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Organisations are constantly under pressure to innovate and grow by
successfully executing their business strategies. The ever-increasing
rate of change in technology has implications for product lifecycles,
cost pressures, expectations of higher quality, and a larger variety
of products and services. These trends result in mounting pressures
and a huge increase in complexity, as the drivers of technology must
be managed to achieve a competitive advantage. Project portfolio
management (PPM) is a solution for unravelling the complexities of
multi-projects. In theory, PPM assists an organisation to achieve this
competitive advantage through implementing its business strategy,
balancing its portfolios, maximising value, and ensuring resource
adequacy. There is, however, a lack of empirical evidence on the
use and success of PPM approaches in South Africa. This article
presents a framework that lays the foundation of an empirical study
that will aim to explore the link between PPM implementation and
company success in achieving strategic objectives. We base our
framework on the factors of good practice in PPM, which include 1)
single-project-level characteristics and activities; 2) multi-project-
level characteristics and activities; 3) the link between projects and
strategy process; and 4) availability and quality of project
information.
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Maatskappye is alewig onder druk om te innoveer en groei deur die
besigheid se strategie suksesvol uit te voer. Met die konstante
veranderinge in tegnologie is daar implikasies vir die maatskappy in
die vorm van produkte se lewensiklusse, koste, verwagtinge van hoér
kwaliteit, en groter verskeidenheid produkte en dienste. Die
tendense veroorsaak druk en 'n styging van kompleksiteit om 'n
kompeterende voordeel te behaal. Portefeulje projekbestuur is n
oplossing om die kompleksiteit van multi-projekte te ontrafel en om
'n maatskappy te help om die besigheidstrategie te implementeer,
die portefeulje te balanseer, maksimum waarde te behaal, as ook
seker te maak daar is genoeg hulpbronne. Daar is 'n tekort aan
empiriese werk oor die gebruik en sukses van portefeulje projek
bestuur in Suid Afrika. Hierdie artikel ontwikkel 'n raamwerk wat as
fondasie dien vir 'n empiriese studie deur die verhouding, tussen
portefeulje projekbestuurimplementering en maatskappy sukses
faktore te ondersoek. Die basis van die raamwerk sal die volgende
faktore van goeie praktyk bevat: 1) enkelprojek-vlak eienskappe en
-aktiwiteite; 2) multi-projek-vlak eienskappe en -aktiwiteite; 3)
verband tussen projekte en die strategieproses; 4) beskikbaarheid
en kwaliteit van projek -informasie.
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1 INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

Firms continually face difficulties with implementing strategies, rather than with formulating them
[11; [2]. In 1998 Grundy [3] stated that the implementation phase is frequently the graveyard of
strategy, and remains a neglected area in research. More recent literature has agreed with this
statement [4]; [5]. It has been suggested that the solution could lie in making use of project portfolio
management (PPM) e.g. [5]; [6]; [7]-

Although PPM has been well-researched ([8]; [9]; [10]; [11]; [12]; [13]; [14]), there is still a lack of
empirical evidence in the literature on achieving success through implementing PPM factors of best
practice, especially in the South African environment ([5]; [7]; [4]). This article aims to lay the
groundwork for a study that will address the lack of empirical evidence on PPM in the South African
context by deductively constructing a framework from the literature. This article constructs a
framework on previous PPM research to broaden the understanding of the relationship between best
PPM practices and achieving PPM success. This article defines PPM and its objectives, discusses some
of the challenges faced in PPM, gives an overview of practices including tools, models, and two
example frameworks, highlights factors of good practice in PPM, and concludes with a framework
for further empirical studies.

2  METHODOLOGY

This article develops a framework for an empirical study that will explore the link between PPM-
related factors and practices and achieving PPM success. To achieve this, we use a qualitative
methodology similar to that proposed by Jabareen [15] to develop a conceptual framework.
Jabareen [15] proposed a process of eight phases to develop and evaluate the conceptual
framework. These phases form the basis for the framework development process followed in this
study, as shown in Table 2, which summarises the objectives, actions taken, and location of each
phase in this article. Figure 1 also provides a visual representation of the process.

