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ABSTRACT 
 
Project governance although an idea recognized in project management since the mid-
seventies and although being a concept that is closely related to the other concepts of 
governance, it is still up for debate. Previous research on the concept reveal that both 
meaning and application of it within project management is diffused and lacking in sound 
theory. Project management has a long history of being practitioner oriented which has, 
according to research, somewhat restricted the development of the discipline both in 
terms of research as well as successful application of its theories and concepts in the 
field. Studies also indicate that in order for project governance to become a grounded 
concept within project management and more widely applicable within sectors of society 
project management education and research needs to become more rigorous and 
focused.  
 
 
 
 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
 Public and private projects continue to fail epically around the world and most 
often at the cost of taxpayers’ money. Citizens around the world are all too familiar with 
this enigma of governance or rather lack thereof which can have such devastating effects 
on their lives.  
 
 The etymological roots of the verb to govern are in Greek and Latin from 
‘kybernan’ and ‘gubernare’, respectively. Words which carry with them connotations of 
vision, control and direction. As well as having philosophical roots in Foucault’s definition 
of ‘Governmentality’ (‘Governmentality | political science’, n.d.) and generally being 
considered a neoliberal concept (‘Governance -- Britannica Academic’, n.d.) the modern 
development of governance as a practical concept is often traced back to the guidelines 
established by the Organization of Economic and Co-operation and Development (OECD) 
back in 1961. The OECD guidelines have since formed the foundations of corporate 
governance initiatives amongst business organizations across the globe. The corporate 
governance guidelines were established in 1999 and state that the concept “[…] involves 
a set of relationships between a company's management, its board, its shareholders and 
other stakeholders [And] provides the structure through which the objectives of a 
company are set, and the means of attaining those objectives and monitoring 
performance are determined.”(‘G20/OECD Principles of Corporate Governance - Financial 
Stability Board’, n.d.). The need for corporate governance has all but decreased in recent 
years not least because of scandals such as those that littered the economic landscape 
following the financial crash of 2008. 
 
 In the same vein, increased interest and research on the concept of project 
governance has defined it as one of project management’s crucial factors for success or 
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failure (Alie, 2015; Müller, 2009; ‘PMBOK Guide and Standards | Project Management 
Institute’, n.d.; ‘Project governance | Association for Project Management’, 2016). 
Despite this status and definition, the project governance literature for the past two 
decades is nevertheless still by and large conceptual (Alie, 2015; Müller, 2009; Sankaran, 
Remington, & Turner, 2008). As a result, the ambiguity surrounding the concept is 
evident in the way that systemic risk seems to overshadow economic success in projects 
taken on by governments and private firms alike (Bloomfield, Flyvbjerg et al., 2003; 
Müller, 2009; Qiu et al., 2019, Williams, Bovis, & Merali, 2019; Sankaran et al., 2008) 
 
 Following the 2008 economic crash, project management (PM) researchers 
continued to develop the project success criteria of the previous forty years and by 
widening the scope project governance became one of the success factors to be 
considered. Qualitative research on the concept of project governance is in abundance 
but supporting quantitative evidence on the relationship between project governance and 
project success is lacking considerably (Joslin & Müller, 2016). According to a sector wide 
survey in 2012, 18% of projects still fail and 43% are considered challenged (Davis, 
2017). With a history of 60 years of project management research this further supports a 
sense of confusion around a concept that according to project management associations 
on both sides of the Atlantic should underpin the success of projects (Alie, 2015; Müller, 
2009; ‘PMBOK Guide and Standards | Project Management Institute’, n.d.; ‘Project 
governance | Association for Project Management’, 2016). A recent study into project 
governance of megaprojects reveals a significant gap for our understanding of governing 
megaprojects and institutional complexity (Qiu et al., 2019) which further supports the 
notion that vagueness surrounds success and failure factors in project management 
where project governance is as aforesaid considered one of the high-level factors.  
 
 By examining previous literature reviews it becomes apparent that research 
largely agrees that because of its practitioners’ oriented background and strong relevance 
to disperse industries research focus in the past decades may have become scattered and 
less helpful for the discipline as a whole and across the industries. Therefore the question 
arises if the discipline itself is perhaps inadvertently responsible for maintaining the 
ambiguity of its major concepts like project governance? Researchers examining two 
major streams of PM research for the past 15 years have pointed out that weak 
theoretical underpinnings of the discipline have helped sustain decades of dispersed 
research. Research that has somewhat incoherently revolved around which factors of 
success or failure are helpful in defining project performance (Padalkar & Gopinath, 
2016).  
 
