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Abstract. “Project” is a key concept in IS management. The word is frequently used in
textbooks and standards. Yet we seldom find a precise definition of the concept. This
paper discusses how to define the concept of a project. The proposed definition covers
both heavily formalized projects and informally organized, agile projects. Based on the
proposed definition popular existing definitions are discussed.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation

Many authors give us guidelines for how we should manage proj&tthey often

lack precision as to what they consider a project. When we read a guidelivenive

to know which phenomena it applies to. We want to know what the author considers
to be a project andihat isnot considered a project. It would alsorbee to know
whether a guideline applies to a largdaiss of phenomena than jysbjects, or
whether it only applies to a subclass of project, e.g. IS projects.



From a scientic point of view a precise definition is efsl if we want to
reproduce the reasoning, the experiments, or the observdiandead to the
formulation of the guidelines.

Let us illustrate the problem weant toaddresswith anexample. A widespread
model for software engineering,CMMI-SW (Carnegie Mellon Software
Engineering Institute, 2002), makes heavily use of the Wmaject”. The word is
used todenotetwo of the fundamentalprocessareas,“Project Planning” and
“Project Monitoring and Control”. CMMI-SW defines a project in this way:

... a “project” is a ... set of ... resources ... [that] typically operates according to a plan.

The complete definition is more complex, which in itself is a problemwileleal
with the complete definition later. Here we only focus on a few aspects.

The first problem is the choice of a general condepin which the concept
projectis specializedA set ofresourcescan be almost anythinfgom money on a
bank account to food in a refrigerator. A project has little in commwittnthesesets
of resources. So the general concept is not well chosen. It is too general.

The second problem is the waxgpically. It signifiesthat theensuing feature is
true for most, but not all, projects. Therefore this is not a distinguishing feature. We
cannot use the feature to determine whether a given phenomenon is a project or not.
And given a project, we cannot be sure that it possesses the feature.

The third problem is that the concept oplan is linked to the definition of a
project. It exempts CMMI-SW from arguing why a project must a Ipéeve asthis
by definition is true in most cases.

This paper will discuss how we can remexdich problems byputting morecare
into our definition of project.

1.2. Research Methodology

A definition is a part of a theory; actually a fundamental part. Creating and analyzing
definitions is a theoreticalctivity. Thus, it is not posble in anempirical way to
“prove” the “correctness” of adefinition. Correctness is not aattribute that
applies to a definition.

The qualities of a definition are pragmatic:

* a certain conformity to the intuitive informal use of the concept,
* the simplicity and the internal consistency of the definition,
» and theelegance of how the definitionelps us structure and present
existing knowledge.
The reasons for using particular definitionroughly sum up td‘presentation
power”.

The methodologyor creating definitions is not aeductiveprocesswhere the
definition is reached as a final conclusion. It is essentially an interdmtoveen
restatingproposals for definitions antsting them againgklevantparts of the
existing body of knowledge. The discussion of other definitions usested form



of textualanalysis. Since these definiti@ll claim generality, it isconsidered a
reasonable approach to focus on the actual text of the definitions.

The simplest way to present a proposed definition is to regard it as a hypothesis:
“This definition has high presentationpower”. The hypothesiscan then be
supportedwhen the definition isused to presententral parts of the relevant
knowledge. The proof of the hypothesis basically resides with the reader.

That is the way in which thpresent paper is structured. Section 2 dises
definitions in general. Why should we define our concepts and how can we do this?

Section 3 presentsvo different definitions of project drawn frorime field of
organization theoryOne definition focuses orthe kind of tasksthat is solved in a
project, the other definition focuses on the way the work in the project is organized.
Based on the theory of Mintzberg (1983) it is argtied thesdwo definitions are
equivalent.

Section 4 shows howthese definitions can beised in presenting our
understanding of software projects. discusseshe featureghat uniteand the
features that divide two popular schools of thought imkshagement, the agile and
the heavy methodologies.

Section 5 shows how the insight represented in our definitions caseloevhen
we discuss other definitions of project found in literature.

