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THE WILEY GUIDE TO PROJECT, PROGRAM & PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT: PREFACE AND INTRODUCTION

Peter W. G. Morris and Jeffrey Pinto

 

 

 

In 1983, Dave Cleland and William King produced for Van Nostrand Reinhold (now John Wiley & Sons) the Project Management Handbook, a book that rapidly became a classic. Now over twenty years later, Wiley is bringing this landmark publication up to date with a new series The Wiley Guides to the Management of Projects, comprising four separate, but linked, books.

Why the new title—indeed, why the need to update the original work?

That is a big question, one that goes to the heart of much of the debate in project management today and which is central to the architecture and content of these books. First, why “the management of projects” instead of “project management”?

Project management has moved a long way since 1983. If we mark the founding of project management to be somewhere between about 1955 (when the first uses of modern project management terms and techniques began being applied in the management of the U.S. missile programs) and 1969 / 1970 (when project management professional associations were established in the United States and Europe) (Morris, 1997), then Cleland and King’s book reflected the thinking that had been developed in the field for about the first twenty years of this young discipline’s life. Well, more than another twenty years have since elapsed. During this time there has been an explosive growth in project management. The professional project management associations around the world now have thousands of members—the Project Management Institute (PMI) itself having well over 200,000—and membership continues to grow! Every year there are dozens of conferences; books, journals, and electronic publications abound; companies continue to recognize project management as a core business discipline and work to improve company performance through it; and, increasingly, there is more formal educational work carried out in university teaching and research programs, both at the undergraduate and, particularly, graduate levels.

Yet, in many ways, all this activity has led to some confusion over concepts and applications. For example, the basic American, European, and Japanese professional models of  project management are different. The most influential, PMI, not least due to its size, is the most limiting, reflecting an essentially execution, or delivery, orientation, evident both in its  Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge, PMBOK Guide, 3rd Edition (PMI, 2004) and its  Organizational Project Management Maturity Model, OPM3 (PMI, 2003). This approach tends to under-emphasize the front-end, definitional stages of the project, the stages that are so crucial to successful accomplishment (the European and Japanese models, as we shall see, give much greater prominence to these stages). An execution emphasis is obviously essential, but managing the definition of the project, in a way that best fits with the business, technical, and other organizational needs of the sponsors, is critical in determining how well the project will deliver business benefits and in establishing the overall strategy for the project.

It was this insight, developed through research conducted independently by the current authors shortly after the publication of the Cleland and King Handbook (Morris and Hough, 1987; Pinto and Slevin, 1988), that led to Morris coining the term “the management of projects” in 1994 to reflect the need to focus on managing the definition and delivery of the project itself to deliver a successful outcome.

These, at any rate, are the themes that we shall be exploring in this book (and to which we shall revert in a moment). Our aim, frankly, is to better center the discipline by defining more clearly what is involved in managing projects successfully and, in doing so, to expand the discipline’s focus.

So, why is this endeavor so big that it takes four books? Well, first, it was both the publisher’s desire and our own to produce something substantial—something that could be used by both practitioners and scholars, hopefully for the next 10 to 20 years, like the Cleland and King book—as a reference for the best-thinking in the discipline. But why are there so many chapters that it needs four books? Quite simply, the size reflects the growth of knowledge within the field. The “management of projects” philosophy forces us (i.e., members of the discipline) to expand our frame of reference regarding what projects truly  are beyond of the traditional PMBOK /OPM3model.

These, then, are not a set of short “how to” management books, but very intentionally, resource books. We see our readership not as casual business readers, but as people who are genuinely interested in the discipline, and who seek further insight and information—the thinking managers of projects. Specifically, the books are intended for both the general practitioner and the student (typically working at the graduate level). For both, we seek to show where and how practice and innovative thinking is shaping the discipline. We are deliberately pushing the envelope, giving practical examples, and providing references to others’ work. The books should, in short, be a real resource, allowing the reader to understand how the key “management of projects” practices are being applied in different contexts and pointing to where further information can be obtained.

To achieve this aim, we have assembled and worked, at times intensively, with a group of authors who collectively provide truly outstanding experience and insight. Some are, by any standard, among the leading researchers, writers, and speakers in the field, whether as academics or consultants. Others write directly from senior positions in industry, offering their practical experience. In every case, each has worked hard with us to furnish the relevance, the references, and the examples that the books, as a whole, aim to provide.

What one undoubtedly gets as a result is a range that is far greater than any individual alone can bring (one simply cannot be working in all these different areas so deeply as all  these authors, combined, are). What one does not always get, though, are all the angles that any one mind might think is important. This is inevitable, if a little regrettable. But to a larger extent, we feel, it is beneficial for two reasons. One, this is not a discipline that is now done and finished—far from it. There are many examples where there is need and opportunity for further research and for alternative ways of looking at things. Rodney Turner and Anne Keegan, for example, in their chapter on managing innovation (The Wiley Guide to Project Technology, Supply Chain & Procurement Management, Chapter 8) ended up positioning the discussion very much in terms of learning and maturity. If we had gone to Harvard, to Wheelwright and Clark (1992) or Christensen (1999) for example, we would almost certainly have received something that focused more on the structural processes linking technology, innovation, and strategy. This divergence is healthy for the discipline, and is, in fact, inevitable in a subject that is so context-dependent as management. Second, it is also beneficial, because seeing a topic from a different viewpoint can be stimulating and lead the reader to fresh insights. Hence we have Steve Simister giving an outstandingly lucid and comprehensive treatment in The Wiley Guide to Project Control, Chapter 5 on risk management; but later we have Stephen Ward and Chris Chapman coming at the same subject (The Wiley Guide to Project Control, Chapter 6) from a different perspective and offering a penetrating treatment of it. There are many similar instances, particularly where the topic is complicated, or may vary in application, as in strategy, program management, finance, procurement, knowledge management, performance management, scheduling, competence, quality, and maturity.

In short, the breadth and diversity of this collection of work (and authors) is, we believe, one of the books’ most fertile qualities. Together, they represent a set of approximately sixty authors from different discipline perspectives (e.g., construction, new product development, information technology, defense / aerospace) whose common bond is their commitment to improving the management of projects, and who provide a range of insights from around the globe. Thus, the North American reader can gain insight into processes that, while common in Europe, have yet to make significant inroads in other locations, and vice versa. IT project managers can likewise gather information from the wealth of knowledge built up through decades of practice in the construction industry, and vice versa. The settings may change; the key principals are remarkably resilient.

But these are big topics, and it is perhaps time to return to the question of what we mean by project management and the management of projects, and to the structure of the book.




Project Management 

There are several levels at which the subject of project management can be approached. We have already indicated one of them in reference to the PMI model. As we and several other of the Guides’ authors indicate later, this is a wholly valid, but essentially delivery, or execution-oriented perspective of the discipline: what the project manager needs to do in order to deliver the project “on time, in budget, to scope.” If project management professionals cannot do this effectively, they are failing at the first fence. Mastering these skills is  the sine qua non—the ‘without which nothing’—of the discipline. Volume 1 addresses this basic view of the discipline—though by no means exhaustively (there are dozens of other books on the market that do this excellently—including some outstanding textbooks: Meredith and Mantel, 2003; Gray and Larson, 2003; Pinto, 2004).

PROJECT MANAGEMENT: “On time, in budget, to scope” execution/delivery
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The overriding paradigm of project management at this level is a control one (in the cybernetic sense of control involving planning, measuring, comparing, and then adjusting performance to meet planned objectives, or adjusting the plans). Interestingly, even this model—for us, the foundation stone of the discipline—is often more than many in other disciplines think of as project management: many, for example, see it as predominantly oriented around scheduling (or even as a subset, in some management textbooks, of operations management). In fact, even in some sectors of industry, this has only recently begun to change, as can be seen towards the end of the book in the chapter on project management in the pharmaceutical industry. It is more than just scheduling of course: there is a whole range of cost, scope, quality and other control activities. But there are other important topics too.

Managing project risks, for example, is an absolutely fundamental skill even at this basic level of project management. Projects, by definition, are unique: doing the work necessary to initiate, plan, execute, control, and close-out the project will inevitably entail risks. These need to be managed.

Both these areas are mainstream and generally pretty well understood within the traditional project management community (as represented by the PMI PMBOK ® ‘Guide’ (PMI, 2004) for example). What is less well covered, perhaps, is the people-side of managing projects. Clearly people are absolutely central to effective project management; without people projects simply could not be managed. There is a huge amount of work that has been done on how organizations and people behave and perform, and much that has been written on this within a project management context (that so little of this finds its way into  PMBOK is almost certainly due to its concentration on material that is said in PMBOK to be “unique” to project management). A lot of this information we have positioned in Volume 3, which deals more with the area of competencies, but some we have kept in the other volumes, deliberately to make the point that people issues are essential in project delivery.

It is thus important to provide the necessary balance to our building blocks of the discipline. For example, among the key contextual elements that set the stage for future activity is the organization’s structure—so pivotal in influencing how effectively projects may be run. But organizational structure has to fit within the larger social context of the organization—its culture, values, and operating philosophy; stakeholder expectations, socio-economic, and business context; behavioural norms, power, and informal influence processes, and so on. This takes us to our larger theme: looking at the project in its environment and managing its definition and delivery for stakeholder success: “the management of projects.”




The Management of Projects 

The thrust of the books is, as we have said, to expand the field of project management. This is quite deliberate. For as Morris and Hough showed in The Anatomy of Major Projects  (1987), in a survey of the then-existing data on project overruns (drawing on over 3,600 projects as well as eight specially prepared case studies), neither poor scheduling nor even lack of teamwork figured crucially among the factors leading to the large number of unsuccessful projects in this data set. What instead were typically important were items such as client changes, poor technology management, and poor change control; changing social, economic, and environmental factors; labor issues, poor contract management, etc. Basically, the message was that while traditional project management skills are important, they are often not sufficient to ensure project success: what is needed is to broaden the focus to cover the management of external and front-end issues, not least technology. Similarly, at about the same time, and subsequently, Pinto and his coauthors, in their studies on project success (Pinto and Slevin, 1988; Kharbanda and Pinto, 1997), showed the importance of client issues and technology, as well as the more traditional areas of project control and people.

The result of both works has been to change the way we look at the discipline. No longer is the focus so much just on the processes and practices needed to deliver projects “to scope, in budget, on schedule,” but rather on how we set up and define the project to deliver stakeholder success—on how to manage projects. In one sense, this almost makes  the subject impossibly large, for now the only thing differentiating this form of management from other sorts is “the project.” We need, therefore, to understand the characteristics of the project development life cycle, but also the nature of projects in organizations. This becomes the kernel of the new discipline, and there is much in this book on this.

Morris articulated this idea in The Management of Projects (1994, 97), and it significantly influenced the development of the Association for Project Management’s Body of Knowledge as well as the International Project Management Association’s Competence Baseline (Morris, 2001; Morris, Jamieson, and Shepherd, 2006; Morris, Crawford, Hodgson, Shepherd, and Thomas, 2006). As a generic term, we feel “the management of projects” still works, but it is interesting to note how the rising interest in program management and portfolio management fits comfortably into this schema. Program management is now strongly seen as the management of multiple projects connected to a shared business objective—see, for example, the chapter by Michel Thiry (The Wiley Guide to Project, Program & Portfolio Management, Chapter 6.) The emphasis on managing for business benefit, and on managing projects, is exactly the same as in “the management of projects.” Similarly, the recently launched Japanese Body of Knowledge, P2M (Program and Project Management), discussed  inter alia in Lynn Crawford’s chapter on project management standards (The Wiley Guide to Project Organization & Project Management Competencies, Chapter 10), is explicitly oriented around managing programs and projects to create, and optimize, business value. Systems manage-ment, strategy, value management, finance, and relations management for example are all major elements in P2M: few, if any, appear in PMBOK.

THE MANAGEMENT OF PROJECTS involves managing the definition and delivery of the project for stakeholder success. The focus is on the project in its context. Project and program management - and portfolio management, though this is less managerial - sit within this framework.
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(“The management of projects” model is also more relevant to the single project situation than PMBOK incidentally, not just because of the emphasis on value, but via the inclusion of design, technology, and definition. There are many single project management situations, such as Design & Build contracts for example, where the project management team has responsibility for elements of the project design and definition.)




Structure of The Wiley Guide to Project, Program & Portfolio Management 

The Wiley Guides to the Management of Projects series consists of four distinct, but interrelated, books:• The Wiley Guide to Project, Program & Portfolio Management 
• The Wiley Guide to Project Control 
• The Wiley Guide to Project Organization & Project Management Competencies 
• The Wiley Guide to Project Technology, Supply Chain & Procurement Management 



This book, The Wiley Guide to Project, Program & Portfolio Management, is based on the “meta” level of management, understanding and exploiting the strategic management of projects, portfolios, and program management and the linkage with context and strategy.

Strategy represents the fundamental goals and objectives that drive the organization and which, if well understood and delineated, should affect the manner in which projects are selected, shaped, and executed. The organization’s strategy encompasses the way in which it makes sense of its external environment, identifies opportunities, and evaluates its performance. In this manner, projects become, in a term David Cleland coined, “the building blocks of strategy,” allowing the organization to operationalize its goals in meaningful, measurable ways (Cleland, 1990). The organization’s use of its strategic portfolio of projects and the manner in which it shapes and maintains its programs, reflects its commitment to a proactive, rather than reactive, means of achieving its goals.

