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ABSTRACT 
The success rate of IT projects remains questionable as do the benefits that an organisation receives from 
any IT project. The 2006 CHAOS report states that only one in three IT projects is a success and contributes 
to the overall success of an organisation.  
 
A similar study was conducted in South Africa to determine how the IT project management maturity of an 
organisation relates to the success rate of its IT projects. This paper is a continuance of the original study 
that was completed in 2003. The goal is to determine if there was any improvement regarding the success 
rate of IT projects per se and if organisations have matured since the previous study. The importance of this 
continuing research is to monitor the state of IT projects versus project management maturity in South Africa. 
These results can be utilised to determine any shortcomings that need to be focused on.  
 
Through an extensive survey of over two hundred respondents, the success rate of IT projects was 
determined as well as the project management maturity of organisations. The correlation is analysed and, 
based on the results, shortcomings are highlighted according to the nine knowledge areas of project 
management. By highlighting the areas of concern, organisations can put measures in place to improve 
these areas of concern to ensure a better IT project success rate.  
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INTRODUCTION 

In the last few years, the project management discipline has reached maturity with the advent of several 
standards, best practices, research publications and significant growth in its community of practitioners 
according to professional bodies such as PMI and APM. From this, it could easily be concluded that the 
majority of projects are, therefore, now completed successfully. This does not appear to be the case, 
especially in the Information Technology (IT) environment (Hyväri, 2006; Rubinstein, 2007; Pellegrinelli, 
Partington, Hemingway, Mohdzain & Shah, 2007).  
 
South Africa is currently going through an economic growth phase. According to the latest report on South 
Africa by the International Monetary Fund (IMF, 2007) South Africa has enjoyed strong economic 
performance amid real gross domestic product (GDP) growth, rising employment, a strengthening fiscal 
position and rising international reserves. Following the 5% real GDP growth experienced in 2006, the IMF's 
projected growth for 2007 is 4.8% followed by 4.5% real GDP growth in 2008. 
 
According to Forrester (Bartels, 2007), the total global revenue for IT in 2007 was US$1.5 trillion. Most of this 
was spent within a project context; whether through the implementation of new technology or systems, 
upgrading of existing systems or maintaining and outsourcing current technology and systems. It can 
therefore be assumed that IT spending will also be on the increase in South Africa. 
 
According to the 2006 Chaos report (Rubinstein, 2007), only 35% of projects are completed successfully with 
19% being outright failures and 46% being challenged. A challenged project is completed and operational, 
but over-budget, over the time estimate and with fewer features and functions than initially specified 
(McPherson, n.d.). These statistics apply only to USA-based organisations though. Recent statistics on 
South African success rates could not be found. 
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In 2003, the Prosperus report (Sonnekus & Labuschagne, 2003; Sonnekus & Labuschagne, 2004) showed 
the success rate of IT projects in South Africa to be 43% with 35% being challenged and 22% failing.  
 
This article sets out to answer four questions:  

1. What is the current level of IT project management maturity in SA? Maturity is measured 
according to levels which assist organisations to improve their processes and systems 
(Schwalbe, 2007:340).  

2. How do the different knowledge areas influence IT Project Management maturity in South 
African organisations? 

3. What is the success rate of IT projects within South African organisations? 
4. What is the correlation between IT project management maturity and project success in South 

Africa? 
 
The following section explains the research methodology that was followed. Section 3 explains the research 
findings according to the five questions above with section 4 providing a comparison with the 2003 
Prosperus report to determine if there have been any improvements. It further highlights the main challenges 
and offers suggestions for addressing these challenges. Section 5 concludes this article with a brief 
explanation of the future of this research.  
 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN 

A research design as a strategic framework provides an explicit plan of action which includes the techniques 
such as sampling, data collection and analysis (Blanche & Durrheim, 2004; Grazanio & Raulin, 2006). 
 

Quantitative Research Approach 
The research approach selected was quantitative as IT Project Management issues are investigated on a 
large population using predetermined categories so that broad and generalisable comparisons can be made 
(Patton, 2002; Blanche & Durrheim, 2004). Another reason is that numbers can be analysed using 
descriptive and inferential statistics (Bless & Higson-Smith, 2004).  
 

