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Preface 
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There are a couple of people and institutes without which this thesis could not have been 
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Try to see it my way 
Only time will tell if I am right or I am wrong 

While you see it your way 
There’s a chance that we may fall apart before too long 

We can work it out 
We can work it out 
-The Beatles- 
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Abstract 
Project management involves many different actors. Rather than solely looking at those actors as 

individuals, the interaction between them should not be forgotten either. This thesis tries to 

provide a better understanding of one specific type of interaction: the project owner-manager 

relationship. This relationship is approached as the dyadic interaction between one project 

manager and one project owner. Previous studies indicate that project owners and project 

managers depend on one another, but that they can have diverging perspectives as well. The goal 

of this study is to get a deeper understanding of how these different perspectives can influence 

the success of the project-owner relationship. In order to achieve this understanding, a multiple 

case study involving 8 project owner-manager relationships was employed. Both project owners 

and project managers were interviewed, in order to get closer to a multi-actor perspective. The 

results show that there are both similarities and differences between the perspectives of these 

actors. However, a lack of understanding between these perspectives can cause the project 

owner-manager relationship fail. In the end, the potential effects of this relationship cannot and 

should not be ignored, as this study shows that it can be the difference between project success 

and project failure. Therefore, in a world that is ever more dominated by projects, this thesis has 

multiple practical and scientific implications.  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 
The academic field of project management is growing ever increasingly. Not surprisingly so, as 

organizations often organize their activities in the form of projects (Sahlin-Andersson & 

Söderholm, 2002). Within the scientific field, the literature exhibits a major focus on project 

managers, their roles within the project and ways to improve project outcomes. Whereas these 

foci might not be entirely surprising, they do play down the potential influence of other actors on 

the processes and outcomes of a project. As a response to the recognition that these other actors 

can have an influence as well, the idea of stakeholder theory has received a considerable amount 

of attention from contemporary project management literature (Achterkamp & Vos, 2008; 

Newcombe, 2003; Ward et al., 2008). Nevertheless, the literature that discusses the role of one 

core stakeholder, the project owner, is still only scarce at best.  

Scarce as the literature on this topic may be, the project owner and his project role have been 

addressed before (Andersen, 2012; Jensen et al., 2006). For instance, Müller and Turner (2005) 

define the project owner as the actor that provides financial resources, that monitors the project, 

and that accepts the forecasts, plans, milestones and completion of the project. Following this 

definition, it can be inferred that the project owner is an interesting stakeholder indeed, as it 

shows that he is able to exercise influence over the project. One central topic regarding this actor 

is the relationship between the project owner and the project manager (Andersen, 2012; Müller 

& Turner, 2005; Terje Karlsen, 2010). This relationship will be referred to as the project owner-

manager relationship throughout this thesis. One of the reasons why this relationship has 

received a great deal of attention is that it has been shown to influence the outcomes of running 

projects (Jensen et al., 2006; Terje Karlsen, 2010; Turner & Müller, 2004). From a project 

management perspective, this underlines the need for effective management of this particular 

type of relationship.  

Another reason that makes the project owner-manager relationship interesting is its 

interdependent character. In other words, the individual actors strongly depend on one another in 

order to attain their own personal outcomes in the project. Müller and Turner (2005) provide an 

insight in this interdependence. They explain that the project owner depends on the project 

manager for information on the project progress and project issues. In turn, the project owner 



 

6 
 

sets the context and the project outcome requirements for the project manager to follow (as 

shown in Figure 1). This interdependence in itself is not a problem. It gets complicated, however, 

when the actors have both common and diverging interests, as is the case in the project owner-

manager relationship (Andersen, 2012; Turner & Müller, 2004). Therefore, the project owner 

and the project manager might not always act in the interest of one another. So it is clear that 

both actors need one another, but that this does not necessarily mean that they will act in the 

interests of one another. This is likely to have the potential to damage the relationship they have 

and to damage the outcome of a project as a consequence.  

In short, it is clear that the project owner-manager relationship is a highly influential and 

complicated relationship. This is the reason that this relationship and its challenges have a central 

position in this thesis. The core theory that is used to approach this relationship is the principal-

agency theory of the firm. This is not unusual, as it has been done by other researchers before 

(Müller & Turner, 2005; Turner & Müller, 2004).  

Figure 1 - The interdependence of the project owner-manager relationship 

 

1.2 Research aim and research question 
One returning recommendation in the literature on the project owner-manager relationship is that 

the topic deserves more attention. Speaking more generally, Helm and Remington (2005) 

indicate that the behavioral dynamics of the core actors in a project require a better 

understanding. Having established that the project manager and the project owner are both key 

agents, this thesis heeds this call for a deeper understanding by focusing on the interaction 

between these two actors.  As it has become evident that the project owner-manager relationship 

is a challenging one due to interdependence on the one hand, and diverging interests on the other, 

the aim of this thesis can be formulated. The goal of this study is to contribute to a deeper 

understanding of the project owner-manager relationship, by mapping the different perspectives 

of the project owner and the project manager. Furthermore, the way in which these perspectives 

can influence the success of the project owner-manager relationship is investigated, together with 

Project manager Project owner 

Progress report 

Context, deliverables, decisions 
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the potential effect on project outcomes. Therefore, the research question that guides this thesis is 

formulated as follows:  

How do the different perspectives of a project manager and a project owner influence the 

success of their relationship? 

1.3 Research relevance 
This thesis is relevant in multiple ways. First, it bears scientific relevance. As has been 

mentioned already, the amount of literature that investigates the project owner-manager 

relationship is rather limited. In the light of the importance of stakeholder management and given 

the potential of this relationship to change project outcomes, this is an interesting relationship for 

scientists to keep in mind. By making a contribution to a better understanding of this complicated 

relationship, this thesis could serve as a building block in the foundation of project owner-

manager research. To be more specific, an increased understanding of the different perspectives 

should help in attaining a better understanding of the complex project environment.  

Additionally, the thesis clearly has practical relevance. It has managerial relevance as it 

contributes to the organizational understanding of the different perspectives of project managers 

and project owners. This understanding can help organizations to manage project owner-manager 

relationships more effectively, and it can in turn help them to attain more favorable project 

outcomes.  

This also means that the thesis has a broader societal relevance, as attaining project success can 

be relevant for society as a whole. It has already been established that work in projects can 

nowadays be seen as common practice. Sahlin-Andersson and Söderholm (2002), for instance, 

refer to contemporary society as “the projectified society” (p. 14). What is meant by this is that 

projects are often used as a means to foster societal development and to solve societal problems. 

Examples of such projects are the Challenger project, which aimed to realize a moon expedition 

(Arnold & Malley, 1988) and the DARE project, which aimed to reduce drug abuse in primary 

schools (Clayton et al., 1996). Looking at the Challenger project, however, it is clear that these 

societal projects can have disastrous results as well.  

1.4 Paper outline 
The rest of this thesis is outlined as follows. First, the theoretical foundations of the research are 

explained. This is followed by a methodological framework, which describes the overall research 
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approach, data collection strategy and data analysis strategy of the study. The findings chapter 

presents an overview of the gathered data. In the analysis section, the results are interpreted and 

connected to the theoretical framework. The thesis ends with a discussion that includes the 

conclusion of the study, as well as its subsequent implications and limitations.  

Chapter 2 - Theoretical framework 
This section explains the stance of the existing literature on the project owner-manager 

relationship. First of all, work in projects is explained as a general concept. Next, the individual 

roles and perspectives of the project owner and the project manager are explained, respectively. 

The section then continues by addressing the interaction between these two actors, and the 

reasons why this interaction has a potential to be challenging. The ways in which the literature 

approaches the outcomes of this interaction are explained next, as well as the approach that is 

used in this thesis. Finally, a conceptual model is used to graphically represent the topic of this 

study.    

2.1 Work in Projects  
Organizations increasingly decide to organize their activities in the form of projects. Even 

though working in projects has become popular, there are still many different definitions of what 

a project actually entails. Some of these definitions are rather broad and vague, such as the one 

that is given by Boddy (2001), who defines a project as “a set of activities that are directed at 

achieving change or the creation of something new” (p. 4). Other definitions are more specific in 

comparison. For instance, the Project Management Institute defines a project as “a temporary 

endeavor undertaken to create a unique product, service or result” (PMI, 2008, p. 5). A definition 

that is even more specific is the one that has been formulated by Maylor (1999). This definition 

recognizes projects to be non-repetitive, goal-oriented activities that are directed towards 

measureable change and that is to be achieved within a set of specified constraints. Additionally, 

projects will be approached through the organizational perspective in this thesis. This is the 

perspective that a project can be seen as a temporary organization that has been created by a base 

organization in order to reach a certain goal (Andersen, 2012; Lock, 2003; Turner & Müller, 

2003). Moreover, the project organization is disbanded after it has served the specific goal for 

which the base organization has created it.  
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Projects exist in many forms and they can serve a large variety of purposes. Despite these 

differences, there are some characteristics that all projects have in common. First, every project 

is a temporary endeavor (Boddy, 2001), meaning that it ends when the project goal has been 

completed. Another characteristic is that all projects have a certain degree of uniqueness, since 

projects are usually used to create something new (Boddy, 2001). It is therefore not surprising 

that, each project bears a level of uncertainty and that risk is usually part of a project (Boddy, 

2001; Burke Lock, 2003).  

2.2 Project Actors 
One last common project characteristic that is recognized by academics is that projects are 

usually heavily influenced by people (Boddy, 2001). However, Helm and Remington (2005) 

argue that the project management literature pays too little attention to the behavioral dynamics 

of the key agents within a project. First of all, this relates to the importance of human capital. 

Selecting the right project manager and selecting the right project team members are major 

decisions in a project. Secondly, it is important to recognize that projects involve a degree of 

stakeholder management (Newcombe, 2003; Ward et al., 2008). As indicated before, a project 

serves a certain purpose which is likely to involve a degree of newness. This newness is likely to 

be motivated by some, but resisted by others. Therefore, a project usually involves multiple 

stakeholders (Newcombe, 2003). Stakeholders can be approached as those people that are 

influenced by the project or that can influence the project outcomes (Bourne & Walker, 2005). 

Following this definition in the light of the organizational perspective on projects, one group of 

major stakeholders of a project is made up by the senior management of the base organization. 

Another important stakeholder of the project is the project owner, who has been appointed by the 

base organization to represent its interests. Krane et al. (2012) mention that project owners are 

both large contributors and beneficiaries of projects, making them an excellent example of an 

important stakeholder group. In the end, we can see that the project manager and the project 

owner are two major players in a project, and that they have their own roles to play. The fact that 

these players do not operate in solitude, means that scientists should not just approach them as 

the individuals they are. The interaction between them is of great importance.  

2.2.1 The Project Owner 

One key actor in the project owner-manager relationship is the project owner (Andersen, 2012; 

Krane et al., 2012). Andersen (2012) argues that it is important to express how the project owner 
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is approached in research, as there are multiple ways to do so. Indeed, PMI (2008) defines 

project owners as either individuals or a group of individuals that provide the financial resources 

to support a project, that accept the milestones of a project and that accept the completion of a 

project. When the project ownership is placed in the hands of a group of individuals, this group 

is often called a steering group (Arnesson & Albinsson, 2014). The members of such a steering 

group are then usually appointed by an individual project owner, or by senior management. For 

the sake of focus and simplicity, this focuses on the dyadic relationship between one owner and 

one manager, without complicating this relationship by involving other steering group members. 

The main concern of the project owner is to make sure that the project makes a valuable 

contribution to the strategy and goals of the base organization (Krane et al., 2012). This is in line 

with the organizational perspective on projects, from which we can approach the project owner 

as the representative of the base organization (Andersen, 2012; Bryde, 2008). To reach this goal, 

the project owner uses the project manager as a means to control the day-to-day activities of a 

project (Turner & Müller, 2004). However, Krane et al. (2012) found that project owners are also 

concerned with the operational activities of the project. Whereas this might be true, one can 

interpret this by reasoning that this only holds in a passive way. In other words, the project 

owner needs to know about the progress and issues of the project, and is therefore concerned 

with its operational activities (Turner & Müller, 2004). This does not mean that the project 

owner plays an active role in managing these operational activities, however. Passive as the 

internal project role of a project owner may be, it should be clear that the role is bigger than the 

provision of financial support only (Andersen, 2012). Other project owner activities include the 

monitoring of the project and the acceptance of forecasts, plans, milestones and completion of 

the project (Müller & Turner, 2005). Table 1 provides an overview of the project owner role. 

2.2.2 The Project Manager 

As stated before, the project manager is the actor that has received the majority of the scientific 

attention (Andersen, 2012). This focus makes sense, because the project manager plays a rather 

visible role in the project, due to his direct involvement with many of its operational aspects. 

Atkinson (1999) interprets project management as “the planning, monitoring and control of all 

aspects of a project, and the motivation of all those involved in it to achieve the project 

objectives on time, and to the specified cost, quality and performance” (p. 6). This is in line with 

the performance goals of the Iron Triangle of project management (Lock, 2003; Maylor, 1999). 
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The Iron Triangle represents the idea that project managers take into account three constraints: 

budget constraints, time constraints and quality constraints. Project managers usually try to 

manage a project within these three constraints. But following Atkinson (1999), project 

management should not only be seen as a matter of controlling multiple static variables. The 

human factor of project management is underlined as well. This is what makes project 

management such a complex endeavor. What this definition also shows is that project managers 

are mainly concerned with day-to-day operational activities, within the project itself (Krane et 

al., 2012). Krane et al. (2012) explain that project managers have a rather short-term perspective 

in comparison to the view of the project owner. This short-term perspective cannot be seen in 

isolation of the long-term perspective, though. The project manager still needs to know whether 

the choices that he makes in the project are approved by the project owner. The reason for that is 

the he needs to establish a sense of necessary project performance requirements (Meredith & 

Mantel, 2011; Turner & Müller, 2004). An overview of the project manager role is depicted in 

table 1.  

