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Abstract

Project management offices (PMOs) connect the complex relationships of strategies, projects, and organizational structures to
boost the success of business. However, PMOs face significant challenges in clearly defining their roles and responsibilities due to
the variety of potential functions that can be assigned to them. This study presents a systematic analysis of PMO typologies, types,
and respective functions, providing an in-depth understanding of the dynamic PMO role. We found |6 typologies and 60 PMO
types in the literature, showing that PMOs are complex and evolving entities that can assume various forms and organizational

responsibilities.
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Introduction

Since almost every strategic organizational change occurs
through programs and projects, project management has
evolved to play a fundamental role in organizations, emphasizing
its integrative and normative function (Barbalho, 2022; Musawir
etal., 2020). However, despite the growing importance of project
management in recent years, there are still recurrent failures in
project execution, leading to severe implications for the business
(Turner & Xue, 2018; Wiewiora et al., 2020).

Project failures frequently result in financial consequences,
including considerable losses in competition, productivity,
opportunity, and staff morale (Santos & Varajdo, 2015).
According to Kerzner (2009), meeting a project’s objectives
can be highly challenging or almost impossible without organi-
zational rules and well-defined processes. Furthermore, Pansini
et al. (2014) state that only applying basic project management
tasks does not contribute to improving organizational perfor-
mance. Thus, using standardized and formal project manage-
ment methodologies and structures is essential to increasing
project success (Artto et al., 2011; Sergeeva & Ali, 2020).

Project management offices (PMOs) are business units
responsible for project management activities and can have a
significant impact on an organization’s performance (Aubry
et al., 2010; Miiller et al., 2019; Riis et al., 2019). A substantial
body of academic research has investigated PMO definitions,
roles, and procedures (Hobbs et al., 2008; Sandhu et al.,
2019; Unger et al., 2012). According to Aubry et al. (2011),
the functions and structural characteristics of PMOs play a

crucial role in determining their value, which is also influenced
by organizational variables due to the strategic positioning of
PMOs within organizational structures. Pemsel and Séderlund
(2024) highlight that PMOs typically focus on providing train-
ing, coaching, methods, and administrative assistance, empha-
sizing their critical role in executing strategy through project
portfolios (Bredillet et al., 2018).

However, empirical research reveals that PMOs are fre-
quently short-lived (Miiller et al., 2013), and their worth is chal-
lenging to evaluate, considering that several implementations
have been restructured or even abandoned, which can generate
high implications both in terms of costs and strategy losses.
Pemsel and Wiewiora (2013) note that some companies imple-
ment PMOs without guidelines and well-defined objectives. In
other words, they simply implement a PMO without evaluating
the several alternative PMO types that can be adopted taking
into account the actual organizational needs. As a result, there
is a potential misalignment of PMO structures that do not
provide an efficient and effective response in terms of portfolio,

"NOVA Information Management School (NOVA IMS), Universidade NOVA
de Lisboa, Campus de Campolide, Lisboa, Portugal

2 ALGORITMI/LASI Research Center, University of Minho, Campus de
Azurém, 4804-533 Guimaries, Portugal

Corresponding Author:

Antoénio Monteiro, NOVA Information Management School (NOVA IMS),
Universidade NOVA de Lisboa, Campus de Campolide, 1070-312 Lisboa,
Portugal. Email: amonteiro@novaims.unl.pt


https://orcid.org/0009-0002-9139-6305
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4303-3908
mailto:amonteiro@novaims.unl.pt
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/journals-permissions
https://doi.org/10.1177/87569728241297899
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/pmx
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F87569728241297899&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2024-11-18

Project Management Journal

program, and project management, leading to a waste of
resources and low levels of stakeholder satisfaction (Kutsch
et al., 2015). Furthermore, since the current research literature
does not provide a holistic perspective on the different types
of PMOs and their respective functions (Barbalho & Silva,
2022), it also negatively affects research endeavors.

There are several proposals for PMO typologies in the liter-
ature, but there is also a lack of an umbrella perspective. A past
exploratory study by Monteiro et al. (2016) provides an over-
view of the PMO typologies and types; however, it has
several limitations, as recognized by the authors. For instance,
the functions covered by different PMO types were not
studied, and a deep discussion of the findings was not per-
formed. Moreover, the significant dynamics observed in the
evolution and organization of PMOs in recent years demand
new research efforts.

Therefore, a comprehensive study is required to integrate
and extend this knowledge, explore new PMO types, and
conduct a thorough analysis of those types and their corre-
sponding functions. Such study should facilitate a proper anal-
ysis of different PMO configuration alternatives based on the
organization’s needs (Aubry & Brunet, 2016), contributing to
the body of knowledge and avoiding the loss of resources and
business opportunities.

Our research incorporates and expands the study of Monteiro
etal. (2016), extending it to the current state of the art to include
new PMO types that have recently emerged in the literature and
study all types and respective functions in depth. For this
purpose, we sought answers to the following questions:

RQ1. What are the PMO typologies and types emerging
from the project management literature?

RQ2. How does each PMO type address the main PMO
functions?

We empirically investigate these questions by systematically
reviewing the literature on PMO typologies, screening PMO
types, and considering the functions they cover. Our research
found 60 PMO types from 16 typologies, revealing a vast diver-
sity of terms and types, showing that PMOs are dynamic and
evolving entities. Furthermore, by analyzing the differences
between PMO types, particularly the functions assigned to
them, our study also shows a great diversity in structure and
assigned responsibilities.

Theoretically, these findings advance the understanding of
PMO typologies by providing a holistic and comprehensive
perspective of PMO types and their associated functions,
addressing a significant gap in the existing literature. This pro-
vides an in-depth understanding of how different PMO types
contribute to project management practices, which informs
future research and theoretical development in project manage-
ment. This study also offers valuable insights for practitioners
by highlighting the diverse roles and responsibilities of
PMOs. By mapping PMO functions to specific types, organiza-
tions can better understand the potential value of different PMO

configurations and make informed decisions about their imple-
mentation, management, and improvement (Aubry & Hobbs,
2011; Barbalho & Silva, 2022). This understanding can lead
to the development of more effective PMO structures tailored
to organizational needs, thereby improving project perfor-
mance, resource utilization, and stakeholder satisfaction.

The article is structured as follows. The next section reviews
the main concepts of PMO types and functions, followed by the
research method, including the data collection and analysis
strategy. The results and findings are presented in the following
section. Finally, the study concludes and highlights recommen-
dations for future research.

Background

Project Management Offices

The fundamental concepts of PMOs are not particularly new.
The PMO structure emerged in the 1950s as the complexity
and scope of engineering, aerospace, and defense-related pro-
grams increased (Desouza & Evaristo, 2006). However, it
was not until the 1990s that PMOs gained momentum
(Midler, 2019; Spalek, 2012), as organizations realized that
their objectives and targets were mostly achieved through pro-
jects and started considering project management as an essential
competence. In the 2000s, research began to focus on the stra-
tegic role of PMOs, significantly enhancing the understanding
of their structures, functions, and effectiveness across various
organizational contexts. This shift aimed to align projects
with both organizational objectives and business benefits
(Hurt & Thomas, 2009). Key areas of emphasis included
more effective project risk control; the standardization of
project management methodologies, techniques, and tools; the
improvement of project performance; and the management
and dissemination of project management knowledge
(Crawford, 2006; Dai & Wells, 2004; Desouza & Evaristo,
2006; Ershadi et al., 2022, Hobbs et al., 2008; Miiller et al.,
2013).

In the last decade, PMOs continued evolving toward strate-
gic business units, accentuating strategic planning, governance,
and value delivery. Agile and hybrid approaches have influ-
enced PMOs, leading to more adaptive and flexible work;
also, technology adoption, including project management
tools and analytics, has become essential to PMO operations
(Arbabi et al., 2020; Bianchi et al., 2021).

The PMO concept emphasizes different processes and proce-
dures that increase project performance and guidance to connect
with the strategic plan (Joslin & Miiller, 2016). PMOs have dif-
ferent project governance roles and authority (Kock et al., 2024;
Tsaturyan & Miiller, 2015). According to the findings of Project
Management Instititute (PMI) (2021) and Braun (2018), PMOs
gain authority due to a more successful response to changing
demands for supporting new strategic objectives, priorities,
and policies; providing centralized management for multiple
projects; and handling both internal and external stakeholders



Monteiro et al.

to ensure integration and coordination among all parties
involved (Ershadi et al., 2022).

PMOs have a crucial internal role in maintaining culture and
competence in project management and contributing to the
implementation of the organizational strategy (Aubry, 2015;
Musawir et al., 2024). It should be noted that the roles and func-
tions of project management and PMOs can vary in the context
of in-house or outsourced projects (Braun & Sydow, 2024). In
the case of in-house projects, the PMO role typically has a
broader range of functions, focusing on managing resources.
In an outsourcing context, procurement and contract manage-
ment activities assume particular importance (Miiller et al.,
2019). In both contexts, the PMO must act as a coordinator
throughout the project life cycle and is fundamental in promot-
ing project innovation (Sergeeva & Ali, 2020).

Academic research on PMO continues to evolve, reflecting
the changing landscape of project management, organizational
structures, and the increasing complexity of projects in organi-
zations. Shared services environments, as discussed by Santos
and Varajao (2015), are good examples of such complexity.

PMO Functions and Roles

Throughout its history, the PMO has taken on several key
responsibilities, including (Artto et al., 2011; Desouza &
Evaristo, 2006; Pellegrinelli & Garagna, 2009; PMI, 2021):
project planning and definition; cost and benefits management;
monitoring and controlling project performance; managing
project documentation archives; project alignment with organi-
zational strategy; establishing standards, methods, and pro-
cesses;  project  portfolio  management;  managing
organizational projects risks; maintaining a database of
lessons learned; and training and mentoring project managers.