Acknowledging the links between strategy at the corporate, portfolio, program, and project levels allow organizations to focus on improving their portfolio and program management. These are themes explored in several different chapters in this volume; the result is that our basic “management of projects” model can now be expanded to reflect our increased knowledge of program management and its concerns—managing for business benefit, managing products (brands, technology), resource allocation, etc.—along with portfolio management and its special challenges.

[image: 005]

1. In Chapter 1, Karlos Artto and Perttu Dietrich offer a comprehensive and very thorough overview on “Strategic Business Management through Multiple Projects.” Covering a wealth of academic work in the area, Karlos and Perttu examine the way that companies manage the relationships between portfolios, programs, and projects in different situations. They then generalize this into an overall theoretical model which they illustrate from a series of research projects they have undertaken with industry.
2. Ashley Jamieson and Peter Morris, in Chapter 2, similarly survey the literature on moving from corporate strategy to project strategy, again emphasizing the sequence of moving, via portfolios and programs, into projects (and subprojects / tasks). Like Artto and Dietrich, their chapter introduces fresh research evidence to substantiate their findings, this time from a project funded largely by PMI calling on case study data as well as evidence from a questionnaire survey of PMI members showing that most of those who replied routinely work in programs and projects, and use techniques to value optimize the strategy (as will be later discussed in Chapter 9).
3. David Cleland builds on this argument in Chapter 3, drawing on a wealth of experience to extend the arguments regarding corporate planning and programs with more detail at the project planning end, for example explaining how project strategic planning feeds into work packages via the work breakdown structure.
4. Joe Lampel and Pushkar Jha, in Chapter 4, in their chapter on project orientation, contend that many projects fail as a result of poor strategic orientation—of not achieving a proper fit between the enterprise and the project. They hypothesize three types of  project/enterprise orientation—project based, project led, and core operations led—and propose that project scoping, programming, and autonomy shape the interaction between the project and its corporate parent. They conclude by presenting research findings that explore these interactions.

Having reviewed aspects of the linkages between strategy at the corporate, portfolio, program and project levels, the next two chapters focus more purposefully on, firstly, portfolio management, and secondly, program management.5. Norm Archer and Fereidoun Ghasemzadeh are two of the world’s leading authorities on portfolio management (in the project, as opposed to the financial, sense). Their chapter demonstrates the importance particularly of managing risk and outsourcing options at the portfolio level, and the need for a framework for classifying project type. They then proceed to look at the different characteristics that affect portfolio choice and develop a generic process model for portfolio selection.
6. Michel Thiry, in Chapter 6, develops a number of interesting perspectives to better understand the characteristics of program management. Building on the ideas already presented in the previous chapters on strategy and portfolio management, Michel emphasizes the importance of learning in developing a strategic response to evolving conditions—in his process model of program management, learning needs understanding as clearly as performance delivery (this leads him to define project management in the more specific sense of being primarily about uncertainty reduction). He then elaborates this into a two-dimensional phase model linking strategy, programs, projects, and operations cyclically around the activities of formulation, organization, deployment, appraisal, and dissolution.
7. Ali Jaafari, in Chapter 7, focuses on the characteristics of large (engineering) projects, emphasizing in particular how they are subject to environmental uncertainty and may need much more front-end, strategic management than the smaller project. Ali then walks us through a high-level process model of the major things that need doing in the management of large projects.
8. An issue one comes up against in looking at the discipline of managing projects across a broad range of contexts is how to categorize the application area. Aaron Shenhar and Dov Dvir have done as much work as anyone in this area and they provide a stimulating discussion in Chapter 8 showing that there are several different categorizations which are valid and which work well under different circumstances. Based on their research, Aaron and Dov believe that in order to select the appropriate management style, managers should first assess the environment, the product, and the task; second, classify the project by the levels of uncertainty, complexity, and pace; and third, select the right style to fit the specific project type.
9. Value Management (VM), the process of formally optimising the overall approach to the project (including whether or not it should be done) is addressed in Chapter 9 by Michel Thiry. He begins by discussing what is meant by value and by defining the various terms used in VM (Value Engineering, Value Analysis, etc.). VM is positioned as a strategic process comprising sense-making, ideation, elaboration, choice, and mastery.  Techniques within each of these, such as Function(al) Analysis, are described. Overall Michel takes an ambitious view of VM, positioning it as “the method of choice to deal with the ambiguity of stakeholders’ needs and expectations and the complexity of changing business environment at program level and project initiation.”
10. Project success is often quoted as the measure on which the project should be assessed. The trouble is this is a portmanteau term covering many different issues. Terry Cooke-Davies in Chapter 10 reviews the studies that have been carried out in this area since the landmark work by Baker, Murphy, and Fisher in 1974. He concludes that there are essentially three levels of success measure: was the project done right (what he calls “project management success”), was the right project done (“project success”), and were the right projects done right time after time (“consistent project success”). While warning that there are no silver bullets, Terry nevertheless identifies the half dozen or so key factors that he believes, from his research and that of his colleagues, are critical at each level.
11. Roland Gareis, in Chapter 11, discusses the characteristics of organizations that are project (and program) oriented. Again building on years of original research as well as practical consulting, Roland encapsulates most of the ideas this resource book addresses, although using his own distinctive “management by projects” framework (which is just slightly different, as the wording would suggest, from our “management of projects”).
12. Graham Winch, in Chapter 12, provides an enormously useful practical account of the importance of stakeholder management in achieving successful project outcomes. Taking a systems development project as an example (the computerization of share dealing on the London Stock Exchange) Graham shows how the failure to identify and manage different parties’ expectations can not only lead to “academic” discussions of whether and for whom the project was or was not a success, but can in a very real sense lead to loss of control and ultimately project disaster. Graham concludes by drawing out nine key lessons for managing stakeholders effectively.



Finance is an important dimension to the strategic development of projects. The availability of money will affect what can be done, and when. In the public area particularly, changes in the way projects are funded have had a huge affect on the whole way projects are set up and carried out. The next two chapters, by Rodney Turner and Graham Ive, illustrate this.

13. In Chapter 13 Rodney Turner gives a masterful overview of the characteristics and means of financing projects as well as the process of financial management on projects.
14. One of the newer forms of project finance to have developed over the last 20 or so years (coming out of the oil sector in the 1970s) has been that of basing the project’s funding solely on the revenues generated specifically by the project itself, with no other security from other parties. This form, strictly termed “project financing,” has become very important in many parts of the world in bringing ways of using private funds to finance public infrastructure projects. It is no exaggeration to say that this has had a revolutionary impact on the management of public sector projects where it has been applied. Graham Ive, in Chapter 14, discusses this form of project financing in detail,  with particular reference to its application in the British public sector, which is widely regarded as leading the field in this area. He outlines the origin of this form of financing, known in the UK as PFI (for Private Finance Initiative), and shows how it impacts on the management of projects, for example by requiring increased clarity on project objectives, risk management, value management, securing stakeholder consent, capturing users’ requirements, and on procurement and bidding practices. (All issues we have either looked at already or will be doing later in the book.) Interestingly, with regard to the procurement challenges, Graham uses an economic tool (agency theory) to analyze the problems of devising the reward structure, selection of resources, and moral hazard. Throughout, he illustrates his points with reference to a real PFI project—a new hospital.
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The Wiley Guides to the Management of Projects series offers an opportunity to take a step back and evaluate the status of the field, particularly in terms of scholarship and intellectual contributions, some twenty-four years after Cleland and King’s seminal Handbook. Much has changed in the interim. The discipline has broadened considerably—where once projects were the primary focus of a few industries, today they are literally the dominant way of organizing business in sectors as diverse as insurance and manufacturing, software engineering and utilities. But as projects have been recognized as primary, critical organizational forms, so has recognition that the range of practices, processes, and issues needed to manage them is substantially broader than was typically seen nearly a quarter of a century ago. The old project management “initiate, plan, execute, control, and close” model once considered  the basis for the discipline is now increasingly recognized as insufficient and inadequate, as the many chapters of this book surely demonstrate.

The shift from “project management” to “the management of projects” is no mere linguistic sleight-of-hand: it represents a profound change in the manner in which we approach projects, organize, perform, and evaluate them.

On a personal note, we, the editors, have been both gratified and humbled by the willingness of the authors (very busy people all) to commit their time and labor to this project (and our thanks too to Gill Hypher for all her administrative assistance). Asking an internationally recognized set of experts to provide leading edge work in their respective fields, while ensuring that it is equally useful for scholars and practitioners alike, is a formidable challenge. The contributors rose to meet this challenge wonderfully, as we are sure you, our readers, will agree. In many ways, the Wiley Guides represent not only the current state of the art in the discipline; it also showcases the talents and insights of the field’s top scholars, thinkers, practitioners, and consultants.

Cleland and King’s original Project Management Handbook spawned many imitators; we hope with this book that it has acquired a worthy successor.
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 CHAPTER ONE

STRATEGIC BUSINESS MANAGEMENT THROUGH MULTIPLE PROJECTS

Karlos A. Artto, Perttu H. Dietrich

 

 

 

Effective management of single projects does not suffice in today’s organizations. Instead, the managerial focus in firms has shifted toward simultaneous management of whole collections of projects as one large entity, and toward effective linking of this set of projects to the ultimate business purpose. This approach is contained in concepts of project-based management, programs, and portfolios. Portfolios of different project types are typically positioned under the governance of organizational units or responsibility areas (see Figure 1.1). Management processes above projects must link projects to business goals and assist in reaching or exceeding the expectations set by company strategy.

One major starting point for the development of business-oriented management of projects in a company context was introduced in the end of 1980s in an expert seminar in Vienna, where the contribution of project management to the general world of management was discussed as contained in the concept of “management by projects” (see the chapter by Gareis). Since that time there have been an increasing number of studies on the broader role available for project-based management, project-based organizations, and project business. Recent examples of such studies include Turner (1999), Turner and Keegan (1999, 2000), Turner et al. (2000), Gareis (2000a, 2000b), Artto (2001), Artto et al. (2002), and Elonen and Artto (2003).

Early theories of organizational strategy saw “strategy as an action of intentionally and rationally combining selected courses of action with the allocation of resources in order to carry out organizational goals and objectives in order to achieve strategic fit and thereby obtain competitive advantage” (Hatch, 1997). This is based on the idea that strategy involves creating a match between organization and environment (Ansoff, 1965). Galbraith (1995) proposed that strategy establishes the criteria for choosing among alternative organizational forms. Each organizational form enables some activities to be performed well while hindering  others. Choosing between organizational alternatives involves trade-offs. Strategy can help with this by pointing to those activities that are most necessary, thereby providing a basis for making the best trade-offs.

FIGURE 1.1. TWO COMPANIES (OR TWO BUSINESS UNITS WITHIN ONE COMPANY) WITH NETWORKED PROJECTS AND PORTFOLIOS. THERE ARE CROSS-ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESSES IN THE SHARED NETWORK AT STRATEGIC, PORTFOLIO, AND PROJECT LEVELS.

Source: Artto et al. (2002).
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The purpose of this chapter is to introduce managerial practices relevant to strategic business management in multiple-project environments. Multiproject environments are introduced in terms of different project types, programs, and portfolios and their management. Based on the knowledge from this, we introduce issues that serve as guidelines to the theme of strategic business management of multiple projects. We conduct an analysis of content and process of strategy and how these relate to the setting of goals and objectives, and to effective decision making with multiple projects. Based on this, the chapter identifies effective managerial practices for the strategic business management in multiple-project environments. We also combine strategy with management from an applications viewpoint by looking at four case organizations.




Different Project Types and Their Different Strategic Importance 

Different project types have different strategic importance; each type typically requires different management approaches. Crawford et al. (2002), Shenhar et al. (2002), and Youker  (1999) are studies of project classification that attempt to address this issue. (See Shenhar and Dvir’s chapter in this book.) These are valuable in understanding not only different project types and their characteristics but also the different success criteria and respective strategic importance, and accordingly, different successful managerial practices associated with each project type.

Shenhar et al. classify projects into external and internal types, where the position or closeness of the customer (external or internal) provides the basis for the classification. This classification also considers the ultimate customer in the external markets in relation to how direct or indirect the relationship of the ultimate customer is to the project deliverable. Their starting point is innovation management literature that makes a distinction between incremental and radical innovation. Thus, according to Shenhar et al., projects can be either strategic or operational in their nature, depending on the project type.

External projects typically relate to developing products for customers in the market. Shenhar et al. distinguish between derivative, platform, and breakthrough projects, all as external projects. Wheelwright and Clark (1992) call these three project types commercial development projects. Based on Shenhar et al.’s considerations, derivative projects relate to extending, improving, or upgrading existing products. They typically aim at short-term benefits, and they are thus more operational than strategic in their nature. Platform and breakthrough projects relate to new product development or production processes where there is a longer-term perspective, and, accordingly, a reaching for a more strategic nature. Another interpretation of an external project is that of a delivery project where the project is in a commercial setting, and where an organization is running projects for other organizations (Turner and Keegan, 1999). Such external delivery projects are often mere production or manufacturing devices that run more or less predetermined work for an organization according to a contract between the customer and project supplier (Artto, 2001). The similarity of project-based operations with both external and internal customers is demonstrated by Turner and Keegan (1999), who defined a project-based organization as a stand-alone entity that makes products for external customers, or a subsidiary of a business unit of a larger firm that makes products for internal or external customers.