Table 1: A summary of each phase executed for this study

Phase

Objective of phase

What was done

Where presented in
the article

Phase 1: Mapping the
selected data sources

Identify PPM literature

A list of 68 sources were
used for a systematic
review

Phase 2: Extensive
reading and
categorising of the
selected data

Identify data categories

Phase 3: Identifying
and naming concepts

Develop concepts from
extensive reading of
literature

Studies were coded by
identifying key words
and by using Atlas.ti

Forms the basis of the
results presented in
Section 3.

Phase 4:
Deconstructing and
categorising the
concepts

Identify main attributes,
characteristics,
assumptions, and roles of
each concept

Objectives, PPM
challenges, and
assessment tools for PPM
were identified

3. Project portfolio
management practices
3.1 Objectives

3.2 Challenges

3.3 Tools and
frameworks

Phase 5: Integrating
concepts

Group similar concepts

Success factors and
success criteria were
defined

3.4 Success factors
3.5 Success criteria

Phase 6: Synthesis and
resynthesis

Develop a conceptual
framework

Concepts were divided
into the four factor
categories to create the
conceptual framework

6. Conclusion

Phase 7: Validating
the conceptual
framework

Validate the conceptual
framework through
feedback

Phase 8: Rethinking
the conceptual
framework

Identify lessons learnt
from conceptual
framework

Validation and
framework adjustments
still need to be
performed in a further
study

7. Recommendation
and future research

7. Recommendation
and future research

239



Phase 1 Phase2 Phase 3 : Phase 4 . Phase 5 . Phase 6
|
Success, .
-’\a i
—{ :

PPM Y :
challenges P &
Frojet \o

x| success |t
PPI b
frameworks s

+ Projectslink 1o strategy | 3
Project portfolio
managerent
PPM challenges
= Assessing portfolio
PPM objectives

: | :
. [
Dol i
PPM challenges - Success factors | Success criteria | .. Framework
N 1 | ° -
Project success - : ! .

Portiolio success | ; Assessing

Figure 1: The process to develop a conceptual framework
3  PROJECT PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Executing phases 1, 2, and 3 provided the basis for the outputs obtained in the following phases,
which are presented in this section. Phase 4 (highlighted in Figure 2) aimed to deconstruct and
categorise concepts by identifying concept attributes, assumptions, characteristics, and role [15].
From this process of deconstruction and categorisation, three important themes were identified:
the objectives of PPM; the challenges often faced in executing PPM; and the approaches to assessing
PPM. Each of these is discussed in more detail in sections 3.1 to 3.3.
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Figure 2: Phase 4 of the development of the conceptual framework

There has been a shift in the PPM literature, with Spradlin and Kutoloski [16] and Dawidson [17]
stating that portfolio management extends beyond evaluation techniques towards a more complete
managerial approach; that it not only focuses on techniques, tools, and methods, but also includes
aspects of how PPM is practiced. Consequently, the multifaceted goals and benefits of portfolios
must be established before the selection of any projects can take place to meet the organisation’s
overall objectives [1]. Corporate strategy is typically operationalised on a business level, filtered
down to the portfolio level, and finally taken to the project level [8]. This makes it necessary to
strengthen the links between these levels for effective and efficient work to be done.

Coordinating the management of projects and portfolios benefits the organisation [18]. Some of the
literature is dedicated to highlighting the importance of portfolio management in evaluating,
prioritising, and selecting projects in line with the organisation’s strategy (e.g. [19]; [20]; [21];
[22]). PPM is growing in importance for organisations competing in a global dynamic environment
where organisational survival depends on a steady stream of successful new products [23].
Effectively implementing organisational strategy through a portfolio of projects, and in so doing
enhancing the long-term value of the portfolio, are the primary goals of PPM [24].