According to Hobbs and Aubry (2007), PMOs are structures
that relate to multiple dimensions of an organization and cannot
only be evaluated regarding scope, schedule, cost, and perfor-
mance factors; it is important to develop a comprehensive view
taking into account roles, responsibilities, and project alignment
with the organization’s strategy. The authors present comprehen-
sive and extensive research into PMO roles in organizations,
drawing on a complete list of functions gathered from the litera-
ture. Hobbs and Aubry (2007) identified 27 PMO functions.
However, three functions were excluded as their presence was
neither statistically nor conceptually significant, resulting in 24
critical functions grouped into five distinct areas:

Monitoring and controlling project performance (G1): This
group encompasses functions that involve regular status
updates, milestone tracking, and comparing actual progress
against planned schedules and budgets. It ensures project align-
ment with predefined objectives and benchmarks.

Development of project management competencies and
methodologies (G2): Focuses on enhancing and developing
project management competencies and methodologies within
the organization. It involves establishing standardized project
management approaches, providing training and mentoring

programs, fostering a project-centric culture, and refining meth-
odologies to optimize project execution.

Multiproject management (G3): This group comprises functions
related to managing multiple projects concurrently. It includes activ-
ities such as portfolio management, optimizing resource allocation
across projects, project prioritization, and ensuring synergy among
projects to maximize organizational benefits.

Strategic management (G4): This group’s functions align
with the organization’s strategic objectives. This group covers
activities such as evaluating project contributions to strategic
goals and ensuring that project initiatives align with the long-
term vision and mission of the organization.

Organizational learning (G5): This group focuses on creating
a learning culture and promoting continuous improvement in
project management practices. It involves activities such as
knowledge sharing, risk management, lessons learned capture,
and knowledge dissemination.

The functions proposed by Hobbs and Aubry (2007) are pre-
sented in Figure 1 as a cycle diagram. These functions have
been widely used by researchers in their studies (e.g., Arbabi
et al. (2020); Aubry & Brunet (2016); Barbalho et al. (2017);
Barbalho & Silva (2022); Darling & Whitty (2016); Hurt &
Thomas (2009); Sandhu et al. (2019)).

PMO Typologies, Types, and Related
Literature

Typologies refer to a systematic classification or categorization
of entities based on shared characteristics, attributes, or quali-
ties, identifying distinct types or categories that exhibit
common patterns (Mintzberg, 1980). According to Doty and
Glick (1994), typologies are instrumental in organizing
complex phenomena into more manageable and understandable
forms, enabling researchers to identify patterns and relation-
ships. Different authors established distinct PMO typologies
(Artto et al., 2011; Aubry & Brunet, 2016; Barbalho & Silva,
2022). These typologies aggregate PMO types, simplifying
understanding (Hobbs & Aubry, 2007).

A PMO type is a project management structure model that
aims to support the organization’s strategy by combining func-
tions and authority assigned to a PMO. A PMO type should be
selected according to the expected level of responsibility for this
structure (Riis et al., 2019). The research of Monteiro et al.
(2016) found a high diversity of types concerning names, struc-
tures, assumed roles, and perceived worth, realizing that typol-
ogies typically include three to five types of PMO types and are
organized in a progressive direction from a low-level to a high-
level organizational role.

Methodology

Systematic Literature Review

A systematic literature review (SLR) is a rigorous scientific
research method used to identify potentially relevant articles
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Figure I. PMO functions (based on Hobbs & Aubry, 2007).

by applying appropriate criteria from which their characteristics
are evaluated, the data are processed, and their results are inter-
preted (Cook et al., 1997). According to Tranfield et al. (2003),
this approach is transparent, scientific, and evidence-based,
allowing for replication and minimizing bias. This article
adopts the PRISMA 2020 statement as the primary reference
for conducting a systematic literature review (Page et al.,
2021). The acronym PRISMA is an abbreviation of preferred
reporting items for systematic review and meta-analyses
(Moher et al., 2010). It comprises the following phases:
define the source of data information, specify the search
approach method in the databases, develop the data-gathering
process, perform the classification and categorization, and
conduct analysis and discussion results.

Data Sources and Search Strategies

Our study used the recognized academic databases Web of
Science (WoS), Scopus, IEEE Xplore, Proquest, and
EbscoHost to scrutinize relevant literature. The criteria used
to choose these research databases were their credibility

among academics, literature coverage, disciplinary emphasis,
usability, and general acceptance. We broadened search terms
and strategies to identify as many eligible studies as possible.
We also followed the rigorous search criteria that Mok et al.
(2015) suggested for conducting a systematic literature
review. This investigation used the following keywords as
initial search criteria: project management office, project man-
agement, PMO, type, role, type, typology, project excellence
baseline, project office, and organizational project management.
These keywords were used to search the articles’ titles,
abstracts, and keywords.

The search strings were formulated based on the mentioned
keywords employing Boolean operators (AND/OR). The search
expression defined was: (“project management office” AND
“project management”) OR (“project management office”
AND “role”) OR (“project management office” AND “type”)
OR (“project management office” AND “project excellence
baseline”) OR (“project management office” AND “organiza-
tional project management”) OR (“project management
office” AND “project office”) OR (“project management
office” AND “type”) OR (“project management office” AND
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“typology”). The results reflect the content of the databases on
the date the research was concluded (last search date: May
2024). In addition, ad-hoc queries were conducted on Google
Scholar, with no other relevant results than those found in the
scientific databases. English was chosen as the language for
this study due to its widespread use as a global language of aca-
demic research and because the high-tier project management
journals are published in English.

Systematic Searching and Screening

The systematic searching of databases was conducted based on
the search expressions. In the first phase, 754 articles were
retrieved from the databases (Scopus 171, WoS 163, IEEE
Xplore 38, Proquest 254, Ebscohost 128). These were screened,
and 278 duplicate articles were removed; then, the remaining
476 articles were analyzed. The researchers evaluated the arti-
cles independently to ensure they were related to the study
subject, terms, and research questions (Bryman, 2017). In
order to resolve selection procedure disputes, the researchers
exchanged messages and conducted videoconference sessions
to review critical materials. In this selection phase, titles,
abstracts, and keywords were read to identify articles aligned
(inclusion) or misaligned (exclusion) with the present research.
Thus, articles that did not match the defined criteria (as is the
case of strictly theoretical articles) and those that were not
within the scope of this research resulted in 453 articles being
removed, resulting in a total of 23 articles.

Finally, the researchers evaluated the complete content of the
remaining articles, identifying the PMO-related domains
covered in these documents, categorizing the articles based on
their contributions to the analysis of PMO types and functions,
and validating the classification determined by this research.
The articles that were not entirely consistent with the topic
were removed from the repository. Twelve typologies of great
significance to be enrolled in the study were identified in previ-
ous studies (e.g., Monteiro et al., 2016). The recent research
exhibited an evolution of PMO types, revealing four new typol-
ogies. As a result, as shown in Figure 2, our research yields a
total of 16 typologies that are comprehensively discussed in
the following sections.

Data Analysis

We carried out a deductive thematic analysis, which involves
systematically analyzing qualitative data using predefined
themes from existing literature. This analysis supports the valid-
ity, improvement, or extension of existing themes, ensuring a
comprehensive examination of the data (Fereday &
Muir-Cochrane, 2006).

The process started by defining codes based on the PMO
types proposed in the typologies identified in the systematic
literature review. The researchers then reviewed the types,
cross-checking the coded data for consistency and accuracy,
following the guidelines of Braun and Clarke (2014). This

approach allowed for the systematic analysis of the different
PMO typologies and types reported in the literature.

After the identification of the PMO typologies and types pro-
posed by the different authors, they were summarized and
briefly described. Subsequently, we conducted a deeper analy-
sis to investigate the PMO functions assigned to each PMO
type. The grounding list of functions was based on the study
by Hobbs and Aubry (2007), considering all the 24 PMO func-
tions proposed by the authors. Through this investigation, we
were able to determine the functions associated with each
PMO type. Finally, the findings were organized, discussed,
and presented.

Results

The literature review provided a comprehensive knowledge
base that reveals the diversity and complexity of PMO types
within different organizational contexts. The list of typologies
found is presented in Table 1. This table and the next sections
serve as a foundational resource for analyzing how PMOs are
conceptualized and implemented, providing valuable insights
into their roles, responsibilities, and strategic importance in
project management.

Descriptions of PMO Typologies and Types

This section sets the stage for a deeper exploration of the con-
tributions available in the literature for defining and categoriz-
ing PMO types. Each reference represents a conceptual
typology that comprises several types of PMOs, reflecting
diverse organizational structures and roles of PMOs.

Englund et al. (2003) propose three PMO types: (1) Project
Support Office provides internal project management consulting
services such as planning and scheduling, project metrics
implementation, and document management. (2) Program
Management Office assumes responsibility for success and
full authority over the projects, including the functions of port-
folio management and project alignment with business strate-
gies. (3) Project Management Center of Excellence (PMCoE)
is focused on supporting current methodologies and project
management skills such as process standardization, identifica-
tion of best practices, mentoring, and training.

Kendall and Rollins (2003) propose four PMO types: (1)
Project Repository focuses on tools and data, assuming that
the responsibility of the PMO will be low, merely concentrating
on project design, management, and reporting tools. (2) Project
Coaching aims to promote project management practices and
communication, providing mentoring, training, and other assis-
tance to project members. (3) Enterprise PMO oversees the
multiproject management role, assuming governance of the pro-
jects and involving the PMO in all projects, whether they are
large or small. Finally, (4) Deliver Value provides project prior-
itization to all projects aligned with the strategic objectives and
assets of the organization, allocating resources between projects
and guiding full executive support to the management.
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Figure 2. Flow diagram for literature selection based on the PRISMA 2020 (Page et al., 2021).