Shenhar et al. (2002) divide internal projects into problem solving, utility, maintenance and research projects. Wheelwright and Clark (1992) distinguish between internal projects based on research and development, which are a precursor to commercial development, and alliances and partnerships, which can be commercial or basic research directed. Figure 1.2 describes Wheelwright and Clark’s view on different types of development projects (the figure includes four types; the fifth type—alliances and partnerships—can include any of the other four types). Mikkelsen et al. (1991) define internal projects as organizational or operational development projects, such as systems planning and implementation, the introduction of new manufacturing technology, and organizational change. Shenhar et al.’s utility and research projects usually come from a long-term perspective and can be considered as strategic projects. Problem-solving and maintenance projects usually focus on the shorter term, typically aim at performance improvements, and can be seen as operational projects (Shenhar et al., 2002).

We appreciate the consideration of strategic importance now given to project types but consider that the “strategic versus tactical” importance given to these also depends on parameters other than project type as defined by existing project classification literature. Fur-thermore,  the strategic importance cannot be evaluated in a straightforward manner, such as presuming that long-term projects are always more strategic, as is widely argued in the literature.

FIGURE 1.2. MAPPING THE TYPES OF DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS.

Source: Wheelwright and Clark (1992).
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Programs and Portfolios 

Guidance for the management of multiple projects in organizations can be derived from several different theoretical and practically oriented discussion arenas. The program management and project portfolio management contents are outlined in the following section.

Archer and Ghasemzadeh (1999) define a project portfolio as a group of projects that are conducted under the sponsorship or management of a particular organization (see their chapter in this book). They point out that these projects compete for scarce resources. The three well-known objectives of portfolio management are as follows (Cooper et al., 1998):• Maximizing the value of the portfolio
• Linking the portfolio to the strategy
• Balancing the portfolio



Dye and Pennypacker (1999) define project portfolio management as the art and science of applying a set of knowledge, skills, tools, and techniques to a collection of projects to meet or exceed the needs and expectations of an organization’s investment strategy. In PMBOK (2000), project portfolio management refers to the selection and support of project investments or program investments that are guided by the organization’s strategic plan and available resources. A strategic task of project portfolio management is to maintain corporate identity and ensure linkages between projects and constrain the impact of individually implemented projects with no links to other projects (Lundin and Stablein, 2000). According to Platje et al. (1994), a portfolio is a set of projects that are managed in a coordinated way to deliver benefits that would not be possible if the projects were managed independently. This definition is similar to many definitions introduced for a project program. For example, Turner (1999) and Poskela et al. (2001) emphasize that projects in a program are a coherent group that is managed in a coordinated way for added benefit. Murray-Webster and Thiry (2000) define a program as a collection of change actions (projects and operational activities) purposefully grouped together to realize strategic and/or tactical benefits. (See the chapter by Thiry on program management.)

From the strategic management point of view, the main driver for the management of multiple projects in different forms—for instance, programs—is the change in the business environment of an organization (OGC, 2002). Changes in the environment imply system or organizational changes (Ackoff, 1999). In these changes, program management provides a framework for the management of complexity and risk with the general intent of implementing business strategies and initiatives, or large-scale change (OGC, 2002).

The management of risk and uncertainty can appear in different ways. For example, in the R&D area, the important task of a business manager may be to increase risk to balance the portfolio of projects for business benefit. We can see this from findings illustrating how radical projects with high risk have the highest business potential (Loch, 2000).

Programs usually represent entities that have a determined purpose, predefined expectations related to the benefits scheme, and an organization, or at least a plan for organizing the effort. A program is set up to produce a specific outcome that may be defined at a high abstraction level of a “vision.” According to PMBOK (2000), a program consists of several associated projects that will contribute to the achievement of a strategic plan. Many programs also include elements of ongoing operations. Program management helps to organize, manage, accommodate, and control adaptation and changes such that the eventual outcome meets the objectives set by the business strategy (OGC, 2002). Program management includes the management of interfaces between projects, prioritization of resources, and a reduction in overall management effort (Turner, 1999). The objectives of projects under the same project program are interdependent (Platje et al., 1994). Turner (1999) emphasizes the importance of the overall strategic resource sharing scheme related to program management. Such strategic resource sharing is implemented through a well-organized balance of responsibility, where the program directors’ responsibility is to link programs with corporate objectives, the overall corporate plan, and corporate resource plan. OGC (2002) defines program management as the coordinated management of a portfolio of projects that change organizations to achieve benefits that are of strategic importance.




Constructing a Theoretical Framework 

The previous sections introduced aspects of existing knowledge on multiproject environments and attempted to show the need for new knowledge in the area of strategic business management of multiple-project environments. Based on this analysis, and the needs reflected by it, we can identify the following issues:1. How can multiple projects be collectively aligned with business strategy in a manner that generates enhanced benefits for the whole business?
2. What is the role of specific projects in implementing, creating, and renewing business strategies?
3. How best can strategic business management be applied in organizations with multiple projects, and what are the relevant managerial practices for accomplishing this?


The preceding three questions are addressed in this remainder of this chapter via current strategy, business administration and project management literature, as well as findings from four case organizations.


Strategy and Strategic Management 

In ancient military terminology in Athens, Strategos referred initially to attributes of the general commander in the army. The word strategy later was expanded to include the art of managerial skills for employing forces to overcome opposition (Mintzberg et al., 1995). Ancient military terminology and early strategic management literature emphasize the relative position of an organization to its external competitive environment, with emphasis on activities necessary to achieve a desired position (Chaffee, 1985). The concept of strategy has also used contributions from other disciplines, such as industrial organizational economics approach, resource-based approaches, ecologist-evolutionary approaches, and systems thinking approaches (Pavón, 2002). These emphasize, among others, the importance of rational decision making, and learning as an issue that shapes strategies.

The variety of attempts to express the specific nature of the strategy has led different authors to create different strategic schools (see, for example, Chaffee, 1985; Mintzberg et al., 1995). Mintzberg et al. (1995) introduced five Ps of strategy as a means to show the complex nature of strategy, where the Ps include definition of strategy as a Plan, Ploy, Pattern, Position, and Perspective. This last P—perspective—emphasizes sharing visions and mental images inside the organization to form a common understanding and culture, as strategies are abstractions in individuals’ minds. This is consistent with Chaffee’s (1985)  interpretative view, which focuses on corporate culture and symbolic management as essential means to motivate participants and potential participants in ways that can favor an organization. This view makes a clear distinction with traditional strategic literature (see, for example, Chandler, 1962; Andrews, 1971; Hofer, 1975; Mintzberg, 1978) by suggesting that organizations’ behavior is rather irrational in nature.

Early studies on strategic management focused on the content of strategy. Later literature distinguished between the content of the strategy and the process of strategy formulation and implementation (Chaffee, 1985). A distinction was made between an analytically objective strategy formulation process and a behavioral implementation process (see Andrews, 1971; Fredrickson, 1984; Pettigrew, 1992). Organization theorists tended to emphasize the meaning of human processes (e.g., decision styles) in strategy making (Burgeois, 1985), which started with rationality as a principal assumption of strategy process (see, for example, Andrews, 1971; Ansoff, 1965; Porter, 1980). From this, strategy management research introduced ideas of bounded rationality as a means to circumvent the reality of aspects of “organizational anarchy” within an organization (Simon, 1957; Cohen et al., 1972). This emerging recognition of an existing imperfect rationality in organizations has shifted toward emphasizing the extent and type of involvement of individuals in the organization or its environment (stakeholders) in strategy process (Hart, 1992). For example, Chaffee’s (1985) emerging school of interpretative perspective on strategic management is an example of seeing the importance of individuals’ involvement in strategy making. We can conclude from this that strategy is, and is accepted as, an important concern of the whole organization, not just its top management, and that motivation arises as a more crucial element of strategy realization.


Strategy Formulation and Implementation 

Strategic processes comprise both strategy formulation and implementation. The strategic management literature mainly focuses on the strategy formulation aspect, with less attention given to strategy implementation (Aaltonen and Ikävalko, 2001). Andrews (1995) identifies organizational structures as requirements for the efficient implementation of intended actions. These structures include elements such as information systems and relationships enabling execution and management of subdivided activities. Moreover, Andrews (1995) states that one critical requirement for the successful implementation of strategy is to ensure that decisions made by managers and senior managers are consistent with the organization’s goals and objectives. Leading the organization to intended goals and objectives requires measurement of the current state or performance of actions, analyzing the gap between the current and intended state, and making corrective actions. Diagnostic control systems are traditionally recognized as an important means of controlling the intended performance of the organization (see, for example, Simons, 1995). These systems are supported by defined performance characteristics called critical performance variables or key success factors that serve as indicators for achievement of organizational goals in the means of efficiency and effectiveness (Simons, 1995).

The balanced scorecard method introduced by Kaplan and Norton (1992) is a good example of a way to measure the performance of an organization in enhancing the achievement of organizational goals and strategy implementation. The scorecard can be used to derive objectives and measures related to company vision and strategy that can be derived to further project-specific objectives that are well aligned with business strategy. The strategic objectives to be measured fall into four perspectives:• Customer
• Financial 
• Internal business process
• Learning and growth

Employee capabilities, technology, and corporate climate contribute to the organization’s capability for learning and growth (Kaplan and Norton 2001).

The success domains/dimensions in some project success studies are analogous to the four perspectives of balanced scorecard introduced by Kaplan and Norton (1992, 1996). For example, Shenhar et al. (1997) introduce the following four dimensions of project success:• Project efficiency
• Impact on customer
• Business success
• Preparing for the future



In general, project success studies contribute to definition of requirements for decision-related information used, for instance, in project selection criteria or in performance measures.

Another contribution of project success studies is their indication of the most relevant managerial areas and even managerial practices that can serve as enablers for success (see the chapter by Cooke-Davies). Although many project success studies still limit their views to the success and successful management of one single project only, they can also introduce the important aspect of the overall context where a single project occurs. This extends the evaluation of success toward strategic issues that take a viewpoint of the whole business. According to Saravirta (2001) and Kotsalo-Mustonen (1996), the relevant success domains are related to the following:• Strategy (e.g., new competitive advantage, reference value)
• Relationship (e.g., client satisfaction)
• Situation (e.g., learning by doing, unlearning)
• Product/service (e.g., commercial success, quality)
• Project implementation (e.g., cost, time, process quality)



Furthermore, evaluation of success depends on the stakeholder and its perspective on the project. From Morris and Hough (1987) and Rouhiainen (1997), we can derive the following synthesis of what the important success domains are:1. Technical performance, project functionality, client satisfaction, and technical and financial performance of the deliverable for the sponsor/customer
2. Project management: on budget, on schedule, and to technical specification
3. Supplier’s commercial performance: commercial benefit for the project service providers
4. The learning that project stakeholders acquire



Emergent Strategies 

Mintzberg (1978) examined the relation between an organization’s intended strategy and its realized strategy. Mintzberg showed that in addition to intentional strategies, strategies can also include unintentional, emergent components. Strategies emerge from different sources and from different levels of organization. Mintzberg proposes that the concept of realized strategy consists of intentions that lead to deliberate strategy, intentions that lead to unrealized strategy, and emergent strategies that develop in the organization without a priori intentions. Simons (1995) explains that an emergent strategy process consists of actions of individuals at all organizational levels to seize the opportunities and deal with the problems.

The emergent perspective of the strategy process seems to focus now on organizational learning (see the chapter by Lampel and Jha) and works to identify strategy as the cumulative impact of operative decisions taken by management (Christensen, 2000). Lindblom (1959) explained strategic management from the policy formation viewpoint, by seeing policies as consisting of small, politically acceptable, disjointed decisions. Moreover, Quinn’s (1995) logical incrementalism proposed that strategies should rely on flexibility and experimental applications to move from broad concepts toward specific commitments, and strategic decisions should be made at the last possible moment in order to utilize the most topical and available information for minimizing risks. Quinn’s argument is based on recognition of the biases that are found in reality among the formal “systems planning” and “powerbehavioral” approaches of strategy formation in organizations. Good strategies are not formulated in a comprehensive master plan. According to Quinn, the formal systems planning approach relies on quantitative data ignoring vital qualitative, organizational, and power-behavioral factors, which often tend to represent the dynamic, time-related attributes of organizational success. Power-behavioral perspectives focus on psychological issues, trying to understand the influence of human dynamics, power relationships, and organizational processes in strategy formation. However, power-behavioral approaches can introduce drawbacks associated with ignoring the normative component of rationality in strategic decision making. Quinn thus emphasizes the importance of “process limits” in strategic decision making and management.