3.1 PPM objectives
Cooper et al. ([19], [25], and [26]) summarised the objectives of PPM, which are well-established in
the literature. They are:

1.  Value maximisation — some firms focus on allocating resources and maximising the value of
the portfolio in terms of the company’s objectives. These objectives include return-on
investment, long-term profitability, the likelihood of success, or some other strategic
objectives.
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2. Balance — the right balance must be achieved through the use of some parameters: the balance
between long-term and short-term projects; high-risk projects versus low-risk projects; and
the balancing of technologies, markets, project types, and product categories.

3. Strategic direction — the final portfolio of projects must truly reflect the business’s strategy
and the breakdown of spending across markets, areas, projects, and other categories that are
directly tied to the organisation’s strategy.

4.  The right number of projects — the three objectives mentioned above all have superimposed
resource constraints; but this objective attempts to quantify the project’s demand for
resources (usually ‘people’, expressed as ‘person-days’ of work) versus the readiness of the
required resources.

3.2 PPM challenges

Using PPM practices offers many benefits, such as managing projects, allocating resources,
scheduling, analysing, and governance of the projects and business [27]. However, companies also
face challenges when using PPM. A literature review highlighted six major problem areas that
organisations face when managing multi-projects or making use of PPM practices (refer to Table 2).
Due to the portfolio being handled as a whole, the challenges are not independent of one another.
For example, inadequate information challenges cause challenges in other areas, such as not
choosing the right projects on the portfolio-level activities. It is worth noting that the challenges
are linked to the success factors of PPM, which will be discussed further in Section 3.4.

Table 1: Cited portfolio management challenges (in no particular order)

Problem area /

Challenges Description Citations

Project level activities | Projects lack proper implementation [33] [37] [20] [44]

Too many weak projects are approved;
resources, value, and priority not [19] [30] [37] [44] [45]
properly considered

Portfolio level
activities

Methods and evaluation tools to aid
planning and management are [23] [30] [45]
inadequate

Portfolio competencies
and methods

Link to strategy and strategic criteria [19] [23] [45]

Link to strategy not clearly defined

Resources are not allocated effectively;

Resources lack of consideration of smaller [19] [20] 23] [30] [37]
management X
projects
Information The flow of information is inadequate
management and lacks usefulness (91 [25] [27] [33] [37]

3.3  Assessing the portfolio

Some researchers ([11], [8], [19], and [21]) claim that the project portfolio selection is important,
and have thus explored the necessary tools, techniques, and frameworks; but the clear and formal
prioritisation process is often not enough for the optimal success of a portfolio.

3.3.1 PPM tools

Selecting techniques and tools is helpful to evaluate quantitative and qualitative indicators for
individual projects or a group of projects. These techniques and tools are grouped into methods or,
as Cooper et al. [9] call them, ‘goals’. The literature contains many discussions and debates on the
methods and tools used for the selection of a project portfolio. Taylor [28] discusses the fundamental
six characteristics any model should have, regardless of the nature of the model (numeric or
nonnumeric), as follows: flexibility, realism, ease of use, capability, cost-effectiveness, and ease of
computerisation. Meredith and Mantel [29] propose criteria for choosing a selection model, and

241



suggest that the required information be categorised under the following headings: (1) production;
(2) marketing; (3) financial; (4) personnel; and (5) administrative and miscellaneous factors.

Cooper et al. [19] discuss the popularity of the techniques, tools, models, and methods for project
selection and PPM. Their results mainly show three things: first, organisations tend to use a
combination of techniques, tools, and methods; second, financial methods are the most popular,
but do not necessarily produce the best-performing portfolios; and third, the organisations with the
best performance portfolios rely more on strategic approaches rather than on financial methods.
Despite the variety in techniques, tools, and approaches, it is important to pay close and continuous
attention to the project interactions, such as the competition for resources and the time-dependent
nature of the projects [30].

