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The paper sets an ambitious task of contributing to the sorting out of the mul-
ti-dimensional relations between the complex phenomenon of globalization 
and increasing projectification. Our particular aim is to understand how the 
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criteria and factors of success, and challenges posed for project management. 
We find that a great part of this influence can be accounted for through in-
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broader than that. 
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1. Introduction

We live in a projectified society. The term coined in the mid-1990s has been gaining 
relevance ever since, as projects permeate not just economies, but nearly all spheres of 
human society. From the ‘traditional’ project-based industries, such as construction 
(serving the earliest examples of projects – Kozak-Holland 2010; Morris 2013; Chiu 
2010), and later defense (with the US Department of Defense and ‘McNamara's Revolu-
tion’ widely recognized as the cradle of classic project management – Lenfle and Loch 
2010; Morris 2013), projects as organizational form spilled over to other economic 
spheres, including the rather novel ones (notably IT and information systems), as well 
as the public sector (Crawford and Helm 2009; Godenhjelm, Lundin, and Sjoblom 
2015), education (Austin et al. 2013) and scientific research (Fowler, Lindahl, and 
Sköld 2015), healthcare (Shirley 2020; Suhonen and Paasivaara 2011), media (Bounck-
en, Lekse, and Koch 2008). It is not uncommon to see people describing their non-
work-related activities (hobbies, sports, studies and many other things) in ‘project’ 
terms (be it making paintings, working on some elaborate embroidery, going in for 
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learning to cook recipes from a specific cuisine, reaching a particular fitness or sports 
goal, etc.). 

As regards the extent of projects in the developed economies, already in the 1992–
1996 a massive panel survey of 3,500 European firms highlighted a marked increase in 
the use of projects in firm activity – up from 13 to 42 per cent over the course of just 
four years (Whittington et al. 1999). In 2004, a survey by PricewaterhouseCoopers pro-
vided new evidence supporting the trend – each of the 200 firms in the sample was en-
gaged in some form of project activity, while a quarter of them had large (100+) project 
portfolios (Nieto-Rodriguez et al. 2004). Scranton (2014) used World Bank data for the 
estimate of about 22 per cent of world GDP in 2009 came from project-based activities, 
with some countries like India and China having much higher estimates (34 % and 45 % 
respectively). A more recent study of Germany, Norway and Iceland revealed that the 
shares of project work in total working hours reached as high as 34.7 %, 32.6 % and 
27.7 % respectively in 2014–2017, with the majority of projects being internal and thus 
largely invisible to the customer (Schoper et al. 2018). With these figures taken into 
account, expressions like ‘projectification of everything’ (Jensen et al. 2016: 22), or sta-
tements on the omnipresence of projects and their becoming a human condition (Lundin 
et al. 2015; see also Lundin and Söderholm 1998; Hobday 1998, 2000; Cicmil and 
Hodgson 2006) do not sound as an exaggeration. 

Increasing importance of projects and their spread into various spheres of economy, 
as well as into social and political activities, thus appears to be an established trend of the 
latest decades. Is has been running simultaneous to a number of major changes in the life 
of humanity, of which globalization is likely among the first to come to mind. This rais-
es a question of globalization impact on the essential features of projects and the sphere 
of project management.  

2. Globalization, Technological Paradigms, and Project Management: Concept 
Evolution 

Globalization receives unabating attention not only from the research community, but 
from numerous decision-makers, state leaders, entrepreneurs, media and general public all 
over the world. Multi-dimensional as it is, this phenomenon invariably impacts nearly  
all spheres of human life, even though the extent and character of its influence can differ. 
Globalization has had a significant effect on global economy, global financial system, 
politics, statehood, society, etc. (Grinin 2011). There are different views regarding the 
history of globalization. Sometimes it is associated with the spread of PCs, the Internet, 
and the huge increase in global communications and other types of connection; another 
line of research puts globalization in the context of Macrohistory/Big History, tracing its 
start back to ancient times and viewing the recent surge of globalization as yet another 
stage in its long history which has seen both periods of high integration and periods of 
weakening ties between various parts of the world (Zinkina et al. 2019; Grinin 2011). 
Some researchers claim the most recent decades of globalization to be a fundamentally 
new phenomenon, others see it as an intensification of the previously existing trends and 
connections. However, regardless of the approach we take, it can hardly be disputed glob-
alization has been closely interrelated with technological change.  

The concept of technological paradigms, closely related to the concept of long eco-
nomic cycles / Kondratieff waves (1922), was developed in the works of Carlota Perez 
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(2002), Richard R. Nelson (2008), Nick von Tunzelmann (von Tunzelmann et al. 2008), 
Leonid Grinin and Andrey Korotayev (Akaev et al. 2012; Grinin L., Grinin A., Korota-
yev 2017; Grinin, Korotayev 2016). The K-waves are considered to have emerged in 
the economy with the Industrial Revolution, which fundamentally changed the means of 
production. Each new cycle would be started by a number of breakthrough technologies 
forming a new technological paradigm (the spread of these technologies allows the 
emergence of new spheres of production, thus causing an economic upswing). Their 
impact on globalization differs from one technology to the other; it was shown, for ex-
ample, that the ‘golden age’ of the nineteenth-century globalization was largely related 
to the technological breakthroughs forming the essence of the second technological par-
adigm, such as the telegraph, railways and steamships, which allowed for a rocketing 
increase in the speed and volume of communications over distance, most notably be-
tween Europe and Americas (Zinkina et al. 2019).  