Process limits deal with issues such as timing and sequencing, building comfort levels, developing consensus, and selecting and training people. These imperatives can become the determinants of the system itself, and they finally determine the outcome of the decisions. This resembles Mintzberg and Waters’ (1985) umbrella strategy perspective, where top-managers define boundaries and guidelines for the organization to operate, and where within these boundaries individuals in the organization can take initiatives. Mintzberg and Waters’s study illustrates that even if the goals and objectives for the organization are predetermined at the top level of the organization, managers at the middle level can, by their actions and decisions, affect the formation of strategy. Burgelman (1983) supports this while proposing that in addition to induced strategic behavior, there exists also an autonomous strategic behavior within the organizations, and that behavior develops outside of the strategic umbrella defined by top management. This autonomous behavior appears when people at the operational level notify the resources provided by the organization as a means to utilize new opportunities (Floyd and Wooldridge, 2000). In his later study, Burgelman (1991) reported evidence from a longitudinal case study of Intel Corporation. The findings indicate that successful firms are characterized by both top-down strategic intent and bottom-up experimentation  and selection process. Hart (1992) further developed the idea of organization-wide involvement in strategy formation and claimed that strategy making is an organizational capability that determines an organization’s success or failure.

The preceding can be summarized as confirming that the role of individuals can be extremely important in viable strategy formulation and implementation. Projects and the individuals who work on them are particularly important. This is supported in the literature concerning product development and internal development projects, which emphasizes the project manager’s role as a champion, gatekeeper, facilitator, or coach, and the top management representative’s involvement and supporting role (Loch, 2000; Terwiesch et al., 1998, Brown and Eisenhardt, 1995; Eisenhardt and Tabrizi, 1995; and Mikkelsen et al. 1991). An important managerial problem is to encourage projects and individuals in their role in emerging strategies to create new ideas and renew existing strategies.

Thus, the challenge of successful strategic management may lie in managing the tension between creative innovation and predictable goal achievement. This tension occurs by• reconciling unlimited opportunities with managers’ limited attention;
• implementing top-down strategies while allowing bottom-up strategies to emerge;
• creating predictable environments while maintaining innovativeness; and
• controlling actions while simultaneously allowing the organization to learn new ones (Simons, 1995).



The ability to learn is raised as one major sources of sustainable competitive advantage in many companies. The study by De Geus (1988) provides a good example of the impact of learning to the success of companies. He examined the survival of Fortune 500 companies and found that one-third of the companies listed in 1973 had vanished by 1983. A key source of the success of the survivors was their ability to learn by continuously exploring opportunities for new business and organizational development. The emphasis should be placed on focusing that organizations are doing the right things, rather than doing things right. This capability of an organization to question its underlying policies and goals is called  double-loop learning. Senge (1990) proposes creative tension in organizations as a principal building block of learning organizations. Creative tension is created by integrating pictures of desired future and current reality. However, this creative tension differs from solving existing problems in an undesired state of current reality. Rather, it comes from individuals’ intrinsic motivation and generative learning with its emphasis on continuous experimentation and feedback. Brown and Eisenhardt (1997) argue that managers learn from possible futures. Small losses through experimental products that fail, or futurists’ predictions that do not come true, are probably the most effective learning devices. A variety of probes creates hands-on experiences (experimental products and experimental strategic alliances) and indirect experiences (meetings). Eisenhardt’s 1997 study suggested semi-structures that would ensure responsibilities, ownership, prioritization, and communication. Semi-structures relate to quasi-formal structures (committees, teams, task forces, information exchange relationships and arrangements) introduced by Schoonhoven and Jelinek (1996). Hence, in board meetings that represent gates or reviews, practical issues such as agendas, visual aids, and other decision support mechanisms, together with chairing, coaching, facilitating, and  communication issues may play an important role as knowledge-sharing meetings and meetings for learning.


Organizational Design and Decision Making from a Strategy Perspective 

As we have already indicated, any individual, and especially managers at the middle level (e.g., project managers), can, by their actions and decisions, affect the formation of strategy. The early strategic literature suggested that this approach of strategy formation by individuals at the lower organizational levels may not be effective. Instead, the early strategic literature suggested that strategic issues must be placed as part of a higher-level strategy process at the top level of the organization (e.g., Mintzberg, 1978; Ansoff, 1965). Shendel and Hofer (1979) extended this executive-focused view of strategic management to include other organizational levels. They specified three distinct organizational levels where strategic consideration should happen. First, at the corporate level, the main question is what business the organization should be in. Second, at business unit level, the focus is more on how to compete in that given business. Third, there is the integration of subfunctional activities and the integration of functional areas with the environment. The focus and perspective on strategy thus changes by levels.

Hart (1992) studied different models of strategy-making processes and classified five principal models of the strategy-making process according to the distribution of power in the organization: command, symbolic, rational, transactive, and generative modes. The command mode represents one extreme, where the role of top management is dominant and the participation of other members of the organization is limited to strategy implementation. At the other extreme, in a generative mode, the role of the top manager is to sponsor new ideas—for instance, project proposals emerging from the bottom of the organization—and guide those initiatives to a strategic direction. Moreover, Hart (1992) proposed that the three middle modes of strategy making (symbolic, rational, and transactive), characterized by better use of resources and organizational capabilities, led to higher levels of performance than the two extreme modes. He concluded that the strategy process should be considered as an issue that concerns the whole organization. Moreover, Hart (1992) proposed that strategy making is a capability of an organization that influences its overall performance, and organizational success requires multiple modes in strategy making.

Loch’s (2000) study of a European technology manufacturer provides an excellent example of how the organizational setting is arranged in a multiproject environment in terms of distribution of power. It also emphasizes the importance of decision making as an important part of organizational design. Loch identified three different project clusters that defined how the manufacturer initiated and executed product development. An interesting finding was that there was no actual difference in success among the three clusters. Each of the three approaches had its strength. The first cluster, “formal process” projects, used the company’s institutionalized product development process and relied on the Stage-Gate process recommended by Cooper (1994), and the formal process supports professional execution of the majority of all new product development projects (Cooper and Kleinschmidt 1987; Cooper, 1994); The second cluster, “under-the-table-projects,” represented small teams or “skunk works” (Wolff, 1987) that supported organizational experimentation for new and  unstructured ideas and flexibility (Quinn, 1985). The third cluster, comprising “pet projects,” or “sacred cows,” (projects determined by a powerful senior manager; see, for example, Meredith and Mantel, 1999), can be effective for difficult actions that need management support from a high level, and patience.

Two important weaknesses of undifferentiated process use were what Loch called “rigidity” and “lack of linkage.” First, rigidity appears as the formal process where a company follows a relatively rigid Stage-Gate process and is perceived as inflexible in adjusting to specific project needs. Employees resorted to under-the-table projects because the formal process was too rigid and no alternative structure was available. Loch argued that the formal process may be too heavy-handed for incremental projects and too structured for radical projects. Second, lack of linkage occurs where there is a lack of structure for feeding unofficial under-the-table projects into the formal process. Loch argues that many companies suffer from the problem of new-product development not being integrated with strategy. He suggests that the company should develop a customized project portfolio with strategic positioning of projects, and a corresponding mixture of processes to meet its strategic innovation needs. Moreover, Loch considers that the lack of training of business unit managers in general strategy and technology management limit their ability to link strategic context and new-product development approach.

Our analysis of the role of managerial boards, and project and other teams pointed to an emphasis on meetings and reviews that relate to appropriate cross-organizational communication and decision-making processes. From an organizational design viewpoint, Ackoff (1978, 1981) introduces boards and board meetings as major organizational vehicles for participation and communication in what he calls a circular organization. McGrath (1996) provides an example of how cross-organizational cooperation is organized through teams, boards, or committees in a managerial model with practical orientation for product management and new product development. A product development project is conducted by a cross-functional core team. The core team is directly responsible for the success of the project, and the team is empowered with full authorization. The core team generally consists of five to eight individuals with different skills and a core team leader. The core team does not have the classical hierarchical approach to organization. Product development decisions are made by the product approval committee designated with the authority and responsibility to make them. The committee members are representatives of senior management representatives. Because the committee is a decision-making group, it should remain small. Four to five executives is an appropriate size. In some cases the committee is the company’s executive committee. The decisions are made at phase reviews that are decision-making sessions that occur at specific milestones of the product development. Specifically, the product approval committee initiates new product development projects, cancels and reprioritizes projects, ensures that products being developed fit the company’s strategy, and allocates development resources. While the core teams and the product approval committee are for short-term product development, the mid-term technology development is organized in a similar manner through technology development teams and a senior review committee. The senior review committee is a decision-making body of senior scientists and business managers that oversees technology development projects via technology phase reviews. Technology transfer teams with evolving team membership transfer the technology to product development projects (McGrath, 1996).

Important factors—or enablers—for project success often represent issues that are significant from the viewpoint of organizational design. For example, Mikkelsen et al. (1991) studied internal organizational and operational development projects and reported that the characteristics and roles of project managers and top managers were important drivers for project success. Furthermore, according to Brown and Eisenhardt (1995), important success factors of product development include cross-functional teams enabling cross-organizational integration, effective internal and external communication, powerful project leader, and senior management support. Brown and Eisenhardt also discuss the important role of team tenure that reflects the effectiveness of the pattern of working together, the important role of gatekeepers who are individuals that supply external information to the team, and the important role of a team group process that enables effective internal and external communication within the team and with customers, suppliers, and other individuals in the organization. Loch (2000) investigated a larger body of work on new product development and concluded that the following success drivers would represent good management practices: customer orientation and demand pull, cross-functional cooperation, top management support, existence of a champion, good planning and execution with a strong project manager, and the use of a well-defined process with formal measures. The success factors of new product development have slight differences according to the industry, though (e.g., Eisenhardt and Tabrizi, 1995; Terwiesch et al., 1998).


Goal Setting in Time and Aspects of Timing in Relation to Doing the Right Thing 

Recent project management and business management literature has raised various aspects of managing time as one important issue in determining how overall efficiency can be achieved (Yeo and Ning, 2002; Steyn, 2002; DeMarco, 2001; Perlow, 1999; Goldratt, 1997). This literature, however, often argues that efficiency of timely performance would contribute to other indirect benefits in terms of efficiency and even effectiveness in overall performance. However, when discussing the management of time, the literature too often emphasizes the aspect of just doing the work efficiently instead of the more strategic dimension of doing the right things. This issue is introduced by Rämö (2002) by focusing on different notions of chronological and nonchronological time in organizational settings. He refers to Drucker’s (1974) well-known discussion on efficiency and effectiveness, arguing that efficiency is concerned with doing things right. This is reflected in managerial approaches such as Taylor’s scientific management or Deming’s Total Quality Management, which both are concerned with doing things right and [just] in time (Rämö, 2002; Drucker, 1999). Such approaches emphasize exact clock time—chronos. They require efficiency and doing things right, which requires management and improvement of what is already known. Effectiveness, instead, is doing the right things (Drucker 1974). Rämö (2002) suggests that Drucker’s discussion on the difference between efficiency and effectiveness also implies a dualism of time: clock time (chronos) emphasizes the chronological sequences of activities and, accordingly, rules efficiency, while the nonchronological aspect of time (kairos) relates to right timing and, accordingly, is essential for effectiveness. Seizing windows of opportunities requires a good sense of timing. Chronos, or clock time, does not govern such a sense of timing which, instead, it is based on a kairic feeling for the right moment (Rämö 2002).

Ackoff (1999) discussed the introduction of different types of systems, with particular attention to organizations as systems. A system may have a memory that can increase its efficiency over time in producing the outcome that is its goal. A purposeful system changes its goals under constant conditions; it selects ends and means and thus displays a will. An ideal-seeking system is a purposeful system that, on attainment of its goals or objectives, then seeks another goal and objective that more closely approximates its ideal. An ideal-seeking system is thus one that has a concept of “perfection” or the “ultimately desirable” and pursues it systematically—that is, in interrelated steps. The time that it would take to reach the ideal could be considered as infinite. Ackoff (1999) introduces the concept of “ends planning” that takes an approach to different perspectives in terms of three types of desired outcomes, each related to different timely perspective. First, “goals” represent ends that are expected within the period of a plan. The goals may be related to entities like, for instance, projects. Second, “objectives” represent ends that provide right directions but are not expected to be obtained until after the period planned for. Our interpretation is that such objectives may be achieved through a collection of projects, such as programs or portfolios, during a longer time span. Third, “ideals” are ends that are believed to be unattainable but toward which continuous progress is thought to be possible and is expected. Ideals provide strategic directions that enable good portfolio decisions for selecting the right projects—and indeed whole collections of well-balanced projects—with the right strategic intent. Goals are means with respect to objectives, and objectives are considered with respect to ideals. Ackoff’s ends planning includes four steps: first, selecting a mission; second, specifying the desired properties of the system planned for; third, idealized redesign of that system; and fourth, selecting the gaps between this design and the reference scenario that planning will try to close. One additional related issue that Ackoff (1994) introduces is backward planning, and within backward planning, working backward from the present—that is, from where one wants to be right now to where one is right now.

Aalto et al. (2003) provide an example of what different timely perspectives mean in the R&D context for the management of projects and their portfolios, and the linkage between projects and portfolios. This is illustrated in Figure 1.3, as adapted from Aalto et al. (2003), with modifications to the figures presented by Groenveld (1997, 1998) and Kostoff and Schaller (2001). Aalto et al. use the term R&D to include research, technology development, and product development. Product development is the shortest-term activity. Technology development is more volatile by nature and the projects are typically focused on producing certain technologies or their combinations in the medium term. Such technologies are used in short-term product development. Research is the longest-term activity. It provides technology development with a potential for paradigm shifts and, thus, new points of departure. The interrelatedness of different projects with different time spans and purposes introduces challenges to successful R&D management in terms of how projects and project portfolios are managed.