3.3.2 PPM frameworks

The literature reveals that more than one hundred techniques and tools support an organisation in
selecting projects for its portfolio [31]; [8]; [32]. Each tool has its own advantages and
disadvantages, making it necessary for organisations to apply a variety of tools and techniques ([19];
[8]). This requires organisations to adapt or develop a logical framework or process through which
the necessary tools and techniques are integrated and selected to support the organisation’s project
portfolio selection. To be effective in project portfolio management, an appropriate framework
must be chosen to evaluate project proposals and select a project portfolio that is best alighed with
the corporate strategy [10].

3.3.3 Framework of Archer and Ghasemzadeh [10]

As with the Stage-Gate process that Cooper et al. [33] use, Archer and Ghasemzadeh [10] also
propose prequalification of each project before moving on to the next step or stage of the selection
process. This eliminates bad proposals by narrowing the choice down to necessary projects. Archer
and Ghasemzadeh [10] developed a framework, widely used and referred to in the literature, that
is a logical series of activities requiring full involvement by the selection committee. The framework
has three phases:

1. Strategic considerations: These help to determine the strategic focus and overall budget
allocation for the portfolio; to consider the external (market) environment and the internal
(strengths and weaknesses) environment; and to develop a strategy.

2. Individual project evaluation: The projects are measured individually, evaluating the
benefits, and valuing each project that contributes to the portfolio.

3. Portfolio selection: This phase deals with the selection of portfolios built on candidate project
parameters; this includes the interactions of projects and resource constraints and
independencies.

4  BEST PRACTICE MECHANISMS

Phase 5 (highlighted in Figure 3) defined two specific aspects of PMM: (1) the success factors,
otherwise referred to as the ‘best practices’ of PPM (to avoid confusion with success criteria); and
(2) the success criteria of PPM. The success factors (or best practices) are considered in Section 4.1,
while the success criteria are considered in Section 4.2.

Phase 1 Phase2 Phase 3 : Phase 4 . Phase 5 . Phase 6
Objectives F-——————————————— :
* Projects link 1o strategy H ! ! :
Proect portialo | I i
management . u
PPM chatenges PPMchalnges| © | Successfactors | Successcriterla | - Framework
« Assessing portiolio | 1 1 P
PPM objectives I :
Project success M § ======== de======== G H
Portiolio success H Assassing : :
portfolio H _"

Figure 3: Phase 5 in constructing the conceptual framework
4.1  Success factors / best practices
The best practices of PPM are divided into four categories that were adopted from a study done by
Dietrich and Lehtonen [5]: 1) single-project-level characteristics and activities; 2) multi-project-

242



level characteristics and activities; 3) links between projects and strategy process; and 4)
availability and quality of project information. These are considered in Sections 4.1.1 to 4.1.4, while
Section 4.1.5 provides a summary of the factors and a structuring of these factors into a framework
structure.

4.1.1 Single-project-level characteristics and activities

Some strategy-based PPM practices suggest that portfolio-level decisions should be made at a single-
project level or through a development process ([8]; [19]; [25]; [26]; [34]; and [18]). Martinsuo and
Lehtonen [35] found in their study of a variety of industries that single-project management is linked
with PPM efficiency; their quantitative study shows that single-project factors such as goal-setting,
decision-making, and information-availability are related to PPM efficiency. Meshendahl [1]
proposes that one of the key elements in project portfolio success is single-project success. The
triangle of virtue (time, cost, and quality) was generally an agreed foundation for the definition of
project success in early research [36].

Elonen and Artto [37] state that their study’s results indicated inadequate definition, management
of single projects, and planning; the problems in this area mostly suggest inadequacy in the pre-
project phase and in project monitoring and control. Martinsuo and Lehtonen’s [35] findings also
stressed the importance of single-project management, yet how inadequately it is connected to PPM
efficiency. They stated that companies should pay more attention to the way in which they go about
building links between single-project management capabilities and PPM efficiency practices.