Profile of the Respondents and Setting  
In this survey, over two hundred respondents participated, representing different types of industries in South 
Africa. They comprised IT project managers employed by a company / organisation / government, self-
employed or employed by a consulting company. There were 44 females and 155 males with 68.6% of the 
respondents between the age of 30 and 50. Twenty one participants did not indicate their gender and 
thirteen did not indicate their age. Participants from the organisations presented a random sample which is 
important to ensure they are representative (Page and Meyer, 2000, Blanche and Durrheim, 2004).  

Data Collecting Methods 
The assessment of the current IT Project Management maturity level and the success rate was done using a 
structured questionnaire with 155 items placed under 23 questions. A total of 221 responses were received. 
Fifteen questionnaires were removed as these were partially completed, leaving 206 usable responses from 
10 industry sectors to be used in the data analysis.  
 
The questionnaire was hosted electronically on a website and invitations to participate were distributed via e-
mail, personal invitation and a project management magazine. To secure as many responses from as many 
different industry sectors as possible, two research assistants followed up with invitees and collected data via 
e-mail. Senior students were also utilised in collecting responses from different organisations. 
 
The distribution among industries is as follows: 



Table 1: Industry Representation 
Industry % 
Information and Communications Technology (ICT) 39.2 

Finance and Banking 27.5 

Energy and Utilities 1.6 

Government & Public Sector (National, Provincial or Local) 9.5 

Manufacturing 2.6 

Transport 3.2 

Retail and Wholesale 3.2 

Construction and Civil Engineering 5.8 

Consulting or professional services 4.8 

Other  2.6 

Total 100.0 
 

Analysis of Data 
The data collected through the questionnaire was processed and analyzed by Statkon, an independent 
organisation, operated by the Statistics Department at the University of Johannesburg, specialising in 
statistical analysis, using SPSS, a statistical analysis software package.  
 
The following types of analysis and statistical tests were performed on the data: reliability analysis (reliability 
analysis allows the researcher to study the properties of measurement scales and the items that compose 
the scales), one way ANOVA (used to test the hypothesis that several means are equal, frequencies and 
descriptive and T-test (test the difference of means between two groups defined by a missing indicator 
variable for each of the other variables) for independent samples. The mean, variance and standard 
deviation were devised from the data as it formed the basis for inferential statistical procedures (Blanche & 
Durrheim, 2004). 
 

The Assessment of Trustworthiness 
Reliability is concerned with consistency of measures. Equivalent-form reliability, similar to test-retest method 
and item analysis was used for judging the reliability of the research design (Bless & Higson-Smith, 2004). 
 
To insure the validity of data, content validity, face validity and construct validity were used. Triangulation 
and various sources of evidence enhanced the construct validity of this study. This research is characterised 
by the use of different data sources (10 industry sectors), improved content and known theory or models 
such as the PMBoK® guide (PMI, 2004) and Project Management Maturity Model (PMMM) (Kwak & Ibbs, 
2002; Dinsmore & Cabanis-Brewin, 2005; Crawford, 2006). OPM3 (PMI, 2003) was not used as this would 
make it impossible to compare results with the Prosperus 2003 report. The researchers performed the 
necessary preparations to improve their essential competence in the field, which included the clarification of 
biases and assumptions (LeCompte, 1993) which should enhance the validity and reliability of the findings. 
 
Merriam’s (Merriam, 1999) strategies (peer/colleague examination, the statement of the researcher’s biases, 
submerging the researcher in the study) were followed in this study, thus enhancing the internal validity of 
the findings.  
 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

The 5-level PMMM was used to determine the maturity of organisations (Dinsmore & Cabanis-Brewin, 2005; 
Crawford, 2006).  
 
The first survey question focused on the current perceived level of maturity within South Africa. Table 2 
reports the descriptive results related to the participants in this study. Two thirds (67%) of the participants 
perceive their maturity between levels 2 and 3 whereas only less than a third (28%) of the respondents 
perceiving theirs on maturity level 4 and 5. An interesting observation is that the percentage of respondents 
on maturity level 5 (7.3%) is higher than the percentage of respondents on maturity level 1 (5.3%). 