The fifth technological paradigm, which, according to researchers, is currently 
completing its final stage, is based on technological breakthroughs in microelectronics 
(invention and worldwide spread of personal computers), information technologies (the 
Internet, email, social networks, instant messengers, etc.) and various software that have 
created new industries and changed the already existing ones. These technologies al-
lowed for a dramatic increase in the world connectivity, which formed the essence of 
the most recent decades of globalization. In addition, the fifth technological paradigm 
witnessed the development and massive use of cyber-physical systems, that is, systems 
encompassing complex interconnections of computing devices, physical objects, people 
and physical environments. One would naturally expect such profound changes to have 
had reflection in the nature of projects and project management. To understand them 
better, let us take a brief look at the history of project management and classic style of 
project management developed in the twentieth century.  

Historians of project management believe that the first projects emerged in con-
struction. The largest and best-known examples would include Egyptian pyramids, 
Mesopotamian temples, the Great Chinese Wall (to name a few), but these ‘mega-
projects’ co-existed with smaller ones needed in everyday life such as construction of 
temples, roads, bridges, and irrigation systems (Kozak-Holland 2010; Chiu 2010; Mor-
ris 2013). The Hammurabi code of laws includes a clause setting legal responsibility for 
the architect and construction workers if their building collapsed (Chiu 2010: 170). The 
construction of Egyptian pyramids involved such basic project management practices as 
keeping accounts of materials, labor resources, and money spent. For a long time in 
history, project organization was mostly applied for the tasks of constructing buildings 
and infrastructure (Hall 2012; Garel 2013).  

The first turning point in the history of project management was likely associated 
with the Industrial Revolution. As the range of projects increased, so did the complexity 
of management technologies; the hierarchy of ‘general contractor – contractor – sub-
contractors’ is widely established, the sphere of responsibility is defined for each level 
in this hierarchy, control for the project timing and the quality of the result is getting 
formalized (Chiu 2010: 201). Railways, mining, petrochemicals, medicine, cargo trans-
portation, banking were all actively developing using the form of projects, although 
formal positions and roles of project manager, chief project engineer, project coordina-
tor were only just beginning to appear (Morris 2013: 19). At the same time, the first 
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transnational corporations appeared which had to develop the first tools for trans-border 
project management, heavily relying on the most advanced transport and communica-
tion technologies of the time (Wilkins 1988).  

Researchers differ in their opinions on the emergence of modern project management. 
Sometimes it attributed to the ‘taylorism’ at the very beginning of the twentieth century. 
More frequently, the Gantt Chart of 1910 is recalled, which formally set one of the ‘gold-
en triad’ of modern project management indicators – timing (concentrating on the timing 
of project tasks and sub-tasks and how long they took to be completed). Both approaches 
were frequently used before the World War II, which saw a surge in the number of pro-
jects and their variety. The most controversial case of the time was the Manhattan project. 
Some see it as the cradle of classic project management where its principles of organiza-
tion, planning, and control were developed (Shenhar and Dvir 2007). Others emphasize 
that the principles underlying the greatest part of Manhattan project (trial-and-error, paral-
lel trials) got excluded from classical project management, and its very essence contra-
dicted these principles (Lenfle and Loch 2010). The very term of ‘project management’ 
appeared after the War, in 1952–53, in the USA Air Force, followed by a formal position 
of project manager, the concept of project office and other important concepts (Morris 
2013). Classical project management was to a large extent developed in the course of 
two military projects, Atlas and Polaris (the latter is more known for the development  
of PERT tool for network calendar planning), and then got widely accepted through the 
so-called ‘McNamara Revolution’. While at his post of the Secretary of Defense, Rob-
ert McNamara transformed the processes of analysis, planning, decision-making and 
project management. First, the phased approach has become the main project manage-
ment model for the Department of Defense and the newly created NASA. In the evalua-
tion procedures, special attention was paid to the stages of developing the concept and 
determining the project contract. This was supported by the proliferation of manage-
ment tools such as PERT. Secondly, starting from 1963, the Department of Defense 
moved from cost-recovery contracts (plus a flat-rate fee) to fixed-price contracts, which 
increased the responsibility of contractors to achieve the goals of the project while 
strictly sticking to the pre-planned budget. This helped consolidate project planning and 
control as key elements of project management. The two key assumptions that underlie 
the phased approach can be identified as follows: (1) project management is focused 
exclusively on implementing the decisions, not making or discussing them; (2) uncer-
tainty management and control are feasible. Thus, classical project management was 
limited to the effective implementation of routine initiatives and tasks, being cut off 
from the two main areas of management inherent in the Manhattan project – strategy 
development and strategic search (Lenfle and Loch 2010). 