Summary of the Theoretical Framework Construction 

Table 1.1 summarizes the preceding theoretical analysis on strategic business management through multiple projects. The right column of the table presents existing artifacts that are  relevant to this topic. The left column of the table groups the artifacts by their content in the focal areas. These focal areas can be considered as important prerequisites for successful strategic business management in multiple projects environment. The focal areas are as follows:1. Categorizing projects by their type
2. Supporting structured and flexible decision making
3. Ensuring effective communication and information transparency
4. Linking projects and strategy process
5. Establishing an organizational design to support strategic management in the multiple-project environment
6. Setting and measuring goals for different time spans in the future
7. Evaluating strategic contents, distinguishing between effectiveness and efficiency


FIGURE 1.3. INTERRELATEDNESS OF DIFFERENT PROJECTS AND THEIR PORTFOLIOS WITH DIFFERENT TIMELY PERSPECTIVES IN THE R&D FIELD.

Source: Adapted from Aalto et al. (2003).
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Table 1.1 is self-explanatory. Concerning the table, only two additional explanations are raised here. First, concerning categorizing projects, we argue that the strategic content is partly specific to single projects. This occurs as the project itself is a fundamental managerial entity that interacts with its environment by producing, transferring, and receiving strategic information. Second, concerning support for structured and flexible decision making, flexible practices are needed to allow freedom to adjust the project management approach to fit the project type or its strategic importance. For example, creativity and the emergence of new strategic directions should be allowed in innovative project schemes. This could be achieved by avoiding too centralized and/or too formal management schemes in such projects.

 TABLE 1.1. EXISTING ARTIFACTS FROM THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK CONSTRUCTION GROUPED TO SEVEN FOCAL AREAS.



	Focal Area 	Existing Artifacts 
	1. Categorizing projects by their type	• Different project types are of different strategic importance.
	• Different project types require different managerial approaches.
	2. Supporting structured and flexible decision making	• Structured decision-making practices (e.g., in board meetings with project-specific decisions) are important for adopting a view on whole portfolios and for linking strategy with projects.
	• Structured decision-making practices support the realization of strategic intentions of the organization.
	• Flexible decision-making practices enhance the emergence of innovative ideas and learning. Use of various types of processes in decision making (both formal and informal) increase an organization’s ability to succeed.
	• Decision-making structures such as meetings are important for communication among top management, middle management, and project management. In addition to communicating the intended strategy component top-down, the meetings and their communication serve to foster grounds for the bottom-up emergent strategy component.
	3. Ensuring effective communication and information transparency	• Information transparency, both vertical transparency across organizational levels and horizontal transparency across projects and organizational boundaries, and open communication help with building linkages.
	• Effective communication and information transparency enhances creativity and appearance of new strategic ideas.
	• Effective communication and information transparency enhances quality and optimality of decisions.
	• Communication enables learning.
	• Open sharing of information and information transparency results in better commitment and involvement among individuals and groups in organization.
	4. Linking projects and strategy process	• Linking projects and the strategy process enables top management to acquire a holistic picture of ongoing project activities and new innovative ideas emerging from different organizational levels. This holistic picture of project activities and new ideas increase top management’s ability to manage organization in a concrete manner toward desired direction.
	• Linking projects and the strategy process ensures that projects positioned at lower levels become aware of their status in the whole picture of implementing business strategy. This means that project managers are aware of why each of their projects exists and what should be accomplished in the end. A prerequisite for this is that the project manager understands clearly the intended strategy and the ways the project manager is capable of adjusting his or her project’s direction.
	• Linking projects and the strategy process ensures that strategic initiatives are introduced both top-down and bottom-up.
	• Linking projects and the strategy process ensures that resources are allocated to “strategically right activities.”
	• Linking projects and the strategy process ensures that those activities as a whole contribute in an optimal manner to the whole business.
	5. Establishing an organizational design to support strategic management in the multiple-project environment	• Because organizational design and related structures partly determine the strategy and strategic capabilities (e.g., controllability and innovativeness) of the organization, it is essential to establish an organizational design that supports successful management schemes.
	• Hierarchy and boundaries of portfolios in the organization determine: which project activities must be viewed as a whole, how different kinds of portfolios contribute the strategic aims of the organization, and what is the relationship between different portfolios in the organization.
	• Power structures in the organization determine the organizational decision-making practices.
	• Management culture and project culture in the organization are important issues. The managerial practices must match the culture, and on the other hand, the culture can be changed by introducing new managerial practices.
	• An important enabler for the emergent strategic component is that there is a fluent interaction between different organizational levels, that projects are put into strategic perspective by being viewed as whole entities throughout the organization, and that there is communication about how these entities contribute to new strategic dimensions.
	6. Setting and measuring goals for different time spans in the future	• Long-term strategic objectives of any organization differ from how short-term objectives are set. Further, different projects may be established simultaneously for different time spans. Accordingly, these objectives and their associated projects must be managed simultaneously by taking both the long term and the short term into account.
	• Especially in the long perspective, the future is uncertain, and the basic aim is to take advantage for different possible futures. This occurs through managing options toward the uncertain future.
	• In the case of different planning horizons, concepts such as risk, uncertainty, imperfect knowledge, and ambiguity become important parameters for how projects are managed successfully.
	• Organizational levels may relate to the length of projects, at least in that top management must have a long-term view of the future. Thus, at higher organizational levels, many projects may be established to pave the way for the long-term mission of the organization.
	7. Evaluating strategic contents, distinguishing between effectiveness and efficiency	• For the successful management of multiple projects, it is important to distinguish whether the projects are established for effectiveness or for efficiency. Effectiveness refers to doing the right thing, and efficiency refers to doing the thing right. Effectiveness often means creating something new; efficiency means perfecting something that is already known.


 

Finally, the following sections of this chapter discuss empirical examples, and the conclusion section at the end of this chapter introduces a framework for strategic business management with suggestions for managerial practices as derived from theoretical and empirical reasoning.




Empirical Examples from Four Case-Study Organizations 

The empirical examples discussed in the following pages are based on a study carried out with four case organizations—two private and two public. The investigated project environments included organizational and operational development projects and product development projects. Depending on the case study corporation, our empirical study focused either on organization-unit-/business-unit-specific project portfolios, or on cross-functional project portfolios of a certain project type (e.g., projects with strong IT orientation) across the whole corporation. We call the four organizations C-service, D-engineering, E-maintenance, and M-service. C-service is a large public organization delivering services locally for society and individuals. D-engineering is a large public organization delivering services for society. E-maintenance is a medium-sized private organization with engineering services, systems, and equipment deliveries for industrial customers. M-service is a large private organization with mainly service product deliveries for individual and industrial customers. The empirical examples discussed in the following are partly derived from the extensive empirical analysis and documentation of company-specific data, produced by our colleagues in our research team. Lindblom (2002), Elonen (2002), Hongisto (2002), and Nurminen (2003) are examples of such material. The majority of the documents are proprietary. The object of the research was the broad area of the management of project portfolios in the case study organizations. The methodology was modified from the developmental workshop scheme suggested by Järvinen et al. (2000). The empirical data gathering occurred in 2001 to 2004. We and our colleagues acted in the role of university researchers representing external change agents and facilitators for workshops, piloting efforts, and other developmental schemes. This way, our empirical study represented an organizational and operational change project from the company representatives’ viewpoint.


Decision-Related Processes 

Figures 1.4 and 1.5 and the following discussion illustrate a multiproject management process as generalized from case organization-specific processes. In the processes with all the case study organizations, the role of making decisions both at the single-project level and at the level of multiple projects was central. In the organization-specific processes, however, the extent and role of top-down and bottom-up components of the strategy varied depending on the organization. Our process model divides decision-making power at three different levels and emphasizes the communication and information sharing between those levels (see  Figure 1.4).

 FIGURE 1.4. DECISION-MAKING FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF ONE SINGLE PROJECT.
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FIGURE 1.5. DECISION-MAKING WITH MULTIPLE PROJECTS.
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The portfolio board consists of managers from different organizational units or responsibility areas. The cross-organizational composition of the board increases the variety of perspectives on organization within the board and enhances communication and discussion between different organizational areas. This develops a holistic view not only for selecting and prioritizing the right projects, but also for appropriate decisions on resource allocation and timing issues. Thus, the portfolio board is responsible for go/no-go decisions and decisions on major project-specific modifications. The strategic considerations at this decision level concentrate on ensuring that the set of projects under execution and new project ideas provide the best possible basis to achieve organizational objectives and goals. The portfolio board decision meetings strongly support the implementation of intended strategies through projects. The decision flow must be structured in a way that the meeting enhances the possibility of new ideas being introduced effectively, and in that sense also enforces the emergence of new strategies.

While the portfolio board meetings are strongly focused on making project-specific decisions project by project, whole project portfolios are considered in portfolio review meetings (see Figure 1.5). Portfolio reviews adopt a view on whole portfolios rather than single projects as strategic vehicles of action to link current reality and intended positions. Portfolio review meetings are held by boards/bodies consisting of managers representing a higher organizational level than the members of portfolio boards. The objective of the portfolio review meeting is to create a strategic snapshot of the portfolio of projects under execution and new project ideas, and to use this whole entity as a roadmap in planning guidelines for future objectives. The aim of the strategic decisions at this level is to create a feasible match between the organization’s capabilities and the resources and opportunities and risks of today and the future.

The vertical arrows up from the level of single projects and down from upper-level decision-making points in Figure 1.4 indicate information and communication flows that are essential for the whole decision-oriented process for the strategic management of multiple projects. The arrows describe information and communication flows that are essential inputs and outputs for respective decision points. Figure 1.5 develops this scheme further by illustrating how decisions made at the level of single projects, and information derived from lower levels, serve as important triggers for decision making at upper levels and simultaneously for strategy implementation and emergence. Figure 1.5 illustrates also how portfolio board meetings and portfolio reviews occur at discrete points in time. Projects and project ideas enter into those upper-level meetings and reviews. The strategic management of multiple projects toward the achievement of business benefits/advantage requires the dynamic comparison of portfolios of project ideas, ongoing projects, and already completed projects. New project ideas, ongoing projects, and completed projects (e.g., internal IT systems, or existing offering of products) potentially affect decision making on any portfolio or any project. Thus, they should all be considered as belonging to the same pool of interlinked activities and opportunities.


Decision-Making Flows in Board Meetings 

The following examples of board meetings in M-service and C-service describe the content of decision-making practices at the multiple-projects level. In M-service, the two management boards (i.e., portfolio board for gate decisions, and top management board for reviews) are preexisting boards, but the portfolio focus and related systematic managerial practices introduced new responsibilities and tasks for these managerial bodies. The portfolio review meetings take place two or three times a year and serve as a forum for top management members to discuss and determine the strategic guidelines and objectives for the portfolio. Our discussion here concerns the monthly portfolio board meetings that provide a vital basis for strategy implementation and the emergence of new ideas. The decision flow of the portfolio board meeting in M-service starts by reviewing the information of project reports (including project reports for new project ideas) provided by responsible project managers or owners of the projects/ideas. There must be adequate information that is considered as sufficiently valid and reliable to proceed to a scoring discussion aimed at achieving consensus against a variety of decision criteria. The meeting proceeds by comparing the project’s score with the average score of all projects in the portfolio. This prepares the next step of accepting or rejecting projects, and for allocating priorities and resources among projects. The aim of the balancing is to compare ongoing projects to new project ideas by taking into account at least the most important parameters related to strategic importance, benefits, risk, and resources. The actual balancing considerations may use visual graphs as inputs for discussion (for an example of such graph, see Figure 1.6). Decisions on resources are the most important outputs of the discussion. The final step of the meeting includes deriving feedback to be delivered to projects. The feedback includes both written information and information to be explained orally to responsible project individuals. The information comprises the most relevant decision issues related to progress of the project and an explanation on reasons for the decision.

As the focus in C-service’s application is on IT project portfolios, the portfolio board consists of managers responsible for IT projects from different functional areas. New project ideas and ongoing projects are evaluated and prioritized in the meeting, and decisions on resource allocations are made. The meeting agenda is not as structured/formal as in the case of M-service, but the discussions are stimulated by using visual Web-based IT tool as an catalyst to capture different views of the current situation of the portfolio of projects. The chair of the portfolio board facilitates the decision-making situation in the meeting. The Web-based application includes important parameters of projects recorded by the responsible project managers or project owners prior to the meetings. The IT tool provides semistructured project-related information as an input for the decision making. This information enforces discussion, and with the help of the facilitator, consensus is achieved and decisions made. An important advantage of structuring decision meetings around the Web-based IT tool is that it provides a shared communication channel to enhance two-way information sharing between projects and the management levels above them. This channel is used to integrate the organizational vision, strategies, and the actual project work.


Information Contents and Decision Criteria 

The important information content for the information flows between the project and portfolio board levels was investigated separately for each decision point through the project  process. The strategic information contents in decision points change during the project process. In the early ideation phase, the information is strongly focused on result-related issues of the project from the business perspective. In the execution phase, the information relates more to monitoring pre-estimated strategic issues and updating estimates. Furthermore, in the post-project phase, the information relates more to the start of the application (going operational or production start) and to gathering feedback information from the operation phase for the purpose of learning for future projects.