Table 1 - The roles of project owners and project managers, as discussed in literature 

 Project owner Project Manager References 

Project stance Passive Active  

 

Dependence on 

the other actor 

 

Project information 

Progress report 

Project context 

Project goals/deliverables 

Strategic decisions on the 

project 

Andersen, 2012; Meredith & 

Mantel, 2011; Müller & Turner, 

2005; Turner & Müller, 2004 

Roles Financial support 

Milestone acceptance 

Project closure 

acceptance 

Operational project 

activities 

Andersen, 2012; Atkinson, 

1999; Meredith & Mantel, 2011; 

Müller & Turner, 2005; PMI, 

2008; Turner & Müller, 2004 

Ultimate 

project goal 

Effectivity: to make sure 

that the project makes a 

strategic contribution to 

the base organization) 

Efficiency: to deliver the 

project within the set 

constraints of budget, 

quality and time) 

Andersen, 2012; Bryde, 2008; 

Krane et al., 2012; Lock, 2003; 

Maylor, 1999 

Time focus  Long-term perspective Short-term perspective Krane et al., 2012 
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2.3 Project Owner-Manager Interaction 
Now that the individual actors have been discussed as separate individuals, the next step is to 

look at the interaction between the two of them.  

One theory that is suitable for explaining the potential for conflict in the project owner-manager 

relationship is the principal-agency theory (Bergen et al., 1992; Jensen, 2003; Turner & Müller, 

2004). From this point on, this theory will be referred to as PA theory. Basically, PA theory 

explains why certain problems can arise when one actor acts as an owner, and another acts as a 

manager on his behalf. Moe (1990) distinguishes between two problems: the adverse selection 

problem and the moral hazard problem. The adverse selection problem refers to the scenario of 

information asymmetry (Moe, 1990). In this situation, one of the actors has more information 

than the other. The moral hazard problem refers to a scenario of diverging interests. In this 

situation, the actors do not share the same interests as one another (Moe, 1990). Since he might 

have different interests than the project owner, this can cause the former to act on his own 

interests instead of those of the owner.  

After all, it would not be unthinkable for a project manager to lose track of the strategy of the 

base organization, as he is primarily involved in the day-to-day operational activities of the firm 

(Krane et al., 2012; Turner & Müller, 2004). Nor would it be unthinkable for a project owner to 

lose track of the daily operations, as he does not play an active role in the day-to-day issues of 

the project (Krane et al, 2012). Hence, the parties are rather likely to have unequal amount of 

information, which reflects the adverse selection problem. The moral hazard problem can be 

linked to the idea that the project manager and project owner can have different goals (Andersen, 

2012). Indeed, as already established, project owners strive for mission success. Project 

managers, on the other hand, strive for project management success. Mission success is 

achieved, when a project makes a valuable contribution to the long-term strategic goals of the 

overall base organization (Andersen, 2012; Krane et al., 2012). Project management success, on 

the other hand, is reached when the project is able to be finished within the constraints of the 

Iron Triangle. Of course, successfully managing a project within the criteria of the Iron Triangle 

is related to mission success. However, a project can still make a valuable contribution to the 

base organization if the project is not managed completely successfully within these criteria 

(Boddy, 2001). The other way around, when a project is successfully managed, this does not 

necessarily mean that it makes a valuable contribution to the base organization (Boddy, 2001). 
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So in the end, it should be noted that these two types of perspectives on project success are 

related to one another, but that the presence of one does not guarantee the presence of the other. 

Hence, it makes sense to link these different goal perspectives to the moral hazard problem of 

principal-agency theory, partly explaining the potential for relationship conflicts.  

2.4 Project Owner-Manager Outcomes 
The success of a project owner-manager relationship can be conceptualized in multiple ways. 

Intuitively, it might make sense to focus on project success. However, it should be noticed that 

project success is actually a subjective matter that is open to interpretation. Indeed, both parties 

have different perspectives on what makes a project successful. Although these perspectives can 

be considered to be inter-related, they cannot be considered as interchangeable.  

 

Therefore, another type of measurement might be better suitable for project owner-management 

relationships. This is why relational success is looked at in this thesis. Relational success is 

different from the individual measurements of project success that have just been described, 

since it reflects the same construct for both actors. Although the perception with regard to 

relational success can still differ between the project manager and owner, the construct is 

measured in the same manner. Basically, relational success can be approached as the extent to 

which the relationship is perceived to be successful by those involved (Pinto et al., 2009). In 

other words, it will be approached as the extent to which the actors are satisfied with the 

relationship.  

 

Indeed, project owner-manager relationship success has been linked to project success in 

previous studies (Scott, 2001; Turner & Müller, 2004). It can therefore be considered to be 

necessary to attain relational success in order to reach project success. For any collaboration to 

be successful, trust is needed. The same goes for the project owner-manager relationship (Krane 

et al., 2012; Pinto et al., 2009). Taking the principal-agent problems into account, it might be 

challenging to establish this trust. On the other hand, trust can be seen as the key to overcoming 

the principal-agent problems. The project owner-manager relationship therefore requires close 

collaboration (Andersen, 2012; Krane et al., 2012) and intensive communication (Andersen, 

2012; Krane et al., 2012). By following those actions, the different perspectives can be aligned 

somewhat. 
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2.5 Conceptual model 
In order to visualize the topic of study, a conceptual model has been drawn (figure 2). As can be 

inferred from the theoretical framework that has been formulated above, the different mindsets of 

the project owner and the project manager can pose serious complications in their relationship. 

These differences, together with other difficulties, are represented by the first box project owner-

manager interaction challenges. In this thesis, the impact of these differences on the 

successfulness of the project owner-manager relationship is central. However, since previous 

literature also indicates that the outcome of a project is affected by the success of this 

relationship, this relationship receives attention as well. It should be noted that figure 2 is a 

simplified figure and has been created in order to give some structure to the thesis. It should not 

be mistaken for a measurement of linear effects between the different constructs.  

Figure 2 - conceptual model of the research aim 

 

 

Chapter 3 Methodological framework 
This section describes the methodological approach that is used in the study. First, the overall 

research approach is explained, along with the reasons for choosing that specific approach. Next, 

a short description of the examined data is given. The section continues with a description of the 

used data collection strategy and data analysis strategy, respectively. Finally, a separate 

paragraph is dedicated to the quality indicators of the study.  

3.1 Research approach 
First of all, this study used a qualitative approach. This means that the research were based on 

methods and data that were non-statistical and non-mathematical (Ritchie et al., 2013). The 

reason that a qualitative research approach was used is that this relationship is a deeply rooted 

and complex matter, since it involves two different perspectives that are based on “thoughts, 

values, expectations, motives, opinions, experiences, attitudes and behaviors” (Swanborn, 2010, 

p. 26). Since the point of this study is to show how the differences in these perspectives can 

make the project owner-manager relationship complex, quantifiable data was not perceived to be 

Project owner-manager 

relationship success 

Project owner-manager 

perspective differences 

Project outcomes 
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sufficient to answer this question. It was therefore necessary to take on a qualitative approach 

(Ritchie et al., 2013; Swanborn, 2010).   

Not only was the study approach qualitative, it was deductive as well. This means that the 

collected data were interpreted in the light of the literature framework that had been formulated 

in advance. Based on that literature a topic list was created to conduct the interviews, so that it 

would be easier to establish a connection between the literature and the data. This topic list can 

be found in Appendix I, in which the connections with the literature are shown as well. Although 

there might be an argument against the use of a deductive approach, being that the perspectives 

of the respondents might deviate too much from the theoretical constructs (Lewis et al., 2009), 

this thesis will still follows the path of deduction. The main reason is that a deductive approach 

allows for a more structured and formalized analysis on the basis of used theory (Lewis et al., 

2009). Moreover, this makes it easier to critically reflect on the theory that has been used.  

This study can also be characterized as a multiple case study. For this thesis, the “cases” can be 

interpreted as the project owner-manager relationship under examination. Swanborn (2010) 

explains that case studies can be an effective analytical tool to analyze the feelings, behaviors 

and points of view of respondents. Since the perspectives of the project actors under examination 

were likely to involve those elements, the perspectives formed a suitable topic for a case study 

analysis.  

3.2 Case descriptions 
Two major industrial Swedish firms indicated to be willing to cooperate in this study. The reason 

that these firms were selected is that they both had a large amount of (running) projects. Since 

the topic under examination can be a rather sensitive discussion topic for an organization, it is no 

surprise that both companies have requested anonymity in this study. The companies will 

therefore be referred to as Firm A and Firm B. Furthermore, it should be noted that the 

companies did not form the unit of observation or the unit of analysis. The project owner-

manager relationships in the projects formed the units of analysis. The units of observation were 

formed by the respondents that were interviewed, either project owners or project managers. 

Table 2 shows an overview of the respondents that have been interviewed, in terms of how they 

were distributed across the two industrial firms.  
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Table 2 - Respondents overview 

Firm No. of projects PM perspectives PO perspectives 

A 5 3 2 

B 3 2 1 

Total 8 5 3 

 

Moreover, the project owner-manager relationships are studied from one angle per relationship 

only (either the manager perspective or the owner perspective). The reason for doing so is to give 

respondents confidence in expressing their feelings, even if this conflicts with the other member 

of the relationship. If this would not have been done, there would have been the risk that 

respondents would not have given full disclosure. Earlier work indicates that interviewees will 

present their interaction in a more favorable way if the respondents are connected to one another 

(Andersen, 2012). Ignoring this could lead to a misrepresentation of reality, as the respondents 

might feel an urge to protect their relationship with another actor.  

3.3 Data collection strategy 
To collect the necessary data, semi-structured interviews were conducted. Flick (2009) explains 

that this kind of interviews is suitable if one wants “the interviewed subjects´ viewpoints to be 

expressed” (p. 154). Since the goal of the interviews was to get a better understanding of the 

perspectives of project managers and project owners, this method seems to be appropriate. 

Whereas the interviewer took control of the interviews by following a structured approach, he 

did allow the interviewee some freedom in answering the questions. Not only was this done to 

comfort the respondents, it was also done to get richer answers and thus richer data (Flick, 2009). 

As mentioned before, a topic list with relevant interview topics was formulated in advance 

(Appendix I). Together with this list, the respondents were asked to think of a recently finished 

project in which they were part of a project owner-manager relationship before the interview. 

This topic list was used in order to guide the interviews in the right direction and cover all 

relevant topics. Additionally, this topic list allowed the interviewer to steer back to the relevant 

topics when an interviewee would get too far off topic. Furthermore, this helped the interviewer 

to manage the time constraints of the interview. The conducted interviews were then recorded 

and transcribed in order to protect the internal validity of the study (Seidman, 2012).  
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A purposive sampling strategy has been used in order to get the right respondents, which is not 

extraordinary to do in a case study (Maxwell, 1996). These respondents were part of two major 

industrial companies that are situated in Sweden. The reasons for selecting these organizations 

were mainly pragmatic, as the researcher had access to contact persons within these companies.  

Five project managers and three project owners were included, representing the perspectives of 

both project managers and project owners, summing up to eight in-depth interviews in total. The 

respondents have been granted anonymity to protect the study against possibly favorable 

answers. Another step to prevent such answers that was taken was that the respondents were 

purposely selected without having a connection to one another.  

3.4 Data analysis strategy 
Once the data had been collected, it had to be analyzed. Since the data was of qualitative nature, 

it was not quantifiable and it posed a challenge to find relevant patterns for the analysis. Lewis et 

al. (2009) emphasize the need to organize and structure qualitative data as a response to this 

challenge. They argue that this involves two different steps: categorization of the data and 

unitization of the data. Categorization refers to the development of different categories, and this 

grouping can be done on the basis of theory or based on the data (Lewis et al., 2009). In this 

thesis, the grouping was done on the basis of the data. The data were divided into two groups: the 

project manager perspective and the project owner perspective. Subsequently, these perspectives 

have been divided into five groups; the perspectives on project success, the project manager role, 

the project owner role, the link between relationship success and project success and the major 

challenges of the relationship. In the end, this led to 10 categories, as can be seen in table 3.  

Table 3 - Data categories 

Categories Project manager perspective Project owner perspective 

1 & 2 Perspective on project success Perspective on project success 

3 & 4 Perspective on the project manager role Perspective on the project manager role 

5 & 6 Perspective on the project owner role Perspective on the project owner role 

7 & 8 Perceived major challenges in the project 

owner-manager relationship 

Perceived major challenges in the 

project owner-manager relationship 

9 & 10 Perceived link between relational success 

and project success 

Perceived link between relational 

success and project success 
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The next step in the analysis is called unitization, and involves the assignment of chunks of data 

to the aforementioned categories (Lewis et al., 2009). This is seen as a good way to organize the 

data and make it more suitable for analysis. Appendix II and Appendix III show the result of the 

unitization phase.  

