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Introduction 

Project management (PM) has developed into a subject discipline alongside other 

management functions. There is a significant increase in 2011 from 2002 in the use of PM 

methodologies and tools within PM professionals. However, there is still limited research 

evidence that links PM performance with the value resulting from investment in PM. 

The Project Management Institute conducted an in-depth study to find what value PM 

delivers to organisations. This study confirmed the value of PM but indicated that value is 

dependent on culture, implementation ‘fit’ with organisation needs and raised questions about the 

sustainability of value generation. This result is supported by many other researchers but the 

value is defined differently from one study to another. 

There is also some evidence that the value sought from a high performing PM system is 

associated with the success of projects, but the link between them is hard to model. The 

complexity of the issue is substantiated by the modelling effort made to link Building Project 

Management (BPM) to construction project success outputs of time, cost and quality. It showed 

no beneficial effect of BPM upon cost and time delivery and indicated a negative relationship 

between BPM and the delivered quality. These findings raise questions about the value of PM as 

well as the appropriateness of the models used to measure the constructs of PM and Project 

Success. 

A number of studies investigate the nature of the term ‘Project Success’. But still, there is a 

need to identify the factors that positively influence project success. Some researchers have 

focused on identifying Critical Success Factors (CSFs). However, a major limitation is that it is 

difficult to categorise and reduce the factors to a manageable number (Stefanovic, 2007). Though 

some CSF's do stand out in the list of potential factors, there is only limited agreement among 

authors on CSF’s and their individual influence on Project Success. Hence, these studies have 

not yet identified a compelling model of the CSFs. Based on an extensive review of the project 

success literature, Muller and Jugdev (2012) concluded that a clear definition of project success 

does not exist and there is a need to develop meaningful and measurable constructs of project 

success. Just like project success, researchers have modelled PM in many ways to determine how 

best to enhance PM performance? They used approaches, based on practice, on PM Maturity 

models, on TQM models. 

To summarise the above review, it is evident an insufficient understanding of the 

relationships between PM Performance and Project Success. Connections between these 

constructs are heavily dependent on the subjective and objective nature of how project success is 

perceived and defined. Hence, this study focuses on finding empirical evidence for this 

relationship by selecting of appropriate models to measure these constructs and then analysing 

the relationship between these models. 

                                                           
1
 Подготовлена на основе: Mir, F.A., Pinnington, A.H. (2014) Exploring the value of project management: Linking 

Project Management Performance and Project Success // International Journal of Project Management, 32, pp. 202–

217. 



Олимпиада для студентов и выпускников вузов – 2015 г. 
 

Национальный исследовательский университет «Высшая школа экономики» 
2 

 

Conceptual framework 

 

1. Project Success. 

Many authors assert that perceptions of success and the relative importance of success 

dimensions differ by individual personality, nationality, project type, and contract type. 

Consequently, a number of alternative frameworks are available for measuring project success: 

– the success in the implementation process; the perceived value of the project; and client 

satisfaction with the result (Pinto & Mantel, 1990); 

– doing the process right; getting the system right and getting the benefits right (Atkinson, 

1999); 

– project success is linked with competitive advantage and includes: Efficiency (meeting 

schedule and budget goals); Impact on customers (customer benefits in performance of end 

products and meeting customer needs); Business success (project benefits in commercial value 

and market share); and Preparing for the future (creating new technological and operational 

infrastructure and market opportunities) (Shenhar et al., 2001). 

Subsequently, Stefanovic (2007) argued that teamwork effectiveness should be included 

with these dimensions. Teamwork effectiveness is considered as a component of project success 

in many other studies. The model presented by Shenhar et al. (2001) was selected for 

investigation in our study and was adapted to include teamwork effectiveness. 

 

2. PM Performance. 

Traditional PM systems which exclusively pursue the success criteria of cost, time, quality 

and meeting technical requirements have become considered ineffective. An approach which 

includes focusing on multiple stakeholders' expectations leads to new difficulties in measuring of 

performance because stakeholders' needs are often hard to manage and measure. 

The literature indicates that a two-way linkage exists between PM and TQM. PM is 

recognised as an effective methodology for implementing TQM practices in organisations. 