FIGURE 1.6. VISUAL GRAPH ON SCORE PROFILES OF MULTIPLE PROJECTS.
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The practical applications in organizations with explicit information displays are simplified schemes from contents of strategic information. For example, M-service applies a condensed set of simple criteria for project selection, covering the following categories of criteria: strategic importance, benefits, risk, and resources. As the major current challenge in M-service is to deal with the problems of organizing and resourcing its multiproject efforts vis-à-vis its extensive number of ongoing projects and scarce resources, the criteria set in M-service includes also many issues that relate to the project execution phase. This orientation is reflected by criteria with a major aim of monitoring issues that relate to execution and the successful implementation of the project work.

The portfolio board meetings in M-service are provided with additional structure by allowing the individuals to encode their opinions and beliefs with many criteria in terms of estimating quantitative scores for each criteria prior to the meetings. The scores and weights for criteria allow wide possibilities for preparatory calculations and visual illustrations that can be used as catalysts for communication and decision making that occurs in the actual portfolio board meeting.

Figure 1.6 is a visual look-alike sample graph from M-service’s application that illustrates how weighted scores can be used for creating a simultaneous view of many projects at one point of time. This kind of figure can also serve as a tool for evaluating whether intended projects as a whole are effective for fulfilling the strategic objectives. Scoring, quantitative data, and visual illustrations can be used to structure the discussion among meeting attendants on how each project and the project portfolios as a whole contribute to the overall achievement of business benefits, and how well they fulfill strategic business objectives. Such aggregate visual information is helpful especially in portfolio review meetings among top management representatives, where the focus should be more on the information that relates to portfolios as an entity, rather than just to project-specific information. Illustrations with aspects of timing and timely perspectives, for example, roadmap-like presentations, are effective in many decision situations. However, in addition to recording scores for each criteria in M-service, the explicit information recorded for each criterion also includes qualitative and other quantitative information (e.g., monetary figures from economic/financial calculations, resource usage/needs, timely units indicating the schedule). The importance of qualitative information (i.e., documentation, explanations) is emphasized in the M-service’s decision process. Finally, we believe that the true content for decision making and related important communication and learning occurs in board meeting events themselves rather than in explicit information contents in practical applications.

The explicit information contents of the project-specific parameters in C-service’s application do not represent in a straightforward manner decision criteria as such, but rather represent the relevant information contents to be communicated for decision making and other management purposes. Furthermore, as compared to M-service, C-service emphasizes even more the importance of recording explicit qualitative information for each parameter. Such qualitative information is recorded in the Web-based IT tool. However, for enhanced communication and for increased clarity in comparing projects in a portfolio, many qualitatively expressed parameters (e.g., status, or priority, benefit, and risk) are categorized into classes. Such subdivision into classes, marked with integer figures in C-service, has some analogies with the application of scores in M-service. The qualitative and quantitative information contents in C-service’s www tool include, among others, the following important themes: priority, benefit, risk, interconnectedness and linkages to other projects, contact data of responsible project manager and project owner, start date and complete date, cost, resource usage (person-hours), percent complete, and status. Much of the information in C-service’s current application reflects the need to organize effectively ongoing projects and manage project progress, resources, cost, and time in a multiproject scheme, where the constraint of scarce resources and the interrelatedness of projects play an important role.




Conclusion: A Framework for Strategic Business Management 

Figure 1.7 summarizes the preceding analysis by presenting a framework for strategic business management in multiple-projects environment. For successful multiproject management, it is essential that the managers and decision makers understand the sphere of ultimate  potential purposes of any project or idea. This occurs only if a mature understanding is in place that makes a clear distinction between effectiveness and efficiency.

FIGURE 1.7. FRAMEWORK FOR STRATEGIC BUSINESS MANAGEMENT THROUGH PROJECTS.
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Meetings, reviews, workshops, or other communication platforms where a group of individuals are collected together are central elements in strategy formation. Such occasions and situations are not only fostering grounds for communication and creative implicit or explicit decisions but also for new ideas. New ideas often arise simultaneously while a well-planned structure is applied for decision making in a group of individuals. However, such a structure should leave enough room for communication and/or expressing new and even radical ideas that fall outside the scope of the actual and concrete decision-making situation at hand.

Figure 1.7 illustrates the central role of a board meeting when managing strategies through multiple projects. When the issue concerning a set of multiple projects is brought to such a meeting through structured information and/or appropriate visual display of such information, and through a well-structured meeting agenda or well-facilitated meeting flow, both explicit and implicit decisions over multiple projects occur in an effective manner. Such information, visualization, agendas, and flows serve as structures that guarantee effective decisions and support for the realization of strategic intentions of the organization, produced in a creative manner, while simultaneously allowing the appearance of creative and innovative new ideas that reformulate strategies and strategic directions.

The corporate strategy (or business strategy) provides the individuals with guidelines, goals, and objectives for decision making. The dynamic nature of strategy implementation is supported by measuring both the achievement of advantages and the resources as the organization’s internal capabilities, in relation to the requirements set by the project initiatives and the external environment. In our framework, projects are used for strategy implementation and emergence. The framework also emphasizes the role of individuals as strategy makers. Individuals’ commitment and motivation often guarantee that the intended strategies are in fact realized. Furthermore, the role of projects and their individuals are important strategy makers and remarkable introducers of new ideas. This occurs as projects serve as structured communication platforms with similar impacts to what was discussed previously regarding meetings and group sessions. Both meetings and projects as such bring individuals together to the same structured sphere of communication.

 TABLE 1.2. MANAGERIAL PRACTICES FOR STRATEGIC BUSINESS MANAGEMENT THROUGH MULTIPLE PROJECTS BY FOCAL AREAS.



	Focal Area 	Managerial Practice 
	1. Categorizing projects by their type	• Form specific portfolios or buckets based on strategic guidelines. Consider strategic goals and responsibility areas while doing this.
	• Establish specific and tailored management models both at the project level and at levels above projects for each portfolio. Ensure that these models enable strategic management in an appropriate manner.
	2. Supporting structured and flexible decision making	• Establish meetings, reviews, or workshops where a group of individuals are collected together, to serve as central elements for decision making.
	• Define specific levels where decision making is expected to occur. Distinguish the different roles of top management, middle management, and project management.
	• Differentiate operational single project decisions from the strategic ones. Authorize project managers or middle managers to make most operational project decisions. Furthermore, extend strategic considerations to include simultaneous consideration of multiple projects.
	• Distinguish between two types of portfolio-level decision making. Portfolio board meetings serve as a frequent forum for active monitoring and decision making to ensure that the structure of portfolio aligns with intended strategic guidelines. Portfolio reviews are typically organized few times in a year, and their focus is in strategic future-oriented planning and monitoring the overall situation of the portfolio.
	• Establish clear and limited roles and responsibilities for decision making. Assign a responsible individual (e.g., portfolio coordinator) for each portfolio, to take the overall responsibility of introducing the situation of the portfolio.
	• Avoid unnecessary rigidity while following the intended strategy.
	• Appropriate visual display of structured information, a well-structured meeting agenda, and well-facilitated meeting flows enhance not only effective explicit and implicit decisions but also the appearance of creative and innovative new ideas that reformulate strategies and strategic directions.
	• Establish criteria that enable comparison, selection, and prioritization of projects. Include strategic issues and project-success-related issues in those criteria.
	• Organize for measurement of projects, activities, and portfolios. Ensure that measurement is in line with established criteria and strategic guidelines.
	• Leave room for interactive discussion as principal element of decision making in meetings and boards.
	3. Ensuring effective communication and information transparency	• Support communication by establishing and using systematic structures such as:
		• Structured meeting agendas for board meetings
		• Systematic follow-up and measurement of portfolios of projects
		• Project type specific criteria and decision tools for project prioritization, and for stimulus for discussion
		• Top-down flow of feedback information down to projects
		• IT tools that enable the availability of project-related information vertically and horizontally in the organization.
	• Enhance learning, both directly by allowing experimental schemes or small probes that may fail and indirectly by exchanging experiences in meetings.
	• Use projects themselves as structured communication platforms, similar to meetings: Both meetings and projects as such bring individuals together to the same structured sphere of communication, decision making, and fostering of new ideas.
	4. Linking projects and strategy process	• Make strategic portfolio review meetings timely (e.g., meetings related to the annual strategy process). Use effectively the advantage of knowing the situation of the current portfolio of projects when forming strategic guidelines for the organization.
	• Ensure a fluent interaction between different organizational levels, and make sure that projects are put into strategic perspective by looking at project entities as a whole (e.g., in portfolio review meetings) and by looking at how these entities contribute to new strategic dimensions. The interaction between organizational levels can be achieved through a cascade of meetings across lower and higher organizational levels.
	• Introduce top-management-originated intended strategies to lower- level boards and organizational bodies. Furthermore, emphasize the importance of feedback by providing the lower level bodies and boards with top management’s decisions concerning projects or portfolios.
	• Use visualization methods in portfolio review meetings among top management representatives to reflect the project portfolios’ role in the adaptation of new strategic directions through the set of projects and their strategic content as a whole. The visualization can, for example, be a time phased, roadmap-like view that paves the potential paths for the future.
	5. Establishing an organizational design to support strategic management in the multiple-project environment	• Define the role of different bodies and individuals at different organizational levels, especially the responsibilities and authorization for decision making.
	• Use (preferably) existing board structures that are assigned new tasks and responsibilities.
	• Pay attention to appropriate level of openness, trust, and encouragement of individuals. Top management support is an important factor.
	• Create clear ownership for each functional activity, cross-organizational process activity, and portfolio of projects. Recognize the overlapping areas of responsibility, and deal with such complexity by organizing for effective communication and information sharing.
	• Establish project-office-like organizational bodies or responsibilities for such supportive activities that ensure effective support for the overall complex setting of managing multiple projects.
	• Plan carefully how centralized or how decentralized different decision- making-related activities are. Match the level of centralization / decentralization to fit the organizational culture.
	6. Setting and measuring goals for different time spans in the future	• Use roadmap-like presentations that put the projects and their mutual interrelations into timely perspective.
	• Use supportive illustrations that emphasize the life cycle perspectives (both product life cycle and project life cycle), in order to understand the relationship of new or existing projects to current products or systems and their life cycles.
	• Analyze stated assumptions carefully, and make different scenarios of the business environment in the uncertain future. This is especially important for understanding the potential outcomes in the long-term future.
	• Establish effective risk management or uncertainty management procedures for coping with the imperfect knowledge, ambiguity, and uncertainty. Manage options in an effective manner; sometimes one important strategy is to keep options open as long as possible.
	7. Evaluating strategic contents, distinguishing effectiveness and between and efficiency	• Make a clear distinction between those projects that are driven by improving effectiveness and those that are driven by improving efficiency.
	• Evaluate the strategic importance of each project for understanding the type of strategic impact produced by the project. Furthermore, estimate the managerial challenge and need for a specific management style that relates typically to newness and risk dimensions in the project.


 



Although we emphasize the role of projects and individuals both at the project level and at levels above projects as strategy makers, our framework shows that projects and individuals also can be seen in another role: resources. It may be clear that projects in the execution phase can be interpreted as resources, but we emphasize here that even ideas at a very early pre-execution phase are important resources that carry important issues related to the future, often in terms of the potential or strategic business content embedded in the idea. When projects are thought of as resources, measuring resources can be seen as measuring current project-based activities and new projects ideas. Having a clear picture of the current situation of the organizational realities at the project level (capabilities), and comparing that with the desired state of the future, provides a frame for successful decision making in the multiple-projects environment.

Our framework emphasizes the role of face-to-face discussions and communications that takes place in certain specific contexts—for example, meetings or projects. An important managerial challenge is to avoid unnecessary rigidity and sometimes even too much discipline while following the intended strategy. Discussions characterized by various perspectives and stimulated by measures that support flexibility and creativity, are the necessary components for emerging of new strategies. Decisions—small and big—then determine future outcomes in terms of effectiveness and efficiency. The framework suggests that advantages and benefits result primarily from individuals’ (company and business unit managers’) decisions on projects and project ideas, and individuals’ (project managers’ and project team members’) decisions made in single-project contexts. Finally, Table 1.2 concludes this chapter with what we perceive to be the most important managerial practices in the framework of strategic business management in a multiproject environment.
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3. Ensuring effective
communication and
information
transparency

+ Support communication by establishing and using systematic
structures such as:

« Structured meeting agendas for board meetings

« Systematic follow-up and measurement of portfolios of projects

+ Project type specifc criteria and decision tools for project
prioritization, and for stimulus for discussion

« Top-down flow of feedback information down to projects

« 1T tools that enable the availabilty of project-related information
vertically and horizontally i the organization.

Enhance learning, both directly by allowing experimental schemes or

small probes that may fail and indirectly by exchanging experiences in

meetings.

Use projects themselves as structured communication platforms, similar

to meetings: Both meetings and projects as such bring individuals

together to the same structured sphere of communication, decision

making, and fostering of new ideas.

4. Linking projects and
strategy process

Make strategic portfolio review meetings timely (.g., meetings related
to the annual strategy process). Use effectively the advantage of
knowing the situation of the current portfolio of projects when
forming strategic guidelines for the organization.