3.5 Reliability and Validity 
A multiple-case study is used in order to enhance the external validity of the study. Although 

case studies might be a good way of investigating a phenomenon in-depth, it is also well-known 

that their external validity is usually rather limited. By using a multiple-case study this external 

validity can be enhanced (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). Therefore, this is the approach that has 

been chosen for. It should be noted that the project relationships under examination took place in 

large industrial Swedish firms, and that this might mean that the results would be less applicable 

to smaller companies or companies in a different cultural context. After all, Hofstede et al. 

(2012) have shown that conflicts are dealt with in different ways in different cultures. For 

smaller companies, the project owner-manager problems might be different.  

Internal validity refers to whether the qualitative findings represent reality accurately (Hair et al., 

2007; Maxwell, 1996; Rowley, 2002). Careful measures were taken to ensure this kind of 

validity. The topic under examination might have been a rather sensitive one for those being 

interviewed, as they might have felt as if their personal performance was being questioned. Also, 

the interviewer had anticipated that the interviews could be accompanied by many emotions for 

some of the interviewees. It was therefore of vital importance that the interviewer established a 

trusting relationship with the interviewee. For instance, each interview started with question on 

the interviewee and the project itself as an introduction. This was done to ease the respondent 

into the interview. Additionally, the respondents were reminded that their thoughts would be 

dealt with anonymously and that the interviews would be strictly confidential. This is also why 

only one of the two actors of the project owner-manager relationship was interviewed. Whereas 

this did make the respondents more likely to state the truth and to talk more openly about their 

relationships, this could also present the limitation of not getting the complete picture of the 

project owner-manager relationship.  
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To further enhance the internal validity, a topic list was formulated to clear up the connection 

between theory and the empirical investigation. Maxwell (1996) refers to this connection as 

theoretical validity. The interviews are recorded and transcribed in order to give a complete 

picture of the empirical data. One of the dangers for qualitative research validity is the absence 

of data that the researcher deems to be less important (Maxwell, 1996). The research tried to 

overcome this through transcription of the interviews (Seidman, 2012). However, the author has 

signed a non-disclosure agreement at the cooperating firms. Hence, the full transcripts are not 

provided in the Appendices. 

Reliability can be interpreted as the degree of consistency during the research (Hair et al., 2007). 

By using semi-structured interviews, the researcher tries to increase the reliability of the study. 

This type of interviewing allows for maintaining structure on the one hand, whereas it allows the 

respondents freedom in answering the questions asked on the other. In other words, it allows the 

interviewer to control the consistency, while still maintaining rich data.  

3.6 Research design ethics 
Of course, the ethical aspect of the research approach cannot be ignored. In this study, the 

respondents had both rights and obligations that affected the approach that has been used by the 

author. First of all, the respondents have the right of privacy (Zikmund, 1997). This means that 

the author had to do everything within his power to protect that right. In this study, the author 

tried to phrase the findings in such a way that they cannot be traced back to any individual. The 

respondents were also asked whether they would allow the interviews to be recorded, which they 

all did. Additionally, the author has signed a non-disclosure agreement to guarantee that he 

would not leak any sensitive information about the company to the outside world. Another right 

that respondents had is the right to be informed (Zikmund, 1997). It is therefore that the author 

explained the purpose of the study thoroughly, not keeping the respondents in the dark. The 

interviewees had the obligation to be truthful in return (Zikmund, 1997). As already described 

before, the author tried to create a comfortable interview setting, so that the respondent would 

feel comfortable in sharing their true thoughts, feelings and perspectives.    

Chapter 4 – Findings 
This chapter presents an overview of the raw data that have been gathered during the in-depth 

interviews. The data are organized along five different sections. First, a general description of the 



 

20 
 

projects and their actors is given. Next, the perspectives and the expectations of the project actors 

and their roles are explained for project managers and project owners respectively. Finally, the 

connection between the success of the project owner-manager relationship and the outcomes of 

projects is explained, as perceived by the project actors themselves. It should be noted that this 

chapter tries to give a structured overview of the data that has been gathered through the 

interviews. The raw data, which consists of quotes from project managers and project owners, 

can be found in Appendix II and Appendix III respectively.  

  

4.1 Description of projects and project actors 
In total, eight in-depth interviews took place. To capture the perspective from the end of a project 

management actor, five project managers were interviewed. Four of them were male and three of 

them were senior project managers. The perspective of the project owner was established 

through three in-depth interviews with project owners. Two of the project owners were male, and 

all of them had a position in the strategic management level of the firms they worked at. When 

writing this section, the author has chosen to refer to all respondents as male to protect the 

anonymity of the respondents.   

 

As explained before, the respondents were asked to think of a random project that they had been 

working on in the recent past. This was done in order to examine the project owner-manager 

relationship for those specific projects. One project owner-manager relationship was examined 

for each project actor. The cases that are used for this study are formed by the project owner-

manager relationships in which these actors were involved. Of course, these relationships exist as 

a part of the aforementioned projects. Five of the respondents worked on IT-related projects, 

whereas three of them worked on R&D-related projects. Three of them could be considered to be 

programs, instead of projects, as they consisted of multiple subprojects. However, what all of the 

project owner-manager relationships had in common is that they were part of projects that were 

high in complexity.  

§4.2 The project manager perspective 
First, the project manager perspective will be explained. The managers were asked to explain 

how they approach project success. Additionally, they were asked to explain their own role 

within the project.  
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4.2.1 Project success 

All project managers recognized that it is important to deliver on the goal that was set at the start 

of the project. As one project manager stated, “you look at the scope and you make sure that you 

can deliver on that, according to the mission and objectives that are based on the business case” 

(PM2). For some project managers, this was actually the only real definition of project success: 

“The project is successful if we have reached the goals that we have set” (PM5). However, 

reaching the goals that have been set at the start of the project was not always enough for some 

project managers. Indeed, one of them mentioned that he always has the personal goal to deliver 

more than agreed upon (PM1). Another mentioned that the most important way to define success 

was by looking at the actual impact of the project: “a project can be perfectly run, but it is the 

end result, the impact that matters” (PM3). This statement reflects that it is not enough to be 

delivering on the agreed goals, but that it is also important that it makes an impact that “sticks” 

in the organization afterwards.  

Apart from just trying to fill a certain goal with the project, the project managers mentioned that 

a project can only be considered to be a success when it is finished within set constraints. Indeed, 

one explained “that I can keep the budget and the time” (PM1) and another “The budget is part 

of the objectives” (PM2) and “when everything is in time” (PM2). One of the project managers 

explains, however, that these constraints are not necessarily as important as gaining the 

aforementioned results (PM1).  

Finally, the project managers also recognized that there is a human factor in achieving project 

success. Indeed, a project is considered to be successful “when all of this has been 

communicated to the stakeholders. Both within the project, but also the steering group and other 

stakeholders” (PM2). This communication is a two-ways street. It shows that project managers 

should communicate with both those within the project and those outside it. PM2 further 

explains that there needs to be commitment within the project, and that this serves as the “glue 

that holds everything together”. This reflects that it is important to invest in the actors of the 

project. This is somehow recognized by other project managers as well, since another explains 

that he sees a project as a success “when the team members will want to work with you on a next 

project again” (PM3). This shows that it is important for a project manager to consider the 

others that work on the project. Indeed, PM1 mentions that he usually has a personal goal to 

develop the members in the project. However, PM2 mentions that it is not only important to 
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engage with those that are working within the project. PM4 adds to that by stating that he only 

perceives a project to be successful “when the owner or steering committee feels that it has been 

a success”.  

4.2.2 The role of the project manager 

The role that project managers recognize for themselves in the project can be linked to the 

definitions that they use for project success. The respondents recognize that the project is used to 

fulfill a particular goal, and that the project manager serves “as a prolonged arm to fulfill those 

needs” that have been identified by the project owner as a reason to start the project (PM2). This 

is also reflected by the statement of PM5 “I feel that my role is to achieve the set objectives 

within the project”. Serving as the aforementioned prolonged arm (PM2), the project managers 

feel that they are expected to move on their own: “he expects me to drive the project on my own” 

(PM5). This is in line with the perception of PM1, who thinks that being “self-going” is an 

important expectation of project managers. Managing the budget constraints and time are also 

mentioned as important activities of the project manager (PM2 & PM3). When fulfilling the role 

of a project manager, the respondents explain that it is not always necessary to be an expert in 

terms of the knowledge required to complete the project: “I do not have the technical knowledge 

that is required myself, I act as a manager and have the knowledge required to do that” (PM1). 

Or as PM5 puts it: “I am not an expert in this specific area at all, but I know the people who are. 

My role is about coordinating people”.  

All the project managers unanimously reason that, one way or another, the communication with 

the project owner covers a large part of their role. PM5 explains that one of the expectations that 

a project owner of him has are “to give him information on the project progress itself”. A similar 

statement was given by PM2, who explains that it is necessary for the project manager to give 

some confirmation that he actually does what is expected of him. However, PM1 explains that 

the project owner wants him “to be open and tell him anything”. This means that the extent of 

the communication reaches beyond the regular progress reports. To be more specific, the 

managers recognize that it is particularly important to contact the project owner when they 

encounter problems that they cannot handle themselves: “it is important that I raise a red flag if 

I am in trouble, and that I do this quickly” (PM4). These communication activities all refer to 

situations in which the project is still running. However, both PM2 and PM3 argue that 

communication is also important when the project has finished. For example, “it does not matter 
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how well you have run a project. If you do not communicate it clearly, it is hard to make its 

impact stick” (PM3).  

On a related note, the respondents indicated that they think it is important for a project manager 

to clearly communicate his expectations towards the project owner and the steering group (PM2 

& PM3). Those project managers actually perceived this to be part of their role as project 

manager. The other way around, PM2 mentions that it might not always be “clear what the 

project owner expects of me, but it is clear to me that you, as a project manager, have to seek out 

or establish those expectations through communication then”. These statements show that one 

should approach it as a mutual responsibility to communicate and find out about one another’s 

expectations in the project owner-manager relationship.  

4.2.3 The role of the project owner  

Most project managers indicate that they see the project owner as the person “who wants the 

project to be successful” (PM3 & PM4). This approach should not be interpreted in a wrong way, 

as the project managers themselves all emphasized that they want their project to deliver on their 

goals and objectives. What these statements do show, is that the project owner is approached as 

an actor that puts pressure on the project manager to finish the project in a satisfying way. 

Indeed, “his role is to set the goal and objectives” (PM5), “he is the one who asks for something 

to be done” (PM3).  

However, the project owner is also perceived as someone who is usually not actively involved in 

a project (PM3). PM2 explains why this is the case, as he feels that the project owner should 

mainly play an active role at the beginning of a project to set the scope of the project. What both 

managers agree on, however, is that the communication between the project manager and the 

project owner is important throughout the entire project. Not only does the project owner make 

important decisions about the project, he needs to communicate those decisions as well sot that 

the manager does not “have to start making owner decisions in order to move forward on the 

project”(PM2). One statement that indicates why this can be problematic is made by PM1: “The 

project owner wants the project to be successful. In his eyes, no one else”. This means that 

decisions made by a project manager are likely to be different than decisions made by a project 

owner, as their perspectives on project success can differ.  
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The project managers explain that the role of the project owner includes support of the project 

manager. As PM1 puts it “I want the owner to be supportive, help me with issues that I cannot 

solve myself and introduce the project to other managers”. The other project managers mention 

this supportive role as well. This support includes the provision of additional resources, as the 

project owner is perceived to be “the one who has the money” (PM3) or someone who can at 

least “escalate it to the proper person” (PM1).  

However, this support can be of a different nature as well. The project managers emphasize that 

it is important that the project owner is engaged in the project, and that he is “critical towards 

our suggestions”. What is meant by that, is that the project manager wants to project owner to 

support him when he tries to tackle problems. Not in terms of resources, but in terms of facing 

the challenge together. This is an expectation that has been mentioned by some of the other 

project managers as well. When giving this support, the managers want the support to be “open 

and frank” (PM1) and expect it to be given “quickly and clearly” (PM5).  

On a related note, the project managers explain that they expect the project owner to act as “an 

important ambassador” (PM3). What is meant by that is that the project managers see it as the 

responsibility of the project owner to establish the importance throughout the entire organization, 

by talking about the project (PM1), by contacting management if necessary (PM5) and by 

presenting a business case on the project to senior management and other stakeholders (PM2).  

4.2.4 Major challenges in the owner-manager relationship 

The project managers explain several challenges that they experienced during the examined 

project owner-manager relationship. The first challenge that was recognized from the project 

manager perspective is that the project owner shifts his mindset throughout the project. For 

instance, “things are added to the scope” (PM4). Another mentions that “After a while there was 

always another project that had higher priority, so I could not get the resources now as we were 

short on resources” (PM1). Both of these statements show that things were changed without the 

manager having any control over it. However, a change in scope means that more than the initial 

expectations is expected of the project manager as the project progresses. A shift in attention, on 

the other hand, means that the project manager is somewhat abandoned in terms of support.  

Similarly, another challenge that was perceived by the project managers is that the project owner 

usually owns multiple projects. PM1 explains this as one of the reasons that the attention of the 
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owner gets diverted: “later on, another project took up all of the owner his time, because there 

were huge problems there”. PM3 basically makes the same comment, as he mentions that the 

“owner had too many responsibilities”. The difference is that PM3 says that his project owner 

had too many responsibilities within the project he was working on.  