 The purpose of this paper is to explore the concept of project governance and its 
definition within project management to try and understand what the implications are for 
both practice and research. Therefore the following research question is posed:  
 
 Does the ambiguity of the concept project governance affect the progress of 
project management as an academic discipline and therefore its successful practice?  
 
 Below is a table (Table 1) listing the different research elements which may help 
to put the study in perspective and context with already existing research with which it is 
also based on.  
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Table 1. An overview of the research approach and context.  
 
 The table gives an overview of what was considered in this study in terms of 
method of searching the literature and the historical context of the research within 
project management as a research field but also the implications that it presents in its 
approach and value.  
 
 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  
 
 Although project management has a substantial history, emerging as a discipline 
between the 1930’s to the 1950’s, having established professional associations on both 
sides of the Atlantic and maintaining active and ongoing research trends, researchers 
have criticized its theoretical foundations for being too weak. The weakness has been 
traced to its strong roots in practice which for the first decades of its history set the 
agenda for research topics and style of research which often lacked critical approach and 
academic rigor (Morris, 1994; J. R. Turner, 2010; Williamson, 1975). The lack of rigor in 
its research is said to have created a lack of a sound basis in the literature and that the 
discipline was too focused for too long on scheduling (60’s-80’s) and later on technical 
tools , such as critical path analysis.” (Davis, 2017; Padalkar & Gopinath, 2016; J. R. 
Turner, 2010). The research landscape has changed in the last two decades but 
according to recent research clarity in theory, terminology and concept structure is still 
lacking (Joslin & Müller, 2016; Padalkar & Gopinath, 2016). 
 
 Research therefore seems to support the ambiguity surrounding the concept of 
project governance. This is despite of or perhaps even because of the variety of meaning 
and contexts for its application. And although an increased awareness for the concept has 
been emerging in both governmental and private sectors for the past decades (Joslin & 
Müller, 2016; Padalkar & Gopinath, 2016; Sankaran et al., 2008) and the concept is 
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currently considered, industry-wide, to be one of the underpinning factors for project 
success (Alie, 2015; Müller, 2009; ‘PMBOK Guide and Standards | Project Management 
Institute’, n.d.; ‘Project governance | Association for Project Management’, 2016) it is 
still vague, ambiguous and unclear (Padalkar & Gopinath, 2016; Too & Weaver, 2014). 
 Below is a table (Table 2) listing the various contexts the concept ‘governance’ 
exists in with the bottom two listings focusing on the two largest associations of project 
management globally and how they define the concept ‘project governance’:  
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 The list shows the wide array of contexts that the concept emerges from and 
exists in which in turn sheds some light on how and perhaps why the concept is still up 
for debate within project management. Bevir mentions different kinds of conflicts 
surrounding the social, political and theoretical underpinnings of the concept: “A general 
concept of governance as a pattern of rule or as the activity of ruling has a long lineage 
in the English language. Nonetheless, much of the current interest in governance derives 
from its specific use in relation to changes in the state since the late 20th century. These 
changes date from neoliberal reforms of the public sector in the 1980s.”(‘Governance -- 
Britannica Academic’, n.d.). The etymological roots are not surprising but Müller and 
others refer to Foucault’s definition of governmentality as part of the core elements in the 
concept of modern project governance. The socio-political changes that Bevir mentions in 
his article are in alignment with the changes that occurred in project management 
research at the time when internal criticism was emerging on the lack of academic rigor 
and research in the field and new concepts like ‘project governance’ had only recently 
come to the surface (Ahola, Ruuska, Artto, & Kujala, 2014; Müller, 2009; Padalkar & 
Gopinath, 2016; Williamson, 1975).  
 
 The two major professional associations of project management, APM (Association 
of Project Management, UK) and PMI (Project Management Institute, USA) both define 
the concept of project governance as a high-level success factor and demand a strong, 
ethical, self-governing manager. Such a vision, held by the professional associations who 
train practitioners around the world to this standard and is further supported by one of 
the largest inter-governmental organization in the world, OECD, gives the concept a 
strong moral tone. The OECD defines project governance as “the means by which 
organizations are directed and their managers are held accountable for conduct and 
performance.” (Müller, Zhai, Wang, & Shao, 2016) and by doing so also sets a clear 
responsibility with a strong ethical tone on the role of managers of projects undertaken 
by its member states. According to recent research this is not accurately reflected upon 
project governance, neither in practice nor research (Aubry & Lavoie-Tremblay, 2018; 
Mullaly, 2014; Padalkar & Gopinath, 2016; Pinto, 2014).  
 
