the center of popular narratives, the actors gradually disappeared from
the focus. Detailed planning and sophisticated controlling techniques were supposed
to ensure that the desired results were achieved as efficiently as possible within the
specified deadlines, budgets and requirements. The people involved in an industrial
project had to strictly adhere to the specifications as well as to the instructions of
their superiors. Industrial projects were often described as the only way to complete
complex tasks in an otherwise strictly hierarchical environment based on the divi-
sion of labor. Nevertheless, Foucault (1977) claims that the regime of planning and
controlling in project management is reminiscent of being disciplined rather than
focusing on self-determined work. Interestingly, it is precisely these organizational
mechanisms that are still used in many projects today. They do not give people much
autonomy in completing their tasks. Without this autonomy, however, it will be
difficult to perform novel and demanding tasks (Lindgren and Packendorf, 20006).

Not only do the contemporary requirements of projects clearly show that this
type of discipline is unlikely to yield the success desired, but also people’s needs
when they contribute to projects, whether in the economic sphere or in civic
society. The project society needs self-determined people. Descriptions from the
world of art show a rather emotional picture of project involvement. Bayly (2013:
162) for instance writes that “the project itself has proliferated as the basic mode
of productive labour to the extent that is has become an organizing principle
of life and work, of life as a work” and continues to assert that “essential aspects
of self-actualization and social relating into projects can be seen as part of these
developments.” Two essential features play an important role in the creation of
art projects, namely time and space. A project denominates a “temporal attitude
or temporal mode, where the completion is already implied in the projection of
the future... in the projective time in which artists are moving through realised
and many unrealised projects, they have to constantly imagine the future yet to
come” (Kunst, 2012: 65). For most artists, the project space becomes a place of
interaction, “an interface between the abstract and the concrete, art and science,
the material and the intangible, the mental and the physical, and ultimately the
human and the inhuman.” (Gratton and Sheringham, 2005: 15)

The project (time) space also enables artists to desynchronize themselves from
the world around them, to isolate themselves in order to completely focus on a
creative act, because “every project would appear to thrive solely on the hope of its
resynchronization with the general run of things. The project is deemed a success if
this resynchronization managed to steer the run of things in the desired direction.
And it is deemed a failure if the run of things remains unaffected by the project’s
realization” (Groys, 2010:80).
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For example, an activist group called “The Last Generation’ is currently trying
to draw the attention of those in power to environmental pollution with spec-
tacular actions, such as by smearing paintings in museums, or by blocking roads,
and to show how important it is to act quickly. The activists are not interested in
destroying works of art or bringing traffic to a standstill, but in making politicians
aware of the consequences of climate change. The projectification of our society
is thus driven by these activities that have been chosen by individuals themselves.
These activities create unimagined potential for advancing our society. “The Project
Society is more like a dynamo: it is the activity that opens the space, the time and
the relations, and when the activity stops, the space shuts down, the time shuts
down and the relations stops” (Jensen et al., 2017: 4).

The question of what needs individuals have and how projects can help to
satisfy these needs remains. Self-Determination Theory (SDT) provides interesting
insights and “suggests that both employee’s performance and their well-being are
affected by the type of motivation they have for their job activities” (Deci et al.,
2017: 20). Three essential needs of individuals are mentioned in SDT. The first is
to have as much autonomy as possible in implementing activities, which should
foster self-endorsement and ownership. The second need is to be able to act with
competence, which means being effective and recognized by others. Finally, indi-
viduals also want to experience a certain relatedness with their activities, they want
to feel a sense of belonging and involvement, and they would also like to be able
to provide this feeling to the other individuals involved (Ryan and Deci, 2017).

In Boltanski and Chiapello’s vision of a ‘Projective Cité’ (2018), projects
provide the necessary autonomy for individuals to contribute their expertise and
self-actualize collectively with others. Life is understood as a continuous sequence
of projects dedicated to very different aspects of existence. In this process, the
boundaries between work, leisure and voluntary work also become blurred. Critical
perspectives can also be added to this rather euphoric view. At least in a short- to
medium-term perspective, the planning and controlling customary in projects
to ensure that goals are achieved cannot be thrown overboard so quickly. “The
projectified self... is conflicted: it relies on autonomy and yet is dissolving, yet
maintaining this ambivalent tension, the project regime produces a power structure
and constitutes an obscured antinomy of predictability and flexibiliry” (Kalff, 2017:
21). Aspects such as possible self-exploitation in projects, potential misuse of one’s
own network, or uncertainty about what will happen after a project are to be con-
sidered from the perspective of the individual and society (Jensen et al., 2016). In
the project society, individuals can self-actualize in a variety of ways to enrich their
lives with a sequence of projects. However, they must also devote energy to these
projects, continually engage in them, and demonstrate adaptability (Barondeau
and Hobbs, 2019). Individuals are involved in a tight-knit fabric of projects in a
projectified society, and they help to prevent that fabric becoming undone.
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4.2. The sociological perspective

In project management literature, social engagement has so far tended to be
represented only by a systematic stakeholder management. The fact that the cause,
purpose, and determinant of projects originate socially can best be observed in
community development. Projects emerge from the community with the inten-
tion of improving the state of the community as a whole, or a particular aspect
of it, with collective action. They operate within the specific context (including
power relations, history, and culture) and within the framework of self-imposed
goals using the resources available (Cicmil and O’Laocha, 2016). Viewed in this
context, project managers are understood less as instruments of efficient project
execution than as enablers of social interaction. They are seen in the project society
as facilitators, coaches, or brokers who help people to network within the context
of a project, establishing “collaboration between people from different disciplines
or professions, belonging to various departments, institutions or firms” (Boltanski
and Chiapello, 2018: 117).

From a sociological perspective, projects can be understood as complex, large-
ly self-organized networks of individuals who want to commit themselves to a
common cause and do so out of intrinsic motivation rather than because they are
forced to do so. There is a wide variety of fields of activity in society, which include
a micro-level of the immediate, social environment (e.g., family and friends and the
community), different social organizations and institutions (e.g., political parties,
church, and welfare institutions) and overarching state or public institutions.

In literature, the complex interplay between projects, people, and institutions
in the social sphere is also referred to with the term ‘Project Ecologies’. “This re-
lational space encompasses social layers on multiple scales, from the micro level
of interpersonal networks to the meso level of intra- and inter-organizational col-
laboration to the macro level of wider institutional settings” (Grabher and Ibert,
2012: 176). In addition to professional organizations in the private and public
sectors, latent personal networks exist that can be used in the form of projects to
solve challenging tasks. For example, project management experts from the busi-
ness world could meet within the framework of a project management association
and collectively develop national or international project management standards.
Another example could be the implementation of social projects for the integration
of refugees (Wagner, 2018). “Projects apparently operate in a milieu of recurrent
collaboration that, after several project cycles, fills a pool of resources and ‘gels’
into latent networks... Such chains of repeated co-operation are held together
(or cut off) by the reputation members gain (or lose) in previous collaborations”
(Grabher, 2002: 208).

This view describes the interplay between the temporary collaboration in a
project and longer-lasting opportunities for collaboration that extend beyond that.
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Projects enable more projects to develop by building and expanding trust between
actors, who can repeatedly team up and contribute capabilities acquired in previ-
ous projects to starting new ones. Commonality and connectivity in networks or
communities promotes projects and ultimately fuels the projectification of society.

Jensen (2012) claims that in the project society, power matters less and less.
Projects are therefore not imposed from someone at the top and then executed
by employees or contractors; instead, the individual who first takes the initiative,
makes the first move, and gathers enough followers to carry out the idea is the one
who actually drives the project. The primary goal is therefore to convince others to
join the project. Using a strategy of ‘pull’ rather than ‘push’. For example, creating
a shared vision for a project, highlighting the commonalities in terms of goals, and
empbhasizing the purpose of the project can be helpful in achieving alignment and
commitment among participants (van der Hoorn and Whitty, 2017).

The projectification of society thus describes the increasing embedding of pro-
jects in the social structures. Projects are understood as part of the transformation
of society that is intended to resolve current challenges and improve people’s lives
in general (Jacobsson and Jalocha, 2021). This goes far beyond Christophe Midler’s
transformation of corporate structures which was identified at Renault. Packen-
dorff and Lindgren (2002) argue that a much broader view needs to be taken
here, one that considers projectification as a cultural and discursive phenomenon,
and projects as habitual, legitimate, and performative responses to contemporary
challenges. Unfortunately, the process of projectification at a societal level has still
not been understood well enough, and research has only recently been devoted to
the topic (Wagner et al., 2022). Thus, largely unanswered questions still remain:
Who are the actors of projectification? What progress has projectification achieved
in different societies? Which framework conditions are supportive, and which are
detrimental? Finally, research still needs to be carried out on what the dark side of
projectification is in our society (Locatelli et al., 2022).

4.3. The institutional perspective

The actions of the actors take place in a societal environment that is affected by
social norms, values, and rules that need to be understood if the process of projecti-
fication in society is to be analyzed. Institutional theory is seen to be instrumental
for exploring and understanding the process of projectification (Wagner et al.,
2021). This theory addresses “the fundamental issues of social order, social change
and the construction of shared meaning systems” (Scott, 2012: 29). Behavior in
one part of society may be fundamentally different from behavior in another part
of society if, for instance, its regulative, normative, or cultural-cognitive circum-
stances are different (Scott, 2014). For example, in some European countries there
are legal regulations that require project managers to hold project management
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certificates in order to be assigned to a public project. In other countries, there are
clear requirements for the adoption of project management norms and standards
that have to be taken into account during project execution. If these regulations
are not applied, a project manager is at risk of being accused of not acting profes-
sionally, which —depending on the context— may also have legal consequences.
Finally, the cultural-cognitive conditions in a social setting are also important
considerations. For example, the cultural-cognitive environment for implementing
projects in the German public sector differs significantly from the private sector.
The former is geared toward long-term stability and routine work, whereas the
latter embraces projects for the efficient achievement of complex change projects
and invests a great deal of time and money in the professionalization of project
personnel.

The traditional view of research to date has been that it is primarily regulative
and normative institutions that exert the strongest impact on the advancement of
projectification in society (Wagner et al., 2021). This view has been attributed to
the coercion that regulative institutions exert on agents with the threat of sanctions.
Although normative institutions are not subject to sanctions in a social setting, the
prevailing perception in more professional settings, such as when running projects
with scarce resources, is that norms and standards ought to be applied in order to
achieve success. This illustrates the inertia of a social setting, or in other words its
‘isomorphic forces.” “If everyone follows the same template of organizing, actors
are provided with a solution that establishes a taken-for-grantedness in the way
organizations should behave” (Sydow and Séderlund, 2023: 89). This is in clear
contrast to the characteristics of the previously described project society, in which
a project is not driven by “disciplining the professional” (Hodgson, 2002) through
coercion and instruction, but by the actors’ need for self-actualization. Through
projects, institutions themselves can become the target of change, for example, a
project can shape a success story or narrative that is adopted by other projects,
thus spreading and guiding action in other cases (Séderlund and Sydow, 2019).

For example, the analysis of the role of the German Project Management
Association for projectification in society has shown that the association has not
had a direct influence on projectification, nor has it been successful with its pre-
vious efforts to ‘push’ projectification through normative and regulative activities.
This type of influence can only be achieved indirectly, by positively shaping the
cultural-cognitive perception of projects, for example by recognizing successful
projects with awards (Wagner et al., 2022). This also applies for mimicking entre-
preneurial behaviour, such as in the example of the innovative and extremely fast
development of the Covid-19 vaccine by the German company Biontech (Miller
et al., 2021). Thus, if the projectification of society is to continue progressing,
successful narratives and role models are needed, which could then be brought to
the public’s attention and thus influence the behavior of other project actors in
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a positively. Intermediaries such as project management associations, educators,
trainers, and consultants can also exert influence on the positive attitude towards
projects (Boltanski and Chiapello, 2018).

5. CONCLUSIONS

So far, research and literature have mainly dealt with the projectification of
organizations and less with the sociological perspective. However, this perspective
is becoming increasingly necessary, given the manifold challenges of our society
and the state’s inability to solve them on its own. Drawing on disciplines such as
psychology, sociology, and philosophy, which have not been referred to very often
in the pertinent literature, this chapter demonstrates that these disciplines also have
a role to play. Numerous sources prove that projects are also understood as being
a contemporary form of activity, which opens up completely new perspectives that
move away from the traditional literature on project management. Even though these
sources have not presented a programmatic approach, or even a consistent concept,
yet it is nevertheless clear that there are also many references for the implementation
of projects from a sociological perspective. However, in this context projects are not
really understood as being the efficient implementation of an assignment, as is the
case in business. Instead, they are generally seen as undertakings that stem from an
individual’s determination for self-actualization, and they are implemented in time
and space to achieve a self-imposed goal, either alone or with others. At the same
time, the question arises as to who can do what to promote the process of projec-
tification in society. With recourse to institutional theory, people’s need for the
implementation of projects has been described as being less achievable if a ‘push’ by
regulative or normative institutions is used. However, a ‘pull’ by positively charged
narratives and role models of successful projects can provide positive outcomes.

Research in this field will be faced with the exploration of this interrelation in
more detail in the future, and it will provide guidance to practitioners as well as
decision-makers at all levels of society. Cross-fertilization between the disciplines
mentioned here is also a task that research should continue to address in the future.
There are some exciting analogies that can be used when dealing with the topic
and much to learn from each other. Project management associations could also
organize an exchange between disciplines, societal sectors, and countries. After all,
one thing is becoming increasingly clear: projects are a pivotal part of our lives, of
our society, and they will help shape our future.
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CHAPTER 8

Key issues in the management

of the project-based organization'

J. RoDNEY TURNER
School of Civil Engineering, University of Leeds

ABSTRACT

In the past I have tried to develop a comprehensive model of how to manage the
project-based organization within the projectified society. My research has devel-
oped elements essential to the management of the project-based organization. In
this chapter I describe several elements. I give a brief history of the development
of thinking on their contribution to projectification, and a brief overview of their

contribution.

1. THE MANAGEMENT OF THE PROJECT-BASED ORGANIZATION

There are many words that are used to describe organizations that do a sig-
nificant proportion of their work as projects. (Miterev, Mancini &Turner, 2017).
Anne Keegan and I used the phrase, “project-based organization”, (Turner &
Keegan, 2000, 2001), whereas in the work we have done with Martina Huemann,
(Huemann, Keegan & Turner, 2007). we have used the phrase, “project-oriented
organization”. We can differentiate between the two, (Miterev, Mancini & Turner,
2016). Project-based is bottom up. The work an organization does for clients re-
quires it to adopt project-based ways of working as it main business processes; it
is project-based perforce. On the other hand, project-oriented is top down. The
organization makes the strategic decision to adopt project management as it way
of doing business, and to adopt a project culture; it is project-oriented by choice.

1. The author’s first-person writing style has been respected as the chapter recapitulates
all his research related to project management.



162 J. RODNEY TURNER

The two should meet in the middle; an organization that is project-based should
choose to be project-oriented, and an organization should only choose to be pro-
ject-oriented if it is project-based. However, that is not always the case.

Anne Keegan and I, in papers listed in Table 1, set ourselves the objective
of developing a comprehensive theory for the management of the project-based
organization. In the event, we developed theories for many elements, Table 1,
but the comprehensive theory eluded us. Maxim Miterev and I, (with the help of
Mauro Mancini), have taken up the challenge again, (Miterev, Turner & Mancini,
2017; Turner & Miterev, 2019). I cover elements of the model below, giving a brief
history, and sometimes greater explanation.

Table 1: Elements of the theory of the management of the project-based organization

Element Paper

Governance Turner & Keegan (1999, 2001)
Operational control Turner & Keegan (1999, 2000)
Learning Keegan & Turner (2001)
Innovation Keegan & Turner (2002)
Human Resource Management Keegan & Turner (2000)

2. GOVERNANCE

The first time I saw the words project management and governance together
in the same sentence was in the papers by me and Anne Keegan (1999, 2001).
At the time a lot was being written about governance in the general management
literature, and it was natural for people researching project management to ask
whether it was relevant in our field. I am fairly certain that David Shannon, who
founded the Association for Project Management’s Special Interest Group on the
Governance of Project Management came to the party separately from me, (As-
sociation for Project Management, 2004). Like Leibniz and Newton who both
invented calculus independently, people are working in the context of the same
discussion, and come separately to the same idea. I came to governance because
I thought an effect that Anne Keegan and I had observed was a transaction cost
issue. I had been introduced to transaction cost analysis by Susan Foreman (1996).
I read the books of Oliver Williamson (1995, 1996), and the papers by me and
Anne Keegan (1999, 2001), resulted.

I realised later that the work I did with Reza Peymai (Turner & Peymai, 1995)
was touching on governance. Anne Keegan and I noticed that governance differed
for routine supply and projects. With routine supply, for external transactions,
(markets), the governance structure aligns with the transaction, but for internal
transactions the governance structure is aligned with the hierarchy perpendicular
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to the transaction, (hierarchies), (Williamson, 1975). On projects the governance
structure is always aligned with the project, which is the transaction, for both in-
ternal and external supply. Turner & Peymai (1995) had effectively observed that.

Roland Gareis has said that he does not believe in project governance. He says
you can only have the governance of a permanent organization. In my most recent
writing on project governance (Turner & Miiller, 2017), I have gone to the other
extreme. | got heavily involved in the idea of organizational project management.
There are three primary organizations involved in the management of projects: the
investor, the project and the contractor. All three require governance, as do the
three interfaces between them (Turner & Miiller, 2017). It was the governance
of the interface between the investor and the contractor that Anne Keegan and I
researched (2001). The project can be involved in several more organizations: the
annual investment portfolio at the investor; a program at the investor; the portfolio
of work at the contractor; and a project network. All require governance (Turner

& Miiller, 2017).

2.1. Principal-agency relationship

Ralf Miiller’s doctoral thesis, (2003), dealt with communication between the
project manager and project sponsor, and that lead us into consideration of the
principal-agent relationship between them, (Turner & Miiller, 2003, 2004). We
also compared transactions costs and agency costs. I was at a workshop on the
research into Rethinking Project Management being run by the University of Man-
chester. Stephen Ward from the University of Southampton was writing something
on a flip chart and wrote the words “principal” and “agent”. I raised it with him
afterwards, and he said that he thought the three most important issues in project
management were the adverse selection problem, the moral hazard problem and
risk management, though I think it may have been lost on everyone else in the
room.

2.2. Program and portfolio management

I have research program and portfolio management, Turner (2016). I didn’t
invent the idea. I attended the IPMA Expert Seminar on multi projects in 1988,
which included a paper by David Ferns, published later in the International Jour-
nal of Project Management, (Ferns, 1991). But I did light a slow burning fuse.
What caused program and portfolio management to take off in the UK and US
was the work of a Special Interest Group run jointly by the Association for Project
Management and British Computer Society. That SIG was established and man-
aged initially by Geoff Rees. Geoff once told me that he was stimulated to found
the SIG by my paper, (Turner & Speiser, 1992). He said he realized this was an

important topic no-one was researching. People now recognise the importance of
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program and portfolio management in helping organizations achieve their strategic
objectives, (Koch & Gemiinden, 2023; Vadake, 2023).

3. ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOUR

Earlier this year, I wrote an essay for the International Journal of Project
Management on 40 years of research on Organizational Behaviour in Project
Management, (Turner, 2022).

3.1. Leadership
Up until Ralf Miiller and I did our research into project leadership in the

mid-2000s, the project success literature studiously ignored the project manager
as a success factor on projects, (Turner & Miiller, 2005). Lists of success factors
were produced that did not include the project manager’s competence. The most
famous was the one by Pinto & Slevin (1988). I once challenged Jeffrey Pinto on
this and he said his methodology was to interview project managers, and most of
them were too modest to mention themselves as success factors on their projects.
Jim Johnson (2006) does include the project manager’s competence as one of 10
success factors.

Ralf Miiller and I (2007a) researched how the project manager’s leadership

style impacts project success with several objectives:

1. To determine if the project manager’s competence is a success factor on
projects.

2. To determine if the project manager’s leadership style impacts project success.

3. To determine if that varies by type of project.

4. To determine if the managers of project managers take account of the
project manager’s competence and leadership style when appointing project
managers.

We found several key results: The project manager’s competence and particu-
larly their leadership style does impact project success. We used a leadership model
consisting of three leadership competences: emotional intelligence; managerial
competence; and intellectual competence, (Dulewicz & Higgs, 2005). The three
competences comprised 15 competencies. We found on most projects the project
manager’s emotional intelligence impacts success. Although this is a finding which
is obvious, we were the first to discover it. Several other people subsequently
researched the project manager’s emotional intelligence. However, we also discov-
ered that on projects where cost is important the project manager’s managerial
competence impacted success. Of the 15 lower level competencies, different pro-
files of them were important in different types of projects. Communication and



KEY ISSUES IN THE MANAGEMENT OF THE PROJECT-BASED ORGANIZATION 165

conscientiousness were important on many projects. We had 400 responses to our
survey and Dulewicz and Higgs had 1,000 responses from general managers, so
we were able to compare project managers to general managers, (Turner, Miiller &
Dulewicz, 2009). We found that project managers were more conscientious than
general managers (by half a standard deviation) but less good at communication
(by quarter of a standard deviation). So the answers to questions 1 to 3 were yes.
With question 4, on more complex projects, managers tried to match the project
manager’s competence to the project. But it will emerge again when I discuss
human resource management. Many organizations do not have a career structure
for project managers and so have no logical way of matching project manager to
projects.

3.2. Stakeholders

I have tried to switch from talking about Managing Stakeholders to Engag-
ing with Stakeholders, (Derakhshan & Turner, 2022; Turner, 2014). There is a
program on British television called, One Man and his Dog. It is about sheep dog
trials. The shepherd sends out his dog to round up sheep, get them to perform
some tricks, then herd the sheep into a pen, where the shepherd closes the gate.
I think some people view stakeholder management like that, round up the stake-
holders, push them into a room, lock the door, and then go off and do the project
without them. Whereas we should be engaging with the stakeholders, marketing
the project to them, getting them to buy into it and believe that the benefit of the
project to them is greater than the value they place on their involvement, (Turner
& Lecoeuvre, 2017). Huemann, Eskerod & Ringhofer (2016) talk about managing
for stakeholders versus management of stakeholders. “Of” is herding them into
the room and locking the door. “For” is developng the project to be beneficial to
the stakeholders, thereby getting them to buy into the project and engage with
it, (Turner & Lecoeuvre, 2017). Usually for is right, but occasionally of is right.

I have also tried to link stakeholder engagement back to leadership, (Dera-
khshan & Turner, 2022). Engaging with stakeholders is of course a leadership role.
But I have also tried to show how the project manager’s emotional intelligence can
improve stakeholder engagement, (Turner, 2014).

3.3. Ethics

My first introduction to ethics in project management was when one of my
masters students, Alistair Godbold, wrote his masters thesis on the topic, (God-
bold, 1999). Godbold, to this day, is still giving talks on ethics in project manage-
ment. Ralf Miiller, Jingting Shao, Erling Andesen and @vynd Kvalnes and I (2014,
2016) have been researching ethics in temporary organizations, and the influence
of the governance structure. The objectives were:
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1. To determine the nature of ethical issues faced by managers in temporary
organizations, including projects and programs;

2. To determine how the nature of the governance structure influences the
nature of the ethical issues faced and the way project managers respond to
them.

The model of the governance structure we used is one developed by Ralf
Miiller (2009), based on two dimensions, whether the organization controls by
behaviour or goals, and whether the organization has a shareholder or stakehold-
er oreientation. We identified that the three main ethical issues faced by project
managers are:

1. Optimization issues: do you optimize the project for the client or the con-
tractor.

2. Transparency issues: people lie about progress.

3. Relationship issues: project team members have inappropriate relationships
with other stakeholders.

We found that the nature of the governance structure does influence the nature
of the ethical issues encountered. Where organizations control by outputs, people
are motivated to inflate progress. Where organizations are shareholder focused,
the project manager is motivated to optimise the project for their organization
and not the client. Where the organization controls by results with a stakeholder
focus, the project manager is least likely to seek help, but will seek help from the
steering committee. Where the organization controls by behaviours with a share-
holder focus, the project manager is most likely to seek help, but will seek help
from their supervisor. Where the organization has a stakeholder focus, end users
are the key stakeholder, and there is higher trust between the project team and
external stakeholders. Where there is a shareholder focus, the sponsor, representing
the shareholders, is the key stakeholder and there is lower trust between the team
and other stakeholders.

34 Human resource mﬂnﬂgemmt

A focus on Human Resource Management arose naturally in the work Anne
Keegan and I did in the late 1990s (2000). As I said earlier, our aim was to de-
velop a comprehensive model for the management of the project-based organi-
zation. That eluded us, but we identified the five key elements listed in Table 1,
and identified how those five things should be managed. However, as the citation
shows, we did not feel we identified enough about Human Resource Management
practices to write an academic paper, that is not until we teamed up with Martina
Huemann. With Martina Huemann, we conducted a four-stage process to research
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Human Resource Management in the project-oriented organization. We conducted
a literature review (Huemann et al, 2007), followed by two rounds of interviews
and a series of case studies (Huemann, Turner & Keegan, 2004). We identified a
number of key issues:

1. Project managers, line managers and human resource managers have respon-
sibility for Human Resource Management in project-oriented organizations.
Human Resource Management is becoming more spread and networked,
covering both the permanent part and temporary part of the organisation.
Not only line managers take on Human Resource Management tasks but
also Project Managers, (Keegan, Huemann & Turner, 2012).