Related to the earlier mentioned change in scope, some of the project managers explain that there 

was a struggle on topic of structure. They elaborated on that by saying that there was a lack of a 

“proper project model” (PM3), “clear expectations” (PM3), or that “we did not have a budget, 

we did not have any hand-over requirements” (PM1). These project managers also explain that it 

is hard for any relationship to be successful if there is no structure present. Indeed, PM5 explains 

that this can lead to situations in which “it was not clear for me what the objectives were” and 

PM4 states that “you have to ask yourself whether something he wants is that important”. 

Interestingly enough, PM5 also mentions that this caused irritation for the project owner. 

Moreover, sometimes formal constraints were not even enough according to PM2, who had to 

push the project owner to do what they had agreed upon.  

Finally, one of the project managers mentions that the project became disconnected from the 

base organization (PM3). PM2 provides some insight, by saying that it is important “to be on the 

same page on the management level and the sponsor level”. The communication is therefore 

seen as the main challenge according to PM2. Whereas some project managers mentioned that 

the communications was not that much of a problem, another said that it was especially 

challenging “to be clear, to specify what you mean” (PM5). Otherwise, this can lead to 

misunderstandings between the project manager and the project owner, as PM2 recognizes that 

both parties do not always have the same technical knowledge.  

4.2.5 Relational success and project outcomes 

In general, the project managers all indicate that it is important to have a good relationship with 

the project owner. However, it should be noted he estimated impact is not considered to be as big 

by all project managers. Some think it is crucial. For instance, PM3 mentions that “if you do not 

have a good relationship, you will not get the result that you want” and PM5 says he “could not 

make it without him” (referring to the project owner). On the other hand, PM1 explains that it 

helps in attaining good project outcomes, but that it is no guarantee for success. PM2 even says 

straight out that it is possible to deliver on a project when the relationship is less successful. It 
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should be noted that his project owner-manager relationship and his project outcomes were both 

considered to be successful. The managers who experienced project failure (PM1 & PM2) did 

consider the project owner-manager relationship to be more important.  

One of the reasons that were given is that “if you do not have a good relationship with the 

manager as a sponsor, you will probably avoid hearing the truth. And the project manager will 

be less likely to raise issues as well” (PM3). This is corroborated by the statement of PM4, who 

says that “if the relationship is not successful, people will stop listening to you. People will not 

provide you help if needed”. In the end, it is clear that from the project management perspective, 

it is important to have a good relationship with the project owner, albeit more crucial to some 

than it is to others.  

4.3 The project owner perspective 
Next, the findings with regard to the project owner perspective are summarized below. These 

findings have been structured in the same way as the project manager perspective.  

4.3.1 Project success 

The project owners explain that just looking at the budget, time and quality constraints in order 

to determine whether a project is successful, is an approach that is too simple. Whereas these 

constraints are explained to be important to consider for project managers, they are not 

considered to be good measurements of project success. First of all, the project owners explain 

that it is important that the project makes a valuable contribution to the organization as a whole. 

As PO1 puts it, the project should be “an answer to the business needs” of the base organization. 

For this answer to be the right one, the project should demonstrate a fit with the base 

organization. However, PO3 explains that “one of our big challenges when we settle a project is 

that it is easy for the line organization to disconnect from it”. In the end, we can reason that all 

project owners deem this connection to be important, as they all want the project to contribute to 

the organization.  

Time (PO1 & PO3) and budget (PO2 & PO3) are not seen as the most important factors in 

achieving project success. PO2 explains why it is too easy to say that a project is successful if it 

has delivered what it is promised within the constraints that have been set in advance. “There are 

always different obstacles” (PO2) and therefore, it is more important that you face those 

challenges in full alignment. In the end, PO2 explains that the project is successful if he, the 
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steering group and the project manager are all on the same page with one another. PO3 gives a 

similar answer, as he reasons that it is important to feel that “the right decisions” were made 

throughout the project, “even if that means spending more money on it, or running late”.  

4.3.2 The role of the project manager 

Of course, the first part of the role of the project manager that has been recognized by the project 

owners is that he should be able to exercise a degree of control over the project. PO2 elaborates 

by saying that he wants the project manager to control “all the basic things”, hereby referring to 

the budget, time, other resources and quality of the project. PO1 mentions something of a similar 

fashion, as he mentions that he considers it important for a project manager to know whether he 

is in control and that he “manages the risk” of the project (PO1). Additionally, quick assessments 

on the project progress, preventing surprises from occurring and looking ahead in the project are 

mentioned to be important by PO1.  

The second part of the role that is considered to be of importance is the communication aspect of 

the project management role. PO2 argues that transparency is one of the crucial aspects of the 

project owner-manager relationship, as he needs the project manager to inform him on the 

challenges that emerge within the project. PO1 refers to that communication as “raising the red 

flag”. What these statements indicate is that the project owners want a full report on the progress 

of the project, but especially on the challenges that arise. PO2 mentions that this is necessary, 

because he needs to know what decisions to make within the project. On a related note, the 

project owners also mention that they actually want their project managers to be “pushing” or 

“bugging” them about the project. That is, if the project manager has a problem that needs 

solving, the project owners indicate that they expect the manager to remind them of that fact and 

to put pressure on a solution.  

One additional point that has been mentioned by PO2 is that he wants a project manager to think 

about the project as if he would be the project owner. That is, the project manager should truly 

make an effort to understand the needs of the project owner in the project. PO3 offers a similar 

explanation, by saying that he would like a project manager to think about the project as if it 

would be his own business, his own responsibility. Having a thorough understanding of the 

project and its deliverables is therefore an important characteristic that the project manager 

should possess.  
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4.3.3 The role of the project owner 

In the beginning of the project, PO1 explains that he sees the role of the project owner as most 

active, as this is the phase in which the foundations of the project are being built. For instance, 

this is when the project owner should set the goals of the project. Further on in the project, the 

role becomes much more of a supportive nature (PO1). The extent to which this role is really 

only supportive, depends on the nature of the project (PO3). PO2 offers the explanation that a 

project owner should become more involved when the project is filled with challenges and when 

it is not doing well. Some project managers need more support than others (PO1) and it is 

therefore important to put the right person in the project management position (PO1 & PO3).  

The support that a project owner gives to a project manager can come in different forms: “one 

needs resources, the other thinks the problem is too vague and needs more information” (PO1). 

First, the project owners see themselves as the person who can provide the project managers with 

extra resources if need be, as they consider themselves to be “the one with the money to spend” 

(PO3). The other type of support that all project owners mention is that they need to provide the 

project manager with extra information, or clarity in terms of clear goals and precise decision-

making. Indeed, this can be seen as a form of support as one owner argues “if I give you a really 

clear goal, it is easier for you to handle” (PO2). Whatever the kind of support, PO1 suggests that 

it is necessary to be available to the project manager.  

Another aspect of the project owner role that was recognized by the respondents is the decision-

making. Not only does the project owner support the project manager in his decision-making, he 

also needs to make decisions himself (PO3). If the project owner is not capable of making those 

decisions, he will get the project manager in trouble by getting him stuck (PO2). It is therefore 

necessary to be clear and transparent in the decision-making (PO2) on topics that affect the 

scope, quality and cost of the project (PO2 & PO3). 

In the end, the project owners all say that they are the ones that can be held responsible for the 

outcomes of the project. PO1 elaborates on this by saying that, as a project owner, he needs to 

live up to the expectations of higher management through the project. PO3 takes this even further 

by saying that “if a project manager is skilled, it is usually the fault of the owner or steering 

group if a project fails”.  
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4.3.4 Major challenges in the owner-manager relationship 

Although the project of PO1 was successful, he does explain that he often had failed projects 

when project managers would not look ahead far enough. PO2 refers to this challenge as “the 

green reporting culture” that can exist in a company. Basically, what PO2 means is that project 

managers have the tendency to say everything is going well, until the very last moment when it is 

too late. The project owner recognizes this to be an unnecessary frustrating experience, and that 

this can turn the project in a downward spiral that is hard to get out of. PO1 states that this is 

where the project owner should take his responsibility by reaching out to the project manager. 

This will sometimes lead to the realization that the project managers should ask for support 

rather quickly: “The ones that are not interfacing enough, you need to stay on top of that” (PO1).  

Another major challenge that has been identified by the project owners is that the project 

manager can have a limited understanding of the project itself. PO3, for instance, mentions that 

the project and the project owner-manager relationship would have been more successful if the 

project manager had a better understanding of the details of the project. PO2 reasons that this is 

even a bigger challenge when the project owner himself does not have the details himself either. 

This is when it becomes important to exercise a large degree of control over the project by 

“steering on a more detailed level” (PO2), which has been recognized by the other project 

owners as well. Otherwise the respondents argue that the project manager will be likely to 

deliver something that the organization does not want (PO2 & PO3). In other words, through 

more intensive communication and more intensive steering, the project owners tried to achieve 

satisfying project outcomes. Still PO3 feels that he could have been more involved, more 

supportive and clearer in his decision making and scope setting. One of the reasons for this might 

be the other projects that the project owner was working on simultaneously.  

What is also mentioned as a challenge is that the project manager does not always fit with the 

project that he is working on. For instance, PO2 mentions that his project manager was not able 

to manage a project in detail. Since this was necessary to execute the project successfully, 

another project manager was brought in that was more capable of breaking down the project into 

detailed parts. One should not wait too long with changing project managers according to PO2. 

However, PO3 had a different approach. Whereas the project manager “lacked the capacity to 

take it all in”, the project owner felt that it was enough to get through the project.  
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4.3.5 Relational success and project outcomes 

Two out of the three projects can be called successful. Noticeably, the most successful project 

was also the project in which the project owner-manager relationship was seen as successful by 

the project owner. The other owners did not see their project owner-manager relationships as 

successful, nor were their projects a real success. To be more precise, PO3 mentions that “we 

never made the progress that we should have made, but we did finalize the project somehow”. 

The frustration was noticeable during the interviews. “Everything has failed” and “nothing works 

and everyone is like angry and beaten up” (PO2). He also mentions that the trust in the project 

manager has been damaged, and that this trust was still not restored. On the other hand, PO1 was 

quite satisfied about the project he discussed.  

The effect of the project owner-manager relationship was confirmed by all three project owners, 

albeit with different magnitudes. PO2 explains that “if you have a good relationship and good 

control, then that is what makes the project more successful”. PO1, on the other hand, does 

recognize that there is an influence of the success of the project owner-manager relationship, but 

only to a limited extent. He argues that pre-studies are more crucial to achieving project success 

than a good relationship. PO3 chooses the middle road here, as he explains that he was able to 

finish the project in a somewhat satisfactory way, with a somewhat unsatisfactory relationship. 

The relationship was unsuccessful as PO3 did not feel that he and the project manager were 

meeting the expectations that they had of one another.  

Chapter 5 Analytical discussion 
In this chapter, the findings that were presented in the previous chapter are cross-analyzed with 

one another. That is, the project owner perspective and the project manager perspective are 

compared to one another to identify similarities and differences. Additionally, the theoretical 

framework is used in order to make sense of the resulting comparison. The analysis is structured 

in a similar fashion as the previous chapter.  

5.1 Perspectives on project success  
The perspectives on project success demonstrate both similarities and differences, which was 

expected on the basis of the theoretical framework. A full overview of these similarities and 

differences can be found in table 4. The project owners all explain that the project should be “an 

answer to the business needs” (PO1), that “it should contribute to the organization” (PO2) and 
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that the connection to the line organization should not be lost. All of these thoughts are in line 

with Krane et al. (2012), who explain that the main goal of a project owner is to make a valuable 

strategic contribution to the base organization. On a related note, this can also be linked to the 

organizational perspective on project, which describes the project owners as the link between a 

project and its base organization (Andersen, 2012; Bryde, 2008). It therefore only makes sense 

that the project owner would deem a project successful when the link with the base organization 

has been safeguarded correctly. In that respect, the project manager perspective has an overlap 

with the project owner perspective. Indeed, the managers indicated that they think it is important 

to deliver “according to the mission and objectives that are based on the business case” (PM2) 

and that “the project should make a difference” (PM3) in the organization as a whole. Those 

statements indicate that the project manager perspective and the project owner perspective are 

aligned on this matter. This is quite an unexpected finding, as it was expected that the project 

manager would mainly focus on the Iron Triangle, as suggested by Lock (2003) and Maylor 

(1999). It also goes against the idea that project managers can lose track of the goals of the base 

organization, as was suggested by earlier work (Krane et al., 2012; Turner & Müller, 2004).  

However, it should be noted that project owners do not consider the contribution to the base 

organization as the only criterion for project success. Rather, the findings also indicate that 

project owners consider it to be important to “make the right decisions on the go” (PO3) and to 

achieve “that everyone is aligned” (PO2) when facing the challenges of a project. Whereas the 

former (successful steering) is not recognized by project managers, the latter (perspective 

alignment) is. One of the managers suggested that a project is only successful “when the owner 

or steering committee feels it has been a success” (PM4) and another emphasizes the importance 

of communication between owners and managers (PM3). Whereas these statements do not 

explicitly contain a reference to alignment between both parties, they can be interpreted as such. 

They can also be interpreted as a way to overcome the challenges of the collaboration, through 

close collaboration and intensive communication (Andersen, 2012; Krane et al., 2012).  