2. Definitions

A definition is a statement explaining the meaning of a w@dllins Cobuild,
1987). It supportsdentification andunderstanding of a phenomenon. This section
explains thegpurpose of definitions iscience and discusses how we can construct
definitions.

2.1. Why Define?
Must we create definitions? No, in many situations we mawelbwithout precise
definitions. Dahlbom and Mathiassen (1993) explain:

A lot of our knowledge is tacit, unformulated. Our actions are to a great dsased orknow-
how, rather than on explicitly formulated rules and principles.

They make a distinction between Platonic and Aristotelian concepts:

A lot of our knowledge is based orPlatonic conceptions, omexemplary instances or
paradigmatic cases, rather than on Aristotelian concepts, explicit rules and definitions.

And they explain where we need definitions:

But if we want to develop our knowledge, to question and change our values, weomfusiht
them by trying to make them explicit.

Alter (2000) argues for more precise definitions in the field of IS:



...the lack of conscious attention to the meanings of basic tanchgoints ofreference may

be a significant impediment to effective communication and to our ability to make sense out of
researcHindings and evenjournalistic anecdotegbout whatseemed towork or not work in
particular situations.

Explicit definitions are important in sciencBefinitions improve communication

and understanding. Precise definitions help us to ensure thatkvabout the same
phenomena. Precise definitions makes it easier to ctitkempirical evidence
supporttheoreticaftheses. Precise definitions also haypiding circularreasoning
where whatappears as a thesis is only a redundant restatement of basic
assumptions.

Definitions are important prerequisites for the conceptual grounding that is a part
of the multi-grounding of design theories proposed by Goldkuhl (2004).

There is dimit to the clarity we carachievethrough definitions. Weare using
natural language to describe phenomena palyially understoodSome of these
phenomena belong to tieal worldand carnonly bepatrtially formalized Still, this
does not contdict the underlyingassumptiorthat some definitionsare better than
others for supporting identification and understanding.

2.2. The Format of Definitions

We normally define a concept by relating it to other conctyats weassume the
reader is familiar with. This can be done is different ways.

We candecomposéhe concept and explain it as an aggregate of other concepts.
E.g. “A chair consists of a horizontplate, calledhe seat, to which is attached one
or more legs...” Usually this kind afefinition is hard to understand.rtay help
us identify orevenbuild achair,but it does notell us why weneed achair,and it
does not place the chair in any context.

If there is a small number of objects in ttlass denoted bthe concept we may
just specifythem. E.g-*Scandinavia consists denmark, Norwayand Sweden”.
This is a precise specification, budibes not say anythingoout the characteristics
of the concept.

We maygive examplesof objects orsubclasses iihe class denoted by the
concept, but that would only be a Platonic definition. It would illustfaeconcept
but not give any explicit explanation.

We canassociateghe concept to other concepts and explain the relations to these
concepts. E.g. “Chairare oftenusedtogetherwith tables..." Thiswill provide
some understanding tiie context of the defined pm@menonHowever,this kind
of definition may lose sharpness because tbe introduction ofunnecessary
concepts.

The best format for a definition is the classic Aristotel@efinitio fit per genus
proximum et differentiarapecificam (Aristotle, 350 B.C.; Smith, 2004). Here we
explain the concept by specifying a relevamperclass and sonoharacteristic that
distinguish the conceptirom neighboring classes. E.g. “Ahair is a piece of



furniture for one person to sdn.” The relevantsuperclassgenus proximum,
classifies the concept and the concept inherits the properties eigheclass. Thus
in our example the entirtheory” of furniture — including context and thes —

now applies to chairs.

The distinguishingcharacteristicdifferentia, shouldideally tell us thefeatures
thatonly the objects in the concepbssessThe choice of the dimension of the
differentia is important. In the exampléth the chair thedistinguishing dimension
is the use of the furniture. We couldhave chosenanother dimension, e.g.
construction. This would give us a definition as: “A chair is a piece of furnititine
a horizontal plate approximately 45 cnbose the floor.” The choice of
distinguishing dimension in our definition depends on the kind of theoryame to
present. Is it a theory of how to use chairs or hovuitd chairs? Of course we
might want acombined theory of how to build useful chairs.that case we need
both definitions, and we must discuss whether they are equivalent.