Table 2. Descriptive Results of Perceived Maturity 

 Frequency Percent Valid  
Percent

Cumulative 
Percent 

Maturity Level 1 11 5.0 5.3 5.3 

Maturity Level 2 57 25.9 27.7 33.0 

Maturity Level 3 81 36.8 39.3 72.3 

Maturity Level 4 42 19.1 20.4 92.7 

Maturity Level 5 15 6.8 7.3 100.0 

Total 206 93.6 100.0  

Missing responses 14 6.4   

Total 220 100.0   
 
The same responses are illustrated in figure 1 below and from these, it can be derived that the mean is 2.97 
and the standard deviation is 0.995. For the purposes of this paper it is rounded off to 3 or stated differently, 
the average IT project management maturity is perceived as 3. 
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Figure 1. Histogram of overall level of IT Project Management Maturity 

 
The second survey question attempted to determine how the different project management knowledge areas 
influence IT Project Management maturity in South African organisations. The focus is on actual maturity 
rather than perceived maturity as presented in table 2 above. Based on the results of research question 1, 
the assumption can be made that the actual maturity level for each of the knowledge areas should be 3 if the 
overall perceived maturity is 3.  
 
The respondents graded themselves according to the various processes that make up the nine knowledge 
areas according to the PMBoK® guide. The different knowledge areas with their actual maturity levels are 
shown in table 3. 



Table 3. Maturity level of the different knowledge areas 
Knowledge Area Mean Std. 

Deviation 
Project Integration Management 3.75 0.83870 
Project Scope Management 3.71 0.84629 
Project Time Management 3.79 0.81738 
Project Cost Management 3.61 1.05664 
Project Quality Management 3.44 0.99297 
Project Human Resources Management 3.61 0.85088 
Project Communications Management 3.65 0.89771 
Project Risk Management 3.38 0.90922 
Project Procurement Management 3.59 1.07759 
Mean value 3.61  

 
The mean actual maturity level based on this information is 3.61 and is substantially higher than the 
perceived maturity level of 2.97. An interesting observation is that organisations tend to be conservative in 
their perceptions of themselves. 
 
Figure 2 below is a graphical representation of table 3 and from this it can be seen that two knowledge areas 
are of concern since they are almost 12% lower than the other knowledge areas. Both areas are also below 
the mean value of 3.61. These two knowledge areas are Project Quality Management and Project Risk 
Management. Due to space limitations, only these two knowledge areas are discussed in the rest of this 
section. 
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Figure 2. Histogram of Maturity Levels per Knowledge Area 

 
Table 4 illustrates the maturity level of each of the three processes that make up the Project Quality 
Management knowledge area: 
 

Table 4. Maturity Levels of the processes with the Project Quality Management Knowledge Areas 
 Mean Std. Deviation 

Quality Planning 3.49 1.079 
Perform Quality Assurance 3.35 1.081 
Perform Quality Control 3.36 1.028 
Mean 3.44  



Given the above information, it is clear that there is no single point of failure within this knowledge area. The 
conclusion can be made that project quality management as a knowledge area needs to be addressed within 
the organisation context rather than in the project context. Further research is required to determine the 
issues or problems organisations experience in maintaining quality within projects. 
 
The second knowledge area with a mean maturity level that is below the overall mean is Project Risk 
Management. The same approach is followed as with the Project Quality Management knowledge area, 
where the maturity level is measured for each process. Table 5 below shows the maturity levels.  
 

Table 5. Maturity Levels of the processes with the Project Risk Management Knowledge Areas 
 Mean Std. Deviation 

Deciding how to plan the risk management activities for the 
project. 