Similarly, TQM plays a role in providing an environment which facilitates organisations to make 

use of PM. These findings provide a basis for measuring PM practices using known TQM 

models. Bryde (2003a) linked TQM and PM practices proposing a model based on effective 

performance assessment model (Neely et al., 2007; Sandbrook, 2001) (EFQM model) called the 

‘Project Management Performance Assessment (PMPA)’. Instead of the nine criteria used in the 

EFQM model the PMPA model consists of five enablers of high PM performance: PM 

leadership, PM staff, PM policy and strategy, PM partnerships and resources and project life 

cycle management process. The final (resulting) area in the PMPA is PM Key Performance 

Indicators (KPIs), which are the practices by which actual achievement is measured. Bryde 

(2003a) explains the integral parts of the PMPA model as follows (Table 1): 
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Table 1. PMPA components 

 
E

n
ab

le
rs

 
PM Leadership a. promulgation of projects role as a vehicle for managing all types of change 

b. ensuring that PM system supports the development of partnerships with 

customers and suppliers and common project culture. 

PM Staff a. the planning and management of PM staff capability by maximising the 

potential of project-related human resources 

b. incorporation of methods for rewarding PM staff participating in 

performance relating to PM. 

PM Policy and Strategy how the development of PM, across an organization provides the linkage 

between strategic, organisation level and the tactical, project level. 

PM Partnerships and 

Resources 
a. The role and importance of win–win partnerships between all stakeholders 

b. Effectiveness of such partnerships on project management strategy 

Project Lifecycle 

Management Processes 

Incorporates processes which are required to manage the whole project life 

cycle 

R
es

u
lt

s PM Key Performance 

Indicators (KPIs) 
a. KPIs to indicate results achieved in relation to meeting the requirements of 

project stakeholders 

b. The methods used within the PM system to improve performance against 

the KPIs. 

 

3. PM Performance and its relationship with Project Success. 

The PM literature argues that there is a positive relationship between PM Performance and 

Project Success. It is claimed that Project Success is dependent on appreciation of the importance 

of PM. Further it is emphasised that this role must be considered in terms of the wider 

organisational strategy and long-term expectations. From the above discussion it has been argued 

that Project Success and PM Performance are distinct yet inter-related concepts and a positive 

relationship between them is sought. So, propositions and hypotheses were formulated as follows 

(Table 2): 

 

Table 2. Propositions and hypotheses of the research 

 
Proposition 1 There is a positive influence of Project Management Performance on Project Success 

Hypothesis 1, H1 There is a positive statistical relationship between PM Performance and Project Success 

Proposition 2 The variables of the PM Performance construct have a positive influence on Project 

Success construct (a try to adopt PMPA framework for the explanation of the relationships of 

PM Performance variables with Project Success) 

Hypothesis 2, H2 There is a statistically significant positive relationship between PM Leadership and Project 

Success 

Hypothesis 3, H3 There is a statistically significant positive relationship between PM Staff and Project Success 

Hypothesis 4, H4 

 

There is a statistically significant relationship positive between PM Policy and Strategy and 

Project Success 

Hypothesis 5, H5 

 

There is a statistically significant positive relationship between PM Partnerships and Resources 

and Project Success 

Hypothesis 6, H6 

 

There is a statistically significant positive relationship between PM Project Lifecycle 

Management Processes and Project Success 

Hypothesis 7, H7 

 

There is a statistically significant positive relationship between management of Key 

Performance Indicators (KPIs) and Project Success 

Proposition 3 The individual Project Performance variables have a positive influence on individual 

Project Success elements 
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Method, data analysis and results 

A structured on-line questionnaire survey method was selected to assess relationships 

between Project Success and PM Performance. The items to measure Project Success and PM 

Performance were adapted from peer reviewed publications in the PM research area. The 

theoretical sampling frame comprised approximately 1500 PM professionals. A total of 

154 responses were received over a period of 4 weeks. The calculated traditional response rate in 

this case was 10.3% but all of the returns were considered usable for the study. 

Reliability of both constructs was checked through Cronbach's alpha. The final results 

were: PM Performance construct (92.7%) and Project Success construct (93.2%). 