The differentiashould be both necessary asdfficient to distinguish the
considered concepBufficientmeans that wevill not permitirrelevantphenomena
into the considered class. Insufficiency is fairly simple to demonstrate as it can be
illustrated by an example. The inclusion of more thamtwessaryeatures in the
differentia often involves redundancy. This leads to more subtle complications as it
may confuse both argument and presentatieiimination ofredundancy from the
differentia is basically an application of the principle of Occam’s Razor.

Genus proximum et differentiam specificigmnly a guidelindor the format of
a definition. Using the best format for a definition gives no guarantegehasand
differentiaare well chosen. We still need to evaluateposed definitions inelation
to our other notions of the concept.

3. Projects

Project is a centralphenomenon in the field ofS, as systemsnormally are
developedand implemented inprojects. Practically everybody who talks about
systemdevelopmenmethodologywill also usehe word project. However, as we
shall see later, many authors do not give a precise definition of the concept.

In this section we explorevo fundamentally different definitions of project and
argue for the equivalence of these two definitions.

3.1. Two Definitions

The word project is derivedrom Latin where "pro” means”forward” and
"jacere” means "throw”. Thus the original meaningpobjectis somethinghat in
a figurative sense has been thrown forwargraposal.The meanindhasgradually



been extended to include theocess ofealizing theproposal andhe people who
perform the realization.

As a relevangenusfor our definition of project we need a word thdgénotes
people working togethelor this wecould use “organization”. However, some
people understandrganizationpurely as degal entity. Wewant our definition to
includepartsof legal entities as well as people from differlagal entities working
together.For this reasoihe genusof project is chosen to berganizational unit.
But colloquially we will useorganizationas a synonym.

We then need to specify tdéferentig what separates a project from otkerds
of organizations. Oneelevantdimension forthe distinguishingcharacteristic is the
kind of taskssolved by the organizatiomaspired by Mintzberg (1983) we can
suggest the following definition:

Definition 1: A project is an organizational unit that solves a unique and complex task.

By stating that theask is unique we exclude most organizatiovisere task
repetition is a prominent feature. This is tle¢ case in IS development. In IS
development théask isalways unique, at least to the actual developersotfso,
they could solve the task once and just press “copy” for the rest.

The feature ofiniquenes®ntails that theask must bedelimited both in scope
and time. This delimitation may not be entirely clear in the beginning qirdject,
and it may changduring the course ofthe project.However, if weexperienced a
permanent stream of changitagks wewould saythat this was no longer a single
project.

The task must have some complexity before it belongs in a projéog tHsk is
simple most peoplevill know how to solvet, and the amount of organizational
overhead normally associated with a project will not be needed.

We shouldnote thatboth uniqueness armbmplexity arerelative tothe project
participants. Thasomebody orthe otherside ofthe earthhasgreat experience in
solving the actual task and considers it simple is irrelevaniriparticipants are not
aware of this.

Definition 1 looks at aproject fromthe outside. It focuses on amportant
situational factor, namely what we use a profect This raiseghe questions: What
are the internal characteristics of a project? And whiaficiples apply to managing
a project? We shalhddressthese questions shortly. But first wall consider
another definition.

An important design parameter for an organization is the way in which the people
coordinate theiwork, the primecoordinating mechanism. Mintzbe(983) lists
five different coordinating mechanisms:

* direct supervision,

» standardization of work processes,
» standardization of work outputs,

« standardization of worker skills,

» and mutual adjustment.



All of these coordinating mechanisms arged inall organizations, but in any
organization some mechanismtige mostimportant,and thiscan beused as a
defining characteristidnspired by Mintzberg’'soncept of the adhocracy, we can
define project the following way:

Definition 2: A project is an organizationahit wherethe primecoordinating mechanism is
mutual adjustment.

In this definitionthe differentiais an internal feature. Thisnmediately rases the
questions: What is the use of suchaxganizationWVhat kind tasks is thig/pe of
organizations suited tsolve? Theanswers to these and the previously raised
questions follow when we argue for the equivalence of definitions 1 and 2.