4.1.2 Multi-project-level characteristics and activities

The literature acknowledges that it is not ideal for single projects to be isolated entities, but should
rather be treated in the complex context that is set by the programmes or project portfolios of
which the project is a part [7]. Some authors have called the multi-project setting “project portfolio
management” ([35]; [8]; [25]; [10]; and [18]). Platje et al. [18] state that more benefits can be
delivered from managing all the projects within a portfolio than from managing individual projects
independently. Elonen and Artto [37] found in their study that the most frequently mentioned
problem in portfolio level activities is the overlapping of tasks and projects. They concluded that
this could be a result of the same work being done a few times in one or several different projects;
the objectives of all projects not being systematically incorporated into the strategy; and/or the
projects not being prioritised due to the lack of methods for prioritisation.

Although the complexities of managing a portfolio can be daunting, proper management and
practices can decrease work and risk, and improve synergies such as resources, knowledge,
marketing, and technologies [38]. To assess PPM and its effects, the results have to be assessable
and cover a broader perspective than individual projects [35]; [5]. A variety of different measures,
tools, and models are used, but a widely-agreed approach to project portfolio success is to focus on
the objectives suggested by Cooper et al. [26]. Killen and Hunt’s study proved that strategic methods
could result in a better alighment of projects with the business strategy, and that portfolio mapping
methods result in a better balancing of a portfolio. Other popular methods are the scoring methods
that are used to rank projects. There is an assortment of techniques and tools for the optimum
selection of projects and portfolios. The literature suggests a contingency view by fitting the
portfolio selection approach to the organisation’s specific characteristics and strategy [39]; [7].

4.1.3 Link between projects and strategy process

One of the major objectives and challenges in a portfolio is the link between projects and strategy
[25]. The PPM literature encourages selecting and prioritising projects based on the organisation’s
strategy [35]. To complement the goals of single projects, PPM aims to do the right projects that
create a link from the projects to the strategy, simultaneously achieving long-term success [37].
According to Shenhar et al. [40], defining and assessing project success is an important strategic
management concept that helps to align the project efforts with the short- and long-term goals of
the organisation. Rapid change and global competition force organisations to be quick to respond
and to be more competitive. Shenhar et al. [40] state that projects must be perceived as strategic
weapons, created for competitive advantage and economic value; project managers must assume
the role of strategic leaders who take responsibility for project business results. No longer will
projects be just operational tools that execute strategy; rather, they will be the driving force for
new strategic directions.

A common characteristic or objective in a variety of approaches is to increase the manageability
and coordination over multi-projects, resulting in better links between projects and strategic aims
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[5]. Martinsuo and Lehtonen [35] found a positive indirect relationship between clearly-specified
goals (scope, costs, and time) and PPM efficiency, through PM efficiency and reaching individual
project goals. The literature suggests that the portfolio selection approach must be fitted to the
surrounding organisation’s specific characteristics and strategy [39]; [21]. To prove this, Miller et
al. [7] found a positive correlation between the selection of projects for the portfolio, based on the
organisation’s strategy. Also, portfolio management-driven organisations are more advanced in
decision-making practices than less mature multi-project organisations. Killen et al. [23] showed
that the use of a strategic method could result in the better alighment of projects with the business
strategy. Organisations that successfully manage strategic alignment in multi-project environments
analyse the objectives of ongoing projects and the links to strategic formulation [5].

4.1.4

Martinsuo and Lehtonen [35], who focused on single-project factors, found that the availability of
information on projects was shown to be the most significant factor (for decision-makers) that
contributed to PPM efficiency, directly and through PM efficiency. Miiller et al. (2008), who focused
on multi-projects, also found a positive correlation between projects, programme reporting, and
portfolio performance. Information has an impact not only on the portfolio manager, but on
everyone in the portfolio management process.

Availability and quality of project information

The project portfolio provides an organisation with a snapshot of its current strategic direction,
making it important for portfolio managers, portfolio teams, organisational executives, and other
stakeholders to have accurate information about the portfolio’s status. Relevant information is
necessary to make informed decisions; by addressing the information problem, other portfolio
management questions can be addressed [27]. Archer and Ghasemzadeh [8] state that the internal
competencies and external environmental data should be considered carefully before strategic
decisions about the project portfolio are made; data should be relevant and accessible. The firm’s
ability to generate information systematically for competitive advantage is known as the ‘analytical
posture’ [41]. This posture considers systematic environmental analysis, for example, of market
developments, technology development, new technologies, and strategic competence [1].