 More than half of OECD’s member states do not have entities that are responsible 
for developing policies for their public infrastructure projects (‘Entity (or entities) in 
charge of developing policies for infrastructure projects’, n.d.) but the OECD states that: 
“Infrastructure projects constitute a major mandate of governments in the delivery of 
key public services and have high and direct implications on a country’s economic 
capacity, human development, social inclusion and environmental sustainability. Once a 
project is planned and financing schemes have been defined, it is critical that 
governments deliver infrastructure projects in a cost-efficient way that is trusted by users 
and citizens to fulfil their mandate.” This statement correlates with the theoretical 
underpinnings of what the concept of project governance should stand for but often 
proves weak and as a result ends in many large-scale projects failing.  
 
 The OECD collects a selection of data to track its member states governance 
development and by viewing one member state that suffered severely during the 2008 
economic crash a correlation can perhaps be drawn between the PM literature on project 
governance and the practice of policy in the field. In short, the OECD states that for 
many member states: “Government-wide policies to promote better governance 
structures and processes, and to bridge the gap between the development and the 
implementation of regulations, are missing”:  
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Image 1. OECD: Indicator of Regulatory Policy and Governance - Iceland.   
 
 Iceland is well below the OECD average (see Image 1) so despite a time lapse of 
10 years the country is still struggling with implementing an idea of governance into its 
public systems according to the OECD (‘OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook 2018’, n.d.). 
This example is used to demonstrate a practical correlation with what the  literature on 
project governance reveals about theory.  
 
 One of the more prolific researchers in the field, Ralf Müller, has said in his 
defining book on project governance (2009) that a governance structure is crucial to an 
organization and its processes and resources in order for the organization to be able to 
achieve its goals effectively and with profitability for its stakeholders.  Müller, like others, 
talks about the relationship project governance has with different stakeholder theories 
but PM research is extensive when it comes to the topic (Davis, 2017; Mullaly, 2014; 
Muller, 2017). Müller emphasizes how the concept can be applied to ethically work 
against the exact issues that have previously caused social and economic ruin for both 
projects and societies alike. The framework is considered crucial to the development of 
project governance, explaining organizational goals and how responsibilities and roles 
can affect the governance process.  
 
 The literature also reveals that the concept’s definition seems to still be dependent 
upon a variety of contexts across industries and so a variety of definitions still occur 
within the research as well as in the field. This obviously does little to alleviate confusion 
(Ahola et al., 2014; Joslin & Müller, 2015; Mullaly, 2014; Padalkar & Gopinath, 2016; 
Pinto, 2014).  
 
 Two established research papers together aligning and spanning 60 years of PM 
literature create the basis for this research because of the historical aspect of their 
research into project management and the exhaustive literature review they provide for 
over a half a century of theory and research. The first is a well know paper by 
Kloppenborg and Opfer (2002) which examined the state of the PM research literature 
from 1960-1999 using technologies and methods according to the time. This means using 
selected databases with limited search methods and coverage along with print titles, this 
is before the time of Google Scholar, and before the time a shift to online journal 
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publishing so it required a lot of manual labour but according to the research 92 people 
worked on it for around 6000 hours total over the period of 8 months. Image 2, below, 
shows their end result with an explanation of their process. 
 

 
 

Image 2: An overview of the 2002 research results (original image split in two). 
 
 Contrasted with the methodologically and technologically advanced methods of 
the second paper some admiration is due to Kloppenborg and Opfer for the monumental 
task of reviewing the literature with the rigor the period allowed for. The second paper 
pays its respect to Kloppenborg and Opfer by aligning their research and not only create 
a continuum but also dive into the themes of research for the span of six decades 
including previous work.  
 

 
 
Image 3: Padalkar and Gopinath systematic approach to literature selection and 
methodology applied for citation count. 
 