When the criteria on alignment and steering success have been met, the findings indicate that 

project owners deem the constraints of time and budget to be less relevant for project success. 

Whereas the project owner perspective does not see budget and time to be the most important, 

the findings do indicate that the project manager perspective certainly involves these types of 
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constraints. This is in line with the concept of the Iron Triangle, which suggests that project 

managers need to balance quality constraints, budget constraints and time constraints (Lock, 

2003; Maylor, 1999). The balance is skewed in favor of the quality constraints, as some of the 

project managers do not even mention time or budget as indicators of project success.  

Finally, the findings indicate that the project manager perspective includes a lower level of 

project success as well. The project managers mention that they have goals to “develop their 

team members” (PM1) and to achieve commitment within the team (PM2). This is different from 

the project owner perspective, but it can be explained easily through the more operational level 

of the project manager (Krane et al., 2012). This operational level means that the project 

manager will have closer contact with the members of the project than the project owner.  

If these perspectives are interpreted along the lines of PA theory, one can use the concept of the 

moral hazard problem. According to that concept, the owners and managers have diverging 

interests (Moe, 1990). However, if the differences and similarities are examined, it can be argued 

that these perspectives are not divergent as such. Rather, they differ to the extent that they 

emphasize different aspects of project success. These aspects are not necessarily in conflict with 

one another, which would be the case if there was a moral hazard problem (Moe, 1990). In short, 

the moral hazard problem is not identified as present in the perspectives on project success.  

Table 4 - Perspectives on project success 

Project owner perspective Project manager perspective Similarities/differences 

The project contributes to 

the base organization 

The project contributes to 

the base organization 

Both perspectives agree  

Alignment among actors is 

crucial 

Alignment among actors is 

important 

Owners emphasize more on the need to 

align the actors 

Time and budget are of little 

importance 

Time and budget are 

important 

Managers see time and budget as important 

facets of project success, owners do not.  

The right steering decisions 

should be made 

- Owners consider successful steering for 

project success. Managers do not. 

- The project members should 

be managed successfully 

Managers mention team member 

management. Owners do not.  
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5.2 Perspectives on the project owner role 
The project owner perspective suggests that project owners are responsible for the end result of 

the project. What is meant with this is that the project owner serves as the bridge between the 

project and the base organization. “Lots of people do not recognize this” says PO2, and indeed, 

this statement seems to hold true. The project managers merely describe the project owner as the 

person that “wants the project to be successful” (PM1 & PM4) or the person that “asks for 

something to be done” (PM3). PM1 argues that the project is only successful for the project 

owner “when it is a success in his eyes, and no one else”. As can be seen, these answers do not 

show any recognition that the project owner serves on behalf of the base organization. So it 

would seem that the organizational perspective on projects is clearly visible within the project 

owner perspective, since owners see themselves as representatives of the base organization 

(Andersen, 2012; Brdye, 2008). The project manager perspective, on the other hand, does not 

include recognition of the organizational perspective on projects.   

The project owners explain that they play a supportive role in the project. This role has been 

recognized by the project management perspective as well, as the project managers mainly look 

for support to the project owners. However, the project owners explain that “you should support 

more” (PO2) if the project is troubled and that the required amount of activity of the project 

owner “depends on the kind of project” (PO3). Some of the project managers indicate that they 

had not experienced a project owner that made an actual contribution to the project yet.  

As findings indicate, the support that is provided by a project owner can take on several forms. 

The most straightforward form of support constitutes the provision of resources. By following 

the project owner perspective, an owner sees himself as “the one who has the money to spend” 

(PO3). The findings indicate that the project manager perspective expresses a need for resources 

from the project owner. And even if the project owner does not have the money, the project 

manager expects him “to escalate it to the proper person” (PM1). So it would seem that the two 

perspectives are aligned on this matter.  

However, the provision of resources is not the only type of support that is part of the project 

owner role (Andersen, 2012; Müller & Turner, 2005). For instance, the project owner should set 

clear goals and objectives at the beginning of the project. One of the project owners mentions 

that a clear goal is easier to handle, making it easier to achieve project success. Also, as PO3 
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mentions “I need to be clear in my scope”. The same point of interest is recognized by the 

project managers, which is why “the owner and the project manager should work very tightly in 

the beginning of the project to set the scope and constraints of the project” (PM2).  

The project owners recognize that they have to make decisions throughout the project, and that 

they have to do this in a clear way as well. The owners call these decisions “steering decisions” 

(PO2 & PO3) and explain that those decisions affect the scope, budget and time plan of a project. 

These decisions can be interpreted as a way to monitor the project, which was suggested to be an 

important project owner activity by Müller and Turner (2005). Furthermore, the project owners 

recognize that these steering decisions should not only be made with clarity, but that they should 

be made in a timely manner as well. Especially when project managers cannot solve problems by 

themselves they explain that they need the decisions and support of the project owner. A point 

that is recognized by the project owner perspective is that it is not always clear for project 

managers what is expected of them (PO1). Hence, PO1 sees it as the role of the project owner to 

make the project manager fully understand his role in the project. This indicates that project 

owners try to respond to the need of project managers for structure and project requirements 

(Meredith & Mantel, 2011; Turner & Müller, 2004).  

Additionally, some points that are part of the project manager perspective on the project owner 

role have not been mentioned by any project owner. The managers mentioned that they want a 

project owner to “be critical towards our suggestions” (PM1), to give “pep talks, feedback in 

general” (PM1), and to safeguard the reason why the project is done (PM3). So actually, the 

project managers expect the project owner to fulfill a motivational role during the project as well. 

The project managers further argue that the project owners do not always fully understand what 

is expected of them. Indeed, this motivational support had not been mentioned by any of the 

project owners. Similarly, the motivational aspect has not been recognized in the literature either.   

In the end, whereas the two perspectives on the role of project owners show similarities, there are 

clear differences to be found as well. An overview of the perspectives with regard to the project 

owner role can be found in table 5, as well as the differences between these perspectives.  
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Table 5 - Perspectives on (and expectations of) the project owner role 

 Project owner perspective Project manager perspective Similarities/differences 

Function Bridge between base 

organization and the 

project. 

The project owner is the one who 

orders the project. 

Managers do not mention 

that the owner is a bridge 

between the organization 

and the project 

Type of 

function 

Supportive 

Activity depends on the 

project 

Supportive 

Activity is rather small 

Both recognize that the 

owner activity can be 

small. Owners explain 

they are active if needed 

Types of 

support 

Resources support 

Clear scope/constraints 

Clear and quick decision-

making 

Create project manager 

understanding 

Ambassador role is 

recognized 

Resources support 

Clear scope /constraints 

Clear and quick decision-making 

Create project manager understanding 

Ambassador role is of crucial 

importance 

Critical feedback  

Motivational support 

Managers emphasize more 

on the ambassador role of 

the owner. 

Managers expect to be 

motivated by the owners 

and to get feedback. This 

is hardly/not mentioned 

by the owners.   

 

5.3 Perspectives on the project manager role 
Next, the perspectives are compared in terms of the way that they perceive the role of a project 

manager. A full overview of these perspectives and their differences can be found in table 6.  

From the findings, it becomes clear that the project manager has an active role in the project. The 

project managers mentioned that they are expected to manage the project on their own, and that 

they serve as “as a prolonged arm to fulfill those needs” (PM2) for which the project owner and 

senior management started up the project. This seems to be in line with the findings of Turner 

and Müller (2004), who state that the project owner uses the project manager as a means to 

control the operational activities of a project. It is also no different from the project owner 

perspective, as PO3 mentions that the project manager should “drive all necessary activities” and 

“make sure that everything needed is progressing”. This reflects the indirect concern of the 
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project owner about the day-to-day activities of the project, as described by Krane et al. (2012). 

The results indicate concern by the project owner about the project, but also the expectation that 

the manager manages it for him. 

The project managers explain that their role is mainly about controlling the different variables 

within the project itself. One should commit oneself “to the objectives and the goals, and the 

time and the budget” (PM2) and try to “deliver on those altogether” (PM2). Again, this can be 

interpreted in terms of the three constraints that are part of the Iron Triangle: quality, time and 

budget (Lock, 2003; Maylor, 1999). In line with this concept, the main goal of the project 

manager is “creating an effect” (PM5) and to “reach the target” (PM4). So it would seem that 

the results support the quality dimension of the Iron Triangle the most, as one can interpret 

reaching the set goal as the successful management of a project within the quality constraints of a 

project. However, the importance of the other dimensions of the Iron Triangle should not be 

underestimated. Indeed, project managers also feel as if it is expected of them to “keep the 

budget” (PO3) and “plan the project in terms of time” (PM3). This perspective is fairly similar to 

the perspective of the project owner. All project owners indicated that they expect the project 

manager to “actually work with the resources” (PO1), to “keep track” of cost and time (PO3) and 

to control “the resources, the money, the time, the quality, and all those basic things” (PO2). So 

whereas the project owner perspective does not consider these factors important for the project 

owner role, they are deemed to be important for the project manager. Once again, this reflects the 

idea that project owners use project managers as a control mechanism for the activities of a firm 

(Krane et al., 2012; Turner & Müller, 2004).  

But that is not the full story. Once more, the project manager perspective talks about other 

variables that include the human aspect of project management, following the definition of 

Atkinson (1999) that includes “the motivation of all those involved” (p.6). Indeed, the role of a 

project manager will often include “coordinating people” (PM5). Similarly, one of the project 

managers mentioned that he considers it to be important to develop the members of his project 

team. In summary, one can conclude that the internal human dynamics are more visible to the 

project manager than they are to the project owner.  

Another important aspect of the project manager role that is recognized to be important by both 

perspectives is communication. To be more specific, one way or another, each respondent 
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mentions that it is important for the project manager to communicate well with the project 

owner. As explained in the findings section, this communication can take on several forms. First, 

the communication can concern the progress of the project. As one project manager said, “the 

owner wants some kind of confirmation from the project manager” that he is actually doing what 

he should be doing (PM2). This is also what the project owners indicated to be important. 

Second, the communication can be about the challenges that the project manager faces in the 

project, sometimes referred to as “red flags” (PM4). The project owners recognize this as well, 

explaining that communication on these challenges is necessary if the project owner is to give 

him adequate support. Third, the communication can take the shape of expectation management.  

The project owner perspective on the project manager suggests that the project manager should 

try to think as a project owner as well, in order to avoid misunderstandings on what to deliver 

through the project. As one of the owners put it “you should run your project more or less as you 

would run your own business” (PO3).  

Table 6 - Perspectives on (and expectations of) the project manager role 

 Project owner perspective Project manager perspective Similarities/Differences 

Function To fulfill the needs of the 

owner/base organization 

To fulfill the needs of the 

owner/base organization 

Both perspectives agree 

on this 

Type of 

function 

Actively manage variables 

in project 

Actively manage variables 

in project 

Both perspectives agree 

on this 

Variables 

to manage 

Quality constraints 

Time constraints 

Cost constraints 

Raise “red flags” and 

communicate on progress 

Align with project owner 

perspective 

Quality constraints 

Time constraints 

Cost constraints 

Raise “red flags” and 

communicate on progress 

Manage the human aspects 

of the project 

Both perspectives agree 

on the Iron Triangle 

constraints and the need 

to communicate on 

issues and progress.  

Owners emphasize that 

managers should think 

as owners. Managers 

emphasize the need to 

communicate with all 

actors in the project.  
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§5.4 Relational success and project success 
The respondents all recognized that there is a connection between the success of the project 

owner-manager relationship and the success of the project as a whole. This relationship was 

recognized in both the project manager perspective and the project owner perspective, as both 

recognize the need for “chemistry” (PM4). In both perspectives, the degree to which relational 

success is perceived to influence the success of a project varies among the respondents. 

However, the fact that the respondents indicate its importance is in line with the findings of 

previous research (Scott, 2001; Turner & Müller, 2004).  If the project owner-manager 

relationship is not successful, it can cause a sponsor to “avoid hearing the truth” (PM3) and a 

manager “less likely to raise issues” (PM3). Indeed, this has been recognized by other project 

managers as well. However, even when a relationship is difficult and not successful, a project 

can still have a positive outcome according to PO3.  On the other hand, if the project owner-

manager relationship is successful, this can foster project success. Project managers indicate that 

a successful relationship can be “a great support” (PM5) and that project success can be 

achieved by a project owner that is engaged and communicates to senior management.  

5.5 Identified major challenges  
Next, the major challenges in the project owner-manager relationship are assessed in terms of 

both the project owner perspective and the project manager perspective. A full overview of these 

challenges can be found in table 7.  

First of all, both parties recognize that a project owner can be involved in multiple projects at 

once. Whereas the project owners just mention this as a fact, this is experienced by the project 

managers as a challenge that can have large consequences. For instance, this can lead to a loss of 

support, as expressed by PM1: “After a while there was always another project that had higher 

priority, so I could not get the resources now as we were short on resources”. This can be 

interpreted by using table 1, which highlights the dependence of the project actors on one 

another. Following this table, it makes sense that this is experienced as problematic by the 

project managers only, as it prevents them from getting the support that they need to manage the 

project (Müller & Turner, 2005; Turner & Müller, 2004). For the project owner, on the other 

hand, being involved in multiple projects does not necessarily mean that he does not get his 

information to make the right steering decisions. It just means that the role of the owner is rather 

passive. On a related note, project managers mentioned that the overall attention of a project 
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owner can change over the course of the project. This was identified to be problematic: “The 

attention shifted and this was frustrating. Very frustrating” (PM1). This was not mentioned by 

any project owner as such, which emphasizes that the project manager is likely to be the major 

victim of this challenge. This challenge cannot be explained by the PA theory explicitly, as it 

does not involve problems of diverging goals or information asymmetry (Moe, 1990).   