Garfein (2005) also proposes four types of PMOs: (1)
Project Office delivers data to a higher-level PMO or other
overseeing authority for consolidation. (2) Basic PMO develops
the criteria for selecting projects, establishes reviews by senior
managers, and gathers performance data from multiple projects.
(3) Mature PMO aligns projects with business strategy, estab-
lishes and manages collaborative processes for resource evalu-
ation and allocation, and creates methods for project
prioritization. (4) Enterprise PMO provides real-time project
data in decision-making and develops overall project portfolio
management capabilities.

Letavec (2006) proposes three PMO types: (1) Consulting
PMO, encouraging a community-based solid approach to
project management and providing mentoring, training, and
best practices. (2) Knowledge PMO is the center entity for
program and project management in the organization, signifi-
cantly impacting the organizational rules and processes that

govern projects. (3) Standard PMO’s role is to promote best
practices and establish tools and standards for the benefit of
the whole project community across corporate boundaries.

Desouza and Evaristo (2006) identify four PMO types: (1)
Supporter, with an administrative role that reports project
status, manages archives of project documentation. (2)
Information Manager monitors and controls project performance
in order to be a source of information regarding project status. (3)
Knowledge Manager has an emphasis on project delivery, train-
ing, mentorship, and development of project management prac-
tices. (4) Coach promotes project excellence throughout the
organization, defining metrics and standards for project prioriti-
zation and measuring results.

Gartner Research (2008) proposes five PMO types: (1) Project
Support Office is a formal organization that delivers basic project
planning, scope, scheduling, and resourcing. (2) Project
Management Office is a centralized control structure that seeks
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Table |. References Presenting PMO Typologies in the Literature

References Year Synthesis of the Research

Englund et al. 2003 It emphasizes that lower-level PMOs are often limited to supporting services related to methodologies and project
processes. PMOs may be entitled to full authority to implement and manage projects at a higher level.

Kendall & Rollins 2003 It illustrates the role of PMO in some industries based on data gathered from real-life PMO and portfolio
management case studies. It describes the important links between the strategic planning and project
management processes.

Garfein 2005 It presents case studies of different PMOs, studying the decision-making process and strategic portfolio
performance of those investment decisions and the efforts to translate the results into strategic project
performance.

Letavec 2006 It explores the foundational aspects of PMO development, from its initial establishment to its ongoing management
and evolution, emphasizing the importance of aligning the PMO’s goals with organizational strategy.

Desouza & Evaristo 2006 It links PMO functions with knowledge management, tailors PMO structures to meet organizational needs, and
promotes a strategic alignment between knowledge management and project execution.

Gartner Research 2008 It correlates the organization’s maturity with PMO types and proposes how to select the best PMO type, which
involves aligning the PMO type to the appropriate level of maturity.

Hill 2008 It studies the maturity stage of an organization regarding project management practices, moving from basic project
oversight and monitoring, to more advanced competency stages where projects align with the business strategy.

Kerzner 2009 It studies the evolution of the PMO as a result of the positive impact of project management on performance and
corporate strategic planning.

Crawford 2010 It addresses the specific relationship of the PMO in its integrative and strategic role, linking business strategy to
programs and projects.

Unger et al. 2012 It examines how multiproject PMOs contribute to the successful performance of projects. It acknowledges that
PMOs may represent an innovative concept in certain organizations.

PMI 2013 It highlights the value of PMO configuration by identifying practices related to the purpose and objective of the
PMO.

Hubbard & Bolles 2015 It examines the benefits of enhancing project strategy execution by utilizing PMOs and compares the
methodologies, services, and procedures employed by different types of PMOs.

Otra-Aho et al. 2018 It investigates the relationships between PMO roles and project performance, suggesting a clear definition of the
PMO roles by top management in the process of creating a PMO.

Ershadi at el. 2021 It studies the potential PMO success variables that are influenced by characteristics currently in place in the
construction field and other contexts.

Kadenic & Tambo 2021 It focuses on PMOs in agile environments, emphasizing the incremental delivery of value and not on the project
itself. It addresses the implications of agile on traditional project performance metrics such as cost and quality.

Barbalho & Silva 2022 It presents a typification of PMO functions for which there is a dependency, suggesting a categorization of the

functions based on their respective roles and highlighting the potential diversity in PMO roles.

to develop reliable processes, including tracking information and
preparing well-structured project reports, as well as managing
project documentation files. (3) PMCoFE focuses on boosting effi-
ciency; investing in people through mentoring and coaching;
reporting the status of the projects; and focusing on methods, pro-
cesses, and technology. (4) Federated PMO takes responsibility
for methods, tools, and training with direct responsibilities for
oversight, reporting, and delivery of projects. (5) Enterprise
PMO is responsible for overseeing major company initiatives,
including strategy support in business case scenarios and strategic
project planning.

Hill (2008) proposes five PMO types: (1) Project Office, nor-
mally applied only to individual projects, provides project manage-
ment practices for each project’s cost, schedule, and resource
utilization. (2) Basic PMO is the initial level of PMO; it addresses
oversight of multiple projects with the capability to provide general
control. (3) Standard PMO establishes centralized control; provides
resource training; and supports governance, seeking to develop
project management practices. (4) Advanced PMO, as an evolution
of the Standard PMO, has the primary goal of integrating

objectives and business interests into the project management envi-
ronment, including direct resource allocation and monitoring and
managing project outcomes. (5) PMCoE establishes guidance
and sponsorship regarding the company’s project management
activities to foster business effectiveness.

Kerzner (2009) proposes three types of PMOs: (1)
Functional PMO has responsibilities related to developing stan-
dards, mentorship, and project management training. (2)
Customer Group provides higher management and communica-
tion with clients, maintaining standardization in the execution
and delivery of projects and promoting the use of standard
project management tools. (3) Enterprise PMO focuses on stra-
tegic and organizational topics and serves the entire company
capacity planning, giving the PMO valuable insight into how
to obtain the highest return on investment.

Crawford (2010) proposes three types of PMOs: (1) Project
Office is typically focused on ensuring that the project fulfills its
deadlines and deliverables and integrates all the schedules,
costs, and required resources. (2) Business Unit PMO oversees
multiple projects, ranging from minor short-term initiatives
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demanding few resources to long-term initiatives requiring
numerous resources, substantial investments, and complex
technology integration. (3) Enterprise PMO, designed for orga-
nizations with different business units, provides project coordi-
nation, resource management, and prioritization.

Unger et al. (2012) propose three different PMO types: (1)
Supporter, which involves delivering project services, such as
project planning and reporting, motivates and trains the
project teams and promotes a project management culture. (2)
Controller involves controlling the project’s progress, deliver-
ing input, and suggesting corrective measures to increase the
decision-making process. (3) Coordinator is located relatively
high in the hierarchy with direct reporting to the top manage-
ment, being highly involved in supporting cross-department
coordination, including project evaluation, selection, and
resource allocation to projects over the portfolio.

PMI (2013) defines five PMO types: (1) Project Office pro-
vides a range of services to support temporary programs or pro-
jects, including administrative activities to support the project
or the team. (2) Project Support Office provides project work
management support and administrative support to the
project. (3) Business Unit PMO provides services, including
portfolio management, resource management, and operational
support to projects. (4) Enterprise PMO 1is responsible for
ensuring the management of portfolios, programs, and projects
and seeking to align the initiatives with strategies and benefits
realization. (5) PMCoFE supports the work execution of projects
by providing standards, tools, and methodologies; implement-
ing best practices; and offering a single point of contact for
project managers.

Hubbard and Bolles (2015) propose five PMO types: (1)
Project Office provides support to a single or major project,
managing the project progress and documentation. (2) Project
Support Office, provides management of project progress and
support to noncomplex projects, delivering some project
control functions. (3) Business Unit PMO develops project port-
folio operational and budget plans and oversees programs and
projects. (4) Enterprise PMO oversees project selection and pri-
oritization and approves master project portfolios and budget
plans. (5) PMCoF establishes and maintains project manage-
ment methodology, practices, standards, training, and
competency.

Otra-Aho et al. (2018) present three PMO types: (1)
Supporter, usually at an organization’s operational level,
assists project stakeholders, adopts project management tools,
and develops project managers’ capabilities. (2) Coordinator
points to methods that standardize activities and processes of
organizations to make project execution more effective. (3)
Controller is associated with authority; being responsible for
program, project, and portfolio management, as well as
resources assignment, leading people according to the organiza-
tion’s goals.

Ershadi et al. (2021) identify four PMO types: (1) Project
Management Infrastructure includes adequate systems, pro-
cesses, and competencies such as methodology development,

project management training, and tools. (2) Project
Management Practices, focuses on standards for developing
practices, resource allocation, and mentoring, continuously
checking the operational level results and improving controlling
mechanisms. (3) PMO Structuring acts as a basis for achieving
an effective PMO; different structural responsibilities, such as
leadership, authority, and staffing, are represented by this
type. (4) Organizational Support is focused on supporting
PMO operations within an organization, gathering support,
and effectively managing multiple stakeholders.