2. In a matrix organization, the individual is assigned from the line organiza-
tion to the project. Human Resource Management needs to be practiced
both in the line and on the project. The line is responsible for inducting
the individual into the organization, appraisal, reward and development
in the line, and release from the organization. The project is responsible
for assigning the individual to the project, appraisal, development and
reward on the project, and release from the project. The most significant
appraisal, development and reward usually takes place in the line, because
the organization needs to have a focus over a timescale longer than the
project for the development of the individuals career and the development
of organizational capability. However, appraisal on the project is important,
and organizations need to ensure appraisal in the line is based on project
appraisals. Rewards and development on the project tends to be project
specific. It is important that the two sets of Human Resource Management
practices are consistent and supportive, which means the practices in the
line need to be adapted from those used in classically managed organization,
and the practices on the project need to be developed to be supportive of
the line (Huemann, Turner & Keegan, 2004).

3. As people are released from the project and from the line organization, their
knowledge needs to be captured (Turner & Keegan, 2004).

4. The ethical treatment of individuals is a significant issue in project-oriented
organizations (Turner, Huemann & Keegan, 2008). If people are working
on several projects, it can be difficult to balance their workload.

3.5. Competence, capability, learning and innovation

Lynn Crawford did her doctorate on the competence of project manager,
(Crawford, 2001). She and I have worked together further to a small extent on
project management competence, but primarily the project management capability
of organizations (Crawford & Turner, 2007). Anne Keegan and I had looked at
learning and innovation in project-based organizations (Keegan & Turner, 2001,
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2002). We identified that standard project management practices tend to limit in-
novation, with a strong focus on control and following the standards. We identified
competency traps, whereby project management practices tend to lock people into
the traditional ways of working rather than trying new things. The standard man-
agement learning model is three steps: variation, selection and retention. People try
new ways of working, decide which ones lead to improved performance, and retain
those in the learning repository. In project-based organizations there needs to be a
fourth step, distribution. Variation takes place on projects, retention occurs in the
central repository and reuse occurs on another project. That creates extra complexity
for knowledge management in project-based organizations (Turner & Keegan, 2004).

4. CONTINGENCY

Governance and organizational behaviour are the two main strands of my
research. A third strand is in the field of contingency and categorization. Hanisch
& Ward (2012) show me as one of the four most significant authors in contin-
gency theory in project management. A significant milestone in the research was
the work on project categorization systems with Lynn Crawford and Brian Hobbs

(Crawford, Hobbs & Turner, 2005, 20006).

4.1. Goals and methods

Ralf Miiller and Jingting Shao (2013) very kindly said that my paper with
Robert Cochrane (1993) initiated theory development in project categorization.
Turner & Cochrane (1993) identified that different management approaches are
required on projects depending on how well defined are the goals and methods of
delivering the goals.

4.2. Projects in small to medium-sized organizations, SMEs

I have researched projects at two extremes, megaprojects (Drouin & Turner,
2022), and projects in small to medium sized organizations. Megaprojects receive
greater attention in the literature at large, but both make up about 20% of GDP.
It is just small projects are out of sight. Ann Ledwith, John Kelly and I (2009)
identified that, in Europe, projects make up a third of the turnover of SMEs, and
SMEs make up 70% of GDD, so about 20% of GDP is projects in SMEs. In 2008
when we did the research global GDP was $US50 trillion, so extrapolating globally
$US10 trillion was spent on projects in SMEs in 2008. If a 20% improvement
could be made by reducing cost, finishing earlier or increasing the benefit, that
would generate £US1 trillion. That was the amount of money made available that
year by the G20 countries to save the global economy. Making a 10% improve-
ment on projects ion SMEs is enough money to save the global economy.
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Anne Ledwith and I (2017) found that:

1.

SME:s do smaller projects than larger organizations, and so require simpler,
less bureaucratic management practices. Many SMEs do tailor their practic-
es intelligently. But for firms new to project management, the professional
standards can be very daunting. Firms new to project management require
a primer to get started.

. Many SME:s are contractors. The professional standards tend to be written

for larger organizations who are clients. Procurement is a body of knowl-
edge area, but not winning and managing contracts.

. SMEs have a strong people focus. We found in Europe there tends to

be crisis of growth at 50 people, the boundary between small and medi-
um-sized organizations. As organizations grow past 50 people they have
to switch from working in multi-disciplinary teams with close contact
between the people and the managers, to working as specialists with
middle managers.

. In SME:s, the project management overhead is greater. On large projects,

project management accounts for about 5% of the cost of the project,
whereas in SMEs it can be up to 30%. The efficiency of resource usage is
a significant issue in SMEs. However, SMEs perceive the benefit of using
project management much greater than the cost.

4.3. Mega and complex projects

I have done some work at the other extreme, on megaprojects (Drouin &
Turner, 2022). John Eweje (2010) did his PhD on how decisions made by project
managers affect the strategic value delivered by megaprojects in the Oil and Gas
Industry. He, Ralf Miiller and I published a joint paper. He discovered several
interesting results, but the ones that interest me those most are:

1.

Of the independent variables, information on stakeholder satisfaction had
the greatest impact ion strategic value. This is one of several elements of
research I have done over the past few years that shows that one of the most
important success factors on projects is stakeholder satisfaction, which
illustrates two further things

* the need for project marketing (see below) and stakeholder engagement

(see above);
* projects should be stakeholder focused not shareholder focused.

. Of the moderating variables, one had an affect the other did not. Senior

management had an effect, but the length of time somebody had been a
project manager did not improve their decision making.
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Nathalie Drouin and I (2022) include a case study in every chapter. Most of
them were successful. We find the successful megaprojects have five features in
common:

1. They adapted project management to deal with complexity as described
above

2. They chose the economically most advantageous contractor rather than the
cheapest. The contractor that bids the least is the biggest liar. Unfortunately
it takes time and effort for contractors to produce economically advanta-
geous bids, and it takes time and effort for clients to assess them. Often
corners are cut.

3. They used principal-steward contracting rather than principal-agent. It
has been known for a quarter of a century that principal-agent contracting
only works on simple projects, and on more complex projects you need
principal-steward contracting, (Davis et al, 1997), but old habits die hard.

4. They worked closely with the internal stakeholders and treated them with
respect.

There are people who consider themselves tough business people, who think
that means they should choose the cheapest contractor and squeeze them to al-
most making a loss. They use principal-agent contracting to closely control the
contractors and try to bully them into submission. They also bully the external
stakeholders. When the project fails, as it certainly will, it cannot be their fault
because they are tough business people. So, they search around in what has been
written about why megaprojects fail, and conclude it must be because of fragility.
“Not my fault, I am a successful tough business person”.

Nathalie Drouin and I (2022) give the example of the Amsterdam North-
South Metro Line. That project was going late and overspent. However, they
changed the relationship between the client and contractor from principal-agent
to principal-steward, by making the contractor a department within the client
organization. They also stared treating the people of Amsterdam with greater
respect, adopting a policy called BLVC, in Dutch Bereikbaarheid, Leefbaarheid,
Veiligheid and Communiatie, (accessibility, liveability, safety and communication).
The rest of the project was completed to the revised time and cost target. They
also give the example of storm water tunnels built in Sydney in advance of the
2000 Olympic Games. There was a problem with an air vent. If they had been
using principal-agent contracting, the contractors would have said to the client we
are out of here until you solve the problem, and the project would have failed at
that point. Because they were using principal-steward contracting the contractors
shared in the solution of the problem.
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Turner & Xue (2018) gave a novel interpretation of success on megaprojects.
What is important is megaprojects should produce social benefit, but they should
produce that social benefit at a time and a cost that makes it worthwhile. Turner
& Xue (2018) said that complex megaprojects are non-linear, which means small
changes to inputs can lead to large changes in outputs. So anyone who claims
they can precisely predict the time and cost to completion of a megaproject at the
start is a fool, a liar or a fraud. Turner & Xue give many examples of megaprojects
that were somewhat late and/or overspent, but still produced a worthwhile social
benefit, and based on that social benefit produce positive net present value. They
use the example of the Thames Barrier. It was somewhere between 30% to 300%
overspent depending on how you do the calculation — my calculations suggest it
was 100% overspent. It was also 100% late taking eight years instead of four. But
by preventing flooding in London it has paid for itself many times over. However,
it also illustrates the importance of luck. There was no flood in the eight years it
was late; if there had been it would have changed the economic calculations.

Nathalie Drouin and I (2022) give the example of the Gotthard Base Tunnel,
a tunnel through the Swiss Alps connecting Milan to Zurich. Because of severe
geological problems, the project was late and overspent. But once completed the
project produced substantial social benefit, enabling people to travel between Mi-
lan and Zurich more quickly and more comfortably. It also transferred substantial
amounts of freight from road and air to rail. The project also made positive net
present value and so was an investment success.

Nathalie Drouin and I (2022) also say that unfortunately people have a
tendency to anchor early estimates. They give the example of the Betuweroute, a
freight railway line between the Port of Rotterdam and Germany. An early gues-
timate of the cost was made before any design was done. The project was 30%
overspent on that guestimate. The project was only 6% overspent on the estimate
produced after front end design was done. Unfortunately people anchor the gues-
timate and say the project failed.

4.4. Nine schools

We come to the Nine Schools of Project Management (Turner, Huemann,
Anbari & Bredillet, 2012). Our aim was to produce a project management ver-
sion of Gareth Morgan’s book, Images of Organization (Morgan, 2006), or the
book Strategy Safari (Mintzberg, Ahlstrand & Lampel, 2008). The difference with
Gareth Morgan’s book was that many of his images were mutually exclusive: an
organization can be a machine, an organism or a brain, but not a mixture of them.
With our perspectives, all nine perspectives apply to every project. Our thesis was
that there are a number of “schools” of research in the field of project management,
and corresponding to those schools are images or perspectives on projects. Our
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suggestion was that project managers, rather than just thinking that they have to
manage time, cost and quality using earned value management, they should decide
which perspectives are relevant to their project, turn to the appropriate schools
to find methods to manage the important issues on their project, and develop a
methodology specific to their project.

We identified nine schools or perspectives, listed below. We based the schools on
work done by Frank Anbari (1985), Christophe Bredillet (2004) and Jonas Sder-
lund (2002). The identified five, seven and seven schools respectively. To theirs we
added schools and split schools to come up with our nine. Why nine? The psycholo-
gist, George Miller (1956), suggested people are best processing information in lists
of seven: seven days of the week; seven deadly sins; seven wonders of the world; etc.
So he suggested lists of seven plus or minus two. Mintzberg et al (2006) said people
working in strategy are more intelligent than the general population so could cope
with ten schools. We thought we could suggest that people working in project man-
agement are more intelligent still and could cope with twelve. We could have split
the governance and behaviour schools as indicated below. But in the end we decided
people working in project management are more modest than people working in
strategy, and so decided to have nine. We could have reduced the number to seven
by merging optimization and modelling and process and decision. We didnt merge
optimization and modelling because although optimization and hard systems mod-
elling go together, soft systems modelling doesnt fit with optimization. We didn’t
merge process and decision because we wanted to keep process separate. The systems
school (optimization) and the process school are two significant branches of project
management that we wanted to recognise. The nine schools are:

. Success — the project as a business venture
. Governance — the project as a legal entity
. Behaviour — the project as a social system
. Marketing — the billboard for the project
. Process — the project as an algorithm

. Decision — the project as a computer

. Modelling — the mirror on the project

. Optimization — the project as machine

O 0 N O\ NN

. Contingency — the project as a chameleon

Including contingency as a school makes it a self-reflecting mirror. The nine
schools are a contingency model, which includes contingency as a school.

Governance could have been split into the temporary organization, the gov-
ernance of project management and contract management. Christophe Bredillet
(2004) had contract management and not governance. Behaviour could have been
split into organization behaviour and human resource management.
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5. MARKETING

I ran seminar on the nine schools at SKEMA Business School several years
ago, and some people said marketing is not a school and is not relevant to project
management. But research in project marketing is more than twenty years old. I
commissioned the chapter by Susan Foreman (1996) a quarter of a century ago,
and Bernard Cova and Robert Salle have been working on project marketing for
a similar time (Cova, Mazet & Salle, 1996). Many project managers do not think
that they have a marketing role, but, no, they have a significant role (Turner,
Lecoeuvre, Sakaran & Er, 2019). The role of project marketing is shared by stra-
tegic managers, account managers and project managers, as suggested by Anne
Keegan and I (2001) in our work on Governance.

More recently I have been placing project marketing within the context of
organizational project management (Turner & Lecoeuvre, 2017). There are three
organizations involved in the management of projects: the investor; the contrac-
tor; and the project itself. All three have to do marketing. The investor needs to
market the investment throughout the investment life-cycle, involving financiers,
contractors, operators and client. The contractor needs to market their compe-
tence and trustworthiness to win new business. And the project need to market
itself to its stakeholders as part of stakeholder engagement. It need to convince
the stakeholders that the benefit they will get from the project is greater than the
cost they place on their involvement, and to that by communicating with them in
their place of work, (4Ps). Roya Derakhshan and I (2022) also linked marketing
with stakeholder management.

6. SUCCESS

I have been writing about project success for as long as I have been writing
about project management (Andersen, Grude, Haug & Turner, 1987). In the first
edition of my book (Turner, 2014), I differentiated between what Terry Cooke-
Davies (2001) later labelled project success and project management success. Since
the first edition of my book, I have had a hobby horse that the day before the pro-
ject starts, the key success criterion is it should deliver positive net present value;
(project success), the day after it starts, all the project manager focuses on is time,
cost and quality, (project management success). If positive NPV was important
before the project starts it should be important all the way through. That was an
idea explored by Roxanne Zolin and me (2012). During the project, the project
manager should not (just) be monitoring whether the project will finish on time,
cost and quality, but whether it will deliver the desired outcome in the months
following the project, and the desired business objectives in the years following the
project. And if the project gets into difhiculty, it is more important to optimise the
outcome and business objectives than optimise time, cost and quality. Roxanne and



174 J. RODNEY TURNER

I also developed the concept of leading performance indicators. Key performance
indicators are measures of the success criteria monitored through the project to
ensure it is likely to deliver the desired objectives. Leading performance indicators
are measures of the success factors monitored through the project to ensure it is
likely to deliver a successful outcome. Nine of the eleven leading performance
indicators we identified were the satisfaction of different stakeholders, supporting
what I said above when discussing John Eweje’s work, that project managers need
to take a stakeholder perspective and not a shareholder perspective. Pedro Serrador
and I (2015) also explored the relationship between project success and project
management Success.

Ralf Miiller and I (2007b) did some related work. We asked 900 project
managers to rank the importance of ten success criteria to the project and then
measured their performance against the ten success criteria and the project overall.
We were then able to correlate the importance they attached to the ten criteria,
to how well they achieved each of the criteria and to the overall success of their
project. The criterion that had the biggest impact on success was.

6.1. Team satisfaction

As I keep saying. “Are we surprised?” Team satisfaction has the biggest impact
on project success, and yet how many project managers focus elsewhere? The cri-
terion that had the second biggest impact was user satisfaction and the one that
had the third biggest impact was customer satisfaction. Yet again the three most
important out of the ten related to stakeholder satisfaction, This supported the
results of Turner & Zolin, (2012). One of the three that had NO impact was.

6.2. Finishing on cost time and quality

If you want your project to be successful, focus on the satisfaction of the
stakeholders. Time, cost and quality will then take care of themselves.

As I said, I am glad that Terry Cooke-Davies created the simple construct of
project success and project management success. Pedro Serrador and I measured
the correlation between then. 60%. If you project finishes on time, cost and qual-
ity, then 60% of the time it will achieve its business objectives, but 40% of the
time it won’t. And if it finishes late and overspent, then 40% of the time it will
still achieve its business objectives.

6.3. Shareholder value

Projects for shareholder value is what I consider to have been my might have
been. I became interested in trying to assess the contribution project make to the
shareholder value of the sponsoring organization, (Mills & Turner, 1995), and to
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try find how that contribution varied under different financial ratios for the organ-
ization, (Turner, 1998). I hoped that might indicate under what financial ratios
finishing on time, cost or quality might be more important. At Erasmus University
I had a PhD student who looked at how shareholder value analysis could be used
for project appraisal, (Akalu, 2003).
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CHAPTER 9
'The Dark Side of Projectification:
the flexibilization, responsibilization

and rationalization of the projectified self

YannNick KALFF

University Osnabriicks

ABSTRACT

The process of projectification transforms economic organizations and social in-
stitutions by increasing the importance of project logic and structure. This process
affects individuals as well, with a strong emphasis on self-responsibility, self-orga-
nization, time-keeping, temporariness, and efficiency, and it creates a new form
of subjectivity: individuals become and have to act as projectified selves. Projecti-
fication transforms individual life designs and biographical patterns to match the
logic of projects. For individuals, projects offer a normative promise of efficiency
that goes hand in hand with the idea of rational controllability and plannability
by using specific management techniques. However, projectification is ambivalent.
Its promises of autonomy, self-actualization, and self-efficacy hide a dark side—not
one that is necessarily bad but that is potentially dangerous for individuals. This
essay discusses the roots of projectification —flexibilization, responsibilization, and
rationalization— as key effects of neoliberal governance. For projectified selves,
these roots amount to a biographical structure that controls new individual liberties
and allows individuals to justify their life choices as long as they increase the value
of their own projects. The projectified biographical structure —lastly— increase
vulnerabilities that potentially lead to precarious, disrupted lives.

Keywords: Projectification; Projectified Self; Precarity; Flexibilization; Ra-
tionalization; Responsibilization
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“My point is not that everything is bad, but that
everything is dangerous, which is not exactly the
same as bad.”

—Miichel Foucault (1982a)

“There is no dark side in the moon, really; as a
matter of fact it’s all dark. The only thing that
makes it look light is the sun.”

—Gerry O’Driscoll

1. INTRODUCTION

The essay discusses the dark side of projectification for individual projectified
selves. The process of projectification transforms social contexts to the structure and
logic of projects and increase the importance of self-responsibility, self-organization,
time-keeping, temporariness, and efficiency. Alongside, as individual life design and
as biographical structural patterns (Berglund et al., 2020; Kalff, 2017b), projects have
become the designated characteristic of economic organizations and social institutions
(Lundin et al., 2015). Projects offer a normative promise of efficiency, rational control-
lability and plannability that is guaranteed when dedicated management techniques
are applied. These types of endeavors are ambivalent: their promises of autonomy,
self-actualization, and self-efficacy hide a dark side—not one that is necessarily bad—
but that is potentially dangerous for individuals that are vulnerable to precarity.

Organizations are a modern phenomenon. Max Weber saw how administrative
bureaucracies permeated modern society (Weber, 1958, 1978). Departing from
Weber’s diagnosis of bureaucratization that he interpreted as modern rationaliza-
tion processes, numerous authors have emphasized the importance of organizations
in and for society: Presthus (1962) examined “the organizational society” and its
individuals. Adorno spoke of the administered world that relies on alienating
(verdinglichen) bureaucratic processes while guaranteeing objective and equitable
treatment (Adorno, 1953/2003). Perrow examined the 20* century as a “Society of
Organizations” where all life successively takes place in organizations, is regulated
by organizations, and relies on organizations (Perrow, 1991).

The importance of organization and administration is unabated. However,
since the middle of the 20" century, projects increasingly have become the form-
ative mode of economic activities, organizations, and our lifestyles (Ekstedt et
al., 1999; Grey, 1994; Jacobsson & Lundin, 2019; Jensen, 2012). Society and
organizations are still closely interwoven, but the latter have been transformed into
flexible temporary organizations that have replaced large permanent administra-
tive bureaucracies (Lundin et al., 2015). In “projectification” processes (Midler,
1995), corporations decentralize hierarchical hierarchies to autonomous projects
and replace direct modes of control with indirect ones. Thus, the use of delimited
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projects has become a central strategy that is used to achieve corporate goals that
are flexible with regards to markets and customers (Herbst, 1976).

Nearly 30 years after Midler’s seminal diagnosis of the projectification pro-
cess at Renault, project logic has expanded ubiquitously in society (Lundin et al.,
2015; Lundin, 2016). Project logic proposes a specific structure that changes our
relationship with society, organizations, and ultimately ourselves. The promise that
projects hold of autonomy and flexibility rids society of the “Iron Cage” that Max
Weber believed was imposed by formal rationality. However, this liberation from
old power structures and domination has led to new forms of governance: project
logic employs self-control and self-management to rationalize behavior based on
codes of conduct and personal freedoms (Foucault, 1982b, 1988). These indirect
modes of control become the premises and consequences of autonomy. After the
end of the “Iron Cage”, new project-specific forms of control and governance have
been integrated into organizations, as well as into the form of our biographies.
Projectification is not a liberating trajectory per se that rids us of old constraints. It
entails new dependencies and practices of subjectification. Projectification consti-
tutes a neoliberal subjectivity that I have called the projectified self (Kalff, 2017b).
It instills *
mentalizing, and deadline-driven human beings“ (Berglund et al., 2020, p. 367).

This article sheds light on the dark side of projectification as being a neoliberal
mode of governance for individuals. It does so by exploring the following questions:
How do structural effects affect projectification and the projectified self? Where does the dark
side of projectification lie for the individual subject? This essay scrutinizes the collateral
effects of projectification processes in society and economy to provide a more nuanced

‘self-controlling, self-improving, self-commercializing, life-compart-

perspective on how organizational logics permeate society and affect individuals. Pro-
jectification represents a specific kind of instrumental reason that addresses challenges
by kicking off yet another project and by handing us the instruments to do so.

To begin with, it is interesting to turn to the trope of the dark side. On the
one hand, the metaphor of ‘the dark side’ describes the negative qualities of an oth-
erwise positive phenomenon. Inevitably, positive and negative features are traded
off against each other. On the other, the trope means that certain aspects are illu-
minated while others remain in the shadows. Some qualities remain inconceivable
in comparison to those in spotlight. Thus, to bring light to the dark side we need
to turn the object over, illuminate it differently, or enter the darkness and let our
eyes get accustomed to it so that we can see. In scientific discussions, the trope of
the dark side serves primarily to highlight the negative sides and dangers that are
part of the positive features of research objects. We see the dark side of planning,
digitalization, ethical organizations, modernity, and Western ideas of progress
and enlightenment—all of which initially present their positive characteristics
of rational and efficient solutions for social and societal problems (for example
Alexander, 2013; Flyvbjerg & Richardson, 2002; Mignolo, 2011).
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In this essay, the trope of the dark side will bring the unnoticed and negative
aspects of projectification into the light. Therefore, I will first give an overview of
the emergence of the project logic and projectification. Then, I will briefly describe
existing research that utilizes the topic of the dark side of projectification. In the
second section, I will turn to a discussion of projectification in neoliberal societies
in terms of the three structural transformations—flexibilization, responsibilization,
and rationalization—to show how projectification needs, but also facilitates, these
transformations. In section three, I will discuss these structural transformations and
their impact on subjectivity, legitimacy, and potential precarity of the projectified
self. Finally, the essay will conclude with a comment on the value neutrality of
projects and the instrumental character of projectification.

2. PROJECTS, PROJECT LOGIC AND PROJECTIFICATION
2.1. The emergence of the project logic

The origins of projects and the modern project logic have been set out in detail
elsewhere (Brockling, 2016, pp. 172-177; Kalff, 2017b, pp. 14-15, 2018, pp.
33-49). Projects made their first appearance Daniel Defoe’s (1697) character study
of the ‘projector’, a dishonest person, an imposter who promised the moon. Ever
since then, projects and their related conveyors, executors, planners, and managers
have become nothing less than the modern archetype of management (Gaddis,
1959). The term “project” and its associated project managers have undergone a
positive image change. Thomas (2006) emphasized how modern project manage-
ment first took shape in the military-industrial complex from the 1940s; until the
1980s, it then became professionalized and expanded to the Western economies.
Projects promise rational and efficient means to achieving successful, complex,
singular goals that carry a high degree of uncertainty. For this purpose, an overall
goal is broken down into a multitude of small sub-tasks that—in themselves—are
manageable and relatively easy to complete. Thus, it is possible to manage and
adhere to critical dimensions such as time, labor resources, quality, and budget.

Projects implicitly contain a normative promise that anything can be success-
fully managed when we make a project of it and properly apply the correct project
management knowledge in the form of tools, processes, or strategies. Thomas saw a
“prototypical example of the rationalization and technocratisation of management”
(Thomas, 2006, p. 103) that is misconceived as a “panacea” (Maylor et al., 2006,
p. 668). Projects are a means to achieving complex goals; and project management
ensures the right tools are implemented and used correctly. However, this func-
tionalist-positivist view masks profound ambivalences and ambiguities that make
project failure a viable reality (Pinto & Kharbanda, 1996).

A central research topic is the organizational status of projects. In contrast to
conventional, permanent organizations, projects are temporary in nature (Bakker,



THE DARK SIDE OF PROJECTIFICATION 185

2010; Bakker et al., 2016; Packendorff, 1995). Therefore, practices, processes, and
interactions are more important when (re-)creating project and work organization
than decisions and (permanent) structures (Kalff, 2018, 2022). Over the last 20
years, project research has developed from the so-called “waterfall model” of de-
pendent subtasks to a more flexible approach. Digital software development has
made a significant contribution to the conception and spread of adapted project
management philosophies such as SCRUM and agile project management, which
are currently the most well-known known models (Beck et al., 2001; Pfeiffer et
al., 2021). Projects no longer proceed in a linear fashion from initiation, planning,
and execution to termination —they are ongoing iterations of planning, testing,
deployment, and adaptation to customer needs. The reflexive and processual prac-
tices of agile projects therefore require “care-work” to maintain social relations and
organizational routines (Coban & Wenten, 2021).