3.2. The Equivalence of the Definitions

We shall argudor the equivalence dfefinition 1 and 2 in thesensethat they in
practice describe the same phenomena.

Thesis 1: An organizationalnit that solves ainique and complex task must use mutual
adjustment as the prime coordinating mechanism.

The reasoning behind this thesistisat the other coordinating mechanisms cannot
do the job. Standardization will be too expensive when we are deating unique
task. Direct supervision scales badly so any medium sized or lagiemwill
overload the supervisor.

Thesis 2: An organizationalnit where the prime coordinating mechanism isnutual
adjustment should only be used to solve tasks that are unique and complex.

The reasoning behind thesis 2that, albeitprojects carsolve other types ofasks,
mutual adjustment compared to other mechanisms is dramatically inefficient for
coordinating repetitive work or non-complex tasks.

The reasoning for thesis 1 and 2 depends on the assertion that Mintzberg's list of
coordination mechanisms is exhaustiVhis is anempirical fact that according to
Mintzberg so far holds pretty much true.

Thesis 1 and 2 can be combined to thesis 3. Miaig beseen as aapplication
of Mintzberg's Extended Configuration Thesis dhe domain of project
organization.

Thesis 3: Definition 1 is equivalent to definition 2.

Thus it becomes a matter of perspective which definition of project we clitose.

a theoretical viewpoint thanternal characteristicwill perhaps best represent the
essence of a project. From an application perspective the natural choice would be to
start with the problem, definition 1, and these thesis 3 to statkat definition 2 is

the solution.



4. Agile and Heavy Projects

A problem thathas arisen ithe lastfew years is how t@xplain the agile projects
(Beck etal., 2001). They are definitely phenomena that sleould call projects as
they fulfil both definition 1 and 2bove. Howeverthey fit badly into theCMMI-
SW definition, as one of the core values of digde manifesto explicitly downgrade
the concept of plan (Beck et al., 2001):

We areuncovering better ways of developisgftware by doing itand helping others do it.
Through this work we have come to value:...Responding to change over following a plan

It is a relevanexercise to explain, in a simple wayhat agileand heavy projects
have in common and where they differ. Definitions 1 and 2 is one way of explaining
the communality between the twdifferent types of projects. To explain the
difference we must look deeper into the distinguishing propeutyal adjustment.

There is awide spectrum of ways imwhich mutual adjustment can take place.
This spectrum igeflected in the great variatiocomong different projects. In this
section we first describe the different waysnihich a project can be coordinated,
and we relate some of these differences to the dimespmmed byhe frequency
with which the mutuahdjustment is performed. Secondly discusswhich tasks
agile and heavy methods are suited to solve. Finally we memteather important
dimensions that could be used to characterize the difference between agdieaand
projects.

4.1. Discrete or Continuous Adjustment

Mutual adjustmenis not avery precise concept. Mintzberg also talks about liaison
devices,and identifies thaneetingas the prime vehicleised tofacilitate mutual
adjustment. Meetingspan awhole range from ad hoc gatherings ttee work of
task forces and standing committees. Other liatices are integratingianagers
and liaison positions.
Using the ordinary vocabulary of project management we can list a number of
liaison devices:
* People filling certain roles: Projectmanager,steering conmittee chairman,
sponsor, customer representative, etc.
» Groups of people meeting fmerform coordination: Project group, steering
committee, user group, etc.
* Artifacts documenting agreements in a project: Requirement specification,
projectplan, productarchitectureminutes from steering comitee meeting,
etc.
The extent to which the various liaisdevices araiseddefine a broad range of
different ways to manage a project. Clearly the presenserok of these dmes
can make up for the absence of others. Thus it is problematic to focus on one of the
devices, the project plan, and to include it in a definition of the concept of project.



"To plan or not to plan” seems to be a major distindbeveen heavand agile
projects. Boehm and Turner (2004) ¢hk traditional methods or approachtbst
are not agile, for "plan-driven”. Abstracting a little further, we can see this distinction
as a preference in liaison devices. We edso describethe distinction as a
difference in the frequency of the mutual adjustméhts leads to suggesting the
following definitions:

Definition 3: An agile project is an organizationahit where the prime coordinating
mechanism is continuous mutual adjustment.