Kadenic and Tambo (2021) propose three PMO types: (1)
Serving, which seems to be relevant in agile contexts, has an
emphasis on directly supporting teams based on their specific
needs through multiteam collaboration, coaching, and
support. (2) Controller, which appears to be inconsistent in
agile contexts, is dominant in traditional project environments.
It enhances project control and reporting metrics by translating
them into the value delivered, such as generated revenue and
business results, establishing connections with executive man-
agement. (3) Partner focuses on organizational learning and
knowledge transfer, enabling organizational capabilities to dis-
seminate learning.

Barbalho and Silva (2022) also propose three PMO types:
(1) Supporter encompasses functions like informing senior
management, setting up and running the project’s information
system, and offering tools without a standardized approach.
(2) Controller manages the project documentation, controls
and monitors project performance, and develops and maintains
a scoreboard for senior management. (3) Organizational
Project Management is responsible for promoting project man-
agement, developing project management skills, and providing
coaching to project managers.

Integrated View of PMO Types

Answering the first research question (“What are the PMO
typologies and types emerging from the project management lit-
erature?”’), Table 2 provides an overview of the PMO typolo-
gies and types. The table is structured as follows: the first
column lists the references from the literature (each one corre-
sponding to a PMO typology); the subsequent columns enumer-
ate the PMO types as originally proposed in each typology. In
total, there are 16 typologies, encompassing a total of 60 PMO
types. This shows the diversity and scope of PMOs documented
in academic research. In a brief analysis, it seems that each
author proposes a new set of types that represent an evolution
of the responsibility of the PMO, starting at a lower level and
gradually evolving to a higher level with the assignment of
new functions and responsibilities to the PMO.

PMO Types and Functions

To investigate the PMO functions covered by each PMO type,
we based our analysis on the list of 24 functions proposed by
Hobbs and Aubry (2007). The results are presented in
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Table 2. Integrated View of PMO Typologies and Types

References

Types

Englund et al. (2003) Project Support Office

Kendall & Rollins
(2003)

Garfein (2005)

Letavec (2006)

Desouza & Evaristo
(2006)

Gartner Research
(2008)

Hill (2008)

Kerzner (2009)

Crawford (2010)

Unger et al. (2012)

PMI (2013)

Hubbard & Bolles
(2015)

Otra-Aho et al.
(2018)

Ershadi et al. (2021)

Kadenic & Tambo
(2021)
Barbalho & Silva

Project Repository

Project Office
Consulting PMO
Supporter

Project Support Office

Project Office
Functional PMO
Project Office
Supporter
Project Office
Project Office

Supporter
Project Management
Infrastructure

Serving

Supporter

Program Management
Office
Project Coaching

Basic PMO
Knowledge PMO)
Information Manager

Program Management
Office

Basic PMO

Customer Group

Business Unit PMO

Controller

Project Support Office

Project Support Office

Coordinator
Project Management
Practices

Controller

Controller

PMCoE
Enterprise PMO

Mature PMO
Standard PMO

Deliver Value

Enterprise PMO

Knowledge Manager Coach

PMCoE Federated PMO Enterprise
PMO

Standard PMO Advanced PMO PMCoE

Enterprise PMO

Enterprise PMO

Coordinator

Business Unit PMO Enterprise PMO PMCoE

Business Unit PMO Enterprise PMO PMCoE

Controller
PMO Structuring
Partner

Organizational Project

Organizational
Support

(2022)

Management

Table 3, helping answer the second research question (“How
does each PMO type address the main PMO functions?”).
This table identifies the typologies (column 1), the respective
PMO types (column 2), and the covered functions (remaining
columns).

By associating the PMO types with the PMO functions, this
analysis elucidates the unique contributions that PMOs can
have across different organizational settings, advancing the
understanding of PMO typologies and types and their practical
implications. The comprehensive understanding of PMO func-
tions across various PMO types provides valuable insights for
researchers and organizations seeking to improve project man-
agement practices and leverage the full potential of PMOs
(Ershadi et al., 2023).

This analysis underscores the varying nature and functions
of PMOs, revealing patterns and distinctions among PMO
types (Miiller & Wang, 2024) and their critical role in enhanc-
ing project management capabilities and supporting organiza-
tional objectives, providing a foundational understanding of
PMO practices (Miiller et al., 2017).

Discussion

From the extensive analysis that was carried out, we identified
several key topics that are worthy of an in-depth discussion
since they have significant theoretical and practical implica-
tions. In particular, we observed a great diversity in the PMO

typologies and respective types. Furthermore, there are func-
tions (e.g., Conduct project audits or Conduct postproject
reviews) that are not covered by some typologies, suggesting
a limited understanding of the PMO role. Also, agile
approaches can impact PMOs; however, PMOs are typically
more prepared to deal with traditional and predictive
approaches. Another critical topic to address is related to the
functions concerning organizational learning, such as project
audits, postproject reviews, and risk management, which are
also not present in most PMO types. These topics and directions
for future research are discussed next.

The Diversity of PMO Typologies, Types,
and Functions

A great diversity of PMO typologies, types, and functions was
found in the literature. Some functions (e.g., monitor and
control project performance) are prevalent across various
PMO types, highlighting the grounding responsibilities of
PMO.

Authors, including Hill (2008), Crawford (2010), and
Ershadi et al. (2021), propose evolving PMO types, which sug-
gests that, as the organization becomes more experienced in
managing its projects, it should adopt a PMO with higher
levels of responsibility and more functions.

Some typologies share the names of PMO types. However,
the functions assigned to the PMO types differ by proposing
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authors. For example, the Enterprise PMO type proposed by
Crawford (2010) has assigned functions related to project port-
folio management, whereas the Enterprise PMO type presented
by Hubbard and Bolles (2015) does not include these functions.
Likewise, the Controller type proposed by Unger et al. (2012)
has different functions when compared to the type with the
identical name presented by Barbalho and Silva (2022).
Another finding is the presence of types at a lower structure
level that are referred to as PMOs. However, their function is
only to manage projects at an individual level without concerns
about a broader perspective of ongoing multiprojects in the
organization. The remaining question is whether we can desig-
nate these structures as an effective PMO since they often only
last while the project runs and are dissolved when it is finished.

The Contribution of Project Portfolio

Management as a Perceived Added Value
for PMOs

Not all proposed typologies include types with project portfolio
management (PPM) functions, comprising identifying, select-
ing, and prioritizing projects and managing one or more portfo-
lios (Crawford, 2006; Desouza & Evaristo, 2006; Ershadi et al.,
2021; Kadenic & Tambo, 2021).

This suggests that PPM may be outside the scope and
responsibilities of PMOs. Thus, an autonomous PPM structure
directly linked to upper management may be established to
align initiatives and business case analyses with the organiza-
tion’s strategy, assisting in better decision-making in the
project selection process (Patanakul, 2020).

Nevertheless, the portfolio management structure should be
closely linked to the PMO, mainly in terms of managing and
enabling the resources available to multiple projects
(Martinsuo, 2013; Bredillet et al., 2018). This conclusion is
reinforced by our research, as the management of one or
more portfolios has a significant impact on several PMO func-
tions, which may increase the perceived importance of the PMO
and thus contribute to higher project performance in the organi-
zation. A PMO can also contribute to strategic project manage-
ment by facilitating or even comprising the process of PPM,
enabling decision-making (Martinsuo et al., 2024; Unger
et al., 2012).

The Role of the Center of Excellence

Some authors propose a Center of Excellence in project man-
agement, which could be perceived to be a high-level PMO
with virtually all functions assigned. It is presented as being
focused on adopting project management practices and method-
ologies by the organization as well as supporting, training, and
mentoring project managers (Englund et al., 2003; Hill, 2008;
Hubbard & Bolles, 2015; PMI, 2013).

This type of structure can be incorporated into large organi-
zations where one or more PMOs already exist and can be

recognized as a center of excellence. Its purpose is to
promote a structured and standardized approach to the best
practices and methodologies, which might be adopted by
other PMOs, disseminating the practice of project management
across the organization. It can also be a support training and
coaching center for project managers, significantly impacting
how they will manage their projects, engage with stakeholders
(Beringer et al., 2013) and, above all, how they successfully
deliver their projects.

A PMO Center of Excellence can be an area of the PMO that
focuses on developing and promoting best project management
practices, standards, and processes throughout the organization.

The Rise of the Hybrid PMO

Agile approaches have changed several practices in project
management by prioritizing the delivery of faster projects com-
pared to more predictive methodologies based on formal proce-
dures, wherein the project only moves on to the next phase
when the previous one has been completed, such as those
based on the waterfall approach. Agile approaches to project
management promote decentralization of authority and scope,
whereas PMOs are fundamentally based on rigid tools and
methods to manage projects (Simard & Aubry, 2024).

Hybrid project management combines interactive and pre-
dictive approaches, allowing project teams to benefit from the
positive aspects of agile management while following the pro-
gression of more traditional activities (Ershadi et al., 2021;
Gandomani et al., 2020).

We have not found significant references in our study to this
new context and how it might impact the PMO types; however,
it is natural that new PMO types with names such as “agile
centers of excellence” or “value delivery offices” would
emerge in organizations adopting more decentralized structures
in which teams must respond rapidly to changing project needs.
This debate opens the possibility of further studies to develop
new functions that support adopting agile approaches to
project management in PMOs.

Assessing Results and Addressing the PMO’s
Organizational Learning

The PMO also serves as a repository of knowledge and applica-
tion of best practices and processes, assisting organizations in
continuously improving their project management capabilities
(Gemiinden et al., 2018).

In this context, the importance of lessons learned is espe-
cially relevant to the success of the team, the organization,
and existing and future projects, helping to identify and dissem-
inate institutional knowledge (Aubry et al., 2011; Hadi et al.,
2022). With this practice, team members and project leaders
can perceive what outcomes were successfully achieved or if
there is potential to apply improvements for future projects.