The ubiquitous spread of project logic is obvious. On a meso scale, Midler
(1995) coined the term projectification to describe the transformation process of
the Renault Group to a product- and portfolio-based organization characterized by
constant flexibilization and growing autonomy of organizational subunits around
recurring model cycles. While Renault was not the beginning or the epicenter of
the project logic, the impact of the processual terminology is obvious. To date,
projectification goes beyond an organization level and has become a social dynamic
that captures and transforms “everything” (Jensen et al., 2016). Therefore, a dif-
ferentiation of the projectification dynamic is needed.

2.2. Discerning different forms of projectification

Perrow (1991) emphasized the role of organizations in modern life at all levels
from the individual to groups that organize, to the entire society that is shaped and
constituted by organizations. If projectification transforms the leitmotif of modern
societies, then it is reasonable to think about projectified or project societies. In
figures, projectification is evident in the increasing importance of project work at
a societal level—Schoper et al. (2018) estimate that around 33 % of work is or-
ganized in project form in Germany, Norway, and Iceland. Furthermore, national
and international institutions like PMI, IPMA or GPM professionalize project
logic and disseminate project management knowledge to the rest of society and
continue projectification processes (Wagner et al., 2022).

However, different forms of projectification exist and can be distinguished.
Packendorff and Lindgren (2014) have highlighted the difference between narrow
and broad projectification to express the social and societal dimensions of projec-
tification. While narrow projectification is a mode of the operational restructuring
of economic entities that adopt project forms, a broad reading of projectification
transforms cultural codes. Cultural codes are metaphors of structuring and or-
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dering that transcend corporate organizations, meaning that projects become, for
example, metaphors of individual lifestyles and biographical responsibility (Kalff,
2016, 2017b). According to Packendorff and Lindgren, both narrow and broad
projectification include a negative “evil cycle” (2014, p. 17) when competitive pres-
sure and rationalization requirements spiral and increase effort, work, and stress,
while also and heroizing performance and success. This “(re-)masculinisation of
post-bureaucratic work practices” (Packendorff & Lindgren, 2014, p. 13) is the
first indicator of the dark side of projectification.

In their literature study, Jacobsson and Jatocha (2021) established the chron-
ological sequence of several forms of projectification and their growth over time.
In three phases (1995-2008, 2009-2014, and from 2015), the authors identified
four terms of projectification: projectification as a managerial approach, as a social
trend, as a human state, and as a philosophical issue. While the first three examine
the impact of projectification on individuals, organizations, and society, the phil-
osophical reading describes a “metaphysical shift in the perception of time, space
and work” (Jacobsson & Jatocha, 2021, p. 1597), which transforms individuals,
organizations, and society alike.

Both contributions understood projectification, on the one hand, as being an
organizational phenomenon, closely linked to corporate and market developments
and directly interwoven with forms of work and organization. On the other hand,
they saw projectification as a semantic shift. Project metaphors increasingly structure
the individual identity of the self and constitute a form of late modern subjectivity.
Thus, the dark side of projectification is present in work, employment, and organi-
zations. Additionally, the dark side of projectification is a part of contemporary late
modernity and late modern subjectivities. It governs and controls individuals, their
conduct, and their life choices by making use of metaphors related to ‘the project’.

2.3. Inquiring into the dark side of projectification

While the previous subsection dealt with different forms of projectification,
this one outlines three strands of project research, before directly engaging with
the dark sides of projects and projectification.

Geraldi and Séderlund (2018) identified three research strands regarding
projects and project management: Type 1 research is concerned with efficiency and
rationalization criteria for optimizing projects. Type 1 research identifies and holds
on to objective success factors. Type 2 research, in contrast, analyzes social practices
and their ambiguity. It challenges positivistic and efficiency driven instrumental
project research and emphasizes the omitted social relations in projects. Projects
are messy social settings where objective rational planning and organization reach
their limits when confronted with reality. Type 3 research takes an emancipatory
interest in projects and project management. This type of research criticizes deper-
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sonalized power and domination relations, and seeks ways to achieve sustainable
forms of work and organization. According to these classifications, type 2 and type
3 research address the negative or unintended side effects of projectification that
could potentially amount to a dark side. Type 3 research in particular includes an
emancipatory research agenda to rid from societal and organizational domination
relations rooted in projectification. Such critical engagement was promoted by Cic-
mil et al. because “projectification is a complex ethical problem with consequences
for long-term sustainability of organizations and society” (Cicmil et al., 2016,
p- 59). Projectification, they argued, creates a specific temporality and efficiency
orientation in organizations, society, and individuals that could be successfully
mastered by positivist project management and its array of functional tools. Ul-
timately, however, the residual risk of failure is still an individual responsibility.

Two studies explicitly scrutinize the dark sides of projects and projectification.
Aguilar Velasco and Wald (2022) identified environmental, organizational, proj-
ect-specific, and individual factors that can potentially have stressful consequences
for employees. Locatelli et al. (2022) defined that “[t]he dark side of projects is
any illegal or unethical phenomena associated with projects” (Locatelli et al.,
2022, p. 12). Accordingly, the dark sides range from individual misconduct in
projects to illegal bribery in contracting processes and tendering procedures. Both
studies conclude that too little is known about the dark side of projectification
and projects, and thus project research needs to examine it more carefully. Both
studies, nonetheless, showed that projectification can facilitate exhaustive work or
misconduct. Ultimately, both studies look at individual effects that projects can
exacerbate, however, they remained vague about how these negative consequences
are the result of the structural logic of projectification. It is evident that there are
many diverse perspectives on ‘dark sides’ when we examine projectification more
closely. It can consist of illegal activities in and around projects like bribery in con-
tracting processes, exploitative working conditions, or environmental degradation
due to neglected standards or unsustainable projects per se. Although these are
potentially related to projects at all scales, illegal and unethical behavior attracts
great amounts of publicity in high-key megaprojects.

The goal of this article is to understand the dark side of projectification as a so-
cial premise that affects individuals as projectified selves. Therefore, this article uses
a “broad conceptualization” of projectification (Packendorff & Lindgren, 2014)
and follows the individualistic and philosophical interpretation of projectification
(Jacobsson & Jatocha, 2021). Projectification can be a metaphor for a specific sub-
jectivity that rearranges individual lifestyles in accordance with the “metaphysical
shift” (Jacobsson & Jatocha, 2021) of temporality, spatiality, and work relations in
neoliberal political economies. This subjectivity is the projectified self.
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3. TuE PROJECTIFIED SELF AND ITS ORIGINS IN THE STRUCTURAL EFFECTS OF NEO-
LIBERALISM

In this section, I will describe three main structural effects —flexibilization,
responsibilization, and rationalization— that originate from the neoliberal transfor-
mation of contemporary economies and societies. In short, neoliberalism is a political
agenda that sets up marketized patterns as a mode of governance. It restructures
governments, institutions, and interactions to value, organize, and conduct social
relations according to market modes of exchange (Cahill et al., 2018; Harvey, 2005).
Rationalization, flexibilization, and responsibilization are effects of a neoliberal
transformation and go hand in hand with projectification—they challenge society,
organizations, and individuals while projectification promises a coping strategy.

Since the 1970s, organizations have acted in an increasingly complex en-
vironment and on volatile markets to meet individualized customer demands
that require development and testing of highly specific products in accelerating
innovation cycles. Organizations operate in an expanding sea of uncertainty that
they can no longer control with conventional planning, managing or predictive
techniques. Instead, organizations and society delegate coping with uncertainty
to the individuals. While organizations increase individuals’ autonomy and foster
market orientation, employees increasingly engage in project work with growing
individual responsibility (Brockling, 2016; Pongratz & Vof3, 2003). Individuals
internalize the project logic and operate accordingly in business enterprises. On
a societal level, individualized modes of governance rely on autonomy and mar-
ket orientation: the emerging uncertainties experienced by individuals require
self-management, self-organization and individual responsibility.

3.1. Flexibilization

The socio-economic changes described above have increased the need for flex-
ibility (Masquelier, 2017, pp. 35-38). Since the 1980s, the rising importance of
capital markets and financial motives (i. ., financialisation; Mader et al., 2020, pp.
6-8) has forced companies to follow short-term, financial market-oriented strat-
egies with corresponding modes of corporate management like shareholder value.
This has led to a growing need for flexibility in corporate organizations (Fligstein
& Goldstein, 2022, p. 202). Flexibility counteracts market-induced uncertainty
that arises from rapid and volatile market changes. Furthermore, innovations in
digital technologies challenge work and organizational processes, and require flex-
ible coordination and accelerated implementation processes in companies to adapt
to technology in constant change processes (Kalff, 2019). Projectification tackles
this uncertainty by providing temporary stability in organizations: projects attain
a special status to carry out high-risk undertakings within a fixed time period, after
which they terminate.
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Agile project management is notable for the fact that it promises sustainable
and efficient handling of flexible and rapidly changing projects in software develop-
ment (Beck et al., 2001). In this context, rapidly changing customer requirements,
constant trial and error iteration, and the incremental delivery of partially finished
software quickly pushes the traditional ‘waterfall model’ of phased approaches to
their limits (Lenfle & Loch, 2010). Agile project management institutionalizes
iterative processes to streamline flexibility: the planning target is compared with
actual states, customer ideas are integrated into the development processes through
feedback loops, making planning flexible and adaptable. In consecutive sprints,
the project creates incremental deliverables that are rolled out for productive use
and feedback.

While organizations strive for flexibility and seek it in agility, individuals and
society face comparable demands. Flexibility is becoming a fundamental constant
of human existence: societal transformations loosen structures and make flexibility
imperative for individual biographies and societal institutions (Sennett, 1998).
Project logic becomes a mode of justification for individuals and institutions that
are seeking time limitation, short-termism, flexibility, and prefer non-commitment
over rooted social relations (Boltanski & Chiapello, 2007). Social acceleration
condenses life events and makes the planning of rapidly developing events essen-
tial, leaving us in an ever-escalating pursuit of biographical episodes (Rosa, 2015).
These biographical episodes can be of different, equal, or incommensurable quality
but all need to be individually planned as sequences, in parallel, overlapping, with
breaks or continuities. Retrospectively these episodes have to be legitimized as a
biography. Education and training; multiple jobs and different job experiences;
relationships with family, friends, and partners; and family planning —all become
part of an increasingly complex life design that fractures the linear ‘normal bio-
graphy’ into individual episodic projects in order to achieve unbound flexibility
(Kalff, 2016, 2017a, 2017b; Tsiolis & Siouti, 2022).

3.2. Responsibilization

In neoliberalism, accountability guides the actions of individuals as well as
institutional actors. Michel Foucault’s works on neoliberalism (Foucault, 2008,
2009) and subsequent authors follow the idea that neoliberalism represents a
“governmentality” technology of personalized and individualized modes of control.
Instead of a top-down disciplinary domination of individuals in societies, neoliber-
alism installs conceptually ‘free’ citizens that are capable of acting as economic sub-
jects: the homo economicus. Governing these subjects requires ensuring fertile soil
for their freedom and providing guardrails for their behavior rather than dictating
narrow boundaries of conduct (Foucault, 2008, p. 63). This is where neoliberalism
increases the individual responsibility for individual action: Responsibilization
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invokes a moral-economy of actions, which Shamir (2008) understood as a tech-
nology of governmentality as presented by Foucault. In neoliberal societies, specific
conduct is no longer imposed by discipline. Instead, moral actors follow “guiding
principles” because of “one’s care for one’s duties and one’s uncoerced application
of certain values” (Shamir, 2008, p. 7). For Brown (2015) responsibilization is an
opaque form of domination that constitutes the autonomous neoliberal subject
that takes responsibility for its actions. “[O]nly a moral agent understood as willing
its actions can bear responsibility for itself” (Brown, 2015, p. 133).

For neoliberal subjects, the projectification of society leads to the juxtaposition
of differently weighted responsibilities. The sheer singularity of responsibilities,
such as an individual’s own education and training, family and social relationships,
career, and individual growth, are broken down by projectification. Projectifica-
tion as a human state and as a philosophical issue, triggers varying responsibilities
that are difficult to organize and can even be mutually exclusive. Individual career
planning and family duties, such as being caring parents are only one example of
this type of struggle—and are examples of “competing responsibilities” (Trnka &
Trundle, 2014). Projectification however, offers means to compare the diverging
responsibilities along specific metrics: Time spent, time available, costs, and pro-
jected (material or immaterial) benefits are examples of evaluation criteria that can
guide responsible project selection and project execution.

Project management provides a set of tools to work with project logic: time
and resource allotment are key to planning individual biographies, evaluating dif-
ferent projects, and adhering to project logic. Projectification is thus instrumental
in constructing biographical identities, careers, and social relations in late moder-
nity. Regarding responsibility, however, individuals are on their own: project fail
when the incorrect tools are used, or the correct tools are used incorrectly. Failure
is not a question of whether the tools in general are suitable or potentially defec-
tive. On the one hand, responsibility is shifted to individuals, but the causes of
the implementation of projectification are systemic. The social changes in respon-
sibility that suit project logic and include new forms of subjectivity might require
a different definition of responsibility (Henkel & Andersen, 2015).

3.3. Rationalization

Rationalization is the core diagnosis of modern societies according to Max
Weber. Weber described modernity as the progressive rationalization in a process
of “disenchantment”, in which scientific logic unveils the world and its societal
and social relations (Jenkins, 2000; Weber, 1919/2004). Rationality and efficiency
become the driving forces of progress and increasingly encompasses every part of
society right down to the individual life world: interpersonal relations are increas-
ingly shaped in accordance with efficiency and cost-benefit-optimization, giving
them more and more an instrumental form.
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Projectification fosters rationalization on two levels: organization and work.
First, regarding organization, complex, unique projects are broken down into easy-
to-oversee sub-goals that are easier to achieve. Projectification aims to efficiently use
available resources, simplify complexity, and handle uncertainty by iterative process-
es. Secondly, projectification offers rational control strategies that, on the one hand,
self-organize work on the project goal, and, on the other, manage project progress in
multi-layered forms of control (Lenfle & Loch, 2010). This may seem paradoxical,
as Sauer and Nicklich (2021) stated: self-organization is still imposed from the top,
but, at the same time, self-organization exerts a new mode of control that is rooted in
autonomy. Accordingly, individuals internalize rational control and planning, must
organize themselves, and are responsible for the outcomes (cf. responsibilization).

Process control is replaced by a plan: A project is a planned procedure and
the resources required are deployed as efficiently as possible in order to comply
with the time scope of individual steps to successfully complete the project by the
deadline (Kalff, 2022; Yakura, 2002). The planning processes and the plan are
expressions of a rational approach to achieving a project goal. However, the path
to the planned goal is not subject to close monitoring, as has been debated, for ex-
ample, in Labor Process Theory: domination in the modern projectified production
process is no longer a direct social relation between superiors and subordinates; it
is internalized (Kalff, 2018). The deliverables of this project-specific production
process must meet the clients’ expectations and evaluations.

In this process, project management in projectified society takes on a signifi-
cant role (Hodgson & Cicmil, 2006). Project management presents instrumental
knowledge and professional tools for steering a project. Their instrumental char-
acter lends projects and their management a value-neutral status: applying project
management or the project form to a problem give it a rational attribution and a
progressive character.

Projectified selves use project logic to implement rationalization requirements
in working life as well as in private life. Therefore, projectification is not limited to
organizations and paid employment in the modern project-based production pro-
cess —it extends to the whole individual life. This life needs an increased amount
of planning and structuring input from the individual. Projectification offers a
framework and the instruments that an individual needs to take responsibility for
their own life. Therefore, projectification enables us to plan and manage our work
and ourselves. However, projectification restricts the results to desirable outcomes
and restrains subjects to rationalize their life plans (Lindgren & Packendorff, 2000).

4. THE DARK SIDE OF PROJECTIFICATION FOR THE PROJECTIFIED SELF

The projectified self is a neoliberal form of subjectivity and a response to three
distinct yet interrelated structural transformations. To this end, subjects are granted
comprehensive freedoms that empower them to act and make decisions in an autono-
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mous, self-responsible and self-determined manner. However, the projectified self also
relies on these three structural transformations since they pave the way for individual
freedom. The result of these transformations is a form of subjectivity that adheres to
the logic of projectification that means individuals can choose their own ways of life,
to maximize human capital, and to provide liberal governance. Projectification and
the projectified self are related to and preconditions for structural transformations in
neoliberal societies in late modernity. To outline the dark side of projectification for
society and individuals, a critical assessment of its subjectivity is needed. In the follow-
ing section, I will discuss the three dimensions that concern the form of subjectivity,
its role as a mode of justification, and its precarious qualities. While the impact of the
dark side of projectification on projectified selves certainly extends to further fields,
I consider these three as being the most important for understanding the dark side.

Subjectivity: This essay started with a quote from Michel Foucault that summa-
rizes his epistemological interest in subjectivities and their production: Foucault’s
critique of particular historical or contemporary mechanisms of subjectification
and subjectivities is not a normative judgment. These mechanisms are not ‘bad’ per
se. Foucault’s work is about the historical development of the subjectivity of the
modern citizen. Projectification constitutes the projectified self that responds to the
freedom that neoliberalism bestows. However, at the same time, projectification
changes the dominant organizational form of social cooperation, social integra-
tion, and self-relations to emphasize time limits, and deadlines. Projectification
reconceptualizes biographies and life stages as projects, suggesting that they are
manageable and controllable by applying project logic.

Projectification provides the logic and the methods and techniques to manage
the different emerging requirements. The projectified self is, in principle, free to
do and leave as he or she likes, but projectification controls and normalizes the
variance of this freedom. This means projectification allows for deviation from
standard biographies in an acceptable tolerance range. For example, subjects ar-
range education, vocational qualification, career entry, gainful employment, family
or other interpersonal relationships in an ad hoc manner. Nonetheless, social ex-
pectations structure individual episodes in biographies: students, for example, are
encouraged to study as quickly and efficiently as possible to seize opportunities on
the job market, while free time and leisure are also integrated into planning when
they promise benefits for individual development.

The projectified self must use the freedom he or she is entrusted with and in-
vest in a ‘productive’ biography. Therefore, economic logic of projects becomes the
benchmark for evaluating biographical elements. The dark side of projectification
lies in the controlling of individual behavior to permanently string together new,
value-increasing projects. In this process, life is cast in the form of a project and
becomes one-dimensional. Life design projects abound —and individuals pattern
their lives accordingly, in rational, flexible ways.
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Justification: Projectification and its form of subjectivity, the projectified self,
serve as a mode of control of individual freedom and biographical choices. Addi-
tionally, it provides a comparison of the value and valuation of individual decisions
and life choices (Boltanski & Chiapello, 2007; Boltanski & Thévenot, 2006).
Projectification establishes a coherent and meaningful narrative out of fragment-
ed and disrupted —projectified— biographies to construct individual identities.
Moreover, a project-based biography also legitimizes flexible life design. Boltanski
and Chiapello see projects as archetypes for a new spirit of capitalism that rewards
flexible, active lifestyles (Boltanski & Chiapello, 2007). In the “projective city”
(Boltanski & Chiapello, 2007, p. 107), the emphasis of individual lifestyles is
placed on temporariness, flexibility, and networking, where subjects are active
and seek consecutive projects. The projectified self’s lifestyle resembles those of
nomads and devalues fixed and permanent ties, while valuating loose, unattached
and uncommitted social relations (Boltanski, 2006, p. 26).

Projectification —as a metaphor of a change of “human state” as well as an ex-
istential “philosophical issue” (Jacobsson & Jatocha, 2021) — shifts the basis of life
and the self-understanding of the projectified self. Value is ascribed to or revoked
from projects and those responsible for them, depending on whether a project
promises a return, success, or progress, while cost, failure, or irrelevance make it
difficult to justify a project. The projectified self has to prove his or her value, and
does so with their projects. When value determines the choice of projects and the
desired outcomes, the projectified self operates in a spiral of cost-benefit-optimi-
zation, self-improvement, efficiency, and growth (Berglund et al., 2020).

The dark side of projectification comes into play when projectification pro-
poses the only viable justification mechanism to evaluate our actions. Justifica-
tions that refer to projectification foster the qualities of projects: temporariness,
short-termism, deadline-driven activities and decisions while uncertainty and
complexity on organizational or societal levels are becoming the responsibility
of individuals. The projectified self expresses the circumstance that only pro-
ject-specific structures are of value (Berglund et al., 2020; Boltanski, 20006;
Boltanski & Thévenot, 2006). This perspective originates in the works of Bol-
tanski and Thévenot who discerned six different worlds of justification (2006, pp.
159-211): the inspired, the domestic, the world of fame, the civic, the market,
and the industrial world —later complemented by the “projective city”, a world
of projects (Boltanski & Chiapello 2007, pp. 107-128). These worlds provide
different contexts to ground arguments and critique: for example, being a car-
ing parent is of higher value in the domestic world that emphasizes dependence
and relations to others (Boltanski & Thévenot 2006, p. 164), while family
obligations limit flexibility and thus are of lower value for the projectified self
of the projective world (Boltanski & Chiapello 2007, p. 122). The dark side of
projectification lies in the dominance that the projective city has attained to the
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point where it overshadows any other world to justify life-decisions. Then, only
one valid question remains: does it serve your projects or not?

Precarity: The structural transformations and their reciprocal relations with
projectification favor disruptive lives that represent a “metaphysical shift in the
perception of time, space and work” (Jacobsson & Jatocha, 2021, p. 1597). Flexi-
bility dissolves the static temporal and spatial context for biographies of projectified
selves and imposes temporariness and boundarylessness of life choices. Work and
occupation are increasingly projectified, and thus temporary —a condition that
is particularly evident in employment in academia (Dollinger, 2020). Flexibility
is a catalyst for precarity when it disrupts the planning of individuals. There is a
growing need for the projectified self to adapt to short-term projects and this is
accompanied by a continuous urge to ‘start over’ under new or changed precon-
ditions (Masquelier, 2017, pp. 38-39).

The freedom that neoliberalism concedes to individuals has its limits when
it concerns aspects of life that cannot be influenced by the individual. While,
for example, welfare states individualize the risks of unemployment and call on
individuals to invest in their employability, structural unemployment lies outside
the sphere of individual influence. Risks are systemic while responsibilities are
individual (Henkel & Andersen, 2015).

The structural transformations caused by neoliberalism —especially the act of
responsibilization— increase the vulnerability of individuals to precarious situations.
The dark side of projectification is its inherent focus on flexibilization and responsi-
bilization that creates uncertainty for the projectified self. The aim of the structural
transformation was to ‘outsource’ that uncertainty from organizations to the indi-
viduals, resulting in growing vulnerability to precarity in life designs of individuals.

The dark side of projectification as a human state and as a philosophical issue
presents itself as an opaque social dynamic. First, projectification, understood as
being a response to neoliberal structural transformations produces a specific form
of subjectivity: the projectified self. This subjectivity is the key to the dark side
of projectification focused on in this essay: flexibilization, responsibilization, and
rationalization generate requirements for individuals that they fulfill by organizing
their lives and endeavors in the form of projects. However, with this projectifi-
cation and the projectified self, new challenges arise. First, in neoliberalism the
subjectivity of the projectified self is a mode of control for rationalizing human
behavior. Second, projectification and the projectified self serve to justify individ-
ual biographical decisions and how these biographies are organized. The dark side
of projectification lies in the dominant valuation of projects above other forms
of structuring lives and biographies. Only projects, then, promise value. Third,
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projectification increases the vulnerability of the projectified self to precarious
conditions in work and private matters, because projectification causes disruption
of temporariness and short-term orientations that contradict continuity.

Projectification proposes tools for specific but also very general contemporary
social problems. Individualized responsibility for life choices resonates with a
project logic that offers the projectified self the tools and techniques for mastering
their own projects. Critical social science, especially critical theory, has made a
strong case for the fact that tools, instruments, and, more generally, instrumental
reason are not apolitical, but embedded in the social context as part of power
and domination relations. The dark side of projectification lies precisely where
this embeddedness is obscured and social relations are rendered invisible—when
projectification appears to be a factual constraint without an alternative. The fac-
tual constraints then need to be highlighted to offer insights where they suggest
necessity for projects as a “panacea” and where these promises remain empty and
potentially threatening for neoliberal individuals.

S. PRO]ECTING THE FUTURE OF PROJECTIFICATION

Projects have long been a research topic limited to corporate contexts. Individ-
ual projects, programs, and portfolios were of interest in companies managed by
project professionals. Only recently has research addressed the expansion of pro-
jectification from management and the corporate world to society as a whole and
into every domain of private life. Projects are currently a contemporary description
of society and its functional approach towards work organization (Lundin, 2016).
However, what a “post-project society” (Lundin, 2016, p. 13) would look like re-
mains to be seen. What the dark side of projectification is depends on the perspec-
tive we take on projects and project management—and thus on different notions
of projectification. The dark side can be potentially exhausting working conditions
that make employees and workers vulnerable, and negatively sustain lifestyles that
force individuals to constantly optimize and compare their ‘worthiness’.

This essay has been concerned with the questions of the structural effects of
projectification that affect the projectified self. It has sought to describe where the
dark side of projectification lies for individual. Projectification is a change in human
states and a philosophical issue (Jacobsson & Jatocha, 2021), which transforms our
social relation with others, with work, with our private lives, and with ourselves. In
late modernity, social sciences are epistemologically interested in the social effects
that favor and drive changes like projectification: e.g., flexibilization, responsibili-
zation, and rationalization. In these social effects, an instrumental character can be
discerned that sustains different ways of working and living so that growth, surplus,
and efficiency can be achieved. In a neoliberal society, therefore, the instrumental
aspects of projectification urge subjects to act and behave accordingly.
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However, the dark side of projectification undoubtedly affects working con-
ditions, and new insecurities, as well as morally questionable or reprehensible
practices, are also visible in late-modern and neoliberal thought. On the one hand,
the structural effects of flexibility, responsibilization, and rationalization aim to
create a degree of individual freedom, with which they are mutually intertwined.
On the other hand, the structural effects are rooted in freedom, and they also make
freedom possible in the first place.