Definition 4: An heavy project is an organizationahit where the prime coordinating
mechanism is discrete mutual adjustment.

4.2. Complexity and Ideology

When we tighten thedifferentiafrom definition 2 to definitions 3 and 4 we reduce
the number of phenomena that fit the definitions. This leadisetquestion ofwhat
the corresponding restriction on definition 1 should be. Thiseguestion ofwhat
kind of tasksagile and heavy projectespectively can based to slve. Obviously
thedifferentiato examine iscomplexity.Beck (2000) gives us a clue in the chapter
where he discusses when you shouldn’t try XP:

Size clearly matters. You probably couldn't run an XP project witlhuamdredprogrammers.
Nor fifty. Nor twenty, probably. Ten is definitely doable.

Highsmith (2004) is not happy with this restriction:

One myth about agileapproacheggoes something like this: "APMor pick any agile
methodology) works well for smaller projectsjt it doesn't scale to largemes.” [APM is
Highsmith's abbreviation for Agile Project Management.]

Therefore Highsmitlproposes aumber of techniques tacilitate scaling. One of
these is a "Commitment-Accountability Protocol Card". It describes

* an outcome,

* acceptance criteria,

* supplier team,

* consumer team(s),

* intermediate deliverables,

* and estimated work effort.
This isclearly a written documentation of an agreem@nice it is produced we
would only expect it to be changed at discrete intervals. If we added a deadline this
would be a reinvention of a projegfan, albeit a decentralizezshe. So Highsmith
has not contradicted Beck. He is proposing to scale the agile methods by including a
key element from the heavy methods.

The number of developers is not a sufficigtitferentia when we wish to

determine thé&ind of taskswhere agileand heavy projects areseful. Boehm and
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Turner (2004) proposes 5 dimensions tdescribe the situational factors
distinguishing agile from heavy projects:
As a “summary of summaries,” we have concluded that there are five critical factors involved in
determining the relativauitability of agile orplan-driven methods in a particular project

situation. Thesdactors... arethe project's size, criticality, dynamism, personael] culture
factors.

Some of these factorsay be abstracted into tlidferentiaof complexity.But the
readiness ofhe IS people and theurroundings t@ccept agile or heavynethods
clearly mattersThis is what Boehm and Turnecall culture. We might alsotalk

about ideology. So we may conclude that there n®t a simple extension of
definition 1 that can define agile and heavy projects based on the difference of tasks.

4.3. Technology Cost and Strategy

Two other dimension that in general should be involved in characterizing IS projects
arestrategyandtechnology,jn particular thecosts of usingvarious technologies.
Indeed these are the defining distinctions for Highsmith (2004):

When wereducethe cost of experimentation enough, the entire economics of how we do
product development changes - it switches from a process based on anti¢geftien design,
and build) to one based on adaption (envision, explore, and adapt).

The availabletechnology, inthis casethe technologyfor experimentationand we
could add the technologipr rework, is a major characteristic of the task. The
strategy, in this case anticipation or adaption, is a major internal feature of a project.

5. Definitions in Literature

In this section we wildiscussvarious definitions of projedbund in literature. We
take alook at some dictionary definitions, a textbodéfinition, three definitions
from management and IS standards, and a definifitmm general project
management theory. Thowerall impresion isthat - although it is hard to find two
identicaldefinitions -all definitions rewlve around a&ommoncenter,and that this
not too far from the definitions in this paper.

5.1. Dictionary Definitions
Collins Cobuild (1987) defines project this way:

A project is 1.1. an idea omplan that youintend tocarry out in thefuture or that is being
carried out at presert.2.a detailed study of a particular subject.

Webster (1989) defines project this way:

project. 1. something that is contemplated, devisedplanned;plan; scheme2. a large or
major undertakingesp. one involvingconsiderablemoney, personneknd equipment.3. a
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specific task ofinvestigation, esp. in scolarshigl. Educ. an educationalassignment
necessitating personal initiative on the part of a student.