 Padalkar’s and Gopinath’s research was methodical and systematic in its approach 
to reveal three concurrent streams of PM literature over the span of a decade. When put  
in context with Kloppenborg’s and Opfer’s overview for the previous five decades the 
case for the weak theoretical underpinnings being responsible for the unsuccessful 
application of the concept of project governance becomes strong. Their research found 
that 60% of what they measured as PM ‘research influence’ actually reinforce the 
“instrumental nature of PM research” (Padalkar & Gopinath, 2016. p. 1315). This finding 
indicates aforesaid implications of weak theory and therefore concepts because 
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instrumentalism overall questions theoretical terms as useful for the external, practical 
world. Furthermore, they found that even though research output grew for the period of 
2000-2015 there was nonetheless a steady decline in research influence for the same 
period and overall their findings suggest maturation of existing research themes but also 
a silence or non-emerging of new research themes. Padalkar and Gopinath point out that 
in light of their findings it may be time to focus on new theory building in PM and to 
support their suggestion they list several avenues for future research.    
 
 On a similar note, Samset and Volden conclude in their findings from several in-
depth case studies on major governmental projects from the Concept Research 
Programme in Norway  that a number of paradoxes within the discipline of project 
management “[…]point to two types of problems, i) problems of efficiency in term so 
delays and cost overrun, an ii) more fundamental problems that have to do with the 
project strategic success (choosing the wrong concept).” (Samset & Volden, 2016).  They 
stress that PM needs to concern itself seriously with these two problems  to be able to 
overcome the paradoxes and quote Peter Morris declaring: “The discipline needs to be 
less inward looking: more relevant, not  just to the sponsors’ needs but to society’s 
challenges in general.” (Samset & Volden, 2016). 
 
 A more recent school and line of research referred to as RPM (Rethinking Project 
Management) has argued that to move forward project management needs to distance 
itself from the “classical project management” arguing that ever since classical PM 
emerged between the 1930’s and the 1950’s the concepts and techniques it has 
developed are still unable to produce successful projects (Morris, 1994; Svejvig & 
Andersen, 2015). The RPM school further argues that a shift in thinking about project 
management, its concepts and theories is vital for “understanding of project 
management as a holistic discipline for achieving organizational efficiency, effectiveness 
and innovation” (Jugdev, Thomas, & Delisle, 2001; Svejvig & Andersen, 2015). RPM 
research suggests that the neoliberal foundation to project management is essentially 
flawed in the way that it presumes meaning, certainty, control and relevance where the 
PM research does not support those presumptions (Mullaly, 2014).    
 
 With its rich history from across different fields of human culture the concept of 
‘governance’ is an interesting one to adopt and develop in project management. Not least 
with many PM researchers working with the concept of ‘project governance’ as a sub-
concept of corporate governance where the idea is that for it to be able to create value 
for its owner it has to be aligned with its organizational strategy and structure (Klakegg, 
Williams, Magnussen, & Glasspool, 2008; Miller & Hobbs, 2005; Müller, 2009; Müller et 
al., 2016; Pinto, 2014; Too & Weaver, 2014). This has been countered by other 
researchers claiming that structuring the process to the organization’s roles and 
responsibilities, like you would within a corporate organization, could possibly be at the 
root of the concepts’ problems (Pitsis, Sankaran, Gudergan, & Clegg, 2014; Samset & 
Volden, 2016; J. Rodney Turner & Keegan, 2001). The literature review reveals that 
there are opportunities for improvement in the development of project management as a 
discipline and for the concept of project governance as one of its crucial success factors. 
An historical glance at the origin and development of the concept, supported with 
examples from the OECD show that there is perhaps a fundamental connection between 
the rise of neoliberalism and the rise of use of the concept in project management with 
the same fundamental flaws for them to work successfully.  
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3. RESEARCH METHOD AND FINDINGS  
 
 The history of PM research provides some context for the ambiguity of the concept 
of project governance in that the strong practitioners’ background has perhaps delayed 
the rigorous research process it needed or needs to strengthen theory and thereby be 
able to develop its concepts and frameworks more constructively. Perhaps PM research is 
still suffering from its early days of practice based research rather than rigorous 
academic research and so the discipline itself may inadvertently be condoning or 
contributing to the vagueness of the concept. 
 
 This begs the question of what does project governance mean for project 
management? Does the ambiguity of the concept affect its successful application within 
sectors of society which in return may actually be sustaining the systemic risk that seems 
to be evident in so many projects taken on by different sectors of society at any given 
time (Bloomfield et al., 2019)? Is the vagueness of the concept perhaps partially 
responsible for its lack of successful application and if so could the same ambiguity be 
contributing as such to the failed projects around the world. Coverage of research in this 
study is represented by a selection of research articles found by using an exploratory 
method of searching academic databases using the Google Scholar search engine. The 
data collection is therefore empirical in nature and not exhaustive but nevertheless 
covers some of the more significant research done on the concept of project governance 
and its context since its emergence in the mid 1970’s and to this day.  
 