Ensure a fluent interaction between different organizational levels, and
make sure that projects are put into strategic perspective by looking at
project entites as a whole (e.d.,in portiolio review meetings) and by
looking at how these entities contribute to new strategic dimensions.
The interaction between organizational levels can be achieved through
a cascade of meetings across lower and higher organizational levels.
introduce top-management-originated intended sirategies to lower-
level boards and organizational bodies. Furtherore, emphasize the
importance of feedback by providing the lower level bodies and
boards with top management's decisions concerning projects or
portfolios

Use visualization methods in portfolio review meetings among top
management representatives to reflect the project portfolios’ role in
the adaptation of new strategic directions through the set of projects
and their strategic content as a whole. The visualization can, for
‘example, be a time phased, roadmap-fike view that paves the
potential paths for the future.
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Project management sklls and knowledge competencies required to manage
programs or projects were formally defined.
Of which includec:
Those reuied to develop program and project strategy
Linking the competencies to personal appraisal and development systems
Linking personal objectives to project obiectives
Those that did not formally define the project management skils and
Knowledge competencies incorporated the management of project strategy
in job descriptions or job specifications.
Organization-wide behavioral competency frameworks were used
Those that did not use them considered they should
Competency support programs for program and project managers were
provided
Of which covered support for project strategy development

Population %
80
75

80
65
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Assembly
1

System
2

Array
3

Definition

Examples

Customers

Form of purchase
and delivery
Project

organization

Planning

Control and
reporting

Documentation

Management style,
atttude, and
concern

A collection of
components and
modules in one
unit, performing a
single function.

A system’s power
supply; a VCR, a
single functional
service.

Consumers or a
subcontractor of a
larger project.

Direct purchase or a
simple contract;
contract ends aiter
delivery of
product,

Performed within one
organization,
usually under a
single functional
group; almost no
administrative staff
in project
organization.

imple tools, often

manual; rarely

more than 100

activities in the

network.

simple, in-house
control; reporting
to management or
main contractor.

Simple, mostly
technical
documents.

Mostly informal style;
familylike
atmosphere.

A complex collection of
assemblies that is
performing multiple
functions

A complete building; a
radar; an aircraft; a
business unit,

Consumers, industry,
public, government o
military agencies.

Complex contract;
payments by
milestones; Delivery
accompanied by
ogistic support.

A main contractor,
usually organized in a
matrix o pure project
form many internal
and external
subcontractors;
technical and
administrative staff.

Complex planning;
advanced
computerized tools
and software packages;
hundreds or thousands
activiies.

Tight and formal control
on technicl, financial
and schedule issues;
reviews with customers
and management

Many technical and
‘managerial formal
documents,

Formal and bureaucratic
style; some informal
relationship with
subcontractors and
customers; often
political and
interorganizational
issues.

A widespread collection of
systems functioning
together to achieve a
common mission.

Acity's highway system:
an air fleet, a national
communication
network; a global
corporation.

Public organizations,
government or military
agencies.

Multple contracts;
sequential and
evolutionary delivery as
various components are
completed.

An umbrella
organization—usually a
program office to
coordinate subprojects;
many staff experts:
technical,
administrative, finance,
legal, etc.

A central master plan
with separate plans for
subprojects; advanced
computerized tools; up
0 ten thousand
activites.

Master or central control
by program office;
separate additional
control for subprojects;
many reports and
‘meetings with
contractors.

Mostly managerial
documents at program
office level; technical
and managerial
documents at lower
level.

Formal, tight bureaucracy;
high'awareness to
poliical, environmental,
and social issues,
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RANKING OF CSFS SCORE WEIGHT
1. Increase credibility with customers. 3 2

2. Deliver to parameters (short term). 2 1

3. Improve knowledge and skils of new PM. 7 i

4. Demonstrate control. 16 13

5. Normalize practice of experienced PMs. 15 12

6. Maintain/improve efficiency. 14 1

7. Standardize PM processes b 09
Total: 125 100%
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. Establishing an
organizational
design to support
strategi
management in the
multiple-project
environment

+ Because organizational design and related structures partly determine
the strategy and strategic capabilties (e.g., controllability and
innovativeness) of the organization, it is essential to establish an
organizational design that supports successful management schemes.

« Hierarchy and boundaries of portfolios in the organization determine:
which project activities must be viewed as a whole, how different kinds
of portfolos contribute the strategic aims of the organization, and
what s the relationship between different portfolos in the
organization.

« Power structures in the organization determine the organizational
decision-making practices.

+ Management culture and project culture in the organization are
important issues. The managerial practices must match the culture,
and on the other hand, the culture can be changed by introducing
new managerial practices.

+ An important enabler for the emergent strategic component i that
there is a fluent interaction between different organizational levels, that
projects are put into strategic perspective by being viewed as whole
entitis throughout the organization, and that there is communication
about how these entities contribute o new strategic dimensions

6. Setting and
measuring goals for
different time spans
in the future

« Long-term strategic objectives of any organization differ from how
short-term objectives are set. Further, different projects may be
ed simultanously for different time spans. Accordingly, these
objectives and their associated projects must be managed
simultaneously by taking both the long term and the short term into
account.

« Especially in the long perspective, the future is uncertain, and the basic
aim s to take advantage for different possible futures. This occurs
through managing options toward the uncertain futur

« In the case of different planning horizons, concepts such as risk,
uncertainty, imperfect knowledge, and ambiguity become important
parameters for how projects are managed successfully.

« Organizational levels may relate to the length of projects, at least in
that top management must have a long-term view of the future. Thus,
at higher organizational levels, many projects may be established to
pave the way for the long-term mission of the organization,

7. Evaluating strategic
contents,
distinguishing
between
effectiveness and
effciency

« For the successful management of multiple projects, it is important to
distinguish whether the projects are established for effectiveness or for
effciency. Effectiveness refers to doing the right thing, and efficiency
refers to doing the thing right. Effectiveness often means creating
something new; effciency means perfecting something that is lready
known.
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Aftican Development Bank, AfDB

Asian Development Bank, ADB

Commonwealth Development Corporation, CDC

European Development Fund, EDF

European Investment Bank, 1B

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, EBRD

Inter-American Development Bank, IDB

Intemational Bank for Reconstruction and Development, IBRD, or World Bank
Intemnational Development Association, IDA

Interational Finance Corporation, IFC
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Population %
1. A process was used for optimizing the value of proposed project/program

strategy 55
Of which:
Value was expressed as benefit over resources used 8
‘The process was formalized s value management 55
Of which value management workshops were held at strategic stages in
the ffe of the project. 0
Those not using a process for optimizing the value of project/program
strategy believed they should 55
2. Value engineering was practiced on programs and projects 2
Of which:
Value engineering (optimizing the value of the techical configuration)
was distinguished from value management, 80
Those not practicing value engineefing on programs and projects thought
they should. s6
3. The value optimization process was integrated with rsk management 7

Those that did not thought it should be done, 0
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‘The extent to which a business model was used:
Modd used Generict Equivalent
Population % 67 2
*Including profect management processes
809% of the organisatins indicated they were process-oriented organisations as follows:
Level of process-oriented Extensively  Adequately  Inadequately
Population % 0 40 17
Those extensively or adequately process-oriented indicated they had processes for moving corporate
goals and objectives to project strategy as follows:
Level of processes Extensive  Adequate.
Population % 50 3

. The vl of nterconnection between the corporate, business, and project management processes for
the organizations with extensive processes was as follows:
Level of nterconnection Extensive  Adequate. Inadequate
Population % 0 50 10

. Organizations having extensive processes/subprocesses for moving corporate goals and obiectives to
project strategy consider continuity of srategy is achieved s follows:

Level of contintity achieved Fully Well  Inadequate or poor
Population % 20 55 2
Hierarchy of obiectives and strategies developed and deployed for structuring strategy:

Hierarchy span ‘Corporate through to project S8 to project
Population % 53 68
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Individual project
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Final portf

Choice of modeling
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Rejection of projects that
do not meet portfolio
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parameters for each
project

Rejecting non-viable
projects
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project attributes,
resource constraints,
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Project development
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and allocation, cluster
analyss, etc.

Manuall applied criteria;
strategic focus,
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study availabiliy.
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Product Novelty

Derivative

Platform

Breakthrough

Definition

Data on Market

Product Definition

Marketing

An extension or
improvement of an
existing product

Accurate market data
exists

Clear understanding of
required cost,
functionality,
features, etc.

Early freeze of product
requirements

Emphasize product
advantage in
comparison to
previous model

Focus on existing as
‘well as gaining new
customers based on
added product
features and
Varieties.

A new generation in an
existing product
family.

Need extensive market
research.

Careful analysis of
previous generations,
cocmpetitors, and
markets

Invest extensively
product definition.

Involve potential
customers in
process

Freeze requirements
later, usually at mid-
project.

Create product image.

Emphasize product
advantages.

Differentiate from
competitors.

Anew-to-theworld
product.

Nonreliable market
data.

Market needs not
clear.

No experience
with similar
products

Product definition
based on
intition and
trial and error.

Fast prototyping is
necessary to
obtain market
feedback.

Very late freeze of
requirements
Creating customer

attention.

Educating
customers about
potential of
product.
Atticulate hidden
customer needs.

Extensive effort to
create the
standards.
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5. Establishing an
organizational
design to support
strategic
management in the
multiple-project
environment

* Define the role of different bodies and individuals at different
organizational levels, especially the responsibilties and authorization
for decision makin

- Use (preerabiy) exsting board structures that are assigned new tasks
and responsibiltes.

« Pay attention to appropriate level of openness, trust, and
encouragement of indiiduals. Top management support is an
important factor.

+ Create clear ownership for each functional activity, cross-organizational
process activity, and portfolio of projects. Recognize the overlapping
areas of responsibility, and deal with such complexity by organizing for
effective communication and information sharing,

« Establish project-office-ike organizational bodies or responsibiltes for
such supportive activiies that ensure effective support for the overall
complex setting of managing multple projects

 Plan carefully how centralized or how decentraiized different decision-
making-related activities are. Match the level of centralization/
decentralization to fit the organizational culture.

6. Setting and
measuring goas for
dierent time spans
in the future

+ Use roadmap-ike presentations that put the projects and their mutual
interrelations into timely perspective.

+ Use supportive llustrations that emphasize the life cycle perspectives
(both product lfe cycle and project lfe cycle), in order to understand
the reationship of new or existing projects to current products or
systems and their i cycles

+ Analyze stated assumptions carefuly, and make different scenarios of
the business environment in the uncertain future. This s especially
important for understanding the potentaloutcomes n th long-tem
uture.

« Establish effective risk management or uncertainty management
procedures for coping with the imperfect knowledge, ambiguity, and
uncertainty. Manage options in an effective manner; sometimes one
important strategy is to keep options open as long s possible.

7. Evaluating strategic
contents,
distinguishing
between
effectiveness and
effciency

+ Make a clear distinction between those projects that are driven by
improving effectiveness and those that are driven by improving

efficiency.

 Evaluate the strategic importance of each project for understanding
the type of strategic impact produced by the project. Furthermore,
estimate the managerial challenge and need for a specific
management style that relates typically to newness and risk
dimensions in the project.
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Pace Level Regular Fast-Competitive Blitz-Critical

Definition Time not critical tto  Time-to-market is a Time is crtical for project
‘organizational competitive success. Delays mean
success advantage and has project failure.

an impact on
business success.

Examples Public works, Business related riis situations, war, fast
government projects, new response to natural
initative, intemal product disasters, fast response
projects. introduction. to business related

surprises.

Organization Matix or functional.  Matrix, teams, Pure project, special task

subcontractors. force.

Personnel Qualified to the job.  Specfically picked.

Focus No particular focus.  Strategically focused  Swift solution of the crisis.

on time to market.

Procedures No speciic attention.  Structured procedures.  Shortened, simple,

Top management
involvement

Management by
exception.

Go ahead at stages.

nonbureaucratic.
Highly involved and
constantly supportive.






OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_007_tab.gif
Some form of portfollo management was implemented:
. Portfolio management was considered as:
Selecting the right project quantitatively
Maintaining a balanced portfolio
Managing projects grouped around a common theme
. Hierarchy of objectives and strategies were developed and deployed at
program and project level
Of which, the levels deployed were as follows:
Program
Program and project
Program, project, and project team
Program, project, project team, and individual
Program management was implemented
Of which, program management included the following
A ] Managing an integrated set of projects to achieve a common theme,
aim, or working off a common platform;
i) Integrated project teams
[ii] Managing resources n an integrated manner
8. (i and [i]
C. [ and i)
. Program management implied the management of business benefts
Of which:
1t was normal practice to formally dentify a benefit process within the
overal program management proces,
Those who do not incorporate a beneits process believed they should.
Nonfinancial measures were used to track benefits in programs.
Program management implid the aggregaion of isks
Of which:
It is normal pracice to formally dentiy risk aggreg:
overalrisk management actiity:
Those who do not dentiy risk agaregation believed it should be.
incorporated into program management.

as part of the

55
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7
7
0
7
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80
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Type Output/Contribution Time Frame

Reengineering teams Handle business process changes Ad hoc

Crisis management teams Manage organizational crises Ad hoc

Product and process development teams  Handle concurrent product and process  Ad hoc
development

Self.directed production teams Manage and execute production work  Ongoing

Task forces and problem-solving teams  Evaluate/ resolve organizational problems/  Ad hoc
opportunities

Benchmarking teams Evaluate competitors/best-in-industry Ongoing
performance

Facilties construction project teams Design/ develop/ construct faciltes/ Ad hoc
equipment

Quality teams Develop/implement total quality Ongoing
initatives

General-purpose project teams Develop/implement new iniiatives in the  Ad hoc
enterprise

Audit teams Evaluate organizational efficiency and Ad hoc
effectiveness

Plural executive teams Integrate senior-level management Ongoing
decisions

New business development teams Develop new business ventures Ad hoc
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Focal Area

Managerial Practice

1. Categorizing projects

« Form specific portfolios or buckets based on strategic guidelines

by their type Consider strategic goals and responsibilty areas while doing this.
+ Establish specific and tailored management models both at the project
level and at levels above projects for each portfolo. Ensure that these
models enable strategic management in an appropriate manner.
2. supporting + Establish meetings, reviews, or workshops where a group of individuals

structured and
flexible decision
making

are collected together, to serve as central elements for decision
making.