The expansion of projectification needs even more intensive research on its
structural causes and its specific effects at all levels—in organizations, in society,
for individuals, as well as in ‘metaphysics’. This expansion also includes the pat-
terns of legitimacy with which the projectified selves justify their own projects and
how people justify their use or rejection of the project form. The instrumentality
of projects—they are tools for solving different problems—posits that projects
and projectification are value neutral, which makes understanding their dark side
challenging. However, as this essay has argued, by scrutinizing the structural trans-
formations of contemporary societies, we can find points from which we can start
to understand how individuals or institutions justify projectification as a reaction
to social and societal changes.
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ABSTRACT

This chapter aims to provide insights into the role of project management associ-
ations in the projectification of society from an institutional theory perspective.
The content of this chapter is based on a mixed methods approach. It draws on
the research proposals available in the bibliography as well on recently conducted
qualitative studies in some countries as national associations.

The results indicate that the projectification of societies, at least in most countries
with more advanced economies, is progressing and continuing to grow. The econo-
mies of these countries play a leading role in projectification, which resonates with
other sectors of society. The actions of project management associations have only
an indirect influence on the projectification of society, which cultural-cognitive
institutions are mediating. Both findings are novel when compared to the existing
literature.

Taking an overall view of the findings, project management associations have
gained a better understanding of the projectification process and important guid-
ance on their role.

Other results obtained regarding social implications can offer interested parties
intriguing insights into the contemporary phenomenon of the projectification of
society, along with information on its current state and future evolution.

Finally, the application of institutional theory to the projectification of society in
the framework of this contribution enables an in-depth analysis to be carried out of
the underlying social processes and interactions between the regulative, normative
and cultural—cognitive activities of project management associations on the one
hand, and institutions on the other hand, at a societal level. This opens up new
and promising perspectives for further research.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Since the 1960s, project management associations have taken on an increas-
ingly important role in advancing the knowledge necessary for managing projects
(Morris, 2013), in spreading the idea that professional management enables pro-
jects to be implemented more efficiently, and in qualifying and certifying project
personnel under accredited systems (Hodgson & Muzio, 2012). Nowadays, project
management associations can be found regionally (e.g., Hong Kong Institute of
Project Management), nationally (e.g., Spanish Project Management Association
AEIPRO), and internationally (e.g., International Project Management Association
(IPMA)) They can also be found in specific industries (e.g., International Con-
struction Project Management Association) and subject areas (e.g., International
Institute of Legal Project Management), even though the degree of maturity of
each professional association varies greatly. For example, the Association for Pro-
ject Management (APM) has achieved massive recognition by obtaining a Royal
Charter (Hodgson et al., 2015). In contrast, project managers and many national
associations in project management have not yet received government recognition
for what they do in project management (Nicklich et al., 2020).

Projects have enjoyed increasing popularity in recent years and are particularly
utilizedin the economy as a temporary form of organizing complex undertakings or
introducing change, innovation, or new ventures (Auschra et al., 2019). Especially
in times of serious societal challenges, such as the climate crisis or the COVID-19
pandemic, there is growing demand to meet these challenges sustainably by using
projects and project management (Cerne and Jansson, 2019). While research has
extensively explored the increasing prevalence and use of projects in the corporate
world (Maylor and Turkulainen, 2019), empirical research at a societal level is still
lacking (Soderlund and Sydow, 2019). In particular, there are questions about what
can be done to scale project management concepts practiced in business to other
sectors of society (Bogacz-Wojtanowska and Jalocha, 2016), and what role project
management associations should play in this process (Wagner et al., 2021).

The research on the increasing prevalence of projects in corporations started
with Midler (1995), who, with research based on a longitudinal study at the auto-
mobile manufacturer Renault, found that over time the number and importance
of projects increased significantly, and this also had an impact on the organiza-
tional structure, culture, and teamwork in the corporation. He coined the term
“projectification” to describe this phenomenon. However, the diffusion of projects
is going beyond the corporate world into other areas of our society. Jensen et al.
(2016) even speak of “the projectification of everything”, implying that projects are
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omnipresent in business and society and everyone’s lives. Regarding management
and organizational sciences, sociology, and institutional theory, analysis has focused
on the interactions of temporary and permanent organizing within and across
organizations and project networks (Lundin, 2016; Sydow and Windeler, 2020).

Scott (2008a) emphasizes the embeddedness of organizations in an institution-
al environment that molds social behavior and ensures stability and predictability
through a variety of rules, norms, and cultural-cognitive imprints. Here, institu-
tions are understood as being social structures composed of regulative, normative,
and cultural-cognitive elements that, with associated activities, mold behavior
onto a specific trajectory (Scott, 2010). Project management research has engaged
institutional theory primarily in projects (Soderlund and Sydow, 2019) and in the
context of project-oriented organizations (Scott, 2012). However, applying this
theory to the topic of societal projectification has yet to occur. how projectification
occurs at this level, which actors are involved, and what role institutions play in
this process are still unexplained (Scott, 2008b; Barondeau and Hobbs, 2019).
Professional associations, such as the German Project Management Association
(GPM), seem to be important actors in the projectification of society, as they fos-
ter the creation, maintenance, or disruption of institutions (Lundin et al., 2015).
Therefore, further research is needed to better understand how projectification
unfolds at a societal level.

2. THEORETICAL GROUNDING

Using the the “Scandinavian School” as a starting point, research in recent
years has increasingly focused on the embeddedness and interactions of projects
within their context (Jacobsson et al., 2016). A project is understood as being
a temporary organization with specific objectives, such as the development of a
new product or the redesign of an organizational unit, whereas a process builds
on previous activities and embraces dynamic change (Bakker et al., 2016). It is
argued that “projects have become intrinsic to our lives” (Jensen et al., 2016, p.
22). They are carried out by various actors who enter into relationships that “are
dissolved and reconfigured through the practice of episodic project collaboration”
(Henneberry and Parris, 2013, p. 231). The realization of projects is affected by
the institutional context, which at the same time exerts an influence on their im-
mediate and broader environment (Soderlund and Sydow, 2019).

2.1. The projectification of society

On the one hand, the projectification of society can be understood as being
a process or development towards the increasing importance of projects in broad
areas of society (Munck af Rosenschold, 2019). On the other hand, it “indicates
an interest in the outcomes and consequences of projectification on parts of the
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society or on society at large” (Jacobsson and Jalocha, 2021, p. 1593). It has
become generally accepted that projectification extends beyond boundaries of
organizations.

2.2. The application of institutional theory to projectification

Thinking about projectification as a wider concept, from the narrow concep-
tualization of projectification as an organizational transformation, as described by
Midler (1995) and Soderlund and Tell (2009), to “an interest for cultural and dis-
cursive processes in a society in which notions of projects are invoked” (Packendorff and
Lindgren, 2014, p. 7), projects are characterized as being constitutive elements of
social life. Different actors coordinate their joint activities in temporary networks
to meet again later in other constellations (Boltanski and Chiapello, 2018).

The Institutional theory seems to be better suited for understanding the pro-
cess of projectification from a broader perspective, as it “considers the processes
by which structures, including schemas, rules, norms, and routines, become estab-
lished as authoritative guidelines for social behavior” (Scott, 2005, p. 461). Insti-
tutional theory allows a comprehensive view to be taken on the actors with their
relationships and joint activities in an established, institutional context (Healey,
1992). With the application of this theory, both the effect of the institutions on
the social process and the reverse effect of the institutions on the process can be
analyzed.

2.3. The role of professional associations on projectification

Scott (2010, p. 13) indicates that “in all fields, a diverse set of ’intermediar-
ies” evolves to facilitate or broker exchanges, or to collect, organize and evaluate
information so as to affect interaction among the ‘principals’ ”. As an example of
such intermediaries, he points to professional associations and professionals as
“institutional agents” (Scott, 2008a, b, p. 219). Morris and Geraldi (2011) also
refer to professional associations, notably project management associations, when
it comes to shaping the institutional environment of projects. Project management
associations, together with associated professional service providers (e.g., PM con-
sultants, trainers, and coaches) and professionals, have a stabilizing capacity and
are supposed to affect the projectification of society positively.

For example, by using regulative actions, an association can exert influence on
the environment, and respective institutions, in which it operates, such as by using
the support of legislation in the development of laws and regulations that affect
project-related work and, in turn, affect the dissemination of projects. The norma-
tive actions of project management associations are often aimed at developing pro-
ject-related standards that are utilized for qualifying and certifying professionals.
Finally, cultural-cognitive actions aim to disseminate shared beliefs and practices
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based on previous projects or role models (Muzio et al., 2013). Hence, we propose
that the actions of project management associations will positively influence the
projectification of society, and we derive the following three hypotheses from this
proposal (Wagner et al, 2021):

—HI1. A project management association’s regulative actions positively affect
the projectification of society.

—H2. A project management association’s normative actions positively affect
the projectification of society.

—H3. A project management association’s cultural—cognitive actions positively
affect the projectification of society.

The role of project management associations is viewed rather critically due to
their interest in maintaining the status quo rather than making advances (Hodg-
son et al., 2015). This criticism is also due to the fact that their primary focus is
on corporations, which gives priority to their specific interests, and they thus lose
sight of broader societal considerations (Muzio et al., 2011).

The state of development of project management associations differs from
country to country. The Association for Project Management (APM) in the United
Kingdom, for example, was awarded Royal Chartership in 2017, which provides
special recognition to the project profession and opportunities for the association
that has championed its cause (Hodgson et al., 2015). However, this situation is
unique and cannot be easily imitated by associations in other countries. The sit-
uation seems to be quite different at the Project Management Institute (PMI) in
the USA, at the Istanbul Project Management Association (IPYD) in Turkey, the
German Project Management Association (GPM) in Germany, and the Spanish
Project Management Association (AEIPRO) in Spain.

Many national associations have not yet been granted status as fully-fledged
professional associations (Nicklich et al., 2020), and they are striving to gain
traction by offering different services, such as training and certification. They
have traditionally relied on the networking skills of their members, exchanging
experiences, and sharing stories of successful projects. Great emphasis is placed
on education, ranging from secondary school and vocational training to advanced
project management courses at universities and corporations (Wagner, 2009).

The entanglement and interrelation of the activities of project management
associations with institutions and other actors have been explored in different
places, for example in Italy (Sabini and Paton, 2021). This study shows that the
path toward projectification was first attempted by the government using regulative
actions. Later, mainly because of the the influence of international associations,
the European Union, and economic pressure, normative actions were used, such
as the establishment of project management standards. Hence, how the actions
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of a project management association on the path towards the projectification of
society unfold depends on existing societal institutions. (Sabini and Muzio, 2017).
The following hypotheses reflect these thoughts:

—H4. Societal institutions mediate the effects of the actions of project man-
agement associations on the projectification of society.

—H4a. Regulative institutions mediate the positive effect of regulative actions
on the projectification of society.

—H4b. Normative institutions mediate the positive effect of normative ac-
tions on the projectification of society.

—H4c. Cultural- cognitive institutions mediate the positive effect of cultural—
cognitive actions on the projectification of society.

In conclusion, it can be stated that, in the literature, the increasing dissem-
ination of projects has so far been mainly acknowledged in the context of the
corporate world, and only in recent years has it been explored at a societal level.
Empirical analyses, however, exist only for the economy (Henning and Wald,
2019). Other sectors of society, such as society at large, still need to be examined.
A more detailed empirical analysis of which actors impact which institutions and
how this affects the projectification of society has not been undertaken yet (Wagner
et all, 2021).

The literature attributes an important role to project management associa-
tions for the professionalization of project management and the dissemination of
projects in general (Muzio et al., 2011). Nevertheless, how project management
associations exert their and how strong this influence is compared to that of other
actors remains unclear.

2.4. A critical view of professional project managements associations and projectification

The development of the discipline of project management is closely linked
to the engineering projects of the defence and aerospace industries established
after the end of World War II. These industries were tasked with solving complex
problems using mathematical computation models based on operations research
(Morris, 2013). Projects and project management are accepted in many economic
areas and increasingly in society, and they are now part of everyday life (Hodgson
& Cicmil, 2000).

Professional bodies have supported the dissemination of projects with the
development of a body of knowledge (BoK), which describes the essential steps
of project management from the initiation of a project to its completion from a
procedural or methodological perspective. This can be seen as an attempt by na-
tional associations with high levels of international influence to establish an entry
barrier or training prerequisite which is another step towards professionalizing their
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field of practice with a description of what is required and drawing the boundaries
between members of the project management profession and other professions
(Morris et al., 20006).

Project managers offer a service in their organizations and often must justify
what enables them to bring projects successfully to the finish line. Belonging to a
professional body and having acquired the knowledge outlined in a specific BoK,
and possibly even proving that they have the appropriate certification, gives them
a legitimacy that helps their work to be better recognized. However, the orienta-
tion of BoKs is also viewed critically. One particular issue is that the knowledge
is summarized in concise books and prepared in a very undifferentiated manner.
Above all, it has been mentioned these books are not really based on research re-
sults, and that if they were, the BOKs would be considered to be more legitimate
(Shepherd & Atkinson, 2011).

Even if other professional bodies have taken different paths in the development
of process models, the basic ideas for the management of projects are still repre-
sented today in literature, national and international norms and industry-specific
standards in such a way or similar to a BoK. In terms of content, today’s BoKs
are criticized for focusing too much on the execution of projects and paying far
too little attention to their framework conditions, the process of initializing and
clarifying objectives, and achieving social integration. This plays an essential role in
RPM, in particular. Aspects of sustainability for the management and governance
of projects, programs, and portfolios were incorporated into the development of
the ISO 21500 series of norms, The IPMA member associations decided on a dif-
ferent path in the 1990s (Pannenbicker, 2001). They opted for a competency-based
standard that today, with the fourth version of the IPMA Individual Competence
Baseline (IPMA ICB defines the competencies for managing projects. This baseline
covers three areas of competence: practice competencies, people competencies,
and perspective competencies. Aspects of sustainability have also been considered
(Silvius, 2017), although Shepherd and Atkinson’s criticism (2011) concerning the
lack of scientific foundations also applies to the ICB.

Together with the development of the norms and standards for project man-
agement, the professional bodies successfully established and marketed offers for
the qualification and certification of project personnel. Together with developing
the norms and standards for project management, the professional bodies success-
fully established and commercialized offerings for qualification and certification.
Although the basis for such offerings is a different BoK or competence baseline
in each case, it helps the professional bodies to generate revenue to finance other
voluntary activities.

At the same time, qualification and certification attract new members, meaning
that today associations today reach out to several million project managers globally.
Academic research on the value of certification for project managers has found a
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more indirect relationship between certification and performance on projects (Blom-
quist et al., 2018). However, project managers and their employers benefit from
increased self- confidence and professionalism on projects (Farashah et al., 2019).

Another criticism of project management associations is their one-sided focus on
the world of business. As an emerging profession, they are concerned with marketing
their services and thus benefit businesses (Muzio et al., 2011). This might include the
promise of greater efficiency through the application of project management, greater
effectiveness of project managers through granting credentials, or, generally, giving
a company a more professional image with membership of a professional body. The
main criticism here is that the professional bodies in project management “would
only preach to those already converted” and would completely disregard innovative
or even societal fields of application (Wagner et al., 2021). This is reflected in their
membership, which primarily consists of individual project managers and corporate
members and their links across societal groups. As a result, only in a few exceptional
cases do the project management bodies support civic or grassroots environmental
groups, development aid initiatives, and community projects.

3. PROJECT MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATIONS AND SOCIETAL PROJECTIFICATION RE-
SEARCH: THE CASE OF (GERMANY

Wagner et all 2022, address this issue, focusing on the structural model col-
linearity assessment by a value inflation factor.

The regulative actions of project management associations display no signif-
icant direct effects on the projectification of society. Thus, hypotheses H1, H2,
and H3 are not supported by research. Instead, significant positive effects of the
actions of the Project Management Associations-PMAs on their respective insti-
tutions can be found, which presents the necessary conditions for the proposed
mediation effects in H4.

Finally, Wagner’s research addresses, looking to validate the mediation hy-
potheses, the direct and indirect effects of the actions of the PMAson the projec-
tification of society were investigated. The direct relationship of the actions of the
PMAs on the projectification of society were not significant.

Hence, according to Zhao et al. (2010), the results indicate full mediation for
the effects of the regulative and cultural—cognitive actions of the PMAss, while the
normative actions do not affect the projectification of society directly or indirectly.

Therefore, the results support the hypotheses in H4a and H4c, but not in H4b .

3.1. The interplay of institutions and project management associations

While institutional theory has so far been applied primarily in the context of
projects (S6derlund and Sydow, 2019) and project-based organization (Narayanan
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and Huemann, 2021),in the present contribution, this theory has been connected
to the process of projectification at a societal level (Wagner et all, 2021).

Institutional theory has been used as an explanatory model to examine the
interactions between institutions and actors and how they each, alone and together,
influence the process of projectification. Particular attention has been paid to the
role of project management associations.

While the literature (Scott, 2010; Lundin et al., 2015) suggests that project
management associations have a considerable level of influence on the projecti-
fication of society, the previously mentioned hypotheses 1 to 3 have been used
to examine whether the regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive actions of
project management associations affect the projectification of society. Surprising-
ly, these three hypotheses could not be confirmed. This means that the actions
of project management associations do not directly influence projectification.
One explanation for this finding could be that other organizational actors (i.e.,
leader companies) have a more significant and direct influence on the process of
projectification than the project management associations, and that the activities
of the latter do not reach society as a whole. Another explanation could be that
the activities of the project management associations are not effective enough.
This idea is consistent with the analysis of secondary data on the strategic direc-
tion of the German Project Management Association-GPM, which, to date, has
not explicitly focused its activities on the common good and supporting society
(Wagner et all, 2022).

However, results show that the actions of project management associations
have an indirect effect, i.e., via the mediating institutions on the projectification of
society. In this context, actions targeting cultural-cognitive institutions exhibit the
highest impact on projectification, followed by actions targeting regulative institu-
tions. Hence, hypotheses 4a and 4c have been supported by research, whereas the
path via the normative institutions is not significant, and thus, hypothesis 4b is not
supported by research. Moreover, the results suggest that the coercive regulations
and dominant norms do not foster the diffusion of projects as the GPM intends.
Instead, they primarily foster the understanding of the purpose, the corresponding
values, and the belief in projects as a means of achieving ambitious goals. Alto-
gether, this contrasts with the prevalent view in the literature, which has previously
assumed that projectification occurs primarily through regulative and normative
actions and institutions, such as governments passing laws and regulations (Sabini
and Paton, 2021), or project management associations issuing a body of knowledge
for certifying project personnel (Hodgson, 2002).

Unlike the prevailing view in research (Hodgson and Muzio, 2012) that the
project management associations primarily exert influence on the projectification
of society through normative and regulative institutions, these results reveal new
modes of interaction. In particular, the study expands its scope to include actors
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such as ider enterprises and entrepreneurs who, in direct comparison, have more
influence on projectification than the associations do because they positively shape
the image of projects and are more likely to convince other actors of the impor-
tance of project management by setting an example.

A key contribution of this research is that the projectification of society can
be explained through the lens of institutional theory as a social process involving
interactions between actors, their actions, and societal institutions. Institutions
take on a mediating role, reinforcing the activities of actors and thus exerting
influence on projectification. In particular, the results identify the direction and
mode of effect that the actions of project management associations have on the
projectification of society via certain institutions.

Furthermore, it has become clear that the process of projectification is on-
going and can be supported by purposive actions. Since the focus of this study
has been project management associations, they could reconsider their strategic
positioning and support projectification with intentional actions based on these
findings. Moreover, the results of this research provide those responsible at all levels
of society with insights into an important phenomenon that requires appropriate
responses, especially in times of societal challenges such as the climate crisis.

This study is the first empirical application of institutional theory to the pro-
cess of projectification at a societal level that focuses on fundamental relationships.
Future studies could examine the processes of projectification in more detail, tak-
ing other actors into account, such as leader enterprises or entrepreneurs (Lundin
et al., 2015; Kalff, 2017). For instance, structural equation modelling could be
utilized to determine whether these actors contribute directly or indirectly to the
projectification of society and what role institutions play in this process.

4. SOME CONCLUSIONS AND FORWARD PATHS

In this chapter, the potential that project management associations have in
times of major challenges, such as the pandemic or the worsening climate crisis,
have also been highlighted. For example, the associations could increase the con-
nections they have with societal groups outside the economy and work with them
to develop solutions to the above-mentioned challenges. Clear pointers for a new
direction have been provided, especially in item 3 above. For example, project
management associations can be much more effective if they use cultural-cog-
nitive actions, e.g., by promoting the image of projects or disseminating success
stories that encourage others to follow suit. In this respect, I would like to invite
the reader to open the door and decide to explore the projectification at a societal
level further, as it has both theoretical and practical implications.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of professional certification is to establish a standard of knowledge
and expertise in a particular profession, and to provide a means for individuals to
demonstrate their competence to employers, clients and society at large. Profes-
sional certification systems have been widely developed in the project management
profession and are an essential tool for increasing the qualifications of project man-
agers. These systems are also used to promote both individual competence and
the maturity of organisations that develop and implement projects, and they can
therefore be instruments that provide support to improvements in the efficiency
of resource use and the acceleration of the process of the projectification of society.

Keywords: Professional certification; Project management; Professional certi-
fication systems; Project management maturity and projectification.

1. INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVE THE CHAPTER

The objective of this chapter is to study professional project management
certification systems, their characteristics, advantages, weaknesses and possible
drawbacks in order to determine their potential contribution to the process of the
transformation of industry, companies and society in general, which is known as
projectification.

Professional certification in project management is analysed as a specific case
of the existing professional certification for all professions.

Its origin and evolution, its advantages and disadvantages, its applicability to
different professions and its relation to the conformity assessment framework are
analysed.



222 SALVADOR F. CAPUZ-RIZO

This is followed by an analysis of the different existing project management
professional certification systems, the institutions responsible for their development
and operation. A discussion of their contribution to the level of success in project
development and execution is included, as well as what they bring to the project
management discipline and profession.

Finally, the way in which professional certification systems in project manage-
ment can contribute to the process of the projectification of society is presented.

2. PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION
2.1. Concept and definition of professional certification

Professional certification is a process by which a qualified institution or body
assesses and verifies an individual’s skills, knowledge and/or competencies in a
specific profession or activity.

This process generally involves an examination or assessment to measure the
individual’s proficiency in that activity. Once it has been demonstrated that the
individual meets the requirements set by the institution or body with the capacity
to conduct such an assessment, he or she is awarded a certificate validating his or
her skills and knowledge in that area.

Professional certifications are usually awarded by professional organisations,
industry associations or other bodies that are recognised by the government or the
market as authorities in a particular field. The certification process may involve
meeting certain prerequisites regarding education or experience, passing an exam-
ination, submitting a portfolio of work, or completing other types of assessments.

The reasons why a person decides to seek professional certification are very var-
ied, ranging from improving employability to improving professional self-esteem.
This motivation is a fundamental aspect that will be discussed in detail below. In
addition, in some professions, certification may be required in order to practise or
work in specific roles or jobs.

2.2. The origins, evolution and implementation of professional certification

Professional certification systems have evolved over time as a means of estab-
lishing levels of competence and standards of professionalism in various fields.
The origins of professional certification date back to medieval guilds, which were
established to regulate and control the practice of various trades and professions.
In the 16™ and 17" centuries, state-recognised professional associations appeared
in fields such as medicine and law, and in the 19* century the same was true for
more recent professions such as engineering. These associations established codes
of ethics and standards of practice for their members and, in some cases, began to
offer specific training schemes, and later certification programmes, to recognise
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individuals who had demonstrated a certain level of expertise and competence in
their field.

Today, professional certification systems have become more formal and stand-
ardised, combining educational requirements, demonstration of experience and
theoretical and practical tests designed to ensure that certified professionals per-
form adequately in their professional field. The number of professional associations
and independent organisations has multiplied, and there is strong competition in
terms of the certifications offered. (Guerrero-Chanduvi et al., 2010).

The professional activities in which the implementation of a professional cer-
tification system may make sense or be useful are those in which there is a need
to establish trust, guarantee competence and differentiate between professionals.
Professional certification systems have achieved the greatest growth and recogni-
tion in areas such as in healthcare, education, accounting and finance, real estate,
engineering, information technology and project management, which is the main
focus of this chapter.

However, there are professions in which developing a professional certification
system is more difficult. For example, in professions that are highly subjective and
difficult to measure, such as the creative arts, developing an assessment procedure
that accurately reflects a person’s talent, skill or experience is not easy. Similarly,
in professions that are highly specialised and with a small number of practitioners,
establishing a certification system that is widely recognised or accepted may be
difficult or impractical.

2.3. Benefits of professional certification.

Professional certification schemes offer a wide range of benefits for different
stakeholders, including individuals, companies and organisations and the profes-
sional community at large.

Some of the main advantages of the implementation and extension of profes-
sional certification systems are that they:

* Demonstrate experience, credibility and competence in a given field.

* Improve career opportunities and salary expectations.

* Promote good practice and improve the performance of an organisation.
* Facilitate the advancement, development and prestige of a profession.

* Improve public safety and security in critical professional activities.

It is of interest to rank the benefits of professional certification according to
the actors targeted, as shown in Table 1.
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Table 1Ranking of the advantages offered by professional certification

Stakeholders
who benefit

Types of benefits

For individual
professionals

e Differentiation: A professional certification (C.P) can help
differentiate a professional from other non-certified profession-
als and increase his or her visibility in selection processes.