(panunuoo)

>

>

> >

> e

e e = e > T E e e

e

I e S T
e

~>

e R S >
>

R

>

\/

=

= = e = e =

>

> e = >

e

I

> >

=

I

=

~>
~>
>

> S > e > >

> s
R

>
> > >

A

=

R e
S

e

e

e

>
>

S
S
=
=

> > S > > S
R e

=

> > >

R e e

e e

>

=

R e

~>

= > R e e

e e
SEEE EEE e eEEEE e e e > e EEE e eI e

ST TE EE e e e > TEEEEE e Ee e eEEE e e

3OO IWd

OIWd @staduanug

OIWd U ssauisng
2210 1oddng 133f0uyg

2210 39lo.g
JOOWd

OIWd studuanug
OIWd U ssauisng
2210 1oddng 133l0.yg
2010 99lo.y
Jojeulpaoo)
J9|j03u0D
Js1ioddng

OWd @studasiug
OINd 21U ssauisng
2010 99lo.y
OIWd studuanug
dnougy Jswoisn)
OId [euondUNy
JOOWd

OIWNd pedueApy
OWd Piepurag
OINd 2!seq

2010 99lo.y
OIWd @studuaaug
OINd Pa3eJapay
3OO Wd

21O uswaseuel 19lo.yg

2210 1oddng 139l0.y
yoeod

Ja8euel a8pajmouy|
Ja8eue)| uonew.ou|

Js1ioddng

OWWd sp-epuelg
OWd 38pajmou)
OWd 8unnsuod
OIWd studuanug
OINd 24nepy
OINd 2'seg
2010 99lo.y
aneA JaAllRQ
OIWd studuanug
Buiydeo) 19lo.yg

Auorisoday 193l0.y

JOOWd

2210 uswadeuey weao.id
210 1oddng 139l0.y

(5100

s9|jog g pJeqqnH

(£107) INd

(2107) 'Ie 32 433un

(0107) pl1oyme.d

(6007) 4auzsa)|

(80027) I'H

(8007)

Yo.easay Jaulsen)

(9002)
O3slJeA] %@ BZNOS3(J

(9007) 29ne127

(5007) uepes

(€002)

suljjoy 8 [[epu|

(€007) ‘e 32 punjdu3

¥d €d Tdd 1 o0ud eld 814 ZId 914 SI4 vId €14 T4 114 O0ld 64 8 /4 94 sadA |

N
w
<+
w
m
('8
o
[* 8

|4 :suonduny [ERITENCIEN]

113 ¥ €9 [43} 19 sdno.g

suondung pue sadA| OJd Usamiag diysuonejsy [enusnjul sy 3uizfeuy *¢ a|qe]



‘aseqelep jsid aeuew

pue jusws|dw|-474 ‘paues| suosss| Jo aseqelep s3eurw pue Jusws|duwi-£z4 sapne 139foad 1onpuoD-7z4 smalas. 139loadisod 1onpuo)-| 74 ‘uoneruswndop 133fo.d Jo ssAlyd.e a3eue|y-07d PouewIokRd Old [042U0d pue
J0JUO|\-6 | 4 ‘Buluueds [BIUSWIUOIIAUS pue SuDIOMISN-8 |4 “Juswadeuew sayauag-/ |4 Buiuueld oi8e3e.as Ul 93eddIIIRd-9 |4 ‘Juswadeuew Jaddn 01 921APE SPIAC.IG-G | 4 ‘$399l0ud USEMIDQ $9D.UN0SBU 918J0| |- | 4 ‘sweaSoud

3Jow Jo auo aeue|-£| ‘s

oj1iod auow o auo adeuey-7 |4 ‘s139load mau aznwiold pue 133)as ‘AJauspl-| |4 ‘s199/oad UsSIMIBQ 91BUIPI0OD-() |4 {SZIPJEPUBIS O 1103 UE INOYIIM S|OO] JO 195 B IPIAO.I4-64 ‘Stadeuew

129/o.d 4oy uliousw apiro.d-g4 ‘Bulures uipnpul ‘jpuuos.ad jo Aduszedwod dopasg-/4 ‘uoneziuedio ayl ulyum uswsadeuew 3dsfoud s30wWo.d-94 ASojopoyraw p.epuess e uswa|dwi pue dojpasg-G4 {pIe0qe.0ds
1939(o4d & urerujew pue dojEAsg-H4 ‘WL1sAs uolrew.opul Juswadeurw 133(oud e a1esado pue Jusws|dw|-g4 BourwIoRd 133f0ud [043U0d pue JolUOL-74 “AuswaSeuew Jaddn 031 snies 133foud Juoday- |4 | Buluies)
[euoneziuesi0-go ‘uswadeurw d1393e.15-49) “uswadeurew 139foadnnp-€9 ‘saiSojopoyraw pue sapuIRdwod Juswadeurw 339fo.ud jo auswdopasg-7o) Pourw.oad 333foad Suljjosauod pue 3ulioliuoly- | :puadesn]

A

=

=

~>

\/

e
>
>

\/

\/

>

\/

\/

R

> e

uswaseuey
199/0.d [euoneziuedio
J9||043u0D

J9110ddng
Jaulieg
Jo|j03u0D

3uiaiag

14oddng [euoneziuesiQ
Buln1anNs OWd

sad1de.d JUswWaSeue],] 399l0.d

(zTo0)
BA|IS 8 OY[equeg

(1700
oquwie] g dluspey|

Iy A
A A
aunidnaIseu|
\/ \/ \/ \/ \/ JuswaSeuey, 393(0ay (1707) Ie 30 1peysJ3
A MAA MR A A oA
\/ \/ \/ \/ \/ \/ \/ Jojeulpaood)
\/ \/ \/ \/ \/ Jauoddng  (8107) |B 30 oyy-BNQO
¥id €d Td I 0ud 6ld SI4 ¥I4d €14 T4 114 O0ld 64 84 Z4 94 S4 ¥4 € T 14 suondduny sadA) SadURIRJRY
1) [22] [43) 19 ssdno.g

(panunuod) ‘g sjqeL

12



Monteiro et al.

In our findings, most of the authors have this function included
in their types.

However, the functions of postproject review and project
audits—processes that should be carried out after the comple-
tion of the project to assess its impacts and overall success
(Varajao et al., 2022) and identify short and long-term areas
for improvement—are being neglected. These functions are
only considered in a few proposed types (Ershadi et al., 2021;
Garfein, 2005; Hill, 2008; Kadenic & Tambo, 2021; Kendall
& Rollins, 2003; Letavec, 2006).

Also, establishing an efficient risk documentation structure,
particularly by having a project database risk, can help handle
and improve risk management. This repository can contribute
to identifying, analyzing, and proactively addressing potential
risks, leading to improved decision-making and risk mitigation
(Taylor et al., 2012). Nevertheless, we found that only a few
authors considered this function relevant (Hubbard & Bolles,
2015; Kendall & Rollins, 2003).

All the findings mentioned above may indicate that PMO
functions related to results assessment and organizational learn-
ing are still barely addressed in the proposed PMO types, and
organizations underperceive their importance. This raises the
urgency and opens avenues for incorporating Success
Management practices into the PMO types. Success
Management “focuses on defining, leveraging, and securing
the success of endeavors at maximum levels by gaining a compre-
hensive awareness of what is valued by stakeholders to reach
success and managing accordingly to that understanding”
(Varajao et al., 2022, p. 481).

The Influence of the PMO on Organizational
Performance

The PMO substantially impacts organizational performance,
aligning projects with the organization’s strategic objectives
and ensuring that projects are in harmony with its overall
mission (Aubry & Lavoie-Tremblay, 2018). The PMO’s struc-
tured approach enhances project outcomes by reducing uncer-
tainties, improving decision-making, and ensuring project
delivery meets predefined criteria. Too and Weaver (2014)
emphasize that PMOs play a crucial role in enhancing project
outcomes by managing project complexity through coordinat-
ing, managing interdependencies, and adapting project strate-
gies to changing circumstances.

In this context, the PMO importance is accentuated when
it includes functions of the group strategic management,
positively  influencing  organizational  performance
(Garfein, 2005; Hill, 2008; Kendall & Rollins, 2003;
Kerzner, 2009; Otra-Aho et al., 2018; PMI, 2013). This is
accomplished through benefits management, participation
in strategic planning, supporting decision-making, and pro-
moting a culture of continuous improvement. Overall,
PMOs should foster a culture of continuous improvement,
contributing to adaptability, innovation, and business
growth.

Future Research Directions

As PMOs continue to evolve, there is a pressing need for further
research into their roles across various domains, including their
function in interorganizational project settings, the influence of
organizational design on their structure and effectiveness, the
adoption of agile approaches, and the integration of artificial
intelligence (Al) to enhance PMO operations. Moreover, exam-
ining PMO practices within specific industry sectors is crucial
for understanding their adaptability and strategic contribution
to diverse organizational contexts.

Direction |: Specific Industry Sectors

Future studies should investigate the processes and factors that
drive the evolution and adaptation of PMOs over time in differ-
ent organizational contexts. This may include studies in various
sectors (Artto et al., 2011; Joslin & Miiller, 2016; Riis et al.,
2019) to understand how and why PMOs change their func-
tions, services, and structures in response to internal and exter-
nal organizational dynamics. These studies can also identify
whether certain types of PMOs are more prevalent or effective
in specific sectors (e.g., banking, healthcare, technology) or
regions, providing insights into sector-specific influences on
PMO functions and perceived value.