Frequently, however, there is a lack of transparency and information flow. Personnel can suffer
from information overload; or they are not always told what information to use, to whom it must
go, how, and in what format [37].

4.1.5

Portfolio success factors are critical factors that are required to achieve the desired success of a
portfolio. Although the factors alone are not responsible for success or failure, addressing the factors
would add to the success of the portfolio [41]. Dietrich and Lehtonen [5] identified four categories
of portfolio success factors: (1) single-project-level characteristics and activities; (2) multi-project-
level characteristics and activities; (3) links between projects and strategy process; and (4)
availability and quality of project information.

Summary of portfolio success factors

The table below shows how some authors have contributed to the planning and development of the
success factors for the conceptual framework. (More detail on contributions to the design of the
conceptual framework is found in Table 4.)

Table 2: Links between best practice framework and various works

Contribution to the design of the conceptual
framework (Table 4)
Author Title Methadology and Single- Multi- Project .
context > X . Information
project | project link to management
level level strategy g
. Conceptual paper 5;6;7.1; | 9.1;9.2;
Archer and An integrated — describes steps Do 4. 7.2;7.3; | 10.1; . .
framework for . 1; 2.1; i ’ i 12.1; 13.1;
Ghasemzadeh roiect portfolio of evaluating and 22 7.4;7.5; 10.2; 13.2
(1999) [8] project p selecting a : 7.6;7.7; | 11.1; :
selection .
portfolio 8 11.2
Portfolio e . Lo .
management in Part I: Qualitative 4 Ef’ 6; . 9.1; ,9‘2’
7.1;7.2; 10.1;
Cooper et al. | new product — 21:2.2 | 7.3 7.4 10.2+ 12.1; 12.2;
(1997) [9] development: 35 portfolios i I M 13.1
- 7.5; 7.6; 11.1;
Lessons from the | North America ’
7.7; 8 11.2
leaders | & Il
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Contribution to the design of the conceptual
framework (Table 4)

. Methodology and p - .
Author Title context S1ngle- MUIFI- Pjo_ject Information
project | project link to
level level strategy management
New product New product
C portfolio development
ooper et al. . leading fi
(1999) [25] management. (leading firms)
Practices and
performance Part Il:
Quantitative —
205 portfolios
North America
. New product
Portfolio development (not
management for just leading firms)
Cooper et al. new product .
(2001) [19] ge"e“’pme“t‘ Part Ill:
esults of an Qualitative —
industry practice 30 interviews
study North America
New product
development
(leading firms)
Successful
management of
C strategic Quantitative — X . 4; 5; 6;
Eletnch and intention 288 survey 121 7.1, 7.5; 9.1; 9.2 .
ehtonen h h multile | responses 2.2 8 13.1; 13.2
(2005) [5] through multip eSp
projects — Finland / Europe
Reflections from
empirical study
. Quantitative —
:;:;Z?:lsgm 2 portfolios (20 4 5; 6;
Elonen and internal Lnﬁzr\slsjeryesy 2.1; 7.1;7.2; (1;02’2 12.1; 13.1;
A development 2.2;3.5 | 7.3; 7.4 D 13.2; 13.3;
rtto [37] . - responses) ’ 11.2 .
propcts in Finland 7.7; 8 12.1- 14; 15
multi-project Matrix t
environments organisation
Quantitative —
60 survey
Project portfolio | responses 6: 7.1: 9.1:
Killen et al. management for | Australia 3.5 7’2,‘7’3_ 16 ’1
(2008) [23] product Diverse range of ' 7'4f 7'5’ 11'1’
innovation service and T :
manufacturing
industries
Role of single-
project .
Martinsuo management in %lga;‘:]rf/aetwe N 1; 3.1; 5. 7.3 9.1; 9.2; 12.1; 12.2;
and Lehtonen | achieving responsesy 3.2; r i 11.1; 13.1; 13.2;
(2007) [35] portfolio Finland 3.3; 3.4 11.2 13.3
management
efficiency
Project portfolio Quantitative —
contfroll‘and 136 survey 3.1; 9.1: 12.1: 12.2:
Miiller et al. portfolio responses 3.2; 4, 7.2; 1b ’1 13'1f 13'2f
(2008) [7] management High-performing | 3.3; 7.3 e ER
performance in responses 3.4 35 10.2 15
different Worldwide T
contexts
Project success: ?Zu; ntita ti\t/e ;6
Shenhar et A comg;?%:g)s ( 3.1;
al. (2001) multidimensional Electronics 3.2; 7.6 9.1
[40] strategic aerospace ’ 3.3; 3.4
concept !