In most of the definitions there is an absence of a pggransproximum.Some of
the definitionsindicate complexity as distinguishing characteristic. It is hard to
find uniqueness as a property. These definitions are probably typithaéfpopular
perception of the concept of a project. In their vagueness they aireowect, but
they are not aound basis fobuilding a theory about projects. It is difficult to
understandhat manyauthors of textbooks on projects do make theeffort to
discuss their own definition.

5.2. A Textbook Definition

Many textbooks and standardsake heavilyuse of the word project without
defining the concept explicitly. Amonthem areHighsmith (2004), McConnell
(1998), Briner et al. (1996), arfdage-Jones (1985Jwo authorsthat do define
project are Weiss and Wysocki (1992):

A projectis defined as having the following characteristics:

- Complex and numerous activities

- Unigue - a one-time set of events

- Finite - with a begin and end date

- Limited resources and budget

- Many people involved, usually across several functional areas in the organizations

- Sequenced activities

- Goal-oriented

- End product or service must result
If there is any priority in this sequence we will notice that the first two characteristics
are the same as iour definition 1. This definition illustrateghat authors of
textbooks cannot depend tmre popular definitionsThis definition is muchmore
narrow and precise than the dictionary definitions.

There is an abundance of characteristics in this definition. Sontteef could
be derived from the others. That would reduce the redundancy in the definition.

Thegenuss not stated explicitly, but the following reveals that taisk:

... it is evident that a task becomes a project when the above factors begin to dominate ...

This is atypical way ofusingthe wordstask and project It makes it difficult to
distinguish between the task and the organization set sqe it. And we need to
do that when we talk project management.

5.3. A Standard Definition: PMBOK

"A Guide tothe Project Managememody of Knowledge" (ProjecManagement
Institute, 2000) has the following definition:

...a project is a temporary endeavor undertaken to create a unique product or service.
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Here thegenusis endeavorThis facilitates the distinctiobetween théaskand the
processof solving the taskHowever,the identity of the people who perform this
process is weakened by this definition.

Uniquenessis a distinguishingcharacteristic alongvith the time limitation.
However,the uniquenesss associated to the result and not thek.talrhis is too
narrow a definition. Reproducing an existing product undeite different
circumstances could be a very challenging task that would justify a project.

Complexityis absent from the definition. This makes it too broad.

5.4. A Standard Definition;: CMMI-SW

"Project” is acentral concept in the Capability Maturiodel Integration for
Software Engineering(CMMI-SW) (Carnegie Mellon Software Engineering
Institute, 2002). Three keyprocessareas carry the word "project” in their names:
"Project planning”, "Project monitoring and control", and "Integrated project
management". In CMMI-SW we find the following definition:

“In CMMI models, a“project” is a managedet ofinterrelated resourcabat deliversone or
more products to a customer or end user. This set of resourcegléfisita beginningand end
and typically operateaccording to glan. Such a plan ifequently documentednd specifies
the product to be delivered or implemented, the resoamgfinds usedthe work to bedone,
and a schedule for doing the work. A project can be composed of projects.”

"A ...set of...resources" could beterpreted as aenus but not as agenus
proximum It is not a close superclass. "Organization" is define@MMI-SW.
However this concept is defined as an aggregate of projects, so it canrsatdbas
a superclass of "project":

"An organization is typically an administrative structure in which people collectimahlyage
one or more projects as a whole,..."

The CMMI-SW definition of "project” is in reality a definition by decomposition.
The concept of a "project” is defined as an aggregation constriuctadmainly
"resources”, "products”, and one "custom@till the definition could becorrect,
albeit hard to understand. But the distinguishing quality of "complexity” is missing,
which makes the definition too broad. A newsboy who temporarily delivers a paper
to a summer address is also a project according to this definition.

On other aspect€MMI-SW's definition is too narrow. There is only one
customer or end usefhe situation wheréawo or more usersdisagree is thus
excluded. And the software developers are abstracted "me&purces”. As a
consequence we should not expect to see politics or motivation ggdassareas
in the CMMI-SW.