A major challenge which was recognized from both perspectives involves the communication 

between the actors.  Indeed, if this communication is unclear, the actors mentioned that they 

constantly had to involve the other party to get more clarity: “the sponsor only got engaged after 

I had been pushing” (PM2) and “sometimes I have to actually reach down into the project 

manager” (PO1). This challenge reflects the adverse selection problem that has been proposed 

by PA theory, as it can be seen that both actors possess information that they have to 

communicate to the other (Moe, 1990). If this information is not communicated clearly, this can 

lead to misunderstandings, and thus to other challenges for both project owners and project 

managers. For instance, the managers emphasized that project owners tend to change the scope 

of the project. Consequentially, the boundaries of the project are not always clear, which can 

complicate the management of the project (Krane et al., 2012; Meredith & Mantel, 2011; Müller 

& Turner, 2005; Turner & Müller, 2004). The other way around, the project owners mention that 

project managers tend to report the issues of a project too late, which complicates the supporting 

function of the project owner. This was referred to as the “green reporting culture” by PO2.  

Another challenge that is recognized by both perspectives is that the loss of a connection 

between the base organization and the project can be problematic: “I think the project also 

disconnected from the business itself” (PO3). As was already recognized in the analysis on 

perceived project success, it is interesting to see that project managers experience this to be 

problematic as well. One explanation might be that a disconnection from the base organization 

can lead to a lack of support from that organization as a result. PM3, for example, mentioned that 

“there was not commitment from the organization” and hence no resources either. However, this 

is not the entire story. As explained at the beginning of this section, project managers recognize 

that a positive impact on the base organization is one of their goals in managing a project. 

Finally, an interesting result is that some project owners and project managers identified the 

skills of the other project actor to be a major challenge. For instance, PO3 mentioned that the 
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project manager had “a lack of capacity to take it all in”. Similarly, PM2 explained that there 

were some misunderstandings, because he “was not aware that he did not have some 

knowledge”, hereby referring to the project owner.  

Table 7 - Perspectives on major challenges in the project owner-manager relationships 

Challenge Project owner perspective Project manager 

perspective 

Similarities/Differences 

Challenge 1 Project owner can manage 

multiple projects at once 

Project owner can have 

too much on his plate 

Owners do not see this as a 

challenge per se, managers do.  

Challenge 2  

- 

Shift in attention from 

project owner 

Managers can experience a 

loss of support over the course 

of the project 

Challenge 3 Communicating with one 

another 

Communicating with 

one another  

Both parties recognize that 

there can be some 

misunderstandings in 

communicating 

Challenge 4 Change in scope Change in scope Managers emphasized more 

than owners that a change in 

scope limits them in doing 

their job right.  

Challenge 5 Green reporting culture  

 

- 

Owners mention that managers 

can report project issues too 

late, which limits them from 

doing their job right 

Challenge 6 Lost connection to base 

organization 

Lost connection to base 

organization 

Both parties agree that a loss 

of connection to the base 

organization can be 

problematic 

Challenge 7 Capacity project manager Capacity project owner Both call the limited project 

understanding of the other 

party a major challenge 
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Chapter 6 Conclusion and implications 
First, an answer to the research question that has guided this thesis will be formulated. Next, the 

value of the thesis will be discussed in terms of its contributions to the scientific field on project 

management and its implications for practitioners. The chapter will end with the limitations of 

this study, and several recommendations for future research.  

6.1 Conclusion 
The goal that guided this thesis was the identification of how the different perspectives of project 

managers and project owners influence the success of their relationship. First of all, it is 

important to see how these two perspectives differ from one another. The analysis of multiple 

project owner-manager relationships demonstrates that the perspectives differ from one another 

in terms of their conceptualization of project success, as well as the roles of the project manager 

and the project owner. However, it should be mentioned that the perspectives are in line with one 

another with respect to many aspects of the discussed projects. Nevertheless, the results of the 

study still indicate that there are differences, and that these can be traced back to the different 

nature of the roles that the actors fulfill in the project. Additionally, it was found that it is hard 

for the two actors to align their mindsets with one another.  

When the actors fail to align the project manager perspective and the project owner perspective, 

they also fail to live up to the expectations that they have of one another. The project manager 

has an active, rather operational role in a project and tries to reach the goal of a project within the 

constraints that have been set for it. At the other end of the spectrum stands the project owner, 

who has a detached, supportive and strategic role in a project. He, in turn, tries to maintain the 

connection between the project and the organization, and focuses on the steering of the project.  

The results of this study indicate that the project owner-manager relationship is characterized by 

interdependence. In other words, the project actors depend on one another to successfully fulfill 

their own project roles. When the other person does not live up to the expectations that an actor 

has of him, this can make the relationship a disappointing, or even a frustrating, endeavor. 

Therefore, it would seem that the differences between the project owner perspective and the 

project manager perspective indeed influence the success of the project owner-manager 

relationship. In order to have a successful relationship, a project actor needs to fully understand 

what the other actor wants.  
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A successful project owner-manager relationship was seen to be important, if not crucial, to 

reach project success. A successful relationship can contribute to the success of a project, 

because it means that the project owner and project manager are more likely to support one 

another. The reversed is also true; an unsuccessful project owner-manager relationship can lead 

to project failure. What was demonstrated in the findings of this thesis is that a large degree of 

frustration can be the result of an unsuccessful relationship. However, the degree to which the 

relationship is a crucial factor to reach project success depends on the project and the individuals 

that work in it. The potential effects of this relationship cannot and should not be ignored, as it 

can very well be the difference between project success and project failure.  

6.2 Scientific and practical contributions 
The contributions of this thesis can be split up into its contribution to the scientific field on 

project management on the one hand, and its contributions to practice on the other.  

First, this thesis contributes to the literature on project management by providing additional 

knowledge on the project owner actor in projects. On the one hand, the way in which project 

owners perceive their own role in a project is clearly assessed. Furthermore, this role has also 

been approached through the point of view of project managers. In short, the thesis contributes to 

the understanding of the project owner role, and the expectations that other project actors have of 

them.  

The approach that was used in this thesis is that both the project manager perspective and the 

project owner perspective have been clearly mapped. The goal of this thesis was to contribute to 

a better academic understanding of the interaction within the project owner-manager 

relationship. To the knowledge of the author, the perspectives of project owners and project 

managers have not been assessed in this way before. Additionally, this thesis highlights the 

similarities and differences across these perspectives, and shows how these different perspectives 

can make this relationship challenging. Therefore, this thesis contributes to the academic 

understanding of this relationship. In the light that the literature on project owner-manager 

relationships is rather limited, and that the behavioral dynamics between key actors deserve more 

attention, this thesis makes several other contributions. The study underlines the idea that the 

interaction between key actors can be a complicated matter, by showing that these actors can 

simply be unaware of the expectations that they have of one another. The thesis creates the 
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awareness that failure to meet these expectations can make the project owner-manager 

relationship a frustrating experience for those involved.  

Furthermore, this thesis contributes to the understanding that if the relationship is unsuccessful, it 

can be a truly frustrating experience for those involved. An additional finding is that both project 

managers and project owners connect the success of the relationship to the outcomes of the 

project. Therefore, the thesis indirectly contributes to the understanding of the vital importance 

of the project owner-manager relationship.  

One last scientific contribution that has been made by this thesis is that it critically reflects on the 

use of PA theory to examine the project owner-manager relationship. This reflection shows that 

PA theory cannot be considered satisfactory to examine this relationship. Indeed, the moral 

hazard problem and the adverse selection problem do not seem to fully explain the conflict 

potential of the project owner-manager relationship.  

The thesis holds considerable managerial value as well.  Surely it is important for managers to 

know that the interaction between project owners and project managers is challenging, and that it 

is an important factor to consider for the achievement of project success. But what can be 

considered to be even more important is the way in which these perspectives and expectations 

differ from one another. Whereas these differences might not be exactly the same for all project 

owner-manager relationships, it does show that it is important to make a clear assessment before 

starting a project. Also, there will be certain commonalities within the perspectives, as most of 

the differences can be traced back to the different natures of the roles of the actors. In short, this 

thesis does not only show that the project owner-manager relationship is challenging. It also 

shows why this relationship is challenging.  

It is only when the perspective differences are truly known that one can actually tackle them in 

order to reach perspective alignment. An important point to consider for organizations would be 

the extent to which project actors can align themselves when an organization assigns them to a 

project.  

One of the goals of this thesis was to contribute to the organizational understanding of the project 

owner-manager relationship in order to contribute to more favorable project outcomes. This 

thesis does not only show that the project owner-manager relationship matters when one tries to 
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reach project success, it also shows how this relationship can become complicated. Since the 

major challenges of the project owner-manager relationship are identified, organizations can try 

to formulate strategies to deal with these challenges. This would help them to manage the project 

owner-manager relationship more effectively. As a result, this would increase the chances of 

reaching project success.  

It should be emphasized that an increased understanding of the project owner-manager 

relationship is not only a strategic contribution to profit-oriented organizations. This 

understanding can also help projects that are focused on societal problems and societal 

development. Hence, this thesis makes a contribution to society as a whole. An increased 

understanding of the project owner-manager relationship can be seen as of vital importance in a 

projectified society.  

6.3 Limitations 
Of course, this study is not without its limitations. First of all, it should be noted that the project 

owner-manager relationships were part of two large industrial firms in Sweden. The influence of 

the way in which the actors work should not be underestimated, as each organization can choose 

to approach work in projects in its own way. This could therefore pose a threat to the external 

validity of this article. However, it should be emphasized that the goal of this thesis was not to 

identify common mistakes that are made in the project owner-manager relationship. Rather, the 

aim was to explain how the different perspectives can influence the success of the project owner-

manager relationship. In the end, this thesis shows that there can be a lack of alignment in the 

expectations that the project actors have of one another, which contributes or leads to project 

failure. However, the expectations that the actors do not understand will depend on the very 

individuals under examination, and the organizations they work in. For instance, the project 

owner-manager relationships that are examined in this study are all situated in large industrial 

firms. It is likely that a smaller company will focus its attention more on one project, making the 

problem of divided attention less relevant for small companies.  

Whereas measures have been taken to make the respondents comfortable with sharing their 

points of view on the project owner-manager relationship, the topic remained sensitive 

nonetheless. Indeed, respondents would often say “that is a difficult question”, seemingly uneasy 

to talk about the failure of a project (relationship). The author tried to solve this by creating an 
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ambiance of trust during the interviews, but it is not unthinkable that some of the respondents did 

not feel comfortable in sharing all the details of their project relationship. To maintain the trust 

between the author and the respondents, the author did everything within his power to grant the 

respondents full anonymity in the findings section. It is for this reason that certain individual 

characteristics are not taken into account in this study. For instance, some of the project 

managers were junior project managers, whereas others were senior project managers. Similarly, 

this study was indifferent on the effect of gender, whereas female project actors might deal with 

this relationship in a different way than male project actors. These individual characteristics 

might explain some of the differences within both the project owner perspective and the project 

manager perspective.  

Furthermore, each point of view that was discussed only reflects one side of each discussed 

project owner-manager relationship. However, this degree of subjectivity is unavoidable when 

studying perspectives, as this is a subjective matter. The reasons for using this approach have 

been given in the methodological section already, and the approach has been justified in that 

way. Nonetheless, this single point of view should not be ignored. 

6.4 Recommendations for future research 
As a result of this thesis, there are several topics that scientists could focus on in the future. For 

instance, it would be good to study similar project owner-manager relationships in different 

settings. Both quantitative studies and qualitative studies could make additional contributions to 

the knowledge on the project owner-manager relationship. Quantitative studies would be useful 

to see if the findings of this study can be corroborated across larger samples. For instance, it 

would be useful to study whether the perceived challenges that were found in this study apply in 

other settings as well. Similarly, additional qualitative studies could be useful as a means to 

further deepen the knowledge on this topic. For instance, it would be interesting to take the 

steering group influence into account as this is likely to influence the project owner-manager 

relationship.   

Another point that would be good to look at is the way in which the actors try to reach alignment 

in their perspectives. Now that it is clear that the differences in the perspectives can complicate 

the project owner-manager relationship, the next step is to come up with strategies to deal with 
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this challenge. In other words, strategies to increase the alignment between the project owner 

perspective and the project management perspective are needed.  

Finally, it would be interesting to use other social interaction theories than the PA theory in the 

future. This thesis suggests that such theories and methods should be looked for in social and 

behavioral science. Whereas the PA theory has been used many times in past research, this thesis 

has demonstrated that it cannot fully explain the differences between the perspectives that 

owners and managers have in a project. Other theories, on the other hand, might hold a larger 

explanatory power.  
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Appendix I  Interview topic list 

Introduction 

1) Personal information respondent (background, experience).  

2) Information on the project (background, scope, size, date) 

Project owner-manager perspectives 

3) How would you describe your own role in the project?  

4) How would you define project success?  

5) When do you feel that you have done your job successfully?  

6) How would you describe the role of the other person (either manager or sponsor)? 

7) What are your expectations of that person?  

8) When has this person done his/her job successfully?  