* Professional development: A C.P. can provide a set of tools
and techniques that the professional can apply to their daily
work. It can also help professionals to keep up to date in their
field and improve their skills and knowledge.

* Recognition: A C.P. can provide recognition for the skills and
knowledge acquired by a professional. This recognition can be
national or international depending on the nature of the cer-
tifying organisation.

For companies and em-
ploying organisations

e Confidence: A C.P. can generate confidence (internally for the
organisation, and for customers) in the qualifications and com-
petence of an employee or candidate (Turner & Miiller, 2003).
® Quality improvement: By hiring certified professionals, com-
panies can standardise and improve the quality of their prod-
ucts and services.

e Compliance with standards: Companies can demonstrate
compliance with specific standards by hiring certified profes-
sionals.

For contracting compa-
nies and organisations
(customers) and for the
general public

* Confidence: Clients, and the public in general, can be more
confident that the services provided by certified professionals
are of adequate quality, and in accordance with best available
practices.

e Protection: A PC. system can help protect the public by en-
suring that professionals meet certain standards of competence.

These benefits have been found to require professional certification to ensure

that practitioners keep their knowledge up to date and apply existing best practices

in a profession. Therefore, a professional certification cannot be valid indefinitely
and mechanisms are required to ensure that certified professionals have not ceased
to practice a profession. This justifies the need for professionals to periodically

undergo recertification processes in which they provide evidence that they are still

active in the profession and are involved in professional activities in which they

update and develop their skills and knowledge.

2.4. Requirements for a professional certification system

For a professional certification system to be truly useful and add value to the
development of a profession, it must have the following characteristics:
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* Dossess clear, robust and well-defined standards that reflect the knowledge,
skills and competencies required for the successful practice of the profes-
sion.

* Be rigorous and demanding, so that candidates have to demonstrate a high
level of mastery and competence in their field.

* To be recognised by employers, clients and other stakeholders as an indica-
tor of reliability and professional standing.

* Be up-to-date with the latest trends, developments and best practices in the
industry.

* Promote continuous learning and development among certified profession-
als.

* Guarantee the rigour and impartiality of its procedures for assessing, grant-
ing, maintaining and withdrawing certification, which all contribute to
public confidence in the system.

Professional certification systems are often established and developed by
professional bodies and associations, but there is also the potential for them to
be created and managed by independent institutions. While professional associ-
ations can provide valuable certification systems for their members, independent
certification organisations can provide an alternative option for professionals who
may not be members of a particular association or who may be seeking additional
certifications beyond those provided by their professional association of reference.

2.5. Inconveniences or undesired effects of professional certification systems on a profession

While professional certification systems offer many advantages, there are also
some potential drawbacks or side damage that the extension of professional cer-
tification systems can cause to a profession. Some of the main criticisms of these
systems are:

* Creating barriers: Certification can be time-consuming and costly and can
create barriers for those with fewer resources, reducing diversity and in-
clusion in the profession and preventing appropriately skilled people from
entering the profession.

* Stifling innovation: Professional certification systems can be slow to adapt
to changes within a discipline, which can slow down innovation, and certi-
fied professionals are less likely to adopt new practices or techniques if they
are not recognised by the certification system.

* Overemphasis on credentials: Employers may overemphasise the importance
of certification over other factors such as experience, skills and talent.

e Lack of harmonisation: Certification systems may vary in their rigour,
requirements and level of recognition, which can lead to confusion among
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employers and other stakeholders (market, administration or general public)
about the meaning and value of different certifications.

2.6. Professional certification in the global framework of conformity assessment

The global conformity assessment framework refers to the set of international
standards and guidelines that govern the process by which products, services and
systems are verified as meeting certain requirements or standards. This framework fa-
cilitates trade and market access by building confidence between producers and con-
sumers (ISO/CASCO, n.d.), and it includes a number of key elements, including:

* International standards for conformity assessment (standards on manage-
ment systems, testing and calibration, product certification, etc.)

* Accreditation processes, through which an independent organisation (ac-
creditation body) assesses the competence and impartiality of organisations
carrying out conformity assessment activities.

* Certification processes, where an independent organisation (certification
body) assesses and verifies that a product, service or system meets certain
requirements or standards.

* Testing and inspection to verify that products, services and systems meet certain
requirements or standards through physical inspection and laboratory testing.

* Mutual recognition agreements established between countries or regions to
recognise the results of each other’s conformity assessment activities.

An example of the usefulness of conformity assessment could be when a customer
is considering the purchase of a product (or a service) and needs to know whether the
product offered by a given supplier will meet his or her expectations, characteristics
and requirements, and whether or not it complies with the specifications. advertised

For consumers, conformity assessment is a benefit that provides them with reliable
information when selecting the products or services they wish to purchase. For manu-
facturers and suppliers, it allows them to ensure that their products and services comply
with the requirements and specifications demanded by the market. Typically, where the
marketing of a product or service may present a risk to public health, the environment
or safety, legislation makes certain conformity assessment procedures mandatory.

Therefore, when analysing the characteristics and performance of a profession-
al certification system, it must be understood that these types of systems are not
a totally original and unique; the structure and organisation of each one must be
consistent with the global framework of conformity assessment.

ISO/IEC 17000:2020 states that conformity assessment includes testing,
inspection, validation, verification, certification and accreditation activities (ISO,
2020). It defines certification as a third-party statement related to products, pro-
cesses, systems or people, indicating compliance with specific requirements. It
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also specifies the principles and requirements for the competence, consistency and
impartiality of certification bodies and the certification process.

While certification is a commercial activity carried out by companies in mar-
kets where there is free competition, and it is aimed at all types of companies. Ac-
creditation is a general interest activity aimed exclusively at conformity assessment
bodies (Laboratories, Inspection Bodies, Certification Bodies and Verifiers), which
in the case of the European Union must be exercised by a single accreditation body
in each member state under the supervision of the public authorities (EC, 2008).

It should be noted that professional certification systems assess the perfor-
mance and competence of people, not products and services, and there are specific
standards for the assessment of the latter. ISO/IEC 17024 (ISO, 2012) governs the
certification of people, and sets out the general requirements for bodies certifying
persons in any field, including skills, knowledge and competence. The standard
focuses on impartiality, staff competence, confidentiality and transparency in the
certification process (Sebastidn-Jiménez & Gonzilez-Gaya, 2015). This standard
also establishes that it is mandatory for the system to have the corresponding
monitoring procedures in place for the maintenance, renewal (usually referred to
as recertification) and/or withdrawal of certification.

Therefore, if an institution wishes to establish a professional certification sys-
tem which guarantees quality, rigour, robustness and credibility, it should set up
a certification body capable of meeting the requirements of ISO/IEC 17024 and
pass an accreditation process for compliance with this standard.

3. PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION SYSTEMS IN PROJECT MANAGEMENT
3.1. Relevance of professional certification systems in the field of project management

The first Professional Certification Systems in Project Management appeared
in the 1980s, and since then they have developed extensively in terms of the
number of certifying bodies, types of certifications and certified people. Before
addressing the existing systems and their specific features, the reasons why profes-
sional certification systems have been particularly successful in the field of project
management should be analysed.

Firstly, it is important to note that it is a relatively young profession. Several
authors (Stretton, 1993; Kwak, 2005; Seymour & Hussein, 2014) date the birth
of project management as a new and distinct profession to the 1950s. This makes
it an immature profession that is constantly evolving, in which new techniques
and ways of doing things appear and even become new frames of reference, new
approaches (iterative versus sequential, adaptive versus procedural, etc.) in which
there is a clear need for the harmonisation of jargon structuring of methods and
techniques and the definition of generally accepted good practices. To use the
words of Abbasi & Jaafari (2018) “project management as a field of endeavor has
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experienced step changes rather than incremental development, and it is too early
to assume that it has entered its maturity phase”.

This development has taken place in parallel with the formalisation of project
management training programmes, which have evolved from short courses focused
on specific techniques and IT tools to postgraduate programmes that compete with
MBA programmes.

On the other hand, the market, looking for transdisciplinary professionals and
without a clear academic definition as in other professions (medicine, law, engi-
neering, architecture, etc.) resorted to certification as an alternative to the lack of
specific academic qualifications, which has been alleviated in recent years with the
proliferation of postgraduate degrees in project management, as mentioned above.

Finally, the fact that the discipline is so young has also led to project manage-
ment being isolated from the traditional professional frameworks (reservation of
activity domain, professional associations and councils, regulations requiring spe-
cific qualifications, etc.). there has been a lack of intervention by the administra-
tion in the regulation of the profession as a result of the processes of economic lib-
eralisation and the deregulation of professions linked to engineering and economics
(EU, 20006), and, in practice, this has led to companies being completely free to
hire professionals linked to project management. Therefore, companies frequently
resort to professional certification as a way of establishing prerequisites for certain
jobs, while also segmenting or creating a hierarchy of the levels of responsibility
of the professionals they hire. These processes are carried out using independent
bodies specialised in the field that are often internationally recognized.

3.2. Origin of professional certification systems in project management

As previously mentioned, we can place the origin of the modern discipline of
project management to around 1950. In the in the 1960s and 1970s techniques
oriented to scope completeness, cost and quality control appear which led to the
development of diagrammatic techniques based on activity networks and their
application to the optimisation of project cost and schedule (Kwak, 2005),

In parallel to the development of these incipient techniques, the feeling of
belonging to a profession increased and during the 1970s and 1980s the number of
professional associations grew (Seymour & Hussein, 2014), as did their member-
ship. In the 1980’s, s these associations became consolidated they began to produce
guides and training manuals, and as early as in the 1990s associations developed
more conceptual approaches which were usually known as “bodies of knowledge”
(Crawford, 2004; Morris et al..., 2006) or “standards” (Crawford, 2013; Grau,
2013), as can be seen in Table 2.

Among the characteristics necessary to establish a general professional certifica-
tion system, it has been indicated that a basic requirement is the existence of robust
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and well-defined standards that reflect the knowledge, skills and competencies
required for the successful practice of the profession. These standards are the basic
elements for building an assessment system, and their evolution should allow for
the incorporation of the best practices available and promote professional updating.

It is therefore logical to assume that the main professional certification sys-
tems in project management are those developed by the professional associations
presented in Table 2.

Table 2: Creation of Professional Associations and Development of Guidelines and Standards.
Sources: APM (2019); Axelos (2017); CoEPM? (2018); IPMA (2015); Motzel ¢ Pannenbiicker,
0. (1998); OGC (2009); PMI (2017, 2021); Capuz-Rizo & Ordieres-Meré (2022)

Establishment of Professional Associations | Development of Guidelines and Standards

and initiation of certification programmes (Project Management)

® 1960... Recognition of Project Manage- | ® 1987 Project Management Body of Knowl-
ment as a professional activity edge (PM-BoK) First Ed. PMI

* 1965 IPMA Constitutive Meeting in * 1989 Prompt II K PRINCE (Projects in
Vienna (5 countries) controlled environments) (OGC, UK)

* 1967 IPMA Legal Registry (Zurich) * 1992 APM Body of Knowledge

* 1969 PMI founded in Pennsylvania by 5 | ® 1996 Project Management Body of Knowl-
people. First seminar in Atlanta edge (PM-BoK) Second Ed. PMI

* 1972 APM UK * 1996 Assessment Structure VZPM X PM
* 1976 The Project Managers' Forum certification in Switzerland

(Australia) M 1989 The Australian Institute | ® 1996 PRINCE2 (OGC, UK)

of Project Management (AIPM) * 1998 PM-KANON GPM/PM-ZERT K

* 1984 PMI launches PMP certification PM certification in Germany
* 1992 AEIPRO (Spanish Association of | ® 1999 IPMA Competence Baseline v.1

Project Engineering) * 2001 IPMA Competence Baseline v.2
® 1995/96 APM (UK) and other IPMA * 2004 PM-BoK 3rd Ed. PMI,
member MAs launch certification pro- * 2006 IPMA Competence Baseline v.3
grammes * 2008 PM-BoK 4th Ed. PMI

* 1998 Japan Project Management Forum | ¢ 2009 PRINCE2: Refresh
X 2005 Project Management Association © 2012 ISO 21.500

of Japan * 2013 PM-BoK 5th Ed. PMI

* 1999 EXIN initiates PRINCE2 Certifi- | o« 2015 [PMA Competence Baseline v.4
cation . * 2017 PM-BoK 6th Ed. PMI

" 2090 OC.:DP/ AEIPRO B PM Certifica- | o 2018 PM2 Open Project Management
tion in Spain Methodology (0PM2, EU)

* 2007 ISO creates Programme Commit- | 4 2020 ISO 21.502

tee PC/236 ¢ 2021 PM-BoK 7th PMI Ed.

¢ 2011 ISO establishes Technical Commit-

tee TC/258.

® 2019 The PM2 Alliance is created to
promote the use of PM2.
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3.3. Main profem'omzl certz'ﬁmtz’on systems in project management

It is impossible to compile and list all the professional certifications related
to project management that are offered by different institutions and companies in
different countries, and if such a compilation were attempted, it would quickly
become outdated.

However, it is feasible to identify professional certifications that are based on
mature standards and that have undergone evolution and updates over the last
three decades, managed by stable and robust institutions, which have certified
hundreds of thousands of professionals and are recognized and used recognition
in most developed countries . The most well-known certifications that comply
with these requirements are AXELOS, PMI and IPMA. The following table shows
the main certifications offered by these three project management organisations.

Some readers may think that some types of certifications have been left off the list,
but the table does not include certifications for profiles other than project management,
so there are no certifications in the areas of information technology management or
business management offered by both Axelos and PMI, or those offered by IPMA for
consultants and trainers (IPMA, 2018a); not to mention the types, levels and variants
of certifications related to agile methods that growing exponentially.

1able 3: Main professional certifications in project management offered by AXELOS, Project
Management Institute (PMI) and International Project Management Association (IPMA)

Organisation Type of Certification in DP (Reference to the applied standard)

AXELOS (UK) | * PRINCE2® Project Management Certifications (Axelos, 2017)

* PRINCE2 Agile® Certifications (Axelos, 2015)

* MSP°: Managing Successful Programmes (Axelos, 2020)

* M_o_R®: The Management of Risk (OGC, 2010)

* MoP*: principles, practices, and procedures for successful portfolio
management (OGC, 2011).

* Portfolio, Programme and Project Offices (P30°) (Axelos, 2013)
Every type of certification includesan introductory level (Foun-
dation) and an advanced level (Practitioner).

Project Manage- | ® Scheduling Professional (PMI-SP)® (PMI, 2019a)

ment Institute * Risk Management Professional (PMI-RMP)® (PMI, 2019b)

(PMI, USA) * Agile Certified Practitioner (PMI-ACP)® (PMI, 2018a)

e Certified Associate in Project Management (CAPM)® (PMI,
2017a and 2021)
* Project Management Professional (PMP)* (PMI, 2017a and 2021)
* Program Management Professional (PgMP)* (PMI, 2017b)
* Portfolio Management Professional (PfMP)® (PMI, 2017c¢)
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Organisation Type of Certification in DP (Reference to the applied standard)

International Pro- | ® Project Domain. Level A: Certified Project Director, Level B:

ject Management | Certified Senior Project Manager, Level C: Certified Project Man-
Association ager, and Level D: Certified Project Management Associate (IPMA,

2015a).

* Programme Domain. Level A: Certified Programme Director and

Level B: Certified Senior Programme Manager (IPMA, 2015b).

e Portfolio Domain. Level A: Certified Portfolio Director and Level

B: Certified Senior Portfolio Manager (IPMA, 2015¢).

* Certified in Agile Leadership (IPMA, 2018b)

For readers interested in a very brief overview of the standards on which most
of the above certifications are based, Van Haren periodically publishes the book
“Global standards and Publications”. It synthetically presents the frameworks and
standards that serve as a basis for certification procedures. The 2020 edition of
this guide (Agutter et al., 2020) presents 4 types of standards: I'T Management,
Enterprise Architecture, Business Management and Project Management; and the
final category includes Agile (generic), ICB 4 from IPMA, ISO 21500:2012 and
ISO 31000:2018 for risk management, MoP™, MoR®, MoV, MSP®, PRINCE2°
and P3M3° and P30° from Axelos, and PMBOK® Guide (PMI).

It is not the purpose of this chapter to make a more exhaustive analysis of
other existing systems. However, it should be mentioned that in addition to these
three major organisations, there are national project management associations
with consolidated project management certification systems based on their own
standards, such as the APM (Association for Project Management) in the United
Kingdom (APM, 2019), the AIPM (Australian Institute of Project Management)
in Australia and the PMAJ (Project Management Association of Japan) in Japan,
and even the oPM2 created by DIGIT from the European Commission (2018).
These systems should not be confused with other certifications created by local
associations, training companies, small groups of professionals in a very specific
sector, and even unethical individuals who create websites offering certifications
with names that are suspiciously similar to those of the most prestigious systems.
These websites often offer certifications that do not expire, they do not meet the
certification requirements set out in ISO 17.024 and they could never pass an
accreditation process. They simply create confusion in the market and slow down
the development of truly valuable professional certification systems.

In the bibliography, there are articles that have been published in scientific
journals and congresses that analyse the existing professional certifications in pro-
ject management, comparing the access requirements and the demands or levels of
effort needed to achieve them. Remer (Remer et al., 2007) provides information
on the organisation offering each credential, eligibility criteria and certification
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requirements, as well as the type of exam, and the cost, for PMI’s PMP and
CAPM, PMI Certified OPM3 Assessor and Consultant, Certified Construction
Manager (CCM), Engineering Management Certification Fundamentals (EMCF)
and Professional (EMCP) certifications. In Remer & Ross (2014), the rest of the
PMI partial certifications (Programme, Portfolio, Agile, Risk, Sequencing), to
the 4 IPMA levels and two certifications of the American Society for Engineering
Management (ASEM) are added to the information found in the previous study.

Cardoza (2011) compares four professional project management certification
systems (PMI, IPMA, PRINCE2 and P2M of the Project Management Association
of Japan), analysing the levels of certification, the standards and methodological
guides on which they are based, the approach to processes, components, areas and
competencies they define and the procedures necessary to achieve the different
levels of certification offered. Since 2010, Giammalvo (2023) has periodically
updated a report comparing more than 30 credentials that are, to a greater or
lesser extent, related to project management with exhaustive, and in some cases
highly critical, opinions. He/she states that the promises advertised by some of
the certification bodies often exceed the knowledge and experience required in the
evaluation process passed by the candidates.

Finally, since the constitution by ISO of the Programme Committee PC 236
and the subsequent creation in 2011 of the Technical Committee TC 258, ISO has
launched and revised numerous standards related to the management of projects,
programmes and portfolios, but to date none of the standards has been devel-
oped with the structure and definition of requirements of a certifiable standard
(Capuz-Rizo & Ordieres-Meré, 2022).

3.4. Specific benefits of project management certification

Here are some of the specific benefits of professional certification in project
management:

* Improving skills and knowledge: Professional project management certi-
fication programmes provide a structured and comprehensive approach
to developing skills and knowledge in project management. This can help
individuals keep up to date with the latest, proven frameworks, methodol-
ogies and best practices.

* Demonstrate competence and credibility. Professional certification in
project management should demonstrate an individual’s knowledge, skills
and experience in project management in order to build credibility with
employers, clients and colleagues.

* Enhance career opportunities. Project management is a fast-growing field
and obtaining a professional certification can demonstrate your commit-
ment to continuous learning and professional development, which is valued
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by many employers who may require it for certain roles or promotions, be-
coming a competitive advantage in job applications and salary negotiations.

* Improve project success and reduce risk by encouraging project managers
to gain the knowledge and skills to plan, execute and close projects effec-
tively, as well as being able to identify and mitigate risks, which can to more
successful outcomes.

e Improve organisational performance: companies can benefit from profes-
sional certification in project management by ensuring that their project
managers are effective and eficient professionals, as well as helping to stan-
dardise project management practices and processes across an organisation.

* Promote the advancement of the profession: professional certification in
project management contributes to this objective by establishing well-de-
fined and structured standards that promote the acquisition of knowledge,
and the development of skills and experience, in a way that evolves and re-
fines the practice of the discipline and enhances the reputation and prestige
of the profession.

* Encourage networking and community building: Associations and institu-
tions that support or promote professional certification programmes often
facilitate access to networking opportunities and a community of peers who
share similar interests and goals. This can provide valuable support, advice
and mentoring for individuals seeking to advance their careers in project
management.

3.5. Opportunities for improving professional certification systems in project management

While professional certification systems in project management have many
benefits, there are, of course, also some weaknesses and areas for improvement. The
following are some potential areas that could be addressed to improve these systems:

* Greater focus on practical application: Many project management pro-
fessional certification programmes place a strong emphasis on theoretical
knowledge, but may not assess practical application rigorously enough. Peo-
ple with no real-world experience may pass an exam more easily than people
who come from work experience, while not being required to demonstrate
that what they have learned has been applied to real-world situations. In-
corporating more hands-on learning opportunities, such as case studies and
simulations, could help individuals better understand how to apply project
management concepts and techniques in practice.

* Flexibility and customisation: Professional certification programmes in
project management often have rigid requirements and may not allow for
customisation to an individual’s specific needs or experience.



234 SALVADOR F. CAPUZ-RIZO

* Updating content and keeping pace with industry changes: The field of
project management is constantly evolving, and professional certification
programmes must keep pace with these changes to remain relevant and
effective. Regular updates to certification content, as well as continuing
professional development opportunities, could help ensure that individuals
keep up with the latest industry trends and best practices.

4. CONTRIBUTION OF PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION TO SUCCESS IN PROJECT MA-
NAGEMENT

4.1. Measuring the impact of professional certification schemes.

One of the main issues regarding professional certification in general, and
specifically in the field of project management, is whether it really provides value,
and , to what extent the time and money spent by individuals or by the companies
that hire and support them to achieve a professional certification is worthwhile.

Demonstrating the impact of professional certification on individual and or-
ganisational maturity can be challenging as it involves measuring intangible factors
such as knowledge, skills and competencies. However, there are several ways to
assess the impact of professional certification:

* Performance evaluations: Organisations can evaluate the performance of
project managers who have obtained professional certification and compare
this with those who have not. This can help identify differences in project
success rates, stakeholder satisfaction and overall performance.

* Surveys and feedback: Surveys can be conducted to gather feedback from
project managers, team members and other stakeholders on the impact of
professional certification on project management maturity. This can provide
valuable information on the perceived value of certification.

* Case studies and best practices: organisations can document and share case
studies on and the best practices of project managers who have obtained a
professional certification.

* Research and benchmarking: Industry research and benchmarking studies
can be conducted to compare the performance of organisations that invest
in professional certification with those that do not.

4.2. Review of scientific literature

A literature review of research papers published over the last twenty years in
scientific journals analysing the relationship between project management success
and professional certification has been carried out in an attempt to estimate the value
generated by certification and to answer the question: to what extent can project
management by professionally certified project managers improve project success?
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Most of these papers conclude that it is not possible to demonstrate a direct
correlation between the level or percentage of success in managed projects and
the possession of a project manager certificate. At first, this result seems paradox-
ical and contrary to common sense, as the training and effort required to obtain
professional certification should provide positive results, but the issue requires
further analysis.

The first question that arises, widely in scientific literature, is how to assess
success in project management, how to measure it, who can judge it, and whether
assessment should only be quantitative, or also qualitative (Ika & Pinto, 2022). In
addition, it is possible to attempt to quantify the value offered by the application
of the methodologies and techniques of the project management discipline. Some
studies have identified numerous difficulties in doing so. (Thomas & Mullaly,
2007).

Mahaney & Greer (2004) studied the benefits of Project Management Pro-
fessional (PMP®) certification for companies undertaking information system
projects, concluding that while improvements could be found in customer satis-
faction, communication and collaboration, and even greater job satisfaction and
motivation among certified project managers, the benefits of PMP certification for
organisations are not easily quantifiable.

Miiller and Turner (2007) analysed the influence of project managers on pro-
ject success criteria and project success by project type by surveying 959 project
managers. They found that the importance attached to project success criteria and
project success rates differed according to industry, project complexity and the
age and nationality of the project manager. They could not show that there was a
substantial difference between the results achieved by certified and non-certified
project managers. However, in high-demand projects, certified project managers
scored significantly higher in terms of project success than non-certified project
managers, leading them to conclude that professional certification in project man-
agement is more useful for improving the performance of high performers, but not
necessarily for that of lowperformers.

Starkweather & Stevenson, (2011) studied the PMP® and its valuation by infor-
mation technology (IT) executives as a basic requirement for project management
and as a factor related to project success. The analysis found no statistically significant
difference in project success rates between PMP-certified and non-certified project
managers, suggesting that this certification does not impact or guarantee soft skills
such as communication and leadership, which are critical to project success.

Catanio et al. (2013), also with a study in the IT industry, collected data from
practising project managers, with and without certification, and with differing
years of experience, and found that there was no statistically significant difference
in project cost and schedule management between certified and non-certified
project managers with the same level of experience.
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Similar to the previous two examples, another study (Joseph & Marnewick,
2018) on the impact of project management certification on IT project success did
not find that certification has a significant impact on project performance, and it
suggests that certifications should adopt new approaches to ensure a balance between
the hard and soft skills needed for effective I'T project management. It also ques-
tioned whether the generalist project management approach for any project type is
applicable to I'T projects, calling for specialisation tailored to the I'T industry.

In more recent work, Aslam & Bilal (2021) have not yet been able to give a
categorical answer. In their research, based on the theory of critical success factors,
they examined the impact of project management certification on project perfor-
mance, including professionalism and psychological capital as intervening varia-
bles, concluding that project management certification can have a positive impact
on project performance, but it is very difficult to separate the benefits obtained
from other correlated factors, such as the level of professionalism.