 

1. Pearson's r correlation. 

The parametric Pearson's correlation coefficient test results showed that Project Success 

construct was significantly correlated with the PM Performance construct and with each of its 

variables. There are some interesting findings: 

a) All of the research hypotheses are supported. There is a statistically significant 

relationship (p < 0.01) between the independent variables and the Project Success construct. 

b) The highest value is for PM Performance showing the strongest correlation between the 

independent and dependent constructs. 

c) Correlation associations for PM Leadership, PM Staff, PM Lifecycle Management 

Processes and PM KPIs have the highest coefficient values (0.538, 0.570, 0.556 and 

0.578 respectively) and hence are highly associated with the Project Success construct. 

d) The remaining two variables (PM Policy & Strategy and PM Partnerships & Resources) 

also have statistically significant relationships (p < 0.01) though correlation coefficient values are 

between 0.4 and 0.5. 

e) There are high correlation coefficients between the individual variables of PM 

Performance construct and the individual variables of Project Success construct (Table 3): 

 

Table 3. Correlation associations between individual Project Performance variables and 

individual variables of Project Success 
 PM 

Leadership 

PM Staff PM Policy & 

Strategy 

PM Partnerships 

& Resources 

PM Lifecycle 

Management Processes 

PM KPIs 

Project 

Efficiency 

.369 .365 .229 .254 .332 .417 

Impact on 

Customer 

.438 .492 .406 .443 .470 .444 

Impact on 

Project Team 

.554 .546 .435 .449 .537 .574 

Business 

Success 

.359 .451 .405 .376 .401 .438 

Preparing for 

Future 

.459 .431 .444 .395 .505 .478 

Notes: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) for all variable associations in 

the table given above. 

 

2. Linear regression of independent variables with Project Success construct. 

Summarizing results of linear regression, worth to say that they correspond to Research 

Hypothesis. Some key findings are: 

a) PM Performance explained 44.9% of the variance in Project Success, with a very 

significant relationship explained by F values and Beta values (F = 125.47, β = 0.672, p < 0.001). 

b) PM KPIs, PM Staff, and PM Lifecycle Management Processes also explained at least 
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30% variances individually in Project Success (each with significant relationship having 

p < 0.001, high F values and Beta values of 0.578, 0.57 and 0.556 respectively). 

c) All other relationships, though are significant, explain less than 30% variance in the 

dependent variables. 

To rule out the issue of multicollinearity in the regression analysis, a Variance Inflation 

Factor (VIF) test was performed. VIF values are below 10 and tolerance levels are above 0,2. It 

showed that multicollinearity is not a problem in this data set for regression modelling. 

 

3. Linear regression results for independent variables with each dependent variable. 

To explore the validity of Proposition 3, linear regression models were run for Project 

Performance and each of its variables (Independent variables) against each variable of Project 

Success (Dependent Variables). To analyse the results, the summarised model results are given 

in (APPENDIX A). 

Key findings are as follows: 

a) Top 10 (solid shaded boxes) and bottom 10 (shaded with diagonal lines) model fit values 

(Adjusted R Square) to indicate which Independent Variables explain most in the corresponding 

Dependent Variables. 

b) Project Performance construct is amongst the top 10 models hence explaining the most 

for each variable of Project success, except Project Efficiency. It explains the most in Impact on 

Project Team (42.3%) and the least for Project Efficiency (17.2%). 

c) Impact on Project Team is the single-most-variance-explained Project Success variable 

by the majority (4 out of 6) of Project Performance variables. PM KPIs explains the most 

variance (32.5%) after Project Performance explained above. 

d) Impact on Project Team is followed by Preparing for Future and Impact on Customer 

each having 2 variables of Project Performance among top 10 model fit values. The results show 

comparatively higher correlation of Preparing for Future and Impact on Customer with each 

Project Performance variables compared to Business Success and Project Efficiency. 

e) Project Efficiency is the least-variance-explained dependent variable with 5 out of 

6 Project Performance variables among the bottom 10 model fit rates among all possible models. 

Maximum variance explained by any model for this variable was by PM Performance itself with 

17.2% model fit and it was followed by PM KPI with model fit value of 16.8%. A similar result 

was found in the correlation test of Project Success with Project Performance variables indicating 

that Project Efficiency had lowest correlation with most of the Project Performance variables. 

f) Business Success was also found to be least explained by almost all variables of Project 

Performance with most variance being explained by the model with PM Performance itself 

(25%). 

4. Multiple regressions. 

A stepwise approach using both forward and backward methods of regression was used. A 

best fit model was generated by backward stepwise method, explaining most variance in the 

dependent variable (Project Success). The results indicate that Model 3 was the best fit; PM 

Leadership, PM Staff, PM Partnerships & Resources and PM KPIs collectively define 45% 

variance in Project Success. Adding or removing any further independent variable decreases the 

model fit. 