9) Did you know what this person expects of you in return?  

Based on: Andersen, 2012; Atkinson, 1999; Boddy, 2001; Bryde, 2008; Krane et al., 2012; Lock,  

      2003; Maylor, 1999) 

 

Interaction between the actors 

10) Do you feel that you were both meeting one another’s expectations?  

11) How did you try to meet these expectations? (did you feel any pressure to present the 

situation as reality or to misrepresent the situation?) 

12) How would you describe your relationship with one another?  

13) How did you keep in touch with one another (informal contact next to formal contact?) 

14) Would you say that the interaction/relationship between you and the other person was 

successful/functional?  

15) To what do you attribute the (lack of) success of the relationship/interaction?  

16) What are/were the biggest challenges in working with one another?  

17) What did the both of you do to meet these challenges, and what do you think should be 

done to tackle them?  

18) Do you think that the success of this relationship influences the project outcomes? If so, 

how?  

Based on: Andersen, 2012; Krane et al., 2012; Pinto et al., 2009; Scott, 2001;  

  Turner & Müller, 2004) 
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Appendix II  The project manager perspective quotation table 
Topic code PM Relevant quotation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Perception on 

project success 

PM 1 When I fulfill the requirements of the client, and that I can keep the 

budget and the time. That is quite standard I guess. 

PM 1 If I can, I try to deliver more than the requirements asked for.   

PM 1 One of my own goals is to develop the members within the project.  

PM 1 The focus depends on the wishes of the client. Here, the focus was 

on functionality.  

PM 1 Time was important as well.  

 

PM 2 

You look at the scope and you make sure that you can deliver on 

that, according to the mission and objectives that are based on the 

business case.  

PM 2 For the team, I think it is important that there is commitment. It is 

not necessary, but can be like glue that holds everything together.  

PM 2 If you deliver on the scope, on the deliverables, everything is in 

time.  

PM 2 The budget is part of the objectives. 

 

PM 2 

When all of this has been communicated to the stakeholders. Both 

within the project, but also the steering group and other 

stakeholders.  

PM 3 When the team members will want to work with you on a next 

project again. 

PM 3 In the end, what is important is that you get a result.  

PM 3 A project can be perfectly run, but it is the end result, the impact 

that matters.  

PM 3 The project should make a difference.  

PM 4 When the owner or steering committee feel that it has been a 

success. 

PM 4 When the target that the project was created for is achieved.  

PM 5 The project is successful if we have reached the goals that we have 

set.  

PM 5 We have assumptions, and these might be wrong. But as long as the 

objectives have been reached, the project is successful.  

 

 

 

 

 

Role & 

Expectations of 

the project 

manager  

 

 

 

PM 1 One of my own goals is to develop the members within the project. 

PM 1 I do not have the technical knowledge that is required myself, I act 

as a manager and have the knowledge required to do that 

PM 1 The project owner expects me to be open and tell him anything. 

PM 1 Self-going. 

PM 2 They have identified a goal and use the project to fulfill it. I see the 

project manager as a prolonged arm to fulfill those needs.  

PM 2 You have the project manager and his talks on how the project is 

progressing. 

PM 2 The owner wants some kind of confirmation from the project 

manager 
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Role & 

Expectations of 

the project 

manager  
 

 

 

PM 2 

I think that if you have committed yourself to the objectives and the 

goals and the time and the budget and so on, and you are to deliver 

altogether on those, I think that should be meeting the expectations 

of the project owner. And then of course you have the 

communication as well.  

PM 2 Communication by the project manager to the project owner 

remains important.  

 

PM 2 

No it is not always clear what the project owner expects of me, but it 

is clear to me that you, as a project manager, have to seek out or 

establish those expectations through communication then.  

PM 3 I need to safeguard the steering group, that they are committed to 

this project.  

PM 3 I also need to be clear in my expectations from the steering group.  

PM 3 It does not matter how well you have run a project: if you do not 

communicate it clearly, it is hard to make its impact stick. 

PM 3 It is really the whole thing: communication within the project, 

communication with the owner, the stakeholders.  

PM 3 The project manager is of course responsible for avoiding scope 

creep in the first place.  

PM 3 Well, hopefully they expect that I keep the budget.  

PM 3 That I manage risk in terms of milestones and so on 

PM 3 To plan the project in terms of time 

PM 3 To handle change within the project in terms of scope creep 

PM 4 I think I have done my job right when I have reached the goal 

PM 4 Basically, what it all comes down to is that I reach the target. 

PM 4 It is important that I raise a red flag if I am in trouble, and that I do 

this quickly.  

PM 4 If necessary, I need to raise issues to the steering group.  

PM 5 I feel that my role is to achieve the set objectives within the project.  

PM 5 My role is about coordinating people, in any way.  

PM 5 Communication is very important as well.  

PM 5 I am not an expert in this specific area at all, but I know the people 

who are  

PM 5 In the end, it is about creating an effect.  

PM 5 He expects me to drive the project on my own 

PM 5 He expects me to monitor and follow-up 

PM 5 To engage the people within the project.  

PM 5 And to give him information on the project progress itself as well of 

course.  

 

Role & 

Expectations of 

the project owner  
 

 

PM 1 I want the owner to be supportive, help me with issues that I cannot 

solve myself and introduce the project to other managers.  

PM 1 That is so important. Everybody needs to know what is coming.  

PM 1 That is why I want the owner to talk about the project.  

PM 1 I am almost always in a hurry and I want him to meet with me when 
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Role & 

Expectations of 

the project owner  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I need him.  

PM 1 If I have any problems with resource for instance, I want him to 

help.  

PM 1 If he does not have the money, he needs to escalate it to the proper 

person.  

PM 1 He should also be critical towards our suggestions “have you 

looked from this angle, what about this and what about that?” 

PM 1 Pep-talks, feedback in general actually. Some pointers on how to 

tackle a problem.  

 

PM 1 

Not everybody knows the expectations of a project owner, even if 

they have been educated. I’m not sure that they are all aware of our 

expectations. 

PM 1 He should be open and frank 

PM 1 The project owner wants the project to be successful. In his eyes, no 

one else’s. It is more strategic than just what the client wants. 

PM 2 I want the owner to be very engaged 

PM 2 I want him to be responsible and involved in the scope 

PM 2 The owner should present a real business case for the project 

 

PM 2 

I think it is important for the owner to communicate with the 

management level or the stakeholders that are involved in the 

business case and have the benefit of it. 

PM 2 I think the owner and the project manager should work very tightly 

in the beginning of the project to set the scope and constraint of the 

project 

PM 2 The owner is less active in the rest of the project. The role is not as 

important as in the beginning.  

 

PM 2 

From the owner role, I think communication is one of the most 

important parts. If there are prime stakeholders that benefit from the 

business case, I think it is important that the sponsor tells them that 

the project can deliver that.  

PM 2 There are two major gates in which the engagement of the sponsor 

becomes very important: the beginning and the delivery.  

PM 3 The project owner is the one who has the money 

PM 3 The one who asks for something to be done 

PM 3 I think it is important for the sponsor to really safeguard the 

purpose of the project 

PM 3 I think it is important that the project owner makes it clear towards 

the project manager that “this is the reason why we do the project” 

 

PM 3 

To be honest, I am not really experienced in having project owners 

contributing as such to the project. It could be my high expectations, 

though.  

PM 3 The project owner should provide clarity on what to do or not in a 

timely manner. 

 

PM 3 

He should make decisions and communicate those. Otherwise, I 

have to start making owner decisions in order to move forward on 

the project. That could be not in line with what the owner is like, but 
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Role & 

Expectations of 

the project owner  
 

 

on the other hand, I cannot just stop the project.  

PM 3 In my experience, the owner usually has a detached role.  

PM 3 Also, I think he is an important ambassador of the project. Towards 

everyone actually.  

PM 3 There are often people sitting in a steering group, not fully knowing 

what their roles are or what they can contribute.  

 

PM 3 

Yes, a project owner has a different role than others in the steering 

group, but I cannot say I have experienced this during steering 

group meetings.  

PM 3 There should be a good mix in steering groups in terms of 

personality or what kind of role they have.  

PM 3 I think there is more pressure on the owner and that one can make 

more use of them than other steering group members.  

PM 4 He is very important for me, because I need him for resources 

PM 4 I also need him for other help 

PM 4 He is the one that wants the project to be successful 

PM 5 His role is to set a goal and objectives for the project 

PM 5 To support me as a project manager, by helping me with resources 

PM 5 To create some order in the chaos when the project gets unclear 

PM 5 Sometimes an obstacle is hard to solve, and then you need someone 

to talk to 

PM 5 If I have any “red flags”, I expect the owner to eliminate them 

PM 5 I think it is important that when I raise an issue, he responds quickly 

and clearly 

PM 5 If I write management, it is not sure that they will respond. But if he 

writes them they will all do it before the deadline.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Relational 

outcomes and 

project outcomes  
 

 

 

 

 

 

PM 1 I think we would have been more successful if the relationship was a 

success, but I am not sure if the project would have been successful 

PM 1 We would still have the same issues with some of the processes 

PM 1 But I think we would have reached further within the project (if the 

relationship was a success) 

PM 1 Yes I think this goes for projects in general 

PM1 Disappointment.  

PM1 In some way it was functional. The relationship worked, but with its 

hic-ups.  

PM1 Well, how functional can it be without formal constraints? It just 

was not good. It worked because we had experienced people in the 

project who know what to do. The problem is that we did not always 

know who to contact.  

PM 2 I think we would still have delivered on the project if the 

relationship was less good 

PM 2 Still I think that one of the inputs to the success of the project was 

that the owner actually got engaged and communicated to the levels 

of higher management 
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Relational 

outcomes and 

project outcomes 

PM 2 For some part yes (it is connected) 

PM 2 I did not consider it a problem, as I did not hear about any 

problems. That should also be a sign that it was successful. If you 

hear about it, then it is wrong.  

PM3 Disappointment would cover it I guess.  

PM3 I had expected more from the project owner 

PM3 Not at all (Did you meet the expectations of one another?) 

PM 3 It has a huge impact 

PM 3 If you do not have a good relationship with the manager as a 

sponsor you will probably avoid hearing the truth. And the project 

manager will be less likely to raise issues as well.  

PM 3 We are all humans. It does not matter how many processes there 

are. If you do not have a good relationship, you do not have the 

result you want.  

PM 3 I think the relationship between the project manager and the project 

owner is a key success factor, or at least one of the key success 

factors for a successful project.  

PM 4 Yes, I think that that it helps.  

PM 4 I think it is really important that you have some sort of chemistry 

between the project manager, the owner and the group (steering 

group) 

PM 4 If the relationship is not successful, people will stop listening to you. 

People will not provide you help if needed.  

PM 5 Yes, of course it contributes 

PM 5 I would not make it without him 

PM 5 Throughout the processes it has been a great support actually.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Perceived major 

challenges 
 

 

 

 

 

PM1 No, they were not met. He changed his mind during the project. 

PM1 From the beginning, money was not an issue and resources were not 

an issue as the project was very important, it was a prestige project. 

After a while there was always another project that had higher 

priority, so I could not get the resources now as we were short on 

resources. 

PM1 We did not get a charter. I had to devise it by myself, together with 

another member of the steering group. After we had done this by 

ourselves we handed it over to the sponsor.  

PM1 During this whole project we did not have formal constraints for the 

project. We did not have a budget, we did not have any hand-over 

requirements.  

PM1 This continued throughout the whole project. We had to close it 

without a budget and hand-over criteria.  

PM1 In the end the customer lost interest as well, because we did not 

have anything to deliver.  

PM1 The project owner was not satisfied with the progress. And I 

actually agree, but that is due to all our obstacles.  

PM1 In the beginning, the pep-talks and motivation was perfect. But later 
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Perceived major 

challenges 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

on another project took up all of the owner his time, because there 

were huge problems there.  

PM1 The attention shifted and this was frustrating. Very frustrating. What 

could I do? How could I get answers and support?  

PM1 We got feedback sometimes but that was that I was too detailed in 

providing the information. And I felt I had to be open and frank. 

This is how we work. Nothing should be a surprise.  

PM1 I had expected more answers to my questions sometimes. We would 

never ask what to do in the next step, we would only ask how to 

solve a problem.  

PM1 Well, how functional can it be without formal constraints? It just 

was not good. It worked because we had experienced people in the 

project who know what to do. The problem is that we did not always 

know who to contact.  

PM1 The communication went well, it was quite open.  

PM2 I felt like I had to be pushing to do what we agreed upon. Formal 

constraints only were not enough.  

PM2 The sponsor only got engaged after I had been pushing. The key is 

communication here.  

PM2 Yes, I think the owner was engaged. Not automatically, but after 

communicating he was.  

PM2 That is important, because there is always a phase in which the 

project becomes vague. Then you need to be on the same page on 

the management level and the sponsor level.  

PM2 I think it was pretty much clear (the formal constraints) 

PM2 Yes I think the relationship was successful in terms of 

communication, but maybe we have set the scope too big.  

PM2 The communication part was the biggest challenge 

PM2 Maybe we should have changed the deliverables more, but we were 

rushing towards closure of the project. 

PM2 I think that the project owner and I had pretty much the same goals 

 

 

PM2 

Maybe another person could have been the project owner instead. It 

was right in terms of structure and hierarchy. But it was more in 

line with the work of someone else. So it would have been a better fit 

in terms of the area of expertise.  