 Many of the journal articles retrieved are published by the three most revered 
titles in the industry: International Journal of Project Management (IJPM), Project 
Management Journal (PMJ) and International Journal of Managing Projects in Business 
(IJMPB) but these journal titles demonstrate the larger literature across the field (Vom 
Brocke et al., 2009). In addition, the industry’s standards from PMBOK and APM are 
referred to for context as well as research retrieved from other project management 
related disciplines that were deemed relevant in the context of defining the concept of 
project governance.  
 
 Because of the exploratory method of the literature search and selection of data 
for this research search results from the search engine Google Scholar were selected by 
choosing research articles that contained the concept “project governance” and 
“literature review” in their title or abstract. Project governance and stakeholders: A 
literature review (Derakhshan, Turner, & Mancini, 2019) was the initial research referred 
to. It formed a basis for developing the research question and from there the search 
continued, revealing established and prolific researchers as well as novice ones which 
sometimes interconnected through publishing or citing each other’s work.  
 
 There are a number of ways to retrieve relevant research on the state of research 
within PM and therefore discussion on theory and the concept of project governance. 
Online publishing is currently the standard and print is rare and either using selected 
databases or industry/academic titles will limit an exploratory research because of the 
restrictive scope it offers at the outset of an exploratory search. Databases require 
subscription access which is also not equally available so to bypass this Google Scholar is 
a better choice, presenting results from all publishers and databases that consider 
themselves relevant to research and therefore offers a more comprehensive scope of the 
state of research in any academic discipline. Working through Google Scholars results 
and finding ways to access subscription locked articles is possible via interlibrary loans for 
instance.  
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 The initial method for searching the literature was a basic online literature search 
using Google Scholar as an established search engine for scholarly work (Harzing & 
Alakangas, 2016). Information overload is a well recorded research problem and trying to 
limit or expand your search has overwhelming problems; do you have access to the 
databases that the search engine directs you to, does the search engine’s algorithm limit 
your results based on your location, can you trust the citation count and is it even 
relevant in the context, has the research perhaps been retracted and where do you find 
out, how do you evaluate the quality of the research, when do you know if the search is 
sufficient and how do you construct any kind of order out of your results? So, an online 
literature search is daunting for any researcher, even if Google Scholar is your neat 
starting point.  
 
 The search method used valid search operators provided by Google Scholar to 
construct a focused search and exclude irrelevant results (Image 3, p. 11 and 4 p. 12). 
Bear in mind that Google Scholar is a search engine and not a database or a library so 
working through results can nevertheless be a daunting task, even for the experienced 
researcher (Harzing & Alakangas, 2016; Vom Brocke et al., 2009; Vom Brocke et al., 
2015). 
 
 

 

  Image 3. Initial search with no restrictions with 2.100.000 results.
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 Image 4. Second search with 3.480 results using operators to focus results. 
 
 
 The search engine Google Scholar repeatedly outranks information systems owned 
by academic publishers and research aggregators because being a search engine it can 
retrieve and at least show information from all the privately owned databases that want 
and for commercial reasons need to be seen whereas the same privately owned 
databases can only scope their retrieval against their own backdrop of information 
(Harzing & Alakangas, 2016). For a novice researcher doing a paper on a well-researched 
concept like project governance the search needed to be constructed to elicit relevant 
results but in no way limited to either industry journals or subscription databases like 
Elsevier’s Scopus or Science Direct, Frances & Taylor, JSTOR, Emerald or Web of Science. 
Eventually though, using Google Scholar revealed Elsevier’s Science Direct database to 
hold two of the three well known publications in project management; IJPM and 
International Journal of Managing Projects in Business.  
 
 The two extensive state-of-the-research papers by Kloppenborg and Opfer (2002) 
and Padalkar and Gopinath (2016) both focused on industry journals that have published 
PM research for a large part of PM history but also included related publications for the 
context of their research (Kloppenborg & Opfer, 2002; Padalkar & Gopinath, 2016). The 
two papers are crucial in estimating trends and direction of PM research and aligned 
cover the years 1960-1999 and 2000-2015, respectively or over six decades of PM 
history and research. Their approaches to the research are opposites; Kloppenborg and 
Opfer (2002) have limited online database technology for data collection and rely 
somewhat on government publications in the spirit of the PM practitioner background 
whereas Padalkar and Gopinath (2016) utilize a very methodical and information 
technology driven systematic review of the state of affairs yet aligning their research 
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timewise with the previous one for continuity. As a result this research is able to make 
use of Padalkar’s and Gopinath’s (2016) timeline to examine trends in research for 
project governance and related concepts.  
 