3.51 1.065 

Determining which risks are likely to affect a project. 3.73 1.009 

Documenting the characteristics of each risk. 3.35 1.073 
Prioritising risks based on their probability. 3.43 1.086 
Prioritising risks based on their impact of occurrence. 3.43 1.018 

Numerically estimating the effects of risks on project objectives. 3.15 1.081 

Taking steps to reduce threats to meeting project objectives. 3.55 0.997 

Monitoring residual risks. 3.16 0.923 
Identifying new risks. 3.41 0.946 
Carrying out risk response plans. 3.26 1.035 
Evaluating the effectiveness of risk strategies throughout the life 
of the project. 

3.08 1.050 

Mean 3.37  

 
The reason for highlighting the above five processes is that they are all below the mean of 3.37 of the 
knowledge area itself. The conclusion can be made that dealing with risk remains a challenge for many 
project managers. Further research is required to determine the reasons for this. 
 
The third survey question was to determine the success rate of IT projects in South African organisations. 
The definition of project success was left to the respondent as this is still being debated with several different 
views (Turner, 2004; Yu, Flett & Bowers, 2005; Agarwal & Rathod, 2006; Wang & Wang, 2006; Jha & Iyer, 
2007).  
 
Figure 3 is a graphical representation of the results and, from this it can be determined that according to the 
respondents, only 37% of all the IT projects were perceived as successful. The total number of projects 
managed by the respondents between 2005 and 2007 was 521 for the 206 respondents. It must be noted 
that two respondents claimed an extraordinary number of projects over the two years period. It was not 
possible to verify this data and it was therefore omitted. 
 

IT Projects Success Rate

27%

36%

37% Failed projects

Challenged projects

Successful projects

 
Figure 3. IT Projects Success Rate 



Only 27% of all the projects were perceived as failures meaning that organisations received some value from 
the remaining 73% even though some were challenged. This still represents a significant waste of financial 
recourses, time and effort. A growing economy such as South Africa cannot afford failed projects and should, 
therefore, focus on further improving its project management capability. 
 
Figure 4 below indicates that 50% of all the respondents managed between 1 and 6 projects for the period 
2005 to 2007. The mean value is 9.25 which indicates that most project managers manage multiple projects. 
Anecdotal evidence suggests that the majority of project managers are expected to manage multiple 
projects. This needs to be investigated further to establish the impact that managing multiple projects has on 
project success (Tobis & Tobis, 2002). 
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Figure 4. Involvement in Projects 

 
The fourth survey question follows on from question 3 and focuses on the factors that contribute to the 
success of projects. The focus was on the last project that a respondent was involved in with the first 
determinant being size. Respondents were given 4 qualitative sizes without any limiting quantifiers. Table 6 
below shows that the size of the project does have an impact or influence the outcome of the project. 
 

Table 6. Project Size in Relation to Project Success 

  
Very 
Small

Small Large Very  
Large 

TOTAL

What was the size of your last failed project? 13 43 37 18 111 

What was the size of your last challenged project? 3 36 89 38 166 

What was the size of your last successful project? 3 42 95 53 193 
TOTAL 19 121 221 109 470 

 
An interesting observation is that in general, small projects tend to fail quite often. This might be explained by 
the fact that smaller projects often do not follow formal project management processes. The risk associated 
with smaller projects failing is also less compared to large projects. Large projects tend to deliver some or all 
of the anticipated value and, therefore, warrant a more formal approach. Organisations tend to view these 
investments with greater scrutiny and more attention is, therefore, paid to its success. 
 
The respondents had to indicate which factors contribute to a project being successful, challenged or a 
failure. Table 7 shows the factors for each.  



Table 7. Factors influencing project success 

  
Failed 

Projects 
Challenged 

Projects 
Successful 

Projects 
Communication between team & customers 47 54 156 

Executive support 47 36 121 

Handling of change 45 52 110 

User involvement 45 45 104 

Clarity of business objectives 39 55 133 

Clarity of requirement definition 37 56 126 

User understanding of technology 36 50 75 
Change control processes 36 27 85 
Understanding of user's needs 30 37 115 

Communication between Project team members 26 40 150 

Formal methodologies 26 30 87 
Project manager competency 22 28 121 
Support of innovative technology 20 21 64 
Auditing of processes 16 27 45 

 
Based on the information in table 7, the main focus of the top 4 factors for failed projects is people. This is 
also supported by various literature sources (Van Marrewijk, 2007; Nieminen & Lehtonen, 2008, Bellini & 
Canonico, 2008).  
 