PM2 It would have eliminated misunderstandings between me and the 

sponsor, as I was not aware that he did not have some knowledge.  

PM3 A lot of important things that you need for success in a big project 

were not there. There was no proper project model for instance. It 

was not clear what the expectations were.  

PM3 Also when it comes the availability of our resources 

PM3 I do not think that it was the right time for the project already. You 

could say that it was disconnected from the line organization. There 

was no commitment from the organization either. It was the 

planning that we would get the resources, but immediately from the 

start they were not there. On a strategic level, I expected that the 
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Perceived major 

challenges 

 

owner would have made sure that these expectations were there.  

PM3 Well I delivered on time, and yes I did deliver, but when it comes to 

making it stick.  

PM3 It would be better for big projects to divide the responsibilities over 

several project owners. This owner had too many responsibilities.  

PM3 If you feel that they do not listen to you when you tell them about a 

problem, you start trying to solve it on your own.  

PM4 If he is interacting with you in the project, sometimes it can happen 

that he actually interacts too much with you on the project.  

PM4 What also happens is that things are added to the scope. It becomes 

much more than what we started with.  

PM4 I think the change in scope happens because he is too involved in 

the project. I think you have to ask yourself whether something he 

wants is really that important.  

PM5 He got really irritated when he got the idea that I was lost on the 

project objectives.  

PM5 At first, it was not clear for me what the objectives were.  

PM5 I realized that I need to work with more structure if I would meet 

him.  

PM5 You really need to be clear, to specify what you mean.  
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Appendix III The project owner perspective quotation table 
Table 8 - Project owner perspective quotations 

Topic code PO Relevant quotation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Perception on 

project success 

PO1 Well of course, a successful project is that we deliver on the project 

scope and we do so on time. Budgets usually do not really matter 

that much.  

PO1 I don’t mind getting over budget, as that is not really an issue. The 

thing I cannot stand is projects that are over time, and under 

budget.  

PO1 So I think it is also important that the project is an answer to the 

business needs 

PO2 The easiest answer is to say that you have delivered on what has 

been expected, but I have never been in a project that was delivered 

according to the constraints of time, quality and cost. There are 

always different obstacles. 

PO2 I think the project is successful if they have been able to along the 

way mitigate all the challenges, risks and expectations. So when 

everyone is on the same page in the end.  

PO2 So that you can shake hands at the end of the day. That you have 

handled the risks and expectations and that everyone is aligned. For 

me it is not important that you have delivered according to time, if 

you have handled that challenge.  

PO2  If you make it even broader, it should be able to be handed over. It 

should contribute to the organization. I see that as the wider 

steering group perspective. 

PO3 One of our big challenges when we settle a project is that it is easy 

for the line organization to disconnect from it. When we do that the 

project fails. 

PO3 I could say that this is the case when the deliverables have been met 

according to time and budget, but it is not always like that. You can 

still be successful, even if you spend more time or more money.  

PO3 So I think it is when we have reached the deliverables that we 

should have, and when we feel that we have made the right 

decisions on the go. Even if that means spending more money on it, 

or running late.  

 

 

Role & 

Expectations of 

the project 

manager  

 

 

 

 

PO1 I like project managers that are actually bugging me. And not in a 

bad way. It is easy to notice when a project manager is bugging you 

too much and when he actually has no control over the project.  

PO1 A quick assessment of how the project is going and whether there 

are problems, that should be done. 

PO1 I want project managers to lift up any red flags 

PO1 To pressure test the project objectives, the project scope.  

PO1 Reality is different than top management sets the objectives. I want 

to know from the project manager whether he feels that he can stand 
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Role & 

Expectations of 

the project 

manager  
 

for the project himself. Is it manageable, is it reachable.  

PO1 In the end, the project manager should be the one who is actually 

working with the different resources  

PO1 The follow-up is important as well, that I get my information. 

PO1 It is always good to have a project manager that is a bit pushy. 

PO1 It might be easy to say that a project manager does his job right 

when he delivers on the set objectives. But in reality, even the best 

project manager can have a bad result. 

PO1 It think that one of the most important things for a project manager 

to do is to manage the risk.  

PO1 I think for a project manager to have done the job right is to have 

checked the time requirements, make sure there are no surprises.  

PO1 The project manager should be looking well into the project. What 

is around the next corner, and the next corner and the next corner. 

PO2 It is always important that the project manager shows what he is 

doing to the steering group.  

PO2 The project manager needs to be able to control the project. So to 

control the resources, the money, the time, the quality, all those 

basic things.   

PO2 He or she also needs to be transparent towards the steering group 

about challenges. That is important as I need to know what 

decisions I need to make. Otherwise, I cannot help you steer the 

program.  

PO2 It is important that the project manager thinks along your lines as 

well.  

PO3 As a project manager, you should run your project more or less as 

you would run your own business. Your business, your money and 

all those other things.   

PO3 The project manager should not accept it if he thinks the 

deliverables are not clear enough.  

PO3 To drive all necessary activities, to make sure that everything 

needed is progressing, to keep track on cost and timeline.   

 

 

 

Role & 

Expectations of 

the project owner  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PO1 I think it comes down to the project owner to make sure that the 

project manager understands their role.  

PO1 Also I think it is important to make sure that they have what they 

need to run the project.  

PO1 Some people are on a higher level than others in terms of project 

management. You need to make sure that they get the support that 

they need. 

PO1 Yeah, you also need to put the right manager on the right project.  

PO1 Honestly, I see my role as a supportive role.  

PO1 You need to make sure that the project manager tells you the 

expectations that he has of you. 

PO1 As a project owner I try to live up to the expectations of the (upper) 

management team. I try to translate into to something that can be 
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Role & 

Expectations of 

the project owner  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

put down and to make sure that that person also fully understands 

their expectations.  

PO1 It think an important item for the project owner is to make space, 

make time for the project manager. Because they will want a favor 

from you 

PO1 So you need to be able to visualize how the project objectives can 

help in attaining the organization its objectives 

PO1 Especially in the beginning of the project it is important to make 

yourself available, to have some back and forth with one another. 

Because when they are off and running something.. 

PO1 Further in the project it becomes more of a support role. 

PO1 One needs resources, the other thinks the problem is too vague and 

needs more information.  

PO1 If the project is off to a bad start from the beginning, then I have not 

done my job right.  

PO2 I am responsible for the project success or failure. Lots of people do 

not understand that.  

PO2 The owner role has a limited timeframe. The manager get assigned 

to the position until the project is over or when a change in 

management is made.   

PO2 Of course, as a project owner you should help the project manager 

in achieving the goals that have been set for the project.  

PO2 And what are the goals? That is something that you should have set 

from the beginning. Clear goals, what should be achieved. As clear 

as that is.  

PO2 Of course, if I give you a really clear goal, it is easier for you to 

handle. And thus easier to succeed.  

PO2 Prioritization is also an important topic. You will come into 

different constraints after setting the goals. So you will have to make 

decisions that affect budget and quality. So it is important for the 

owner and the steering group, to help the project manager steer 

that.  

PO2 You should help the project manager by opening up doors. You need 

to make sure that you have the people that the project manager 

needs. Pave the roads.  

PO2 It is important to be transparent as a project owner as well, about 

the decisions you make and the goals you set.  

PO2 The project manager expects you to set clear objectives, clear goals.  

PO2 Steering precision and decisions, will we go left or will we go right?  

PO2 So if I were a project manager I would ask the project owner what 

to do sometimes if I do not have the mandate or the information 

needed. If the sponsor cannot make a decision then, you get stuck.  

PO2 When the project has a lot of difficulties you should get more 

involved. You should support more.  

PO3 I am the one who has the money to spend.  

PO3 Second, I am the one who gives directions and makes decision, 
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Role & 

Expectations of 

the project owner  
 

 

helping out in the decision-making. And yes, I am responsible.    

PO3 I make the decisions that affect the quality and the cost. And also, I 

need to make the scope decisions.  

PO3 That really depends on the kind of project (referring to the extent to 

which the owner is an active actor).  

PO3 With the ownership comes the responsibility for the results.  

PO3 It is important to have an owner in place, because it is so easy for 

the project to disconnect from the line organization.   

PO3 You need to steer. If you do not engage enough and you have a 

project manager that is pushing you, you are more like a hostage as 

an owner. 

PO3 If a project manager is skilled, it is usually the fault of the owner or 

steering group if a project fails.  

PO3 The project manager should not accept it if he thinks the 

deliverables are not clear enough.  

PO3 To drive all necessary activities, to make sure that everything 

needed is progressing, to keep track on cost and timeline.   

PO3 I need to be available, I need to take immediate decisions, I need to 

be clear in my scope.  

PO3 I need to let them know the kind of change that I want to form 

PO3 It is my responsibility to make clear what we expect as a result from 

the project.  

PO3 I need to provide the project manager with the resources he needs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Relational 

outcomes and 

project outcomes 

PO1 Yeah, I think it is successful.  

PO1 Yeah I am pleased with that.  

PO1 I think it will contribute to a smooth project and that we will be 

better able to meet the objectives and project goal that is set.  

PO1 In the end, what we find is really important to get a good result is to 

do very good pre-studies on your projects.     

PO2 Everything has failed. It is really a challenge to get out of a 

downward spiral like that. When you have run a project for a long 

time, nothing works and everyone is like angry and beaten up.  

PO2 Absolutely, my trust in the project manager has been damaged. I 

had high expectations. He could perform quite well from the 

beginning, but then could not handle all the challenges during the 

project.  

PO2 I think you have your answer (Would you say that your relationship 

was successful?) 

PO2 Yes, that is exactly what I am saying. If you have a good 

relationship and good control then that is what makes the project 

more successful. Absolutely.  

PO3 We never made the progress that we should have made, but we did 

finalize the project somehow.  

PO3 The relationship was functional, maybe not successful.  

PO3 The project was a success.   



 

63 
 

PO3 I would not say that the relationship was a success.  

PO3 The relationship was difficult. I did not really see the value of some 

of the things he was writing. We had some problems. It was kind of 

difficult.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Perceived major 

challenges 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PO1 I think sometimes it is difficult for people to fall into their project 

role: project owner, project manager, project member. If you do not 

have a good project culture.  

PO1 Too many projects that we have had were actually involving project 

managers that did not look well enough into the project.  

PO1 That is a thing. Sometimes I have to actually reach down into the 

project manager, because he is less of lifting things up by himself. 

And then I sometimes realize that there is something he should lift 

up very soon.  

PO1 There are some project managers that interact with you all the time, 

and there are some that do it too little. For the ones that do it too 

much, you could say: you need to make the decision. So push them 

back. The ones that are not interfacing enough, you need to stay on 

top of that.  

PO1 Sometimes it can be hard to align the project manager with you as 

the project manager. That is why it is important to touch base from 

time to time.  

PO2 What I hate is the green reporting culture. Green is a signal that 

everything is on track, orange might be a problem, red is bad. The 

green reporting culture is that you come to me one week and 

everything is green. So I will just put out some control questions 

then. But if you come the next time and it is red, I will get angry. 

Then you have not managed your risks.  

PO2 That is often a problem with project managers. They suddenly find 

out that they do not have any control. And in that green reporting 

culture, that is really poor.  

PO2 What can also happen is that… This is the scenario: I order a car, 

so that is when they start building it. So I get the car, but it turns out 

that I cannot drive it. For me, it was obvious that I should be able to 

drive the car. Then they say: you ordered a car, you did not tell me 

you should also be able to drive the car.  

PO2 There was little transparency, no control over the project and 

problems were reported only at the last minute.   

PO2 Unclear, unstructured everything failed from the project 

perspective. As a project owner and as a steering group, we have 

failed not to see through this. And in the end, that the project failed 

is our responsibility, not the project manager’s. I failed to steer him 

in the right direction.  

PO2 We did not have the details, and we did not ask the right questions. 

We had to change the reporting structure and start steering on a 

more detailed level. When we had the details, we knew that it was 
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Perceived major 

challenges 

not good at all.   

PO2 The project manager did not have the skills to handle this project on 

a detailed level. He ran it without understanding of what it would be 

used for.  

PO2 Trust is the keyword. If you do not have it in either of the directions, 

then you actually need to change.  

PO3 In this project, I was not as involved as I maybe should have been.  

PO3 No, I do not think I met the expectations of the manager.  

PO3 I do not think  I was clear enough in decision making and scope 

setting, and I do not think that I was available enough  

PO3 We changed the scope a little bit, as the project was squeezed in the 

middle of other huge projects. So I think some of the decisions that I 

took got the project manager a bit confused.  

PO3 The resources were also harder to come by because of the other 

projects.  

PO3 I was a financial sponsor for another project and the owner for 

another.  

PO3 He was not pushing me enough to be clear. And I am not saying that 

I do not have the responsibility, because I know I do have. But you 

need a project manager who does that.  

PO3 No, I do not think he understood the project. A lack of capacity to 

take it all in maybe.  

PO3 The communication structure kind of remained the same along the 

way. The reason that we had many meetings was because of the lack 

of progress, I do not do this for all projects. It was because he was 

not meeting my expectations.  

PO3 The fact that he did not really speak English made his 

communication with the steering group difficult.  

PO3 If he would have understood the area, I think we would have been 

more successful. I don’t know the details either, so he needed to get 

that understanding from his project team.  

PO3 I think the project also disconnected from the business itself.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