In short, most of the papers justify the above-mentioned paradox with funda-
mental criticisms of professional certification in project management concerning
the general applicability of certifications that are valid for any type of project (“one
size fits all” or that a professional who is suitable in one context can be said to
maintain his or her level of performance when changing his or her field of activity,
organisation or even geography and/or culture. The suitability of certifications
based on procedures that are difficult to fit into some sectors, such as procedural
models in the field of IT, is also discussed, as evidenced by the increasing popu-
larity of agile project management methodologies, and the emergence of hybrid
methodological approaches that are more flexible than traditional models.

Another important aspect to consider is how the motivation for gaining pro-
fessional certification in project management has evolved over time. According to
a study comparing motivation to become certified and the perceived benefits after
certification, using data from 2004 and 2014 (Blomquist et al., 2018), candidates
seeking project management certification in 2004 demonstrated higher levels of
motivation than candidates in 2014, but they received fewer benefits than those
who became certified in 2014.

In 2004, practitioners seeking certification were mainly motivated by in-
ternal factors, associated with increased knowledge and improved professional
performance, and after the certification process, they noted that the main rewards
obtained were intrinsic, such as increased personal satisfaction or self-fulfillment,
but they felt that they had not received the recognition they deserved from their
peers or their clients. However, in 2014, self-fulfillment and desire for professional
growth was still the main motivation for certification, but project managers per-
ceived that greater external appreciation of certification existed.

In the literature review it is also possible to find other types of results linked
to the effect of certification on the development of the profession. Vlahov et al.
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(2016) studies the professionals certified in project management in accordance
with the IPMA model (ICB 3.0) in four countries in the cultural and geographical
area of the Mediterranean (Italy, Spain, Portugal and Croatia) during the period
2007-2014, correlating different variables such as levels of certifications obtained,
sectors of activity of certified managers, rate of certified project managers per cap-
ita and the level of gross domestic product per capita, etc. Paneque et al. (2021)
studies the assessments carried out with the IPMA model (ICB 3.0) in Spain
during the period 2014 to 2019, for levels C, B and A, in which the submission
of a STAR (Situation-Task-Activity-Result) report and an interview with two as-
sessors is required. This determines to what extent the principle of sustainability is
present in the projects submitted for assessment in the STAR reports, and to what
extent the IPMA assessment procedure allows the relationship between elements
of competence and sustainability to be captured and made explicit.

4.3. Analysis of the literature review and personal interpretation

The previous section does not provide a satisfactory answer to the question
posed, and, in fact, it seems to generates more questions than answers. In an at-
tempt to reduce uncertainty, I can only offer a personal and therefore subjective
view. As the comparison between the value, demands, rigour and usefulness of
the different certifications existing on the market is a subject that is constantly
being discussed, in which everyone has their own vision, opinion and preferences,
I consider it appropriate to explain my background. My perspective is the result
of my experience as a project manager in logistics consultancy and competitive
research, as a certified project manager (IPMA Level B), as an assessor of candidates
for certification (IPMA levels B, C and D), as a professor of project management
and as a student of the different frameworks, methodologies, models and standards
in project management.

From my point of view, all project management professional certification sys-
tems can function as small stepping stones or as magnificent ladders leading to the
improvement of professional performance, depending on who approaches them.

If a system is approached by someone who holds any of the following opin-
ions: certification is the end of the road; once certification is achieved a “catch-all”
licence that is valid for any project will have been acquired; they already have as
much professional competence as any other certified manager, and certainly more
than any other non-certified project manager; professional update is as unnec-
essary as certification renewal or certification is the goal and once achieved the
ceiling has been reached, then it is unlikely that this individual will become an
excellent project manager.

If, on the other hand, we find a professional with the following favorable
qualities: basic experience; a growing skill set, good evaluation of tasks performed;
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free from demands from his or her company or clients; motivated by professional
growth; responsible for o becoming more efficient and offering better results to his
or her colleagues, clients, company and society in general; acting in a responsible
and honest way; and dedicating part of his or her free time to studying, preparing
tests and exams; prepared to cover the costs of training and prepared to take the
risk of not passing the certification process despite the time and money invested,
we can probably assume that this individual would benefit from a professional
certification system that could be the most important tool for the development
of a successful professional career in project management.

Logically, this personal point of view means that certain characteristics of
project management certification systems seem more useful to me than others.
For example, I think that a certification aimed at people with basic experience is
more useful than certifications that do not require this. I believe that a system in
which a third party assesses professional experience is better than one that relies
on self-assessment. I believe that behavioural and adaptive skills and competencies
are as important as having knowledge of technical skills and of the use of methods
and tools. I think that a multi-level certification system, which evolves in size and
complexity in parallel with the projects managed, is better than a single-entry sys-
tem (“pass or fail”), which does not rank certified project managers and does not
encourage further career progression.

And I consider that receiving a personalised report from the assessors at the
end of the certification process, usually called a gap plan is just as important for
everyone as the professional certificate that the obtain. This feedback should show
each candidate both the strengths and weaknesses identified, highlighting areas
of improvement that other people will find difficult to detect and, if they do, will
avoid commenting on. The gap plan should serve as a guide to help each newly
certified professional start working on his/her next career step and even his/her
next level of certification.

5. CONTRIBUTION OF PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION IN PROJECT MANAGEMENT TO
THE PROJECTIFICATION OF SOCIETY

5.1. Project management and the projectification of society

If we understand the term “the projectification of society” to mean the in-
creasing tendency to organise and manage social, economic and political activities
as projects, i.e., the fact that more and more activities are planned, executed and
monitored in a structured and systematic way using project management tech-
niques and tools.

As mentioned in section 3.2, it was in the mid-20th century that project man-
agement began to emerge as a distinct discipline in the context of engineering and
construction projects for large infrastructure and equipment. As these projects be-
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came more complex and required the coordination of multiple stakeholders, more
advanced project management techniques were developed to ensure that they were
completed on time, within budget and within the contracted scope and quality
requirements. Over time, the application of project management techniques has
expanded beyond engineering and construction projects to include other types of
projects, such as software development, marketing campaigns and organisational
change initiatives. In recent years, the importance of projects in society has be-
come more pervasive, and many aspects of social, economic and political life are
organised and managed as projects (Schoper et al., 2018).

Several factors have contributed to the projectification of society, including
globalisation, technological advances and the increasing complexity of social,
economic and political systems. In response to these factors, project management
has evolved and diversified, with the development of new methodologies and ap-
proaches to address the unique challenges of different types of projects.

5.2. Professional certification in project management and the growth of project man-
agement maturity

The profession and the discipline are now forty years old. Numerous standards,
methodologies and IT tools have been developed, but success rates in project de-
livery are unsatisfactory (as surveys and studies show year after year) (PWC, 2012;
PMI, 2018b; Wellingtone, 2021).

Why, when we know what activities, processes and techniques must be car-
ried out to manage a project, are the success rates still low? Why do some project
teams repeatedly suffer deviations in time and cost, or are unable to implement the
project products (deliverables) while also meeting all the contracted requirements,
while other teams systematically obtain better results? Is it possible to measure the
efficiency with which organisations develop project management and governance?

In response to these questions, the concept of organisational maturity in
project management arises as a variable that assesses the probability that a given
organisation will successfully manage the execution of a project.

By undergoing certification, project managers must demonstrate a certain level
of knowledge, skills and experience in project management. This can help project
managers develop a deeper understanding of the discipline and improve their
ability to manage projects effectively. In addition, a professional certification sys-
tem can also contribute to the maturity of an organisation by helping to establish
standardised project management practices and processes. Certification can help
ensure that project managers follow best practices and adhere to industry standards,
which can lead to better project outcomes and overall organisational performance.
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5.3. Professional certification in project management and the projectification of society

It is possible to posit the existence of a correlation between professional cer-
tification systems and the projectification of society considering that both phe-
nomena are driven by a growing recognition of the importance of effective project
management.

Certification schemes provide a way to demonstrate and validate an individu-
al’s competence in project management, which becomes increasingly important as
projects become more complex and require higher levels of expertise. By obtaining
professional certification, individuals can showcase their knowledge and skills to
potential employers and clients and differentiate themselves from others who may
not have the same level of qualifications.

At the same time, the projectification of society is creating an increased de-
mand for people with project management expertise, as more and more activities
are organised and managed as projects. This demand is driving the development
of certification programmes to ensure that there is an adequate supply of qualified
professionals who can meet the needs of the growing project management industry
(Wagner et al., 2021).

In this way, certification systems and the projectification of society are in-
terconnected, with the former supporting the latter, and the latter providing as
a stimulus to the former. In essence, the projectification of society provides a
growing recognition of the importance of structured and systematic approaches
to managing complex activities, which are often organised as projects, addressing
the limitations of traditional approaches to activity management, which may be
less effective in dealing with the complexity and uncertainty inherent in many
modern projects.

Professional certification systems, in turn, reflect a similar recognition of the
importance of structured and systematic approaches to developing and validating
project management expertise, providing a standardised framework for assessing
and certifying the skills and knowledge of project management professionals, and
thereby helping to ensure that there is a growing level of competence in different
contexts, which in turn supports the wider trend towards projectification in society.

From this perspective, professional certification systems and the projectifica-
tion of society can be seen as two interconnected phenomena, linked by changes
in the way we organise and manage social, economic and political activities.

5.4. Future perspectives for professional certification in project management and the
projectification of society

One possible trend is that the projectification of society will continue to accel-
erate in the coming years, as businesses and organisations increasingly recognise the
benefits of structured and systematic approaches to managing complex activities.
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This trend may be further fuelled by technological advances, which are enabling
new types of projects to be undertaken that were not previously possible.

As the projectification of society continues to evolve, it is likely that existing
professional certification systems in project management will also need to adapt
and evolve to keep up with changing demands and expectations. This may involve
the development of new certification programmes that are tailored to specific
industries or project types, as well as the integration of new technologies and
methodologies into existing certification programmes.

Another potential trend is that the role of project managers may change in
response to changing demands and technological developments. For example, the
increasing use of artificial intelligence and machine learning may lead to a greater
emphasis on data analytics and predictive modelling, requiring project managers
to develop new skills and competencies in these areas. Similarly, the growing im-
portance of sustainability and social responsibility may require project managers to
incorporate new ethical frameworks and decision-making models into their work.

In response to these changes, professional certification systems may need to
evolve to include new skills and knowledge areas, as well as new assessment meth-
odologies that can accurately measure these skills and competencies. This may
involve the use of new technologies, such as virtual reality simulations or other
advanced assessment methods.

In summary, the future evolution of professional certification systems in pro-
ject management is likely to be determined by a complex interplay of technological
developments, social and cultural trends and changing demands and expectations
of companies and organisations. While it is impossible to predict the future, it
seems clear that the projectification of society will be a key driver of change in
the field of project management, and that professional certification systems will
need to adapt and evolve to maintain their usefulness and relevance in the future.
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La Ciétedra Jean Monnet “PM? by European Commission. Open, free and common
project management framework for all European institutions, companies and citizens. —
PMPEU+” ha estado trabajando en los tltimos tres anos, tratando de dar visibilidad
a la metodologia PM? de la Comisién Europea y haciéndola llegar al mayor nimero
posible de usuarios potenciales (estudiantes, jévenes investigadores, funcionarios y pro-
fesionales). La Cdtedra ha ejercido durante este tiempo como catalizador y punto de
intercambio de conocimientos y experiencias relacionadas con la gestién de proyectos.

A partir de todas estas experiencias, sin lugar a duda enriquecedoras, se ha sido
consciente de la creciente importancia y protagonismo que la gestién de proyectos
tiene en la sociedad. Efectivamente, el fenémeno conocido como “proyectificacién”
se ha expandido en los dltimos afos, afectando a distintos niveles y con diferentes
consecuencias. De hecho, existen evidencias que vinculan el grado de proyectifica-
cién de los distintos sectores productivos con el crecimiento econémico.

La proyectificacién supone un mayor nimero de actividades gestionadas como
proyectos, pero también implica transformaciones organizativas desde una visién
funcional a una visién proyectual. Igualmente implica transformacién en los mode-
los de comportamiento de los trabajadores e incluso determina como las adminis-
traciones publicas e instituciones dan forma a sus politicas a corto y medio plazo.

La comunidad internacional ha asumido el fenémeno de proyectificacién ana-
lizando en los dltimos afios las ventajas e inconvenientes de un modelo de gestién
que aporta grandes beneficios a la sociedad en general, pues busca la optimizacién
de los recursos econémicos y de las acciones derivadas de la toma de decisiones
mediante un control continuo, con el establecimiento de plazos, hitos y criterios de
medicién de éxito o de fracaso de estas decisiones. Por otro lado, la proyectificacion
trae consigo efectos no deseados, lo que algunos autores han acordado en llamar
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el lado oscuro de la proyectificacion, que merecen ser estudiados y conocidos con
objeto de poder atencién para reducirlos y evitarlos en la medida de lo posible.

La Cidtedra Jean Monnet PM?EU+ es consciente del interés que el fenéme-
no de la proyectificacién estd despertando, en la comunidad académica, en los
profesionales, en las administraciones y en el publico en general; es una forma
de organizacién que se estd extendiendo a todos los niveles posibles: micro (in-
dividual), meso (organizaciones), macro (sectores) mega (paises y organizaciones
supranacionales) y finalmente meta (nivel global).

Por este motivo, se ha disefiado la presente publicacién de titulo Proyectifica-
cion de la sociedad: un debate necesario, entendiendo que estd totalmente alineada
con el sentido de las acciones Jean Monnet de la Comisién Europea, que no es otro
que el abordar con rigor aquellos aspectos que afectan, condicionan y configuran
las relaciones de los europeos entre ellos y con terceros.

La decisién de promover una publicacién de estas caracteristicas suponia un
ejercicio de responsabilidad dado el impacto de la Cdtedra Jean Monnet que se
ha podido comprobar y sentir a lo largo de la vigencia del proyecto. No obstante,
precisamente por el impacto y el prestigio que otorga la Cdtedra Jean Monnet ha
sido posible contar con un elenco de colaboradores de reconocido prestigio a nivel
internacional en diversos aspectos relacionados con la gestién de proyectos. En este
sentido, y siendo conscientes que la gestién de proyectos exige una aproximacién
diversa que permita abordar todos los aspectos que implica, se ha cuidado el trabajar
con colaboradores profesionales de la gestién de proyectos procedentes tanto del
mundo académico, como del mundo empresarial e incluso de instituciones y orga-
nizaciones profesionales. Dentro de alguno de estos sectores se han recogido distintas
sensibilidades que han permitido conocer las verdaderas dimensiones y consecuencias
de la proyectificacién de la sociedad como un hecho contrastado a fecha de hoy.

Esto ha dado lugar a esta publicacién que incluye un total de once capitulos que
abordan el fenémeno de la proyectificacién desde muy diversas épticas y aportando
visiones personales que ayudan a construir las bases de un debate necesario que ayude
a mejorar las consecuencias de este fenémeno que, sin lugar a duda, presenta claroscu-
ros que no pueden ser obviados si se quiere seguir mejorando los modelos de gestion.

El orden en que se presentan los capitulos no responde en absoluto a una
jerarquia o supuesta importancia relativa. Uno de los aprendizajes a lo largo del
proceso desarrollado para poder presentar esta publicacién es que la gestién de
proyectos y su consecuencia en forma de proyectificacién de la sociedad exige
una aproximacién multidisciplinar. Es evidente la confluencia de componentes
econdmicos, empresariales, politicos, sociales y, por supuesto, individuales. Esto
hace que estemos ante una cuestién realmente compleja, pero a la vez apasionante,
y asi hemos entendido esta publicacién.

Sobre el contenido especifico de la publicacién, el libro comienza con el
capitulo 1, Proyectificacién y Economia (Yvonne Schoper f-University of Ber-
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lin)'. La autora aborda la relacién directa del fenémeno de la proyectificacién
y el desarrollo econémico, siendo esencial ahondar en el conocimiento de estas
relaciones para poder presentar posibles mejoras a todos los niveles, pues los
proyectos son una fuerza motriz para el desarrollo empresarial y econémico.

El capitulo 2, Proyectificacién y PYME (Juan Manuel Domingue-APGP)
analiza las consecuencias y caracteristicas singulares que presenta el fenémeno de
la proyectificacién en las Pequenas y Medianas Empresas. Su importancia radica ya
no solo en las situaciones que se describen sino en el peso especifico que tienen este
tipo de empresa en la mayoria de las economias mundiales, por ello es fundamen-
tal que aprovechen los proyectos como herramienta para competir en el contexto
actual y aprendan a ejecutarlos con éxito.

El capitulo 3, Proyectificacién y desarrollo (Agustin Moya & José Luis Yague -
Universidad Politécnica de Madrid) aborda el fenémeno en relacién con los proyectos
de cooperacién al desarrollo. Estos presentan como principal singularidad la vocacién
de utilidad durante todo su ciclo de vida, en donde el camino recorrido es tan impor-
tante o mds como los entregables en si. Al ser proyectos orientados a la capacitacién
de comunidades y con una gestion particular, el fenémeno de la proyectificacion les
afecta definitivamente y se han de cuidar que las propuestas de gestién no condicio-
nen los resultados esperados. Para ello es imprescindible fortalecer las capacidades y
profesionalizar el papel del director de proyectos de cooperacién para el desarrollo.

En el capitulo 4, Proyectificacién y academia (Javier Pajares - Universidad de
Valladolid) se concluye que la proyectificacién de la academia permite mejorar la
competitividad de las universidades, para responder mejor a las demandas cada vez
mds exigentes de la sociedad. Igualmente, permite que los académicos puedan orga-
nizar mejor el conjunto heterogéneo de actividades que integran la labor docente, asi
como ayudar a elaborar mejores propuestas en las convocatorias publicas y gestionar
mejor los proyectos de investigacién. Ya en el dmbito de la gestién universitaria la
implantacién de estructuras organizativas como la Oficina de Direccién Proyectos
(PMO, Project Management Office) permite desarrollar la estrategia universitaria,
fijando prioridades y optimizando su gestién al compartir recursos. Es necesario pro-
mover de manera generalizada acciones de concienciacién y formacién para mejorar
las competencias en direccién de proyectos tanto de académicos como de gestores.

El capitulo 5, Proyectificacién y Unién Europea (Mats Fred —Universidad de
Lund; Beata Jatocha-Universidad Jagiellonian; Dalia Mukhtar-Landgren-Universi-
dad de Lund) analiza el fenémeno de la proyectificacién en el dmbito de la Unién
Europea y las singularidades y caracteristicas que lo denominan “proyecto-UE”.
Para ello hacen una aproximacién analitica a tres niveles: micro, meso y macro,

1. Desgraciadamente, la profesora Yvonne Schoper fallecié a finales del pasado mes de Abril,
durante la conferencia de investigacién de IPMA, en China. Sirva esta publicacién como homenaje
péstumo y reconocimiento a su trabajo e investigacién sobre la gestién de proyectos.
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llegando a conclusiones realmente interesantes sobre la transformacién de la UE a
partir de la gestién basada en proyectos.

En el capitulo 6, Determinantes de los aspectos negativos de la proyectificacién
(Claudette El Hajj-NTU Lebanon; Dima Jawad-Ontario Tech University) se hace
un esfuerzo importante para identificar los factores determinantes de las conse-
cuencias o efectos no deseados del fenémeno de la proyectificacién en tres niveles
(micro, meso y macro). Requiere especial atencién el impacto sobre los individuos
tanto a nivel laboral como a nivel personal, concluyéndose en la necesidad inelu-
dible de tener presente estos efectos a la hora de disefiar modelos de gestién que
se estdn generalizando en los dltimos anos.

A lo largo del capitulo 7, Proyectificacién de la sociedad —una perspectiva so-
ciolégica (Reinhard Wagner-Alma Mater Europaca ECM, Maribor, Eslovenia) se
ilustra como los proyectos ofrecen una oportunidad ideal para la autorrealizaciéon
a través de una intensa colaboracién con otras personas. Esto es mds probable que
ocurra sobre una base cultural-cognitiva apropiada y sobre los modelos de proyec-
tos exitosos y es menos probable que se logre a través de reglamentos, normas o
estdndares. Igualmente ahonda en c6mo puede fomentarse la proyectificacién para
dominar mejor los multiples retos sociales del futuro.

En el capitulo 8, Cuestiones clave en la gestién de la organizacion basada en
proyectos (Rodney Turner-Escuela de Ingenieria Civil, Universidad de Leeds) el
profesor Turner presenta de forma casi autobiografica el camino andado a lo largo
de muchos afos y en los que, centrado en la gestién de proyectos, ha estudiado
a fondo temas como la gobernanza, el éxito de los proyectos, el marketing y las
escuelas de gestién de proyectos entre otros.

En el capitulo 9, El lado oscuro de la proyectificacién (Yannick Kalff-Uni-
versitit Osnabriick) el autor aborda el fenémeno de la proyectificacién desde la
perspectiva del individuo y como ésta acentta autorresponsabilidad y la autoor-
ganizacién de los ciudadanos creando de esta manera seres proyectificados. Esto
tiene consecuencias de importancia que hay que vigilar con objeto de evitar con-
secuencias negativas totalmente indeseadas.

El capitulo 10, Proyectificacién y asociaciones de gestién de proyectos (Mar-
tinez Almela-International Project Management Association) ayuda a crear una
visién que permita a las asociaciones de direccién de proyectos obtener una mejor
comprension del proceso de proyectificacién y, en consecuencia, una mejor orien-
tacién acerca de la importancia de su funcién en el fenémeno de proyectificacién
social junto con su estado actual y evolucién futura.

Finalmente, el capitulo 11, Proyectificacién y certificaciones (Salvador Ca-
puz-Universitat Politecnica de Valéncia) analiza el papel y el orden de utilidad de
las certificaciones profesionales personales en la cualificacién de los trabajadores
para afrontar un entorno cada vez mds proyectificado.
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De la lectura de los capitulos, el lector podrd apreciar multiples estilos lite-
rarios que han sido respectados con apenas correcciones formales. Con ello se ha
conseguido una publicacién heterogénea en cuanto estilos, enfoques, contenidos
y experiencias, lo que se traduce en un documento de gran valor ya que dibuja la
totalidad del mapa de la gestién de proyectos, con sus riquezas y complejidades.

De esta manera, cuando un corpus de conocimiento se encuentra en proceso
de consolidacién y expansién continua, el significado de cada uno de los términos
utilizados se va definiendo y conformando a partir de los diferentes estudios, in-
vestigaciones y referencias que se van realizando.

En este sentido, el debate entre los autores del libro sobre el significado y
alcance de algunas palabras, especialmente “proyectificacién” y “proyectizacion”,
ha sido enriquecedor. Como punto de partida se utilizé la siguiente referencia:

Segin Miiller (2009), el (nivel de) proyectizacién indica hasta qué punto
una empresa se basa en proyectos y predomina la forma de trabajar basada en
proyectos. As{ pues, habria que distinguir entre proyectizacion y proyectificacién,
aunque esto no esté (todavia) cominmente aceptado. Por proyectizacién se
entiende el grado de organizacién de las actividades mediante proyectos, lo que
constituye una condicién previa para la proyectificacidn; la proyectificacién tiene
un significado mucho mds amplio, que abarca la proyectizacién.

Javier Pajares (Universidad de Valladolid-Espafia) aportaba que proyectizacion
y proyectificacién no significan lo mismo, pero la frontera entre ambas es muy
difusa y a veces “peligrosa”. Es similar a las palabras crédito y préstamo en el sec-
tor financiero. La frontera es tan estrecha que alguien puede usar proyectificacién
cuando queria sugerir proyectizacion; y aun asi, también es posible que alguien
use proyectizacién cuando proyectificacion es el significado deseado. Por esta ra-
z6n, podria ser inspirador saber que una bisqueda en Google de proyectificacién
da 31.500 resultados, mientras que proyectizacién s6lo da 13.500. Por lo tanto,
sugiero utilizar proyectificacion, salvo en casos particulares. Pero estos argumentos
pierden fuerza cuando en espanol las cifras de Google son las contrarias: 939 para
proyectizacién y 124 para proyectificacion (17 de feb. 1:18 CET).

Por otra parte, Reinhard Wagner (Alma Mater Europaeca ECM) quiso poner
en valor las posibilidades de la inteligencia artificial, formulando la consulta a

ChatGPT:

Los términos “proyectizacién” y “proyectificacion” estdn relacionados con el
proceso de organizar el trabajo en proyectos, pero tienen significados ligeramente
diferentes.

« . .7 b . .

Proyectizacion” se refiere al proceso de organizar el trabajo que normalmen-
te se realiza en un contexto funcional o departamental en una estructura basada
en proyectos. Esto implica la creacién de una organizacién temporal, a menudo
con un jefe de proyecto y un equipo, que se centra en completar un proyecto o
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conjunto de proyectos especificos. La proyectizacidn suele utilizarse para mejo-
rar la eficiencia de los proyectos, reducir costes y aumentar la responsabilidad y
visibilidad del trabajo de los proyectos.

La “proyectificacidn”, por su parte, se refiere a una tendencia mds amplia
de la sociedad moderna, en la que cada vez mds actividades se organizan como
proyectos. Esta tendencia puede observarse en muchos dmbitos, como la empresa,
la administracién, la educacién e incluso la vida personal. La proyectificacién
puede considerarse una respuesta a la creciente complejidad e incertidumbre del
mundo moderno, en el que las estructuras organizativas tradicionales pueden
resultar menos eficaces.

En resumen, la proyectizacién es el proceso especifico de organizar el trabajo
en una estructura basada en proyectos, mientras que la proyectificacién es una
tendencia mds amplia hacia la organizacién de cada vez mds actividades como
proyectos.