construction,
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Contribution to the design of the conceptual
framework (Table 4
Author Title Methodology and i —T3 i Prf)ject ) :
context ? : . Information
project | project link to
level level strategy management
mechanical,
chemical
An empirical
investigation on
Teller and how portfolio Quantitative —
Kock (2013) risk management | 176 firms 4 7.2 9.1; 10.1
[46] influences Europe
project portfolio
success
Impact of N
relztionship %u 4a ntitative —
value on project survey
portfolio success rGeesrpmog;s]es 1:3.1
Voss and — Investigating Switzerl);hd 3’2_‘ ’ 7.1, 7.2; 9.1;
Kock (2013) the moderating Austria ’ 3:31 3.4 7.3; 7.4; 10.1;
[43] effects of C S ’ 7.5 11.1
portfolio ross industry, 4
characteristics medium- and
and external large-sized
turbulence companies
Table 3: Four best practice categories
Single-project level
1 Use of project process models
2 Decision-making practices
2.1 Formal pre-project planning and decision-making tools selected for each individual project
2.2 Continuous formal decision-making throughout project execution
3 Clearly defined goals and success measures per single project
3.1 Goals for costs
3.2 Goals for time
33 Goals for quality
34 Goals for client satisfaction
3.5 Goals for resources
Multi-project level
4 Coordinated and structured links between projects
5 Formal decision-making on multi-project management
6 Formal decision-making on resource distribution across entire portfolio
7 Methods and PPM practices to compare projects
7.1 Use of financial methods (e.g. ECV, ROI, EV, NPV) and
balancing methods (e.g. risk-reward bubble diagram, traditional charts such as pie charts,
7.2 mapping method)
7.3 Use of strategic methods (e.g. strategic bucket model, strategic check, product road map)
7.4 Right number of project methods (e.g. resource demand)
7.5 Use of scoring methods
7.6 Evaluation methods adapted to the requirements of the portfolio
7.7 Stage-gate or similar type of framework used
8 Constant review of projects as a whole
Link between projects and strategy
9 Alignment of projects
9.1 Aligning each project to the strategy formulation
9.2 Reviewing and monitoring alignment of each project to the strategy
10 Alignment of portfolio
10.1  Aligning entire portfolio to the strategy formulation
10.2  Reviewing and monitoring alignment of entire portfolio to the strategy
11 Alignment of resources
11.1  Aligning resource allocations with strategy




11.2  Reviewing and monitoring the alignment of resources to strategy
Project information

12 Decision-makers have all required information on projects

12.1 Internal information

12.2  External information

13 Information quality

13.1 Decision-makers have accurate information

13.2  Decision-makers have up—to-date information

13.3  Clarity of information is given (who, what, how)

14 Decision-makers are not overloaded with information

15 Information flows frequently between different units

4.2  Project portfolio management success

Success is defined differently across industries; the contexts of projects vary, and so does the
definition of success [40]. Many studies have shown that, to have a sustainable view of success,
financial criteria alone are insufficient [43]. The following table determines the most common
success criteria in the PPM literature.