The research may include longitudinal studies that examine
how PMOs develop in conjunction with the maturity of project
management in the respective organizations (Aubry & Brunet,
2016). It should provide valuable information on how organiza-
tions, over time and at different levels of maturity, adapt their
PMO structures and practices to meet evolving project manage-
ment needs and organizational objectives.

Direction 2: Interorganizational Environment

As organizations increasingly collaborate on a large-scale, car-
rying out complex projects that span multiple organizations, the
role of PMOs in these interorganizational contexts becomes
more critical (Brunet et al., 2024a; Pemsel & Soéderlund,
2024). Future studies should investigate how PMOs operate
in such contexts, focusing specifically on how they manage
interorganizational coordination, communication, and gover-
nance, addressing the unique challenges PMOs face when
aligning the strategic objectives, processes, and cultures of
various organizations involved in a collaborative project. It is
particularly relevant to understand how PMOs can contribute
to resolving conflicts and aligning common objectives among
the various organizations participating in interorganizational
projects. Additionally, it is also important to understand the spe-
cific roles and responsibilities of PMOs in interorganizational
project environments, as well as how they differ from PMOs
in single-organization projects. This line of research will con-
tribute to expanding the theoretical understanding of PMOs,
incorporating perspectives from interorganizational theory and
strategic management. Moreover, it will contribute to the
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development of new PMO typologies or structures adapted to
the unique requirements of interorganizational projects, thus
increasing the adaptability and effectiveness of PMOs in
complex collaborative environments. This future research
direction not only aligns with the ongoing evolution of PMO
roles and typologies but also addresses a critical gap in the lit-
erature regarding the role of PMOs in managing interorganiza-
tional projects—an area that is likely to grow in importance as
organizations increasingly collaborate on large-scale initiatives.

Direction 3: Organizational Design

Organizational design refers to the establishment of systems of
accountability and responsibility that facilitate the development
and execution of strategies, human resource practices, and the
activation of information and business processes. Innovative
studies should delve into the behavioral and psychological
aspects of PMO patterns and functions. This includes studying
how organizational culture, leadership styles, and employee
behavior influence the effectiveness of different PMO types
and their alignment with organizational goals (Tsaturyan
et al., 2015). The study by Miiller and Wang (2024) provides
a detailed taxonomy of PMOs, categorizing them based on
their functions, roles, and the contexts in which they operate.
Their work highlights the diversity in PMO structures and the
varying degrees of influence they exert on project success.
Nevertheless, further research may be conducted to compre-
hend the effects of various organizational designs (e.g., func-
tional, matrix, projectized) on the structures, roles, and
responsibilities of PMOs. This is particularly significant in
organizations that are highly project oriented, where the align-
ment between the PMO and the broader organizational structure
is crucial for achieving strategic objectives.

Direction 4: Adaptative Project Management
Approaches

The integration of agile approaches into traditional PMOs rep-
resents a significant shift in the landscape of project manage-
ment. Scholars have extensively studied agile in the context
of software development and project execution (Latic et al.,
2022; Tam et al., 2020), but further exploration is necessary
to understand its implications for PMOs, traditionally operating
within a structured and process-driven environment. The litera-
ture suggests that the adoption of agile approaches may lead to a
fundamental transformation in PMOs, potentially impacting
their roles in governance, resource management, and project
oversight (Mahabir & Pun, 2022). The shift from a traditional,
plan-driven approach to a more flexible, iterative process neces-
sitates a reevaluation of PMO structures, competencies, and
performance metrics. Another potential research area is the
exploration of PMOs in organizations adopting agile or
hybrid approaches to project management, where customer
involvement, recurrence of change management, change

acceptance, and project delivery frequency are considered key
elements. This involves studying whether traditional success
factors (such as adherence to scope, time, and budget) are still
relevant or if new metrics should be developed to capture the
success of agile projects. This may include investigating how
PMOs balance traditional governance structures with the need
for flexibility and agility in rapidly changing project
environments.

Direction 5: The Potential Effects of Artificial
Intelligence

The integration of AI into PMOs represents a cutting-edge
area of research with the potential to revolutionize project
management practices (Miller et al., 2024). As Al technolo-
gies continue to evolve, their application within PMOs can
transform various aspects of project management—_from
decision-making processes to resource allocation and risk
management (Marnewick & Marnewick, 2022). This includes
exploring the biggest challenges PMOs are currently facing
and how AI can address these challenges by efficiently sup-
porting the different PMO functions. Al tools can analyze
large datasets, identify patterns, and provide predictive
insights that PMOs can use to optimize project outcomes. Al
has the potential to automate routine PMO tasks such as sched-
uling, budgeting, and reporting. This automation can allow
PMO staff to focus on more strategic activities, enhancing
the overall efficiency and effectiveness of the PMO.
Research may explore how Al-driven decision-making com-
pares with traditional methods and what training or adjust-
ments PMO personnel might need. This research is crucial
as it offers the potential to significantly enhance the capabili-
ties and effectiveness of PMOs, aligning them with the rapid
technological advancements that are shaping the future of
project management.

These future research directions are aligned with the recent
Brunet et al. (2024b) editorial in the special issue ‘“Project
Management Offices and Organizational Design.” These
authors, suggest future research related to PMOs for megaproj-
ects, actor- and practice-based perspectives on PMOs, PMO
landscapes, PMOs as catalysts for innovation, organizational
design in idiosyncratic contexts, organizational design for
grand challenges, and Al promises and challenges for organiza-
tional design in project settings.

The limitations of our study also pave the way for new
research. Regarding the PMO functions, we based our research
on the study of Hobbs and Aubry (2007) since it is a relevant
and comprehensive study of PMO functions. Nevertheless,
other studies may present new functions that are not covered
in this research. Another limitation is that results are exclusively
based on studies published in English, eventually overlooking
research in other languages. New research can tackle these lim-
itations by considering other PMO functions and including
studies published in different languages.
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Conclusion

Over the years, the PMO has evolved, becoming the reference
organizational unit in project management, providing method-
ologies and tools for successfully executing projects. Its contri-
bution to business makes it an essential component in modern
organizations that connect the complex relationships of strate-
gies, projects, and organizational structures. Most typologies
and types examined were established within the last two
decades when the concept of PMOs became significantly dis-
cussed by researchers and practitioners in the project manage-
ment community.

This study presents the results of a comprehensive review of
PMO typologies, analyzing the various types based on the func-
tions they encompass. Our research identified 60 distinct PMO
types across 16 typologies, highlighting the high diversity and
evolving nature of PMOs. The findings also show the evolution
and adaptability of PMOs, revealing a progressive transition in
typologies, starting from lower-level PMO types and develop-
ing into higher-level types of greater responsibility and power
in the organization. In our analysis, four PMO types emerged
as the most prevalent across the typologies: Enterprise PMO,
Controller, Project Office, and PMCoE. The most frequently
supported functions include Report project status to upper man-
agement, Monitor and control project performance, and
Manage archives of project documentation. Moreover, in our
effort to present the distinctions among the PMO types, partic-
ularly regarding the functions assigned to them, the study
exposes significant variability in their forms and
responsibilities.

The contributions of this study to theory and practice are
multifaceted. Theoretically, it advances the understanding of
PMO typologies by integrating knowledge from various empir-
ical studies, providing comprehensive descriptions of PMO
types and their associated functions, and offering a foundation
for examining the role and impact of PMOs in organizational
contexts. This study also offers valuable insights for practition-
ers by highlighting the diverse roles and responsibilities that
PMOs can assume. By mapping PMO functions to specific
types, organizations can better understand the strategic value
of different PMO configurations and make informed decisions
about their implementation and management. This understand-
ing can lead to the development of more effective PMO struc-
tures tailored to organizational needs, thereby improving
project performance, resource utilization, and stakeholder satis-
faction. Overall, our study shows the dynamics of PMO struc-
tures, revealing the recent emergence of new typologies, which
means that it is a phenomenon that is constantly evolving and
demanding research.

Funding

This work was supported by national funds through FCT (Fundagio
para a Ciéncia e a Tecnologia), under the project UIDB/04152/2020
(DOI: 10.54499/UIDB/04152/2020) - Centro de Investigagdo em
Gestdo de Informagdo (MagIC)/NOVA IMS.

ORCID iDs

Anténio Monteiro https://orcid.org/0009-0002-9139-6305

Jodo Varajao https:/orcid.org/0000-0002-4303-3908

References

Arbabi, H., Salehi-Taleshi, M. J., & Ghods, K. (2020). The role of project
management office in developing knowledge management infra-
structure.  Engineering, Construction and  Architectural
Management, 27(10), 3261-3287.

Artto, K., Kulvik, L., Poskela, J., & Turkulainen, V. (2011). The inte-
grative role of the project management office in the front end of
innovation. International Journal of Project Management, 29(4),
408-421.

Aubry, M., & Hobbs, B. (2011). A fresh look at the contribution of
project management to organizational performance. Project
Management Journal, 42(1), 3-16.

Aubry, M., Miiller, R., Hobbs, B., & Blomquist, T. (2010). Project
management offices in transition. [International Journal of
Project Management, 28, 766-778.

Aubry, M., Miiller, R., & Gliickler, J. (2011). Exploring PMOs through
community of practice theory. Project Management Journal,
42(5), 42-56.

Aubry, M. (2015). Project management office transformations: Direct
and moderating effects that enhance performance and maturity.
Project Management Journal, 46(5), 19-45.

Aubry, M., & Brunet, M. (2016). Organizational design
in public administration: Categorization of project
management offices. Project Management Journal, 47(5),
107-129.

Aubry, M., & Lavoie-Tremblay, M. (2018). Rethinking organizational
design for managing multiple projects. International Journal of
Project Management, 36(1), 12-26.