 The research publishing industry has layers of problems and identifying quality 
research is not necessarily straightforward given all the discrepancies it can entail 
(Oransky, 2019; ‘Paywall’, n.d.; Smith, 2018). Wanting to identify critical research across 
an industry by looking at high ranking journal titles in the field for one can be misleading:  
 
“Academics think that they are reaching everybody by publishing in high-impact journals, 
says one academic, but in fact they are reaching only a limited audience. 40% of the 
articles published in The New England Journal of Medicine are written by authors who live 
within 115 miles of the editorial offices in Boston, says John Adler, a Stanford professor 
of neurosurgery. “Publishing is an insiders’ game”, he says.” (Smith, 2018) 
  
 Therefore the research method needs to be one that can aggregate data like 
Google Scholar and allow the researcher space to evaluate whether to look at the latest 
publications in for example an open access journal on PM that may be following a new 
trend, a non-deterministic perspective perhaps that is trying to steer away from the 
traditional path of PM research that the latest studies have indicated are somewhat 
stagnant and actually in steady decline in research influence for the past decade or so 
(Padalkar & Gopinath, 2016). 
 
 

4. DISCUSSION  
 
 Important issues raised in this review are fundamental to research and practice in 
project management. Overview of the literature and especially focusing on the two large 
scale literature reviews done in 2002 and 2016 which together provide a history of 
research and practice of project management for the last 60 years show that the 
discipline of project management needs academic attention and professional support. 
When professional associations continue to promote standards based on weak theory 
their concepts remain unfocused, projects fail and the reputation and credibility of 
people’s work involved in project management around the world is jeopardized. To 
support the discipline onwards it is important to support research and consequently 
review standards so that project management and project governance in particular will 
be able perform to their potential.  
 
 To be able to fulfil this potential accredited and academic research education in 
project management needs to be developed across the globe so the impact of the ethical, 
social and economic qualities that project management and governance should stand for 
can be enjoyed by as many diverse societies and cultures this world sustains.  
 
 From reviewing the literature it seems that the concept of project governance is 
hovering over a philosophical and socio-political undercurrent of neoliberalism where 
individual freedom of action and supposed rational behaviour are at the forefront but 
critics of neoliberalism would be tempted to point out the recent economic crash a 
decade ago to provide evidence for both; a weak theory and failed projects (Mjöset, 
2011; Sikka, 2015; Welch, 2012). But whether or not the concept of project governance 
is in this respect deemed to suffer onwards is hard to say but there certainly seems to be 
a valid theoretical connection to neoliberalism to connote similar criticism of the concept 
project governance as of the neoliberal disaster experienced in economies around the 
world in 2008. On this note some research has stressed that the whole discipline of 
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project management needs be more universally relevant and look beyond the hierarchy 
of the project itself, stressing that project management needs to focus on society’s 
challenges in general (Samset & Volden, 2016) when weighing a projects purpose, 
success factors, benefits and profits – however they are defined.  
 
 Because of the empirical approach used in this research in that an exploratory 
literature search was applied it is impossible to replicate the results. This paper stands in 
correlation to other literature reviews on project governance in the way that it reflects on 
the state of the concept with regards to the research that has already been undertaken 
and will add to that string of history within the discipline of project management for 
future reference. It is therefore not original in itself nor exhaustive but nevertheless it 
aims to consider questions relevant to the discipline that may add to its constructive 
development.  
 
 The purpose of this study was to highlight how the different definitions of the 
concept of project governance within the PM literature has perhaps inadvertently 
condoned project failures instead of leading to project success. This study contributes to 
current research in the way that it continues to examine the concept of project 
governance and in doing so makes an attempt to understand why it is still such a 
confusing concept. What this study reveals is that PM research has developed in the past 
decades and that PM researchers have established that for project management to thrive 
PM theory and PM concepts need to come into better focus – a focus which will only be 
achieved by more academic attention and rigorous research.  
 
The study has no bias or conflict of interest.   
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