« Define specific levels where decision making is expected to occur.
Distinguish the different roles of top management, middle
management, and project management.

* Differentiate operational single project decisions from the strategic
ones. Authorize project managers or middle managers to make most
operational project decisions. Furthermore, extend strategic
considerations to include simultaneous consideration of muliple
projects.

 Distinguish between two types of portfolio-level decision making.
Portfolio board meetings serve as a frequent forum for active
monitoring and decision making to ensure that the structure of
portfolio aligns with intended strategic guidelines, Portfolio reviews are
typically organized few times in a year, and their focus is in strategic
future-oriented planning and monitoring the overall situation of the
portfolio.

« Establish clear and limited roles and responsibiltes for decision
making. Assign a responsible individual (e.g., portfolio coordinator) for
each portfolio, to take the overall responsibiliy of introducing the
situation of the portfolio.

+ Avoid unnecessary rigidity while following the intended strategy.

+ Appropriate visual display of structured information, a well-structured
meeting agenda, and wellfaciltated meeting flows enhance not only
effective explicit and implicit decisions but also the appearance of
creative and innovative new ideas that reformulate strategies and
strategic directions.

+ Establish critria that enable comparison, selection, and prioritization
of projects. Include strategic issues and project-success-reated issues in
those citeria.

+ Organize for measurement of projects, activites, and portfolios. Ensure
that measurement i in line with established criteria and strategic
guidelines

« Leave room for interactive discussion as principal element of decision
making in meetings and boards
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Framework Major Users Dimensions Use
Strategi Top management + Strategic goal Portfolio
Portfoli . User management
Classification
NeTP Project managers « Novelty Selecting project
+ Complexity management
« Technology style—leader,
- Pace team, structure,
processes
Work Package Project teams « Product type Assessing risk and
Subcontractors - Work Type time to

completion of
work packages
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Intangible

Tangible

Intellectual

Craft

New software code.

Most effort in exploratory and creative
work. Less risky than intellect
tangible. Does not need process
building.

Wiiting routine plans or procedures.
Minimal risk to produce routine text,
No new ideas are required.

New kind of hardware.

Hardware never done before. Needs
creativity, development,
iterations, and testing. Must also
plan and build new process.
Towest accuracy in resources
planning. Needs contingency
resources and backup plans.
Highest risk in product and
process.

Buiding or producing well-known
types of hardware.

Repetitive tasks. Good estimation of
‘work duration and other
resources. Needs costly but
predictable process building
resources. Production quality
becomes the main concern.
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Focal Area

Existing Artifacts

1. Categorizing projects
by their type

- Different project types are of different strategic importance.
« Different project types require different managerial approaches.

2. Supporting
structured and
flexible decision
making

+ Structured decision-making practices (e.g., in board meetings with
project-specific decisions) are important for adopting a view on whole
portfolios and for linking strategy with projects.

« Structured decision-making practices support the realization of strategic
intentions of the organization.

Flexible decision-making practices enhance the emergence of

innovative ideas and learning. Use of various types of processes in

decision making (both formal and informal) increase an organization’s
abilit to succeed.

Decision-making structures such as meetings are important for

communication among top management, middle management, and

project management. In addition to communicating the intended
strategy component top-down, the meetings and their communication
serve to foster grounds for the bottom-up emergent strategy
component.

3. Ensuring effective
communication and
information
transparency

Information transparency, both vertical transparency across
organizational levels and horizontal transparency across projects and
organizational boundaries, and open communication help with
building linkages.

Effective communication and information transparency enhances
creativity and appearance of new strategic ideas.

Effective communication and information transparency enhances
quality and optimality of decisions

Communication enables learing.

Gpen sharing of information and information transparency results in
better commitment and involvement among individuals and groups in
organization.

4. Linking projects and
strategy process

Linking projects and the strategy process enables top management to
acquire a holistc picture of ongoing project activities and new
innovative ideas emerging from different organizational levels. This
holistic picture of project activiies and new ideas increase top
management’s abilty to manage organization in a concrete manner
toward desired direction.

Linking projects and the strategy process ensures that projects
positioned at lower levels become aware of their status in the whole
picture of implementing business strategy. This means that project
‘managers are aware of why each of their projects exists and what
should be accomplished in the end. A prerequisite for thisis that the
project manager understands clearly the intended strategy and the
ways the project manager is capable of adjusting his or her project’
direction.

Linking projects and the strategy process ensures that strategic
initiatives are introduced both top-down and bottom-up.

Linking projects and the strategy process ensures that resources are
allocated to “strategically right activites.”

Linking projects and the strategy process ensures that those activities
as a whole contribute in an optimal manner to the whole business.
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Strategy

TAURUS

CREST

Client power

Mitigation
Consent

management

Alignment of
incentives.

“The LSE Council was weak in
relation to the stakeholders.

Aforum was set up—SISCOT—
which encouraged claims to be
made by stakeholders.

The project was hit by regulatory
surprises, particularly from DI,
which undermined the business
case.

‘The principal contractors were
awarded a cost-plus contract,
and stakeholders were able to
act as free riders.

“The Bank of England was
powerful in relation to the
stakeholders. The LSE Council
had also been replaced by the
LSE Board.

A taket-or-leaveit approach
made possible by voluntary
membership of CREST.

The business case was not
dependent on regulatory
consent, and the need for such
consent was reduced because
of the voluntary nature of
CREST membership.

Tightly managed process with
strong in-house team. Free
riding stakeholders (notably
registrars and institutional
investors) were moved to the
low-power category.
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Internal Stakeholders External Stakeholders
Demand Supply Side Private Public

Client Consulting engineers  Local residents  Regulatory agencies
Sponsor Principal contractors Local landowners  Local government
Financiers Trade contractors Environmentalists  National government

Client’s employees
Client's customers
Client's tenants
Client's suppliers

Materials supplirs
Employees of the above

Conservationists
Archaeologists
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Variable Low-tech Mediumtech  High-tech Super High-tech
A B c )
Technology No new Some new New, but existing ey technologies
technology. technology. technologies. do not exist at
project's
initation.
Typical industries Construction,  Mechanical, High-tech and Advanced high-
production, electrical, technology-based  tech and leading
utities, public  chemical, some  industries; industries;
works. electronics computers, electronics,
aerospace, aerospace,
electronics, computers,
biotechnology.
Type of products ~ Buildings, Non-revolutionary New, first of its  New, nonproven
bridges, models, kind family of concept beyond
telephone derivatives or  products, new existing state of
installation, improvement.  miltary systems the art.
build-to-print. (within state of
the ar)
Development  No development, - Limited Considerable Develop of key
and testing 0 testing development,  development and  technologies
some testing testing. needed. Small
Prototypes scale prototype.
usually used is used to test
during concepts and
development new
technologies.
Design cycles  Only one cycle. ~ One of two cycles. Atleast twoto  Three to five
and design Design freeze  Early design three cycles cycles. Late
freeze before start of  freeze, infirst  Design freeze design freeze,
project quarter. usually during usually during
execution, second quarter. o even
forth quarter.
Communication  Mostly formal  More frequent  Frequent Many
and interaction  communication  communication,  communication - communication
during some informal  through multiple  channels;
scheduled interaction. channels; informal
meetings informal interaction
interaction. encouraged by
management.

Project manager
and project
team

Management
style and
atttude

Adminisstrative
skills. Mostly
semiskiled
workers, few
academicians.

Firm style
Sticking to the
initial plan

Some technical
skills,
Considerable
proportion of
academicians.

Less firm styte
Readiness to
accept some
changes.

Manager with good
technical skills.
Many
professionals and
academicians on
project team.

More flexible stye.
Many changes
are expected.

Project manager
with exceptioinal
technical kil
Highly skilled
professionals and
many
academicians.

Highly flexible
style, Living with
continuous
change,
“looking for
trouble.”
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Factor Direct Indirect Total
Top management 019 0.41 0.60
Project leader - 018 018
Project team 0.16 036 052
Participation - 010 010
Planning/ controlling 0.6 001 017
Information/ communication 0.12 0.06 018
Conflicts ~021 008 -029
Goal changes -0.20 = -020
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10.

Organizations had extensive or partially integrated project management
processes to help manage project strategy, which contained:
Project trategy management
Requirements management, project srategy, project defintion and
project scope management
Requirements management, project defintion and project scope.
management.
Organizations had specifi strategy inputs to integrated project
management processes
Which includect
Corporate strategy
Corporate strategy and business stategies
Corporate, business, and portfolo srategies
Corporate, business, portolio, and program strategies
Portfolio and program strateges only.
Program strategy

. The integrated project management processes delivered the following

outputs:
A project or program plan and strategy plan
Other project management plans
A project or program plan, strategy plan and other plans

. Organizations with integrated project management processes managed

project strategy dynamically
The roles and responbilties fo developing, implementing and updating
project strategy were specified in

Project management procedures

Project plans.

. Project plans were formaly reviewed at project “gates”

Those who did not and thought they should
Peer groups formally reviewed project plans
Those who did not and thought it would be sensible to do.

. 1t was clear who approved and signed off project srategy

In broad terms, a project sponsor was the individual or group within the
performing organisation who provides the financial resources, in cash or in
kind, for the project; and as the owner of the business case, represents the.
funder's interests,

The reltionship between the project sponsor and the project

management team was normally defined in project plans.
Strategy was expected to be upgraded and reviewed:

During the development of the project

Systematically as projects develop from concept to exection

Of which: it was systematically undertaken at project review gates
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Type of Risk

Examples

Macroeconomic risks

Political risks

Commercial sk

Contractual risks

Inflation
Interest rates

Currency and exchange

Country risk

Legislation and regulation

Change of government

Viability and feasiblity

Cost and schedule completion
Performance and operation

Revenue

vailabilty, reliabiliy, and maintainabilty
Management

Equipment supply

Feedstock supply

Concession and licenses

Sales agreements






OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_004_r1.gif
Interacion withthe business and gansral environmart

Project
OSnkicn Project Dellvery

+Stategy & fance.

Technology.
(1oquiements, desion|
mako, tos)

+Commercial (supply
chain,procuroment,
otc)

~Orgarizatonal

Rosources
“integraion *C . Gormunications.
~Qualty






OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_094_r1.gif





OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_079_r1.gif
Scope. Scope
¥ Formlty
sys
5 Enginseiing
: /'
i) Design
\ » Development
ety .
o echnalogical
125, e 5% Wi Technological Unceriaiy

Uncertainty





OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_057_r1.gif
LAWS OF PHYSICS

‘SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

ENTES

PRISE ENVIRONMENT

PROJECT ENVIRONMENT

‘SYSTEMS ENGINEERING PRACTICES






OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_032_r1.gif
X33 Avcrat Project

11 Ao, 21 Operaors St systmtes Fy—
manual on the gawnd ols
12Ta secton 2 opaic manual 220ynamc tost [s2Repai part
(spore)
1avings 21 Inta fignt for
asodynames
14Engnes 221t i o
for manouner s
15Avions 323Endurance
ight st






OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_063_r1.gif
S 6. 7. 5

ope e
concapion| 91900 g (s Execton| ‘rgand

g ! 7 T

s A A |

: H m A

H 1 1

R R e - o

Approvals Deliverables





OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_015_r1.gif
Value Business Product Customer
Delivery Planning. Gencration Deivry
Sysem Spem St

- ComorseGonemsnce [+ Mket Reserch [+ Crnnc Miagement [+ Detvery nssttion
R R S——
- crmsion e[+ Proton rcsss [+ ks Proces.

| s raiing

- Conpetivs Aty [+ Srpter Mansgemt [+ Ordr Pty | ESPeStationSting

Key

Busiess |-y Acqistion [+ Prodct vy [+ ClletionPrices [+ v

Proccscs [ Sruegc Alics [+ o Lamch [+ St Minenoes
- g of [+ Mg of | Mot - Uplancd Snice:

P | Rty Ascsnes






OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_009_r1.gif
s

Technology

‘maturity Prjecsata Vo gl
Product
Technology

Rescarch






OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_080_r1.jpg





OEBPS/morr_9781118000304_oeb_006_tab.gif
Program management was defined s the management of a portfolio of
projects sharing a business objective of strategic importance, probably
Utilzing shared resources.
Programs were considered to compris:

Groups of projects

Number of separate projects

Combination of both
Programs were used to implement change:

Population %
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