Beata Jatocha (Universidad Jagell6nica de Cracovia) recordaba que la mayoria
de las publicaciones cientificas utilizan el término proyectificacién. Esto parece
natural porque, como es bien sabido, este término, acufiado en primera instancia
por Christophe Midler, ha inspirado una amplia investigacién sobre los procesos
impulsados por proyectos. El fenémeno adquirié su nombre, lo que permitié —en
el entendimiento de Wittgenstein de que es posible conocer lo que se nombra-
iniciar una investigacién en profundidad sobre los procesos de proyectificacién.

Segiin el autor Arvi Kuura, “la proyectificacién y la proyectizacién deberian
distinguirse mds bien”. Por tanto, el elemento clave que nos permite entender la
diferencia entre proyectizacién y proyectificacion es, en nuestra opinién, cémo
definimos proyecto:

—En el caso de la proyectizacién, nos remitimos mds bien a la conocida de-
finicién de proyecto, en la que se entiende por proyecto una actividad de
gestién limitada por los recursos, el tiempo y el alcance.

—Cuando hablamos de proyectificacién, la nocién de proyecto se vuelve mu-
cho mds compleja y difusa. Al investigar la proyectificacién, los cientificos
suelen referirse a otras formas de actividades, no necesariamente definidas
como proyectos en un sentido mds estricto: subvenciones, iniciativas de
cofinanciacién, colaboraciones o actividades personales también suelen
denominarse proyectos (aunque en sentido estricto no son proyectos).

Ademds, la proyectificacién no se refiere inicamente al nimero de proyectos,
sino a la institucionalizacién de los proyectos en la sociedad, donde los proyectos y
las actividades similares a los proyectos se integran en todos los niveles y dmbitos de
la sociedad a través de creencias, normas, valores, estructuras y modos de comporta-
miento. Existe una linea difusa entre proyectizacién y proyectificacién. Sin embargo,
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estamos de acuerdo en que la primera puede medirse realmente, mientras que la
segunda es un concepto paraguas, un constructo sociocultural multidimensional.

Recibidas todas estas aportaciones por parte de los colaboradores, se puede
llegar a un consenso. El uso de “proyectizacién” se referird al proceso de organi-
zacién del trabajo que normalmente se lleva a cabo en un contexto funcional o
departamental a través de proyectos. Por otro lado, se utilizard “proyectificacién”
cuando se produce un cambio en las estructuras organizativas hacia una gestién
basada en proyectos, en cualquiera de los niveles estudiados, como respuesta a un
entorno VUCA (voldtil, incierto, complejo y ambiguo) con el fin de optimizar la
gestién y los resultados esperados.

Todo lo indicado aqui se refiere a los términos en inglés. Cuando se trata
del idioma espanol surge la duda en la utilizacién ya que, al margen de las citas
de Google indicadas por el Prof. Pajares, Jesis Martinez (IPMA) sugiere que no
proyectificamos la sociedad, sino que la proyectizamos, ya que lo que se proyecta
es el proyecto mientras que una organizacién, un ente y por ende la sociedad se
proyectiza. El problema se plantea al disponer de dos términos en inglés y uno
Ginico en espafol. La solucién podria pasar por utilizar “incremento del nimero
de actividades gestionadas como proyectos” cuando se viniese del término inglés
“projectization” y mantener proyectizacién cuando viniese del término inglés
“proyectification”, aunque estarfa creando lo que en términos del lenguaje y la
traduccién se conoce como un “false friend”.Otros términos como “proyectariado”,
“seres proyectificados”, etc., tienen un alcance y significado que queda perfecta-
mente claro en el contexto en el que utilizan.

Como puede comprobarse, la publicacién se presenta en un formato bilingiie,
espafol e inglés. Esta decision persigue el aumentar los potenciales lectores finales.
El inglés es el lenguaje dominante en las publicaciones académicas, asi como en el
desarrollo de las principales actividades econdmicas a nivel mundial. Por otro lado,
el espanol es el lenguaje de la Universidad de Granada, titular de la cdtedra, pero
es a su vez un lenguaje con un enorme protagonismo en Latinoamérica y en claro
crecimiento como segunda lengua en paises como Estados Unidos de América.
Ademds, presentando la publicacién bilingiie se dispone de un documento en el
que se presenta en paralelo la terminologia de gestién de proyectos, habiéndose
cuidado en extremo la utilizacién de términos en los idiomas consensuados por las
principales organizaciones mundiales de la gestién de proyectos.

Este libro se presenta de manera abierta y gratuita, estando a disposicién de
quien quiera hacer uso con la sola referencia a la fuente. La generacién de cono-
cimiento es la encomienda que mds engrandece a las universidades y en este caso
dado el cardcter publico de la Universidad de Granada y de los fondos europeos
que han permitido la publicacién no podia presentarse de otra forma.

Finalmente queremos agradecer a todos los que han hecho posible esta publi-
cacién, ya no solo a los colaboradores directos sino a todos aquellos que, durante
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estos tres apasionantes afnos de Cdtedra Jean Monnet, nos han ayudado a crecer
en el conocimiento de la gestién de los proyectos y, sobre todo, a ser conscientes
de la complejidad e importancia que estd teniendo en nuestra a sociedad a todos
los niveles.

Es obligada la mencién expresa de Dorothy Kelly, Vicerrectora de Internacio-
nalizacién de la Universidad de Granada durante pricticamente los tres afios de
vigencia de la cdtedra, y de su equipo de trabajo, encabezado por la Directora de
Internacionalizacién, Irene Pereira, quienes, junto al resto del personal de la Uni-
versidad de Granada han hecho posible esta publicacién como excelente colofén a
todas las actividades de docencia, transferencia, investigacién y divulgacién centra-
das en la metodologia PM? de la Comisién Europea y por ende la importancia cre-
ciente de la gestién de proyectos en nuestras vidas. A todos ellos, jmuchas gracias!



CAPITULO 1

La proyectificacién de la economia

YvonNNE G. SCHOPER, PH.D. §
HTW University of Applied Sciences Berlin

RESUMEN

La proyectificacién es un fenémeno que puede observarse en todos los actores y
en todas las partes de la economifa, en todos los sectores industriales, en ciudades,
comunidades y zonas rurales. La proyectificacién aporta beneficios al sector privado
y al pablico, asi como al sector terciario, ya que el trabajo por proyectos optimiza
el uso de los escasos recursos econémicos. Los proyectos son un vehiculo funda-
mental para aplicar la estrategia. Los procesos de transformacién, automatizacién
y digitalizacién de las empresas y de la administracién publica se gestionan me-
diante proyectos. Como consecuencia, la proyectificacién sigue aumentando con
importantes implicaciones a nivel individual, organizativo y social en todas las
economias del mundo.

Palabras clave: Proyectificacién; Trabajo basado en proyectos; Sectores in-
dustriales.

1. INTRODUCCION

El presente capitulo explicard qué se entiende por esta nueva palabra de moda
“proyectificacion”, las razones por las que se ha convertido en una tendencia
mundial en las dos tltimas décadas, cémo se produce esta transformacién de las
economias, dénde, en qué paises y en qué sectores de las economias se produce
este movimiento, los requisitos previos del cambio, sus implicaciones y efectos vy,
por altimo, una perspectiva personal sobre el futuro desarrollo de esta tendencia.

El término proyectificacién, amalgama de “proyecto” y “transformacién or-
ganizativa’, fue acufiado por Christophe Midler en 1995, cuando investigd cémo
Renault se convirtié en una organizacién proyectificada. La proyectificacién se
define como la tendencia econémica de la creciente difusién de proyectos como
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forma cada vez mds normal de organizacién empresarial (Midler, 1995; Lundin
y Midler, 1998; Packendorff y Lindgren, 2014). Bredin y Soderlund definen la
proyectificacién como el paso de la produccién repetitiva a procesos de trabajo no
rutinarios y al uso de proyectos temporales (2011). Por tanto, la proyectificacién
describe el cambio en la cultura organizativa de cémo se perciben y gestionan los
proyectos (Marnewick & Bekker, 2022).

Maylor et al. afirman que centrarse en una Unica organizacién como uni-
dad de anilisis se describe como “proyectificacién organizativa” (2006), lo que
hace referencia a la “estrecha” definicién del fenémeno (Packendorff y Lindgren,
2014). En la tltima década se ha desarrollado un discurso “mds amplio” sobre el
fenémeno de la proyectificacién en las organizaciones, las sociedades e incluso
en las experiencias cotidianas (Hodgson et al., 2019). Existe “un interés por los
procesos culturales y discursivos en una sociedad en la que se recurre a las ideas
de proyectos” (Packendorff y Lindgren, 2014, p. 7). Lundin et al. la denomina “la
sociedad de los proyectos” (Lundin et al., 2015). En este capitulo nos referimos a
la transformacién de la multitud de organizaciones y sectores industriales que en
conjunto representan los cimientos de una economia, el llamado nivel meso de
proyectificacion.

La transformacién organizativa de la gestién de proyectos a la proyectificacién
es una lucha que experimentan las organizaciones, descrita como “transformacién
importante y profunda” (Aubry & Lenfle, 2012:687). Esta profunda transfor-
macion se centra en la adopcién o adaptacién de las actuales estructuras, procesos,
précticas y simbolos de los proyectos asociados, por ejemplo, a la agilidad (Maylor
y Turkulainen, 2019). La proyectificacién es un fenémeno que lleva a las orga-
nizaciones a un viaje de mayor orientacién al proyecto y considera los proyectos
como una forma de organizacién, no en un tnico evento, sino mds bien como viaje
evolutivo que puede durar varios anos. El destino es una organizacién totalmente
proyectificada (Marnewick & Bekker, 2022). La proyectificacién cambia funda-
mentalmente la orientacién y el disefio de la organizacién (Maylor y Turkulainen,
2019). Este fenémeno se da en todos los sectores industriales, tipos de organi-
zacién, paises y economias (Packendorff y Lindgren, 2014). En la tltima década,
la proyectificacién se convirtié en una palabra de moda para describir el fenémeno
generalizado en las economias actuales (Schoper et al, 2018).

El término economia define un dmbito social que hace hincapié en las pric-
ticas, los discursos y las expresiones materiales asociadas a la produccidn, el uso y
la gestién de recursos escasos (James, 2015). Una economia involucra su cultura,
valores, educacién, evolucién tecnoldgica, historia, organizacion social, estructu-
ra politica, sistemas legales y recursos naturales como factores principales. Estos
factores dan contexto, contenido y establecen las condiciones y pardmetros en los
que funciona una economia. En otras palabras, una economia es un dmbito social
de précticas y transacciones humanas interrelacionadas que no se dan por si solas.
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En conclusién, puede afirmarse que la proyectificacién de una economia puede
describirse como la transformacién que implica la creciente difusién de los proyec-
tos y del trabajo basado en proyectos en todos los dmbitos econémicos.

2. PROYECTIFICACION DE LA ECONOMIA

el siguiente epigrafe pretende explicar el significado de la proyectificacién para
las distintas economias nacionales de todo el mundo. Para comprender el alcance
de esta transformacién en todo tipo de organizaciones de todos los sectores in-
dustriales, es importante subrayar esta evolucién con datos y hechos, y no basarse
Ginicamente en sensaciones subjetivas. Comparando los datos de proyectificacién
disponibles de tres paises europeos y uno africano, se pueden extraer conclusiones
sobre la evolucién futura.

“La sabiduria popular convencional nos dice que la prevalencia de los proyec-
tos va en aumento y todo el mundo puede observar que la sociedad que nos rodea
ya estd ‘proyectificada’, al menos en un sentido parcial” (Lundin, 1998, p. 13). Las
organizaciones adoptan y escalan lo 4gil de tal manera que toda la estructura y la
cultura de la organizacién cambian para proyectarse. El nicleo de la proyectifi-
cacién son los proyectos como actores clave con un papel muy influyente (Aubry
& Lenfle, 2012). En las tltimas décadas, los proyectos han pasado de tener una
base técnica o de ingenieria a tener un cardcter estratégico (Marnewick y Bekker,
2022). El fundamento de esta transformacién es que cuanto mds se proyecte una
organizacién, mds alcanzard y realizard sus estrategias.

2.1. Razones para aumentar la proyectificacion de las economias

Varios factores han provocado el paso de la “vieja economia” a la “nueva eco-
nomia’, entre los que destacan la globalizacién y la digitalizacién. Este cambio
fundamental en la estructura de las economias se corresponde con el cambio en
la forma de organizarse a nivel de empresa (Eckstedt, 1999; Powell, 2002). Se
necesitaban nuevas formas organizativas mds flexibles pero, al mismo tiempo,
eficientes y menos dependientes del control jerdrquico y la coordinacién buro-
crdtica.

La transformacién organizativa hacia la proyectificacién estd impulsada por la
idea de que las organizaciones proyectificadas son mds dgiles, flexibles e innovado-
ras (Marnewick y Bekker, 2022). Este es especialmente el caso de las organizaciones
impulsadas por la tecnologia, como las instituciones financieras, los fabricantes de
automoviles, las empresas de TT o la industria aeroespacial.

Se parte de la base de que las organizaciones y, en consecuencia, también las
economias nacionales deben ser mds flexibles e innovadoras, y que su capacidad
para resolver problemas complejos aumentard con la capacidad organizativa de
proyectificacién.
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Las razones de la proyectiﬁcacién de las organizaciones y, en consecuencia, de
las economias pueden encontrarse tanto fuera, en los factores ambientales externos,
como dentro, en el desarrollo de las organizaciones.

Las mega tendencias actuales como la digitalizacién, el cambio climdtico, la
demografia, la urbanizacidn, el crecimiento econdmico, el consumo energético,
la conectividad y la geopolitica (ESPAS, 2023) conducen a una elevada escala de
volatilidad, incertidumbre, complejidad y ambigiiedad de los factores ambientales
externos para las organizaciones. Con un nimero suficiente de gestores de proyec-
tos competentes, una organizacion o economia nacional podrd afrontar mejor los
cambios y transformaciones de los entornos actuales en rdpida evolucién.

Segin Schoper & Ingason (2023), otras de las razones del auge de los proyectos
en las organizaciones son los desarrollos internos y externos de las empresas. Una de las
dificultades que existe cuando se habla de la proyectificacién es que no existe un uso
coherente del término “proyecto”. Los proyectos se utilizan para describir un esfuerzo
tnico y complejo. En algunas organizaciones depende de la duracién de la tarea tnica.
En otras organizaciones depende del niimero de personas implicadas en la tarea. En
la mayoria de las organizaciones, depende de la singularidad del alcance, por ejemplo,
crear un centro de vacunacién para 5.000 personas al dia en un plazo de veinte dias.

Ademds, se puede observar que una asignacién denominada “proyecto” parece
sonar mds atractiva para un trabajador, ya que da mds responsabilidad individual
que una “tarea” normal. Los jefes son conscientes de ello y suelen utilizar el térmi-
no “proyecto” para motivar a sus empleados, aunque se trate de una tarea comun.

Ademds, también hay razones mds profundas que explican el aumento de los
proyectos en las organizaciones. Una explicacién importante del fenémeno es que
el trabajo rutinario disminuye constantemente debido a la automatizacién y digita-
lizacién en curso de los procesos estindar en las organizaciones, ya sea en RRHH,
produccién, ventas o logistica. En consecuencia, quedan mds recursos libres para
el trabajo de proyectos.

Otra razén es que los productos y sistemas creados y que tienen éxito en el mer-
cado deben seguir desarrollindose, siguiendo el lema: “el éxito del producto da lugar a
proyectos de seguimiento”. Por ejemplo, un fabricante de smartphones tiene que seguir
desarrollando un nuevo teléfono sucesor, ya que el producto original es responsable de
un alto porcentaje de la facturacién de la empresa. Al cabo de un afo, las ventas del
modelo actual se estancardn. La organizacién necesita un sucesor con nuevas innova-
ciones que tenga tanto éxito como el modelo predecesor. Las instalaciones de produccién
que se construyeron para el modelo anterior tienen que utilizarse de nuevas formas, los
empleados de I+D necesitan nuevos retos, el marketing y las ventas necesitan un nuevo
producto y la logistica tiene que utilizar sus complejos sistemas informdticos. El éxito
del producto anterior obliga a una organizacién a crear otro producto de éxito. Los
proyectos son el motor que hace que una organizacién funcione y crezca de la mejor
manera posible. Sin proyectos, una organizacién se queda parada, y eso significa retraso.



LA PROYECTIFICACION DE LA ECONOMTIA 21

El quinto argumento es que los proyectos estdn construyendo el futuro. Los
proyectos son los vehiculos de la transformacién y el cambio. De nada sirve una
estrategia corporativa del consejo de administracién de una empresa si no se
emprende un proyecto para plasmar las ideas en algo real: un nuevo producto
sostenible, un nuevo sitio web, un servicio innovador de atencién al cliente, la
adquisicién de otra empresa, nuevos edificios de oficinas, una nueva campana de
marketing, nuevos procesos en la cadena de suministro o la implantacién de nuevos
métodos de trabajo. La creacién de cualquier innovacién se basa en proyectos. Toda
estrategia corporativa necesita un proyecto o programa para realizarse y aplicarse.

Otro argumento serfa que los proyectos son el medio para reunir a diversos
expertos, ya sean de distintas organizaciones, departamentos o dreas funcionales.
Las empresas de hoy en dia son tan complejas que se necesita un grupo de espe-
cialistas diferentes para abordar correctamente todos los aspectos de las tareas,
como el financiero, el juridico, el técnico o el informdtico. Los equipos de proyecto
heterogéneos garantizan un pensamiento diverso y una mejor toma de decisiones,
lo que genera soluciones innovadoras.

Por tltimo, cuantos mds proyectos ejecute una organizacién de forma eficiente y
eficaz, mds éxito tendrd la organizacién. Las empresas con un alto nivel de éxito innova-
dor muestran una proporcién de actividad de proyectos superior a la media (Zaman et
al., 2020). En otras palabras: las empresas con menos éxito realizan menos proyectos.

Se puede concluir que la aplicacién de la gestién de proyectos hace que las
organizaciones sean mds flexibles e innovadoras, aumenta su capacidad para resolv-
er problemas complejos y para hacer frente al entorno cambiante. No hay éxito
empresarial futuro sin proyectos. Cada vez son mds los directivos que comprenden
este contexto y, en consecuencia, implantan y fomentan las capacidades de gestién
de proyectos en sus organizaciones. Esta es la razén por la que se observa el ripido
aumento de los proyectos en las organizaciones de todo el mundo. La creciente
proyectificacién no sélo repercute en la competitividad de una empresa individual,
sino que también refleja el desarrollo econémico de toda una sociedad.

2.2. Las dimensiones cuantitativa y cualitativa de la proyectificacion

La proyectificacién de una economia incluye una dimensién cuantitativa y
otra cualitativa.

La dimensién cuantitativa estd relacionada con la proporcién de trabajo reali-
zado en proyectos dentro de las empresas. El aumento de la proyectificacion a nivel
de empresa muestra que la proporcién de trabajo en proyectos estd aumentando,
mientras que la proporcién de trabajo “normal” u “ordinario” que tiene lugar en la
parte permanente de una organizacién estd disminuyendo. En este sentido cuantita-
tivo, la proyectificacién podria medirse con una ratio que indique la proporcién de
trabajo de proyectos en una organizacién. Si la proyectificacién no sélo tiene lugar
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a nivel de una empresa individual, sino entre todas las empresas de un sector, una
industria o una economia, puede decirse que toda la industria y la economia estdn
“proyectificadas”. En resumen, la ratio de proyectificacion de las distintas economias
nacionales puede agregarse a escala mundial. PMI estima que, para 2027, los em-
pleadores necesitardn 88 millones de personas en funciones orientadas a la gestién
de proyectos (PMI, 2017). Las estadisticas mundiales indican que, en total, 3.451
millones de personas mayores de 15 anos estaban empleadas en todo el mundo en
2021 (Destatis, 2021). Asi pues, el 2,5 % de todos los empleados del mundo traba-
jarian en funciones orientadas a la gestién de proyectos, lo que parece una estimacion
bastante conservadora. Sin embargo, esta cifra indica la creciente relevancia de los
gestores de proyectos para las economias nacionales de todo el mundo.

La dimensién cualitativa de la proyectificacién corresponde al desarrollo
cualitativo del trabajo que se ejecuta en empresas y organizaciones. La creciente
aplicacién y uso de proyectos hace que las organizaciones sean mds flexibles, mds
innovadoras y mds capaces de resolver problemas complejos, ademds de menos
rigidas (Hanisch & Wald, 2017; Hodgson, 2004). Asimismo, la proyectificacién
lleva a cambiar la légica predominante de coordinacién y control. Se supone que
las organizaciones proyectificadas son menos jerdrquicas, menos burocrdticas y se
coordinan mediante mecanismos menos formales, como la coordinacién basada
en roles, las redes y la confianza (Modig, 2007). La figura 1 muestra la dimensién
cuantitativa y cualitativa del aumento de la proyectificacién de las economias:

Figura 1. Proyectificacion como desarrollo cuantitativo y cualitativo

(fuente: Wald et al., 2015)
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Un alto coeficiente cuantitativo de proyectificacién es el requisito previo para
que el desarrollo cualitativo tenga un impacto importante a nivel de empresa,
industria y economia.

“Mientras que la estandarizacién se ha descrito como una caracteristica central
de la industrializacién y la produccién en masa, se ha descubierto que la gestion de
proyectos es el motor del cambio y la innovacién” (Cerne & Jansson, 2019). Los
proyectos se consideran vehiculos para aplicar la estrategia, el cambio y la trans-
formacién en las organizaciones. Pero, ;son las organizaciones y, en consecuencia,
las economias nacionales como suma de las actividades econdmicas de todas las
organizaciones de un pais mds innovadoras, mds 4giles, ms rdpidas y mds exitosas?
Esta pregunta atin no puede responderse completamente debido a la complejidad
de los factores que influyen. No obstante, en el préximo apartado se recogerdn
algunos argumentos a favor del aumento de los proyectos en las organizaciones.

2.3. Retos para la medida de la proyectificacion

A la hora de cuantificar el grado de proyectificacién lo ideal seria medir la cuota
de trabajo de los proyectos en una economia a partir de medidas macroeconémicas
establecidas del valor anadido, como el Producto Interior Bruto (PIB), el Producto
Nacional Bruto (PNB) o el Valor Anadido Bruto (VAB), ya que esta cuota podria
compararse directamente con el VAB o el PIB. Sin embargo, esta metodologia se en-
frenta a algunos retos. En general, cada proyecto influye directa o indirectamente en el
rendimiento, la produccién, el resultado o el valor de una organizacién. Este impacto
es fdcilmente medible en el caso de los proyectos de clientes externos que crean ingre-
sos directos, pero es dificil de cuantificar en el caso de los proyectos internos. Todos los
ingresos directamente atribuibles a cualquier proyecto de una organizacién tendrian
que registrarse para obtener una medicién orientada a los resultados del trabajo de
los proyectos en una organizacién. Sin embargo, esta medicién sélo seria aplicable a
los proyectos que generan ingresos directamente. Los proyectos internos, como los
proyectos de cambio, o los proyectos de infraestructura, como la construccién de un
nuevo edificio de oficinas o la instalacién de un nuevo sistema informdtico, no se
tendrian en cuenta, ya que no conducen directamente a un aumento de los ingresos.
Por lo tanto, no es posible una metodologia de medicién de la proyectificacién basada
en los factores de produccién del proyecto (Schoper et al, 2018).

La proporcién de trabajo de proyecto sobre el trabajo total en una organiza-
cién se identificé como indicador adecuado para la proyectificacién. Esta medida
orientada a los insumos puede aplicarse a todos los tipos de proyectos, por ejemplo,
proyectos externos generadores de ingresos y proyectos internos. Ademds, puede
aplicarse a todo tipo de sectores y es independiente de factores organizativos (tama-
flo, estructura, etc.). Esta medida se aplicé sistemdticamente a todas las economias
nacionales incluidas en esta investigacion.
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Al medir el grado de proyectificacién de forma cuantitativa, Wald et al. de-
cidieron no medir la produccidn, sino la entrada de trabajo de proyectos en una
empresa, como se muestra en la figura 2 (Wald et al., 2015).

Figura 2: Entradas vs Salidas del proceso de medicion de la generacion de valor
(Fuente: Wald et al., 2015)

Un aumento de la proyectificacién a nivel de empresa indica que la proporcién
de trabajo de proyectos estd aumentando, mientras que la proporcién de trabajo
normal en los departamentos permanentes de una organizacién, como Compras,
Produccién, Logistica, Gestién de Recursos Humanos, Finanzas o Control, estd
disminuyendo. En este sentido, la proyectificacion se considera la ratio que indica
la proporcién de trabajo de proyectos en una organizacién. El resultado son las
cifras de proyectificacién a nivel de empresa. El grado de proyectificacién (PF) de
una empresa i (i,...,n) se indica como PF..

El PF de un sector econdémico individual j (7,...,m) se calculé como la media
de todas las empresas 7 de un sector j

(1) PF. = (O PF;)  paratodoie

! (n)

Finalmente, el PF de toda la economia e fue calculada como suma de las pro-
yectificaciones de todos los sectores PF]- ponderadas por la cuota de cada sector en

el total del GVA.
(2) PR = ZPFj o
7

La Figura 3 facilita una visién del proceso de agregacién de datos.
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Figura 3: Proceso de agregacion de datos (Fuente: Wald et al., 2015: 26

Si la proyectificacién tiene lugar en todos los niveles de las empresas, entre
todas las empresas de cada industria y en todos los sectores de una economia, puede
decirse que toda la economia estd proyectificada.