 

Discussion 

1. The PM Performance–Project Success relationship. 

The statistically positive relationship found between PM Performance and Project Success 

is consistent with previous research. The linear regression results show that PM Performance 

explained 44.9% of the variance in Project Success, with a significant relationship explained by 
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F values and Beta values (F = 125.47, β = 0.672, p < 0.001). This indicates that by managing PM 

Performance the chances of project success can be significantly increased. This lends support to 

confirm Hypothesis 1 (H1). 

 

2. Influence of individual PM Performance variables on Project Success construct. 

All the other hypotheses were also confirmed. These findings clearly show that enhanced 

Project Success can be achieved by focusing on the individual variables of PM Performance. The 

Pearson's correlation and linear regression results found that: 

a) [Management of] PM KPIs is the most significant individual variable contributing 

towards the success of any project. This suggests that if there is PM performance measurement in 

an organisation it can significantly impact on Project Success. 

b) The results show that PM Leadership with correlation coefficient value of 0.538 

(p < 0.01) also has a high contribution towards Project Success. The results indicate that to 

enhance Project Success, PM Leadership needs to: develop a project-centered culture in the 

organisation; open new avenues for partnerships; enhance relationships between internal and 

external customers and use PM methodologies to drive positive change. 

c) PM Lifecycle Management Processes also have a positive statistical relationship with 

Project Success. The importance of life cycle model implementation along with appropriate 

procedures is highlighted through these results. 

d) PM Partnership & Resources, and Policy & Strategy are the lowest ranked in terms of 

correlation with Project success. These variables are part of the macro-level policies of an 

organisation and respondents might not have been able to relate directly to the macro-managed 

components of an organisation's governance framework. 

However, when we look closer at the multiple regression results, they indicate that by 

excluding the variables of Policy & Strategy, the collective output is more meaningful than either 

the combined effect of all independent variables or any single variable's individual variance. The 

redundancy of PM Policy & Strategy is understandable considering the fact that it is a macro-

managed component of the organisation's governance framework and the effect of this variable 

might not be visible at the operational level of the project environment. 

 

3. The relationships of PM Performance construct and its variables with individual Project 

Success variables. 

The findings of this study also provide confirmatory evidence that enhanced outcomes can 

be achieved for individual Project Success variables by focusing on PM Performance variables. 

It is the first time that the relationships between the PMPA framework elements and Project 

Success variables have been explored. This is a new contribution of this study. 

The linear regression results showed that: 

a) Impact on Project Team is the single-most-variance-explained Project Success variable 

by the majority (4 out of 6) of Project Performance variables. The same result was earlier found 

during correlation of Project Success variables with Project Performance variables indicating that 

the Impact on Project Team has the highest correlation with each variable of Project 

Performance. The results show the importance of the Impact on Project Team variable for PM 

practitioners. Project performance can have a major impact on project teams. The perception of a 

successful project motivates the team and increases team member engagement and commitment 

to the project as well as to the team itself. It is also seen that PM KPIs explains the most variance 

(32.5%) among the individual PM Performance variables in Impact on Project Teams. This result 

showing PM KPIs as being the most effective variable to explain variance in Impact on Project 

teams highlights an important finding for Project Managers and HR Managers, i.e., having an 

effective PM KPI management framework positively and highly influences the engagement of 
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project teams. 

b) PM KPIs seem to have the most wide-ranging impact across the different variables of 

Project Success. It has the highest correlation with Impact on Project Teams, followed by Project 

Efficiency, Preparing for Future and Business Success, in the same rank order. 

c) The results also indicate that in addition to PM KPIs, PM Lifecycle Management 

Processes and PM Staff are also explaining a reasonable amount of the variance in the PM 

Success variables. It is worth noting that these variables of PM performance are derived from a 

TQM philosophy which is based on the theme of operational excellence. 

d) Another interesting observation is that Project Efficiency was found to be the least 

impacted variable on an overall basis as it had the lowest correlation coefficient values with 

every variable of PM Performance, except for PM KPIs. It can be argued that the constraints of 

time, budget and efficient management should be the most highly impacted aspects of a Project 

by the PM Performance level within an organisation. This result shows conversely that although 

there is a significant relationship between the PM performance variables with Project efficiency, 

it is not the most highly impacted. 

e) The next lowest ranked variable was Business Success, although it did have a relatively 

higher correlation with PM KPIs and PM Staff. This could be due to the fact that Business 

Success might not be visible to everyone in the organisation and hence the results might be 

skewed. 

Conclusion 

This research study demonstrates that PM performance is correlated to Project Success 

within United Arab Emirates organisations. By paying greater attention to this relationship, 

organisations can increase their rate of project success. 