Table 4: PPM success criteria, and authors
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Project links to strategy X X X X X X X X X X X
Portfolio balance X X X X X X X X X X
Average single project success X X X X X X X
Use of synergies X X X X
Maximising value X X X X
Future preparedness X X X X
Overall business success X X
Number of projects X
Economic success X
Average product success X
Resources aligned with strategy X
Portfolio implements strategy X

As seen in the table above, the top six success criteria found in the literature are the following, in
ranking order: projects linked to strategy, portfolio balance, average single project success, use of
synergies, maximising value, and preparing for the future. Meskendahl [1] states that the first
objective (maximising value) of Cooper et al. [26] can be divided into two independent dimensions:
(1) average single-project success (time, quality, budget, and customer satisfaction), and (2) the
use of synergies between projects. Using Meskendahl’s logic could narrow the success criteria to
three; but how the success should be measured depends on the choice, project, and interpretation
of the researcher or practitioner. In this article, the following will be taken as success criteria:
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(1) Project linked to strategy,

(2) Portfolio balance,

(3) Average single project success, and
(4) Use of synergies.

The criterion of average single-project success is linked to the success factor category of single-
project-level activities and characteristics, and is thus important in this study. Although using
synergies criteria is equally used to value maximisation, it is easier to measure the value
maximisation through financial methods because it is less dependent on the type of project.

5  TOWARDS AN ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

Phase 6 (highlighted in Figure 4) aimed to construct a conceptual framework. In this study, this was
achieved by integrating the result of the previous phase to create a conceptual framework that
could form the basis for an empirical study to investigate the causal links between various PPM best
practices towards PPM success. This linking of the two concepts investigated in the previous section
is indicated in Figure 5.

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 : Phase 4 : Phase 5 . Phase 6

Objectives : i e e e :
= Projects link 1o strategy . 1 | 3
Prosct portalo P | g
management .
PP challnges PPM challenges : | Successfactors 1| Successcriteria | . Framework

= Assessing portfolio | | | R
PPM cbjectives N .
Projct success H 1 e —— A - - 4 H
Portiolio success H Assessing : :
portiolio . :

Figure 4: Phase 6 of constructing a conceptual framework

Best Practice Success Criteria

(1) Single-project-level
characteristics and activities [,

(2) Multi-project-level

characteristics and activities | ™~ ] 1) Projectlinked to strategy,

% |2) Portfolio balance

}7 3) Average single project success,

3) Links between projects and |—— /'
(Slr)ategy o /" |4) Use of synergies

(4) Availability and guality of
project information

Figure 5: Best PPM practices linked to success criteria
6  CONCLUSION

From a thorough literature review, it was concluded that there is a lack of empirical evidence on
the employment and success of PPM practices and approaches in South Africa. To address this gap,
this article lays a foundation for an empirical study to explore the link between PPM implementation
and company success in achieving the strategic objectives of PPM. Through a literature investigation,
a framework was constructed on four categories of best PPM practice. The factors include: 1) single-
project-level characteristics and activities; 2) multi-project-level characteristics and activities; 3)
links between projects and strategy process; and 4) availability and quality of project information.
Similarly, the success criteria by which these best practices should be measured were identified to
be ‘project linked to strategy’, ‘portfolio balance’, ‘average single-project success’, and
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‘maximising value’. These two categories of concepts provide a point of departure for a much-
needed future empirical study that will identify the causal links towards PPM success in the South
African context.

7  RECOMMENDATION

This study has laid a foundation for an empirical study to be done on the four factors and key sub-
factors. We recommend taking this study further by doing an empirical investigation of the
correlation between the factors and the portfolio’s success. The factors can be assessed against the
four project portfolio success criteria individually, to make it more convenient for organisations and
researchers to see what factors could benefit each specific success criterion. Sending out the
framework to managers who work with project portfolio management could provide results.
Validation (such as using interviews) could be used to justify or contradict the findings of the
empirical study. Other sub-factors could be investigated and built on through thorough research.
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