Barbalho, S. C. M. (2022). Functions of project management offices
and the satisfaction of project personnel in new product develop-
ment. International Journal of Business Innovation and
Research, 27(3), 281-296.

Barbalho, S. C. M., Silva, G. L., & De Toledo, J. C. (2017).
The impact analysis of functions of Project Management
Office on performance of triple constraint of new-
product development projects. Direccion y Organizacion,
61, 19-31.

Barbalho, S. C. M., & Silva, G. L. (2022). Control of project data and
team satisfaction as results of PMO effort in new product devel-
opment projects. International Journal of Managing Projects in
Business, 15(1), 121-149.

Beringer, C., Jonas, D., & Kock, A. (2013). Behavior of internal stake-
holders in project portfolio management and its impact on
success. [International Journal of Project Management, 31,
830-846.

Bianchi, M. J., Conforto, E. C., Rebentisch, E., Amaral, D. C.,
Rezende, S. O., & de Padua, R. (2021). Recommendation of
project management practices: A contribution to hybrid types.
IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, 69(6),

3558-3571.


https://orcid.org/0009-0002-9139-6305
https://orcid.org/0009-0002-9139-6305
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4303-3908
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4303-3908

16

Project Management Journal

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2014). What can “thematic analysis” offer
health and wellbeing researchers? International Journal of
Qualitative Studies on Health and Well-being, 9(1), 26152.

Braun, T. (2018). Configurations for interorganizational project net-
works: The interplay of the PMO and network administrative
organization. Project Management Journal, 49(4), 53—-61.

Braun, T., & Sydow, J. (2024). The mandate of project management
offices beyond organizational boundaries—Still a blind spot for
organizational design? Project Management Journal, 55(5),
507-519. 7569728231223733.

Bredillet, C., Tywoniak, S., & Tootoonchy, M. (2018). Exploring the
dynamics of project management office and portfolio manage-
ment co-evolution: A routine lens. International Journal of
Project Management, 36(1), 27-42.

Bryman, A. (2017). Quantitative and qualitative research: Further
reflections on their integration. In J. Brannen (Ed.), Mixing
methods: Qualitative and quantitative research (pp. 57-78).
Routledge. https:/doi.org/10.4324/9781315248813-3

Brunet, M., Petit, M. C.,, & Romero-Torres, A. (2024a).
Interorganizational design for collaborative governance in
co-owned major projects: An engaged scholarship approach.
Project Management Journal, 55(5), 580-598. https:/doi.org/
10.1177/87569728231208853.

Brunet, M., Miiller, R., Miterev, M., & Boukri, S. E. (2024b).
Exploring the connections between project management offices
and organizational design. (Editorial) Project Management
Journal, 55(5), 463-472. https:/doi.org/10.1177/875697282
41279506.

Cook, D. J., Mulrow, C. D., & Haynes, R. B. (1997). Systematic
reviews: Synthesis of best evidence for clinical decisions.
Annals of Internal Medicine, 126(5), 376-380.

Crawford, L. (2006). Developing organizational project management
capability: Theory and practice. Project Management Journal,
37(3), 74-86.

Crawford, J. K. (2010). The strategic project office: A guide to improv-
ing organizational performance—Second edition. CRC Press.

Dai, C. X., & Wells, W. G. (2004). An exploration of project manage-
ment office features and their relationship to project performance.
International Journal of Project Management, 22(7), 523-532.

Darling, E. J., & Whitty, S. J. (2016). The project management office:
It’s just not what it used to be. International Journal of Managing
Projects in Business, 9(2), 282-308.

Desouza, K. C., & Evaristo, J. R. (2006). Project management offices:
A case of knowledge-based archetypes. International Journal of
Information Management, 26, 414-423.

Doty, D. H., & Glick, W. H. (1994). Typologies as a unique form of
theory building: Toward improved understanding and modeling.
Academy of Management Review, 19(2), 230-251

Englund, R. L., Graham, R. J., & Dinsmore, P.C. (2003). Creating the
project office. A manager’s guide to leading organizational
change. John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Ershadi, M., Jefferies, M., Davis, P., & Mojtahedi, M. (2022). The con-
tribution of project management offices to addressing complexi-
ties in principal construction contracting. Engineering,
Construction and Architectural Management, 29(1), 287-306.

Ershadi, M., Jefferies, M., Davis, P., & Mojtahedi, M. (2021). Project
management offices in the construction industry: A literature
review and qualitative synthesis of success variables.
Construction Management and Economics, 39(6), 493-512.

Ershadi, M., Jefferies, M., Davis, P., & Mojtahedi, M. (2023).
Modeling the capabilities of high-performing project manage-
ment offices in general contracting companies.
Management Journal, 54(3), 268-284.

Fereday, J., & Muir-Cochrane, E. (2006). Demonstrating rigor using

Project

thematic analysis: A hybrid approach of inductive and deductive
coding and theme development. International Journal of
Qualitative Methods, 5(1), 80-92.

Gandomani, T. J., Tavakoli, Z., Zulzalil, H., & Farsani, H. K. (2020).
The role of project manager in agile software teams: A systematic
literature review. IEEE Access, 8, 117109-117121.

Garfein, S.J. (2005). Strategic portfolio management: A smart, realis-
tic and relatively fast way to gain sustainable competitive advan-
tage. Proceedings of the PMI® Global Congress (North
America), Toronto, Canada.

Gartner Research Group. (2008). PMOs: One size does not fit all.
Gartner, Inc.

Gemiinden, H. G., Lehner, P., & Kock, A. (2018). The project-oriented
organization and its contribution to innovation. International
Journal of Project Management, 36(1), 147-160.

Hadi, A., Liu, Y., & Li, S. (2022). Transcending the silos through
project management office: Knowledge transactions, brokerage
roles, and enabling factors. International Journal of Project
Management, 40(2), 142-154.

Hill, G. (2008). The complete project management office handbook—
Second edition. Taylor & Francis Group.

Hobbs, B., Aubry, M., & Thuiller, D. (2008). The project management
office as an organizational innovation. International Journal of
Project Management, 26(5), 547-555.

Hobbs, B., & Aubry, M. (2007). A multi-phase research program
investigating project management offices (PMOs): The results
of phase 1. Project Management Journal, 38(1), 74-86.

Hubbard, D. G., & Bolles, D. L. (2015). PMO framework and PMO
types for project business management. PM World Journal,
4(1), 1-22.

Hurt, M., & Thomas, J. (2009). Building value through sustainable
project management offices. Project Management Journal,
40(1), 55-72.

Joslin, R., & Miiller, R. (2016). The impact of project methodologies
on project project
International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 9(2),
364-388.

Kadenic, M. D., & Tambo, T. (2021). Reinstitutionalization of project
management offices by large-scale agile frameworks. The
Journal of Modern Project Management, 9(1), 87-101.

Kendall, G. 1., & Rollins, S. C. (2003). Advanced project portfolio
management and the PMO: multiplying ROI at warp speed.
J. Ross Publishing.

Kerzner, H. (2009). Project management—A systems approach to

success in different environments.

planning, scheduling and controlling (10th ed.). John Wiley
Sons Inc.


https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315248813-3
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315248813-3
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315248813-3
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/87569728231208853
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/87569728231208853
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/87569728231208853
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/87569728241279506
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/87569728241279506
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/87569728241279506

Monteiro et al.

17

Kock, A., Ekrot, B., & Gemiinden, H. G. (2024). It takes two to tango:
The interactive effect of project portfolio management offices and
voice behavior on project portfolio management quality and busi-
ness Success. Project Management Journal, 55(5), 473-486.
87569728241229220.

Kutsch, E., Ward, J., Hall, M., & Algar, J. (2015). The contribution of
the project management office: A balanced scorecard perspec-
tive. Information Systems Management, 32(2), 105-118.

Lalic, D.C., Lalic, B., Deli¢, M., Gracanin, D., & & Stefanovic, D.
(2022). How project management approach impact project
success? From traditional to agile. International Journal of
Managing Projects in Business, 15(3), 494-521.

Letavec, C. J. (2006). The program management office: Establishing,
managing and growing the value of a PMO. J. Ross Publishing.

Mabhabir, R. J., & Pun, K. F. (2022). Revitalising project management
office operations in an engineering-service contractor organisa-
tion: A key performance indicator based performance manage-
ment approach. Business Process Management Journal, 28(4),
936-959.

Marnewick, C., & Marnewick, A. L. (2022). Digitalization of project
management: Opportunities in research and practice. Project
Leadership and Society, 3, 100061.

Martinsuo, M., Vuorinen, L., & Killen, C. P. (2024). Project portfolio
formation as an organizational routine: Patterns of actions in
implementing innovation strategy. International Journal of
Project Management, 42(4), 102592.

Martinsuo, M. (2013). Project portfolio management in practice and in
context. International Journal of Project Management, 31(6),
794-803.

Midler, C. (2019). Crossing the valley of death: Managing the when,
what, and how of innovative development projects. Project
Management Journal, 50(4), 447-459.

Mok, K. Y., Shen, G. Q., & Yang, J. (2015). Stakeholder management
studies in mega construction projects: A review and future directions.
International Journal of Project Management, 33(2), 446-457.

Monteiro, A., Santos, V., & Varajdo, J. (2016). Project management office
types—A review. Procedia Computer Science, 100, 1085—-1094.

Mintzberg, H. (1980). Structure in 5’s: A synthesis of the research on
organization design. Management Science, 26(3), 322-341.

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., & Altman, D. G. (2010). Preferred
reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The
PRISMA statement. International Journal of Surgery, 8(5),
336-341.