Half the text InCMMI-SW's definition of a "project” isused todefine the
concept of a "(project) planAgain definition bydecomposition isised. Aplan is
an aggregation of specifications of "products", "resources”, "work", and a
"schedule”. Withoutgenusthe essence of th&lan" is lost. Is it aunilateral
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directive or a multilateral agreement? Humphrey (1997) made a very stronifpatase
a project plan must be a negotiated agreemenitder to sustaicommitment. That
thesis is not supported very well by the CMMI-SW definitioplah.

There is a reservation in the word "typically”, but we are notwdidt happens in
the non-typical situations. Apart frothat, the definition implies that a projeotust
have a plan. This is not just a narrowing of the definition. It is an inclusion of a non-
trivial thesis.The necessity of the kegyrocessarea"Project Planning” does not
need to be proved anymor€hat is a pity. Theproof could provide uswith
conditions forwhen a projecmust beplanned,and arguments for why project
must be planned.

5.5. A Standard Definition: Sysperanto

SysperantdAlter, 2005) is amattempt to define coreoncepts of the IS field. It is
denoted an ontology. It defines project this way:

A project is a work system designed to go out of existence after producing a particular product.
Work systens the central concept is this ontology. It is defined this way:

Work system. A view of work as occurring through a purposeful system.
Workis defined this way:

Work. Effort applied to accomplish something within an organization across
organizations.

Work systems are aggregates of nine elements:
» work practices,
* participants,
» information,
» technologies,
e customers,
* products & services,
* environment,
* infrastructure,
e and strategies.
In this definition we have approximately the sagemusas in our definitionsAlter
reserves the wordrganizationfor anaggregation ofwork systemsThe defining
characteristics for a projee particular productandtime limitation are close to our
differentia, uniqueness.
But complexityis missing fromthe definition. Without this characteristiovork
systemsolving trivially simple tasks are including in the claspriect.
It is interesting to notéhat technologyand strategyare among the nine fggs of
components in aork systenand hence in project.
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5.6. The ‘Temporary Organization’ School

In the field of management theory a contemporsechool views projects as
primarily temporary organizations(Lundin and Sbéderholm,1995). We
immediately notice the agreement on gfeus.As differentia,temporaryis clearly
necessary, but in itself insufficient.

In definitions from this school we sometimesss Mintzberg’sclear distinction
between situational factors and design parameters. One definition is given by Turner
and Muller (2003):

A project is a temporary organization to whigsources arassigned to undertake a unique,
novel andtransientendeavoumanaging the inherent uncertairdpd needor integration in
order to deliver beneficial objectives of change.

If we acceptinovelandcomplexas overlapping concepts, then the first half of this
definition alligns pretty much with our definition 1. The second half of the definition
points touncertainty, integratiomndchangeas elements of a project. In their paper
Turner and Miller arguethat these elements anecessary consequences of the
features mentioned in the first half of the definition. That is whyldtier elements
should be excluded from the definition and placed in a subsequent thesis.

6. Summary

It has beenproposed tadefine aproject as an organizational unit that solves a
unique and complex task hasbeen demonstrated thiiis definitioncan embrace
the traditional, heavyroject management methodologies and ¢keme, agile
methodologies. It has been illustrated that the equivalent definitioprojeztas an
organizational unit where the prime coordinating mechanism is mutual adjustment
in a simpleway can beextended to explain the difference betwéeavyand agile
project management methodologies. Tdea is tousethe frequency of thenutual
adjustment as a distinguishing characteristic between agile and heavy projects.

It has been illustrated that some existing standards and textbaaksconcept
of project that @volve around @ommon center, antthatthis not too far from the
definitions in this paperThe proposeddefinition has been used to identify
shortcomings of some of the existing definitions.

An obvious extension of this paper — if space hbolwed it — would be an
examination of the distinguishing characterisbetweendifferent 1S projects. This
would require moredimensions than thosd#iscussed in this paper. Foremost we
would need a concept of the technolagyolved tocharacterize theroject’s task,
and we would need a concept of the project strategy to characterinartagement
method.
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