For challenged and successful projects, two themes emerge, namely people focus and task focus. It can, 
therefore, be interpreted that failed projects are often caused by people not being committed to the project. 
Challenged projects are caused by a lack of communication and/or task ambiguity. Successful projects are 
the result of a balance between people commitment, good communication and task lucidity. This shows that 
project success requires a combination of factors as opposed to just following a methodology or complying 
with a standard (Yu et al, 2005; Diallo & Thuillier, 2005; Jha & Iyer, 2007). 
 
The fifth and final survey question focused on the relationship between IT project management maturity and 
project success in South Africa. 
 
A correlation was done between project success and project maturity levels. Table 8 illustrates this 
correlation but as per the figures, there is no significant correlation to determine outright if project success is 
dependant on the maturity level of an organisation.  
 

Table 8. Correlation between Maturity Level and Project Success 
 FAILED CHALLENGED SUCCESSFUL 
Level of IT project management maturity -0.096 -0.050 0.273** 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
 
This supports the notion that projects can still be successful despite an organisation being on level 1. 
Success becomes dependant on the individual and not on the processes (White, 2001; Crawford, 2006).  
 

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Longitudinal Analysis: Comparison with Prosperus 2003 
In 2003 a number of interviews was conducted with IT Project Managers, and a questionnaire, based on the 
PMBoK® Guide 2000 edition (PMI, 2000), was completed by 819 respondents. In 2007 a similar 
questionnaire, based on the PMBoK® Guide 3rd edition (PMI, 2004), was completed by 206 respondents.  
 
The 2007 questionnaire was improved by adapting the original questionnaire to the latest PMBoK® guide. In 
addition, participation of project managers, team members, program managers and business unit managers 
was encouraged, which resulted in a more balanced view of how projects are conducted. The number of 
individual respondents has declined despite several attempts to increase the response rate. The industry 
representation also differed slightly with ICT and Finance and Banking still remaining the two main industries 
(See Table 9). 



Table 9. Industry Representation 
Industry Representation 2003  

% 
2007  

% 
Change 

Information and Communications Technology (ICT) 49.0 39.2 ↓ 
Finance and Banking 25.5 27.5 ↑ 
Energy and Utilities 5.4 1.6 ↓ 
Government & Public Sector (National, Provincial or Local) 6.7 9.5 ↑ 
Manufacturing 9.2 2.6 ↓ 
Transport 3.8 3.2 ↓ 
Retail and Wholesale 3.8 3.2 ↓ 
Construction and Civil Engineering 7.9 5.8 ↓ 
Consulting or professional services 14.1 4.8 ↓ 
Other  8.0 2.6 ↓ 

 
The current perceived maturity levels compared to Prosperus 2003 (Sonnekus & Labuschagne, 2003) are 
presented in Table 10 below. 
 

Table 10. Perceived Maturity Level Comparison 
Perceived Maturity Levels  2003 

% 
2007 

% 
Change 

Maturity Level 1 4.4 5.3 ↑ 
Maturity Level 2 28.6 27.7 ↓ 
Maturity Level 3 36.0 39.3 ↑ 
Maturity Level 4 24.4 20.4 ↓ 
Maturity Level 5 6.6 7.3 ↑ 
    
Perceived average maturity 3.00 2.97 ↓ 

 
An interesting observation is that the average maturity has declined slightly with the most notable change 
taking place on levels 3 and 4. The following table shows the comparison of the actual maturity levels for the 
different knowledge areas.  
 