Miiller, R., Gliickler, J., Aubry, M., & Shao, J. (2013). Project manage-
ment knowledge flows in networks of project managers and
project management offices: A case study in the pharmaceutical
industry. Project Management Journal, 44(2), 4-19.

Miiller, R., Zhai, L., & Wang, A. (2017). Governance and governmen-
tality in projects: Profiles and relationships with success.
International Journal of Project Management, 35(3), 378-392.

Miiller, R., Drouin, N., & Sankaran, S. (2019). Modeling organiza-
tional project management. Project Management Journal,
50(4), 499-513.

Miiller, R., & Wang, L. (2024). A taxonomy of project management
offices and their organizational project management landscapes.

Project Management Journal, 520-540.
87569728231220628.
Musawir, A., Abd-Karim, S. B., & Mohd-Danuri, M. S. (2020). Project

governance and its role in enabling organizational strategy imple-

5505,

mentation: A systematic literature review. International Journal
of Project Management, 38(1), 1-16.

Musawir, A. U., Mohd-Danuri, M. S., & Abd-Karim, S. B. (2024).
Making sense of project governance and its role in strategy
implementation: A governance-as-practice  perspective.
International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 17(1),
50-76.

Otra-Aho, V. J., Arndt, C., Bergman, J., Hallikas, J., & Kaaja, J.
(2018). Impact of the PMOs’ roles on project performance.
International Journal of Information Technology Project
Management, 9(4), 41-53.

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, 1., Hoffmann,
T. C., Mulrow, C.D., & Moher, D. (2021). The PRISMA 2020
statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic
reviews. International Journal of Surgery, 88, 105906.

Patanakul, P. (2020). How to achieve effectiveness in project portfolio
management. /[EEE Transactions on Engineering Management,
69(4), 987-999.

Pansini, F., Terzieva, M., & Morabito, V. (2014) The path towards dis-
covering PMO: An exploratory analysis of the Italian banking
sector. Information Journal of Information Systems and Project
Management, 2(2), 27-40.

Pellegrinelli, S., & Garagna, L. (2009). Towards a conceptualization of
PMOs as agents and subjects of change and renewal. International
Journal of Project Management, 27, 649-656.

Pemsel, S., & Wiewiora, A. (2013). Project management office a
knowledge broker in project based organizations. International
Journal of Project Management, 31, 31-42.

Pemsel, S., & Soderlund, J. (2024). Knowledge entrainment in large-
scale transformation projects: The evidence-based strategy and
the innovation-based strategy. Project Management Journal,
55(5), 487-506. 87569728241239271.

Project Management Institute (PMI). (2013). Pulse of the profession®:
PMO frameworks. https:/www.pmi.org/-/media/pmi/documents/
public/pdf/learning/thought-leadership/pulse/pmo-frameworks.pdf

Project Management Institute (PMI). (2021). A4 guide to the project
management body of knowledge (PMBOK® guide)—Seventh
edition. PML

Riis, E., Hellstrom, M. M., & Wikstrom, K. (2019). Governance of
projects: Generating value by linking projects with their perma-
nent organization. [International Journal of  Project
Management, 37(5), 652—667.

Sandhu, M. A., Al Ameri, T. Z., & Wikstrom, K. (2019).
Benchmarking the strategic roles of the project management
office (PMO) when developing business ecosystems.
Benchmarking: an International Journal, 26(2), 452—-469.

Santos, V., & Varajdo, J. (2015). PMO as a key ingredient of public
sector projects’ success—Position paper. Procedia Computer
Science, 64, 1190-1199.

Sergeeva, N., & Ali, S. (2020). The role of the project management
office (PMO) in stimulating innovation in projects initiated by


https://www.pmi.org/-/media/pmi/documents/public/pdf/learning/thought-leadership/pulse/pmo-frameworks.pdf
https://www.pmi.org/-/media/pmi/documents/public/pdf/learning/thought-leadership/pulse/pmo-frameworks.pdf
https://www.pmi.org/-/media/pmi/documents/public/pdf/learning/thought-leadership/pulse/pmo-frameworks.pdf

Project Management Journal

owner and operator organizations. Project Management Journal,
51(4), 440-451.

Simard, M., & Aubry, M. (2024). The project management office’s
active participation in a digital transformation: A trajectory full
of twists and turns. Project
87569728241242029. Forthcoming.

Spalek, S. (2012). The role of project management office in the multi-

Management  Journal,

project environment. International Journal of Management and
Enterprise Development, 12(2), 172—188.

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D., & Smart, P. (2003). Towards a methodology
for developing evidence-informed management knowledge by
means of systematic review. British Journal of Management,
14(3), 207-222.

Tam, C., Moura, E., Oliveira, T., & Varajdo, J. (2020). The factors
influencing the success of on-going agile software development
projects. International Journal of Project Management, 38(3),
165-176.

Taylor, H., Artman, E., & Woelfer, J. P. (2012). Information technol-
ogy project risk management: Bridging the gap between research
and practice. Journal of Information Technology, 27(1), 17-34.

Too, E. G., & Weaver, P. (2014). The management of project manage-
ment: A conceptual framework for project governance.
International Journal of Project Management, 32(8), 1382—1394.

Tsaturyan, T., & Miiller, R. (2015). Integration and governance of mul-
tiple project management offices (PMOs) at large organizations.
International Journal of Project Management, 33(5), 1098-1110.

Turner, J. R., & Xue, Y. (2018). On the success of megaprojects.
International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 11(3),
783-805.

Unger, B. N., Gemiinden, H. G., & Aubry, M. (2012). The three roles
of a project portfolio management office: Their impact on portfo-
lio management execution and success. International Journal of
Project Management, 30(5), 608—620.

Varajdo, J., Magalhies, L., Freitas, L., & Rocha, P. (2022). Success
management—From theory to practice. International Journal
of Project Management, 40(5), 481-498.

Wiewiora, A., Chang, A., & Smidt, M. (2020). Individual, project and
organizational learning flows within a global project-based orga-
nization: Exploring what, how and who. International Journal of
Project Management, 38(4), 201-214.

Author Biographies

Anténio Monteiro is a professor at NOVA Information
Management School (NOVA IMS). He has a master’s degree
in Information Management (NOVA IMS), a postgraduate
degree in Information Systems Management (ISCTE), and a
degree in Management Informatics (UAL). He is currently
attending the PhD program in Information Management
(NOVA IMS) and is the program director of the postgraduate
course in project management at ISG — Business & Economic

School. He holds a Project Management Professional (PMP)
® certification from Project Management Institute. The focus
of his research is on organizational program management, pre-
dictive and agile approaches, and information systems adop-
tion. Antonio has over 20 years of professional experience in
information technology, performing the roles of head of IT,
senior manager, and program manager, with a career developed
in several industries, overseeing large enterprise-wide IT
project implementations linking the company’s mission, strat-
egy, and processes to IT management. He can be contacted at
amonteiro@novaims.unl.pt

Jodo Varajao is a professor of information systems and project
management at the University of Minho. He is also a researcher
at the ALGORITMI/LASI research center. His current main
research interests are in information systems project manage-
ment and information systems development (addressing, partic-
ularly, the success of projects). Before joining academia, he
worked as an information systems consultant, project
manager, information systems analyst, and software developer
for private companies and public institutions. He has published
extensively, including refereed publications, authored books,
and edited books, as well as book chapters and communications
at international conferences. He serves as editor-in-chief, asso-
ciate editor, and member on the editorial boards of international
journals. He has also served on numerous committees of inter-
national conferences and workshops. He is cofounder of
ProjfMAN - International Conference on Project
MANagement. He is the editor-in-chief of the International
Journal of Information Systems and Project Management
(IJISPM). He can be contacted at varajao@dsi.uminho.pt

Vitor Santos is a professor at Nova Information Management
School (NOVA IMS) of Universidade Nova de Lisboa, teach-
ing information systems and artificial intelligence in informa-
tion systems degrees. He was an invited professor at the
UTAD and Minho Universities, served on several international
conferences and scientific committees, and has authored several
academic publications. He was an elected member of the Order
of Engineers and of APDSI board; prior to this, he was the
Microsoft Portugal Academic Computer Science Program
Manager for almost a decade, held senior management posi-
tions at Santander Bank, and developed computer engineering
activities. He holds a PhD from the University of Minho; a
BSc in Informatics Engineering from Cocite; a postgraduation
degree from FCUL; an MSc and a DEA in Information
Systems from the University of Minho; and a Computer
Specialist title from polytechnic institutes Guarda, Castelo
Branco, and Viseu. He is working on a second PhD in
Culture Studies at FLUL. He can be contacted at
vsantos@novaims.unl.pt



	 Introduction
	 Background
	 Project Management Offices
	 PMO Functions and Roles
	 PMO Typologies, Types, and Related Literature

	 Methodology
	 Systematic Literature Review
	 Data Sources and Search Strategies
	 Systematic Searching and Screening
	 Data Analysis

	 Results
	 Descriptions of PMO Typologies and Types
	 Integrated View of PMO Types
	 PMO Types and Functions

	 Discussion
	 The Diversity of PMO Typologies, Types, �and Functions
	 The Contribution of Project Portfolio Management as a Perceived Added Value �for PMOs
	 The Role of the Center of Excellence
	 The Rise of the Hybrid PMO
	 Assessing Results and Addressing the PMO's Organizational Learning
	 The Influence of the PMO on Organizational Performance

	 Future Research Directions
	 Direction 1: Specific Industry Sectors
	 Direction 2: Interorganizational Environment
	 Direction 3: Organizational Design
	 Direction 4: Adaptative Project Management Approaches
	 Direction 5: The Potential Effects of Artificial Intelligence

	 Conclusion
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