To explain this result, linear regression analysis was used in the research. A significant 

influence of different variables of PM Performance on Project Success was also observed and 

important variables were found out. 

An important finding was the comparatively low impact of PM Performance on some 

Project success variables. 

Вопросы для размышления 

1. В чем заключаются проблема, цель и методология исследования статьи? Каковы 

ограничения исследования с точки зрения типов и страны реализации проектов? На какие 

проекты можно экстраполировать полученные результаты? 

2. Как можно определить успех проекта (согласно статье и на Ваш взгляд)? В чем 

отличия понятий: Project Success, Project Efficiency, Project Management Performance? 

Приведите примеры. 

3. Как с точки зрения объема выборки данного исследования обосновывается ее 

качество, а также надежность полученных результатов? Прокомментируйте полученные 

значения статистических показателей: R-квадрат, коэффициент корреляции, альфа 

Кронбаха. 

4. Какие факторы Project management performance в наибольшей и наименьшей 

степени влияют на Project Success и почему? Придумайте примеры. 

5. Какие рекомендации по улучшению проектного управления в организации для 

повышения успешности проектов Вы бы сформулировали на основании этой статьи? 
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APPENDIX A. Linear regression results for independent variables with individual variables of Project Success 
 

Independent variable  R R Square Adjusted R square Std. error of the 

estimate 

Dependent 

variable 

 
a PM Leadership  .438(a)  0.192  0.187  4.014 

 
c PM Staff  .492(c)  0.242 

 
0.237 

 
3.889 

 
d PM Policy and strategy                                                        .406(d)                    0.165                       0.159                             4.081 

e PM Partnerships and resources                                          .443(e)                    0.197                       0.191                             4.003 

f PM Lifecycle management processes                                 .470(f)                     0.221                       0.216                             3.943 

g PM KPIs                                                                               .444(g)                    0.197                       0.192                             4.002 

 
h PM Performance  .560(h)  0.314 

 
0.31 

 
3.699 

 
a PM Leadership  .554(a)  0.307 

 
0.302 

 
2.127 

 
c PM Staff  .546(c)  0.298 

 
0.294 

 
2.141 

d PM Policy and strategy  .435(d)  0.189  0.184  2.301 

e PM Partnerships and resources .449(e)  0.201  0.196  2.283 
 

f PM Lifecycle management processes .537(f)  0.288 
 

0.284 
 

2.156 
 

g PM KPIs .574(g)  0.33 
 
0.325 

 
2.092 

 
h PM Performance  .653(h)  0.426 

 
0.423 

 
1.935 

 
a PM Leadership  .359(a)  0.129  0.123  2.68 

 
c PM Staff                                                                                .451(c)                    0.203                       0.198                             2.564 

d PM Policy and strategy                                                        .405(d)                    0.164                       0.159                             2.625 

e PM Partnerships and resources                                          .376(e)                    0.141                       0.136                             2.661 

f PM Lifecycle management processes                                 .401(f)                     0.161                       0.155                             2.631 

g PM KPIs                                                                               .438(g)                    0.192                       0.186                             2.582 

 
h PM Performance  .506(h)  0.256 

 
0.251 

 
2.477 

 
a PM Leadership  .369(a)  0.136  0.131  2.685 

 
c PM Staff                                                                                .365(c)                    0.133                       0.128                             2.69 

 
d PM Policy and strategy                                                        .229(d)                    0.052                       0.046                             2.813 

e PM Partnerships and resources                                          .254(e)                    0.065                       0.059                             2.794 

f  PM Lifecycle management processes                                .332(f)                     0.11                         0.104                             2.726 

g PM KPIs                                                                               .417(g)                    0.174                       0.168                             2.626 

h PM Performance                                                                  .421(h)                    0.177                       0.172                             2.621 

a PM Leadership                                                                     .459(a)                    0.211                       0.206                             2.268 
 

c PM Staff  .431(c)  0.186  0.181  2.304 

d PM Policy and strategy  .444(d)  0.197  0.192  2.288 

e PM Partnerships and resources .395(e)  0.156  0.15  2.346 
 

f PM Lifecycle management processes .505(f)  0.255 
 
0.25 

 
2.203 

 
g PM KPIs .478(g)  0.229  0.224  2.243 

 
h PM Performance  .572(h)  0.327 

 
0.323 

 
2.095 

 
  

 
  

Bottom 10 model fit values Top 10 model fit values 
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