Table 11. Actual Maturity Level Comparison 
Actual Maturity Levels per Knowledge Area 2003 

% 
2007 

% 
Change 

Project Integration Management 3.02 3.75 ↑ 
Project Scope Management 3.12 3.71 ↑ 
Project Time Management 2.99 3.79 ↑ 
Project Cost Management 2.94 3.61 ↑ 
Project Quality Management 2.82 3.44 ↑ 
Project Human Resources Management 2.87 3.61 ↑ 
Project Communications Management 2.93 3.65 ↑ 
Project Risk Management 2.65 3.38 ↑ 
Project Procurement Management 2.99 3.59 ↑ 
    
Mean value 2.92 3.61 ↑ 

 
There has been an improvement in the maturity levels in all knowledge areas. The overall actual maturity 
level in 2007 of 3.61 is higher than perceived maturity level of 2.97. The perceived maturity level for 2003 
was 3.00 while the actual maturity level was 2.92. Whereas before the perceived maturity was greater than 
the actual maturity, the current results suggest that actual maturity is now higher than perceived maturity. 
 
In 2003, Project Risk Management and Project Quality Management had the lowest maturity levels with 
Project Scope Management having the highest maturity level. In 2007, Risk Management along with Project 
Quality Management still has the lowest ranking, while the highest is now Project Time Management.  



IT Project Management Success Rate 
The success rate for successful, challenged and failed projects calculated in this survey is compared to 
those from 2003 in table 12 below. The results from the 2002 and 2006 Chaos reports (Sonnekus & 
Labuschagne, 2004; Rubinstein, 2007 are also included to show the comparison with USA-based IT Project 
Management. 
 

Table 12. Success Rate Comparison 
Success Rates Chaos 

2002 
% 

Prosperus
2003 

% 

Chaos 
2006 

% 

2007 
% 

Failures 15 22 19 27 
Challenged 51 35 46 36 
Successful 34 43 35 37 

 
Table 12 indicates that the success rate has declined since 2003 from 43% to 37% yet is now more in line 
with the 2006 Chaos findings. Findings for 2007 indicate an increase in challenged projects to 36% (was 
35%) and failed projects of 27% (was 22%). One possible explanation could be that the definition of 
successful, challenged and failed has changed over time. Respondents were asked to use their own 
definition rather than a prescribed one. In 2003, it was generally believed that project success was measured 
according to the triple constraint (PMI, 2000). In 2007, literature suggests that the current belief is more 
towards the achievement of business objectives (Yu et al ,2005; Agarwal & Rathod, 2006; Lee-Kelley & 
Sankey, 2008). This must be investigated further, and serves as a topic for future research. 
 
From table 11 it is clear that IT project maturity has increased. This is based on the fact that the overall 
maturity level increased from 2.92 in 2003 to 3.61 in 2007. Each of the individual knowledge areas also 
increased from 2003 to 2007. Table 12 on the other hand shows a decline in the success rate of projects. 
Failures increased by 5% from 2003, challenged projects increased by 1% and the successful projects 
declined by 6% to a low of 37%. This further supports the findings in table 8 that suggests that there is no 
correlation between maturity and success. This represents one of the unexpected results from this study.  
 
Some specific opportunities for further research include: 

• Increasing number of participant organisations, and including multiple data gathering methods such 
as observations and the focus group interviews (Winter & Szczepanek, 2008) to provide rich data  

• Developing data gathering instruments which include new trends in Agile Project Management 
(Highsmith, 2004)  

• Enhancing the assessment procedures of project success/failure as questions in the questionnaire 
have to be aligned with the nine knowledge areas (Wang & Wang, 2006; Hyväri, 2006)  

 

CONCLUSION 

This article reports on empirical research conducted to establish the maturity of IT project management in 
South Africa as well as to determine the project success rate. A brief overview of the research methodology 
was given followed by the results obtained from the survey. An interpretation of the results was given and 
then compared to the 2003 Prosperus report. 
 
As can be seen from the comparison, local success rates are similar to international results. It can therefore 
be concluded that the challenges in South Africa are not completely unique. IT project management maturity 
has improved since 2003 with all the knowledge areas scoring above three. Project risk management is still 
the area that most project managers battle with followed by quality management. South Africa has made 
some progress towards improving its IT project management maturity with several project managers being 
formally trained and certified. More organisations are also standardising on project management 
methodologies and investigating project management offices.  
 
As project management as a discipline matures, so does the application of standards, such as the PMBoK® 
guide, by practitioners. It can be concluded that the management of individual projects is no longer a major 
challenge. 
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