En conclusién, una medicién directa de la proporciéon de trabajo basado en
proyectos correspondiente a indicadores nacionales como el VAB o el PIB parece
descartada, ya que los datos necesarios no existen ni para las medidas orientadas
a los insumos ni para las orientadas a la produccién. Por este motivo, se concluyé
en la necesidad de una forma alternativa de medicién que incluyera todos los tipos
de proyectos y tipos de industrias, basada en la realizacién de encuestas a partir
de grandes muestras de datos, lo que hace que estas mediciones macroeconémicas
sean muy elaboradas y costosas.

2.4. Presentacion de cuatro economias nacionales: Alemania, Noruega, Islandia y

Suddfrica

El primer pais en iniciar la medicién macroeconémica de la economia nacio-
nal fue Alemania en 2014. Gracias a la financiacién de la asociacién nacional de
gestién de proyectos GPM, Wald et al. (2015) desarrollaron por primera vez el ins-
trumento de medicién de la proyectificacién y lo aplicaron a la economia alemana.
Este estudio se replicé en Noruega (Wald et al., 2016) e Islandia y, posteriormente,
en 2018, en Suddfrica (Marnewick & Bekker, 2022) con el apoyo financiero de la
International Project Management Association (IPMA). En este epigrafe se resu-
men y agregan las conclusiones de los cuatro estudios. El objetivo es comparar el
grado de proyectificacién en las cuatro economias diferentes.
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Para garantizar la coherencia y la comparacién entre los cuatro estudios na-
cionales, se utilizé el instrumento de medicién de la proyectificacién desarrollado
por Wald et al. (2015) para los cuatro estudios de investigacién. Se utilizé el
mismo cuestionario en los cuatro paises que forman parte de este gran proyecto
de investigacion.

En Alemania se contrat6 a una organizacién de investigacion profesional para
extraer una muestra aleatoria estratificada basada en la clasificacién NACE con
diez sectores industriales principales. Se realizaron 500 entrevistas a directivos de
organizaciones privadas y publicas mediante CATT (entrevistas telefénicas asistidas
por ordenador) para seis grandes sectores econémicos. Los cuatro sectores econé-
micos restantes se estimaron a partir de entrevistas a expertos.

En Noruega, la recogida de datos se realiz6 distribuyendo la encuesta por co-
rreo electrénico a las 54.101 empresas registradas en la base de datos Proff Forvalt,
lo que dio lugar a 1.412 respuestas utilizables. Como sector industrial principal en
Noruega, el petréleo y el gas se desglosaron como un subsector propio. La cons-
truccion se agrup6 con otros proveedores de servicios, proveedores de servicios
corporativos y propiedad y alojamiento.

En Islandia, la recogida se llevé a cabo mediante el envio de correos electré-
nicos a 1.000 de las mayores empresas del pais, seguido de entrevistas telefénicas
a través de una empresa de investigacién profesional. La respuesta final consta de
142 empresas con un tamano medio de 125 empleados.

En Sudéfrica se contraté a una organizacién de investigacién profesional para
recopilar los datos con ejecutivos, ya que pueden ofrecer una visién general de los
ingresos, beneficios y presupuestos de proyectos de la organizacién. Se recogieron
303 respuestas vélidas que se utilizaron para el andlisis de los datos. Las respuestas
representan a 303 organizaciones diferentes de la economia sudafricana.

Los cuatro paises -Alemania, Noruega, Islandia y Sudéfrica- representan una
muestra diversa de cuatro economias nacionales: Alemania es la cuarta economia
mids grande, Noruega ocupa el puesto 28, seguida de Sudifrica, en el puesto 32,
e Islandia, una economia muy pequena, en el puesto 106. La Tabla 1 compara las
cuatro economias nacionales en relacién con sus principales sectores industriales,
el tamano de la poblacidn, el Producto Interior Bruto (PIB) del ano 2021, la tasa
de crecimiento econémico en los dltimos cinco anos, la tasa de desempleo nacional
y el Indice de Desarrollo Humano (IDH). El IDH fue creado por las Naciones
Unidas para subrayar que no sélo el crecimiento econémico, sino también las per-
sonas y sus capacidades deben ser los criterios para evaluar el desarrollo de un pais.
Los paises con una puntuacién en el IDH superior a 0,8 tienen gobiernos estables,
una educacién y una sanidad asequibles y generalizadas, una elevada esperanza de
vida, una buena calidad de vida y una economia potente y en crecimiento (fuente:
Informes sobre Desarrollo Humano de la ONU, 2023).
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Tabla 1 Datos macroecondmicos de Alemania, Noruega, Islandia y Suddfrica

Alemania Noruega Islandia Sudafrica
Ubicacion Europa Europa del Europa del Africa
Occidental Norte Norte
Principales Automocion,  Petrdleo y gas, Turismo, Mineria,
sectores Electrotecnia, marisco, pesca, transporte,
Industriales Quimica, productos de  aluminio energia,
Magquinariay la industria de industria
equipos gran consumo manufacturera,
energético turismo,
agricultura
Poblaciéon 83,2m 5,4m 0,37 m 59,4 m
PIB (2021) 4225b 482 b 55b 419b
PIB/capita 51 k€ 89 k€ 68 k€ 7 k€
Ranking 4 28 109 32
Macroecon6mico
Tasa media de 1,1 1,8 1,4 0,7
crecimiento
econémico
(altimos 5 afios) 3 32 4 33,9
Tasa de
Desempleo
HDI (Indice de 0.942 0.961 0.959 0.71
Desarrollo
Humano)
Ranking HDI 9 2 3 109

La tabla 1 muestra la gran diversidad de las cuatro macroeconomias na-
cionales de Alemania, Noruega, Islandia y Sudéfrica en cuanto a tamafo de
su poblacién, resultados econémicos, principales sectores industriales, tasa de
desempleo e Indice de Desarrollo Humano. Por consiguiente, se puede concluir
que los cuatro paises suponen una muestra representativa de las 195 economias
nacionales.

Los cuatro estudios econémicos nacionales aportan datos empiricos sobre el
panorama de los proyectos en las organizaciones. Los datos de las cuatro econo-
mias muestran que la mayoria de los proyectos en las organizaciones son internos,
mientras que los proyectos externos visibles que se llevan a cabo para clientes
externos s6lo representan entre el 16% y el 22%. Este dato es importante, ya que
demuestra que la mayoria de los proyectos son internos y pasan desapercibidos
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para el publico. Los proyectos externos mds visibles representan sélo una pequefa
parte de todo el panorama de proyectos de una empresa. Los famosos fracasos, por
ejemplo, de grandes proyectos de infraestructuras de los que se hace eco la prensa y
que son objeto de debates publicos, podrian no ser, por tanto, casos representativos
para evaluar el estado general, la calidad y el éxito de la gestién de proyectos en las
empresas y, en consecuencia, en una economia (Brady y Davies, 2010).

Los proyectos internos mds frecuentes en Alemania son los de marketing/ventas
(22%) y los de TIC (20%), mientras que los de I+D y desarrollo de nuevos produc-
tos son menos frecuentes (13%). Los proyectos de I+D son poco frecuentes en los
sectores orientados a los servicios (10%), mientras que son el doble de importantes
en la industria manufacturera (22%). Lo mismo ocurre con los proyectos externos,
que son mds frecuentes en la industria manufacturera y en el sector de las TIC.

En Noruega, los proyectos internos representan el 78% de todos los proyec-
tos, y la categorfa mds frecuente es I+D y desarrollo de nuevos productos. Los
proyectos externos son mds frecuentes en los proveedores de servicios (incluidos la
construccion, el sector inmobiliario y los proveedores de servicios corporativos),
asi como en las TIC.

En Islandia, los proyectos internos representan el 87% de todos los proyectos;
no hay diferencias entre la frecuencia de los distintos tipos de proyectos internos.
Los proyectos externos son mds frecuentes en la industria manufacturera, los ser-
vicios financieros, los seguros y los proveedores de servicios.

En Sudéfrica, la mayoria de los proyectos son proyectos de [+D internos a la
organizacién. Los proyectos de clientes externos constituyen la tercera parte mds
importante de todos los proyectos realizados. El tipo de proyectos que ocupa el
tltimo lugar son los proyectos internos de tecnologia de la informacién y la co-
municacién (TIC) (Marnewick & Bekker, 2022).

En Alemania y Noruega, la proporcién de proyectos externos en la industria
manufacturera es relativamente alta (24% y 25%), mientras que en Islandia es del
17%. Los proyectos externos representan el 16,7% de todos los proyectos en Sud-
dfrica, mientras que Islandia muestra la proporcién mds baja de proyectos externos,
con un 13%. Como posible explicacién, las industrias manufactureras dominantes
en Sudéfrica son la mineria, el transporte y el turismo, y en Islandia es la transfor-
macién del aluminio, industrias que podrian basarse predominantemente en tareas
mds repetitivas y que, por tanto, estin mds orientadas a los procesos. No obstante,
para comprender mejor esta observacion es necesario realizar mds investigaciones
cualitativas y cuantitativas en el futuro.

2.5. Situacion de la proyectificacion en Alemania, Noruega, Islandia y Suddfrica

La proporcién del trabajo por proyectos sobre el total de horas de trabajo en
el primer estudio realizado en Alemania en 2013 fue del 34,7 %. En Noruega, el
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estudio macroeconémico muestra un porcentaje de proyectos del 32,6 % un afio
después, en 2014, y en Islandia del 27,7 % ese mismo afo. Cinco anos mds tarde,
en 2019, la proporcién del trabajo por proyectos sobre el total de horas de trabajo
en Sudaifrica era del 39,3 %.

Estos cuatro valores indican que aproximadamente un tercio de todas las
actividades econémicas en las cuatro economias se realiza en proyectos. Como no
existen estudios similares que hayan intentado medir el grado de proyectificacién
de toda una economia, solo se pueden comparar estos resultados con la estimacién
del Banco Mundial, que afirma que el 21 % del PIB mundial se generé a través de
proyectos (Scranton, 2015).

La figura 4 muestra la proporcién de trabajo en proyectos en las economias
nacionales de Alemania, Noruega, Islandia y Suddfrica.

Figura 4 Porcentaje de trabajo en proyectos en las economias nacionales de Alemania, Noruega,

Islandia y Suddfrica (fuente: Schoper et al 2018; Marnewick ¢ Bekker, 2022)
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2.6. Andlisis de la proyectificacion en diferentes sectores industriales

Aunque las cuatro economias nacionales muestran a primera vista resultados
bastante similares, con una cuota media de proyectificacién del 37% del PIB
nacional en 2018, el andlisis de los sectores industriales en las cuatro economias
muestra niveles de proyectificacién mucho més diversos.

Al comparar los sectores individuales de los cuatro paises en la tabla 2, encon-
tramos diferencias importantes. En Alemania e Islandia, la cuota de proyecto para
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la construccién (80%) y los proveedores de servicios corporativos (60%) fueron
estimados por expertos. En estos sectores, los expertos suponen que el valor ana-
dido se realiza casi exclusivamente en proyectos y sdlo los procesos administrativos
se llevan a cabo en entornos no temporales. Los resultados en Sudafrica para la
construccién (64,4%) y los proveedores de servicios a empresas (53%) muestran
que estas estimaciones son plausibles. En el caso de Noruega, no existen cifras
detalladas para estos dos sectores.

La misma estimacién de la proyectificacién basada en expertos del sector
industrial tuvo lugar en los dos sectores agricultura, silvicultura y pesca en Ale-
mania e Islandia. En estos sectores se supuso que el nivel de proyectificacién era
bajo, del 4%. Los resultados mucho mds elevados para el sector de la agricultura,
la silvicultura y la pesca en Noruega (28,6%) y Sudéfrica (20,1%) son plausibles,
ya que sus economias dependen en gran medida de los tres sectores industriales
de la agricultura, la silvicultura y la pesca y, por tanto, estin mds organizadas pro-
fesionalmente que en Alemania. En el caso de Islandia, donde los sectores de la
agricultura y la pesca también desempefan un papel econémico importante, estas
estimaciones deberfan controlarse en un futuro segundo estudio.

Para el sector inmobiliario industrial, los expertos estimaron que la mayoria
de los procesos son repetitivos y administrativos y, por tanto, el nivel de proyec-
tificacién en Alemania es muy bajo, con un 2%. De nuevo, Islandia adopté esta
estimacién baja también para su economia nacional. Sin embargo, los resultados
mis recientes de Sudéfrica de 2018/19 muestran una cuota de proyectificacién del
25% en el sector inmobiliario. Cabe suponer que la cuota en las otras tres econo-
mias también podria ser superior a la estimada anteriormente.

Se observan diferencias importantes en el sector manufacturero: Islandia
muestra una cuota muy baja de proyectificacién (3,4%), mientras que Alemania
(41,7%) y Noruega (47,2%) la sitGan bastante por encima. En Islandia, el sector
manufacturero contribuye en un 8,9% al VAB nacional, y estd menos diversificado
que la industria manufacturera en Alemania. En Noruega y Sudifrica, el sector
manufacturero se desglosé a su vez en actividades manufactureras y de petréleo y
gas. En el caso del petréleo y el gas, la proporcién de trabajos de proyectos es del
50,7% y del 34,4% en Sudifrica. Estos resultados muestran que en futuras inves-
tigaciones deberia realizarse un andlisis mds detallado de los sectores industriales
y sus principales subsectores.

Ortras diferencias interesantes se encuentran en el sector del comercio mino-
rista, el transporte y el turismo. Alemania, con un 42%, muestra un alto indice de
proyectificacién, mientras que Noruega, con un 13,4%, muestra un indice bajo.
Una de las razones de estas diferencias podria ser el diferente tamano de la pobla-
cién y la consiguiente profesionalizacién del sector. Pero, una vez mds, es necesario
seguir investigando para comprender mejor las diferencias en este sector.
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Hay mds diferencias en el sector publico, la educacién y la sanidad: en Norue-
ga, el porcentaje de proyectificacién es sélo del 14,2% y en Alemania, del 17,8%,
mientras que Islandia muestra un porcentaje mucho mayor, del 33,3%, y Sudafrica,
del 35,3%. Una vez mds, es necesario seguir investigando para comprender mejor
las diferencias en este sector industrial especial.

La siguiente tabla 2 muestra las cuotas exactas de trabajo por proyectos en los
diferentes sectores industriales de las cuatro economias nacionales:

1abla 2 Distribucion del trabajo de proyecto en los distintos sectores industriales de las cuatro
economias nacionales de Alemania, Noruega, Islandia y Suddfrica

Cédigo | Sector Industrial Proporcién de trabajo en proyectos
NACE
Alemania | Noruega | Islandia | Sudifrica
2013 2014 2014 2018
A Agricultura, silvicultura 4,0%* 28,6% 4,0%* 20,1%
y pesca
B-E Fabricacién 41,9% 37,6% 3,4% 37,2%
Oil&Gas 50,7% 34,4%
F Construccién 80,0%* 80,0%* 64,4%
G-I Comercio/transporte/ 42,0% 13,4% 18,2% 32,1%
turismo
] Informacién / Comuni- | 37,7% 48,0% 47,8% 49,0%
cacién
K Finazas y Seguros 23,0% 21,4% 34,2% 33,3%
L Inmobiliaria 2,0%* 2,0%* 24,9%
M-N | Servicios Corporativos 60%* 60,0%* 53,0%
O-Q | Sector Publico; 17,8% 14,2% 33,3% 35,3%
educacién; sanidad
S Otros Servicios 23,0% 42.7% 48,1%
Otros PS+ proveedores 40,5%
de servicios a empresas+
construccién
Mineria 32,0%
Total 34,7% 32,6% 27,7% 39,3%

Leyenda: * Significa que el valor especifico se basa en la estimacion de expertos nacionales
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Aunque entre los cuatro estudios hay cinco afos de diferencia entre el primero
de Alemania y el tltimo de Sudafrica, esta diferencia no puede explicar las grandes
diferencias encontradas entre los distintos sectores industriales de las cuatro eco-
nomias analizadas. Se necesitan mds estudios cualitativos y cuantitativos en todos
los sectores industriales para comprender mejor la situacién de la proyectificaciéon
y su evolucién futura.

3. PRERREQUISITOS E IMPLICACIONES DE LA PROYECTIFICACION

Conforme los entornos empresariales se hacen mds complejos, las organiza-
ciones se enfrentan a una incertidumbre cada vez mayor, al tiempo que aumenta
la presién empresarial en favor de una mayor eficiencia e innovacién debido a la
competencia mundial, combinada con la reduccién de los recursos de que disponen
las empresas a causa de la presion de los costes y la escasez de trabajadores cualifi-
cados en la mayoria de las economias desarrolladas.

Una de las principales consecuencias de estas dificiles condiciones ambientales
es el aumento del modo de creacién de valor orientado a proyectos en las organiza-
ciones. Este cambio transformacional significa que las empresas actuales se enfren-
tan a estructuras organizativas y plantillas en evolucién que reflejan la naturaleza
cambiante y temporal del trabajo. Ser moldeado y remodelado se convierte en la
nueva normalidad de las empresas. En consecuencia, las organizaciones se con-
vierten en lugares de reestructuracion continua (Wilkinson, 2022). Los proyectos
se han asociado con el desarrollo y la innovacién, pero también con la nocién de
control, claridad y rendimiento. Esta dualidad hace que los proyectos resulten muy
atractivos para las organizaciones (Fred, 2020).

3.1. Pilares de la proyectificacion de las economias

La creciente proyectificacién de una economia estd influenciada e influida a la
vez por diversas partes interesadas, como individuos, organizaciones, redes organi-
zativas, pero también por las normas, estindares y creencias sociales circundantes
(Wagner et al, 2021).

Basdndose en la teoria institucional de Scott, se puede definir una economia
también como un sistema de “elementos regulativos, normativos y culturales-cog-
nitivos que, junto con las actividades y los recursos asociados, proporcionan esta-
bilidad y sentido a la vida social” (Scott, 2014: 56).

El pilar regulativo se centra en la capacidad de las instituciones para restringir
y regularizar el comportamiento, el cumplimiento de las normas puede ser super-
visado y sancionado por las autoridades estatales.

El pilar normativo hace hincapié en las reglas que prescriben derechos y privilegios,
asi como responsabilidades y deberes, basados en la aceptacién de normas, estindares
y comportamientos. El incumplimiento puede llevar a la exclusién de un grupo social.
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El pilar cultural-cognitivo se centra en los supuestos compartidos que cons-
tituyen la naturaleza de la realidad social y los marcos a través de los cuales se
elabora el significado. Describe las creencias, percepciones y actitudes compartidas
por los miembros de un grupo. Estas pueden ser inconscientes, pero afectan a la
comunicacién y la colaboracién y conducen a un comportamiento conforme por
parte de los actores de un grupo.

Entre los tres pilares de la teoria institucional desempefian un papel importante
los intermediarios, por ejemplo, los organismos gubernamentales, las empresas pri-
vadas y publicas, las asociaciones industriales, los sindicatos, las universidades o las
asociaciones profesionales (Scott, 2014). Los factores sociales, econémicos y politicos
constituyen la estructura institucional de un entorno especifico que proporciona
ventajas a las empresas que se dedican a determinados tipos de actividades. Las or-
ganizaciones actuardn con mayor eficiencia y eficacia si reciben apoyo institucional.

Las acciones reguladoras en una economia son la legislacién, el desarrollo de
leyes y reglamentos que afectan al trabajo relacionado con proyectos y la difusién
de proyectos en una economia (Wagner et al. 2022). Un ejemplo de ello seria si un
gobierno prescribe un estdndar educativo especifico de cualificacidn y certificacion
para los profesionales de proyectos en proyectos piblicos como infraestructuras
o proyectos administrativos ptblicos. Las medidas reguladoras podrian llegar tan
lejos que la educacién en gestién de proyectos de los estudiantes en asignaturas
especificas se convirtiera en una normativa.

Una medida normativa para fomentar la proyectificacién en una economia
serfa una norma que se utilizara para la educacién y la exigencia de una norma
de certificacién para proyectos publicos, la prescripcién de normas de gestién de
proyectos financiadas por el ptblico o el gobierno, o normas especificas de gober-
nanza de proyectos para proyectos publicos. Otra medida normativa podria ser la
oferta de aprendizaje basado en proyectos para alumnos y estudiantes en escuelas
y universidades. Otra accién normativa seria la existencia de un sistema de carrera
de gestidn de proyectos en las organizaciones y administraciones publicas.

Las acciones culturales-cognitivas para fomentar la proyectificacién en una
economia podrian ser el uso de un lenguaje de gestién de proyectos, programas y
carteras y una mentalidad de proyecto por parte de los funcionarios del Estado y
los periodistas en la prensa, o hacer publicos a los gestores de proyectos publicos
importantes como modelos de conducta a imitar. Estos ejemplos de medidas
institucionales tienen el potencial de influir positivamente en el nivel de proyec-
tificacién de una economifa.

3.2. Implicaciones de la proyectificacion

La proyectificacién repercute en todas las partes y en todos los agentes de una
economia, sus instituciones y organizaciones, pero también en su cultura y su
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sistema educativo. La presién para innovar continuamente en las organizaciones
refuerza la proyectificacién de todos los agentes e instituciones de una economia.

Henning y Wald demostraron en su estudio macroeconémico que la proyec-
tificacién tiene efectos positivos en la economia en términos de volumen de pro-
duccién, capacidad de innovacion, rentabilidad, empleo e ingresos. Sin embargo,
muestran que la proyectificacién también puede tener efectos negativos que se
observan en sectores como la agricultura, donde el mayor uso de proyectos puede
provocar una disminucién del empleo e incluso de los ingresos. Como consecuen-
cia principal, el uso de formas temporales de organizacién no puede recomendarse
sin reproches, sino que depende del sector econdémico y de las interdependencias
sectoriales (Henning & Wald, 2019).

La transformacién de las economias hacia una economia cada vez mds basada
en proyectos y no permanente incluye dreas de incertidumbre, nuevas dindmicas
y una redefinicién de los roles tradicionales de empleadores y empleados. Los
acuerdos tradicionales entre empleado y empleador pueden estar cambiando. Es
probable que cada vez mds personas se conviertan en auténomos como trabajadores
por proyectos. En lugar de trabajar para un empleador, las personas podrian vender
sus servicios a empresas y esta relacién contractual se basa en plataformas inciertas.
En el mejor de los casos, esta nueva economia puede ser una buena evolucién,
ya que las personas pueden elegir sus proyectos en funcién de sus capacidades y
conocimientos.

Sin embargo, son muchas las consecuencias negativas de esta tendencia, por
ejemplo, la pérdida de derechos laborales, como el pago de los dias de enfermedad,
la baja por maternidad o la inseguridad en la planificacién en un mercado laboral
en el que el personal no sabria qué pasaria después de entregar su proyecto. Seria un
mercado en el que la mayoria se arriesgaria y aceptaria demasiados proyectos para
evitar quedarse sin trabajo, lo que aumentaria los niveles de estrés. Las personas se
verfan obligadas a asumir una mayor responsabilidad propia en distintos dmbitos,
como la formacién, el desarrollo profesional y la educacién continua. El papel del
lugar de trabajo tradicional como institucién social cambiaria como consecuencia
de la proyectificacién. Las consecuencias sociales y de sociedad de la pérdida de
esta institucién atin no estdn claras.

Jacobsson y Jalocha definen cuatro imdgenes emergentes de esta tendencia om-
nipresente hacia la proyectificacién: la proyectificacién como enfoque de gestién,
la proyectificacién como tendencia social, la proyectificacién como estado humano
y la proyectificacién como cuestién filoséfica (2021). Estas cuatro perspectivas
muestran que el fenémeno de la proyectificacion, que en su dia se derivé de la
perspectiva organizativa y de gestion, representa hoy una parte cada vez mds rele-
vante de la vida de las personas, las organizaciones, las economias y las sociedades.

El “nivel de andlisis de la proyectificacién ha pasado de un caso en el que la
proyectificacién se reconocia Gnicamente como una trayectoria de la reestructu-
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racién organizativa, a considerar la proyectificacién como un fenémeno funda-

mentalmente socialmente cambiante con consecuencias complejas” (Jacobsson y
Jalocha, 2021:1598).

4. PERSPECTIVA. UNA MIRADA AL FUTURO

La digitalizacién y la automatizacién conducen a una disminucién del trabajo
funcional también en las empresas orientadas a procesos. Esto corresponde a la
cuarta fase de la transicién organizativa analizada por Midler, la transformacién
de los procesos organizativos en un equilibrio entre el trabajo funcional y el de
proyectos (Midler, 1995).

Una cuestién importante es donde y cudndo se producird este punto de satu-
racién de la proyectificacién en las distintas empresas y, en consecuencia, en los
sectores industriales.

La mayor proporcién de trabajo por proyectos medida en estos estudios corres-
ponde al sector sudafricano de la construccién, con un 64,4 %. Suponemos que la
saturacion en este sector, ya muy proyectificado, podria situarse en torno al 80 %.
También los proveedores de servicios a empresas, como las consultorias, podrin
automatizar la mayorfa de sus procesos repetitivos, lo que dard lugar a un grado
muy elevado de trabajo de proyecto restante. Lo mismo cabe decir de la industria
manufacturera o del sector del petréleo y el gas. Parece que el nivel de saturacién
de proyectos ya es bastante alto en este sector. Aumenté un 11% entre 2010 y 2014
en Noruega y se espera que se mantenga estable en un 51%. La elevada cuota en
este sector del petréleo y el gas se basa en la constante necesidad de exploracién de
nuevas fuentes de recursos que se lleva a cabo mediante proyectos.

El mayor aumento de proyectos en los tltimos afios se ha producido en el sec-
tor del comercio minorista, el transporte, la restauracidn, la hosteleria y el turismo,
con un incremento total del 50% en Noruega, partiendo de un bajo nivel del 9%
en 2010