3. Data and Methods 

The last decades witnessed a growing failure rate in projects, varying from one sphere 
to another but particularly high in the new spheres, such as IT/IS, where in the mid-
1990s more than a half of projects failed to meet at least one success criteria of the 
‘golden triad’ of classic project management (time, budget, and scope), and about one-
third were considered complete failures (Ewusi-Mensah and Przasnyski 1997). Projects 
would frequently overrun their schedules, require additional financial resources, get 
cancelled before completion or survive to be completed but fail to produce a good/se-
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rvice popular with customers. These issues caught the attention of a number of re-
searchers trying to understand and conceptualize the reasons behind the project failures 
and to transfer this knowledge into methodological improvements aimed at fixing the 
most commonly experienced problems. We review this literature to reveal the most fre-
quently mentioned mismatches between the classical project management and modern 
projects. We then proceed to analyze the role of globalization in the emergence of these 
mismatches. We use areas of project management knowledge developed in the Guide to 
the Project Management Body of Knowledge developed by Project Management Insti-
tution in order to classify the channels of globalization impact on project management. 

4. Impact of Globalization on Project Management 

Globalization has been influencing project management through a large number of 
channels. In order to classify and organize this variety, let us follow the structure pro-
posed in the Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK Guide) 
developed by Project Management Institution. This classification includes the following 
categories: project environment; project leadership; managing project integration; man-
aging project scope; managing project time; managing project cost; managing project 
quality; managing human resources of the project; managing project communications; 
managing project risk; managing project procurement; and managing project stakehold-
ers. Below we will list the channels of globalization impact on project management 
structured according to these categories. The list does not claim to be comprehensive 
and only contains the most notable effects of globalization on the corresponding areas 
of project management.  

 project environment – globalization exerts a huge impact upon the environment 
where the projects are carried out, first and foremost, by increasing its volatility and pene-
trability to external shocks. A vivid example from rather recent past can be presented 
here, namely, the global financial and economic crisis of 2008–2009. What started as 
mortgage market crisis in the USA quickly evolved into a full-scale global economic re-
cession, causing a slowdown, or a temporary halt, or even a cancellation in numerous pro-
jects worldwide. The impact of the global crisis was of such scale that these slowdowns 
and cancellations frequently could not be averted or mitigated by regular project man-
agement. Globalization-driven environmental shocks to project management can come in 
a variety of forms, such as global financial and economic crises (as in the example viewed 
above), commodity price spikes, sudden sociopolitical shocks and destabilizations (in-
cluding ones caused by external influence), changes in the international political arena, 
technological breakthroughs made in other countries etc. 

 project leadership – much depends on the educational and professional back-
ground of the leader, including their involvement in the global sphere of knowledge 
related to the project managed, as well as the presence or absence of international con-
nections which could ease communications with foreign colleagues, knowledge of for-
eign competitors and their experience, access to international funding etc.; ‘globalized’ 
leaders may have a number of important advantages here; 

 managing project integration involves project planning, project knowledge man-
agement, monitoring, and integrated change control; at this stage it is important for pro-
ject managers to take into account the possible impact of globalization upon the project 
scope, time, and cost – see below. Integrated change control is related to monitoring 
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potential risks and reacting properly if one or several of the risks become practically 
relevant – see below ‘managing project risk’; international laws and regulations applied 
to global projects must be well understood in order to effectively manage the relation-
ship of the professional practices to governments and political conditions as well as 
build key relationship to global government decision-makers; 

 managing project scope – project scope should be defined taking into account the 
global sphere of knowledge related to the project managed; on the one hand, globaliza-
tion of knowledge makes it easier to plan the scope of the project as a lot of details can 
be clarified through previous experience and some potential pitfalls can be avoided, 
both for deterministic and non-deterministic projects; on the other hand, it makes it 
more difficult, as a large amount of knowledge needs to be taken into account for pro-
ject success; thus, high-qualified human resources are necessary. For non-deterministic 
projects, globalization of knowledge is of particular importance, as it serves for defining 
the project goal itself and the project can be carried out ‘standing on the shoulders 
of the giants’; 

 managing project time – this aspect used to be much more transparent at the pro-
ject planning phase in the epoch of classical project management and can be affected by 
a multiplicity of various factors in the epoch of globalization (see ‘project environ-
ment’); project overruns are currently typical and have been so for a while, reaching 
50 per cent – 200 per cent of the planned project time (Morris and Hough 1987: 7; 
Reichelt and Lyneis 1999); we presume that this is due to uncertainty and complexity 
rising with globalization – see below Section 5; 

 managing project cost – on the one hand, globalization presents some opportuni-
ties to carry out projects at smaller costs, for example, economizing on human resources 
through outsourcing tasks to different countries with cheaper labor force, or saving on 
the cost of materials by gaining access to information on cheaper producers and reach-
ing out to these very producers through modern information technologies; on the other 
hand, globalization makes projects vulnerable to commodity price shocks and, generally 
speaking, to all the global economic and financial volatility, including crisis phenome-
na; moreover, increased price awareness of customers' needs to be taken into account 
when defining the costs of project and the price of project output; 

 managing project quality – global quality standards regarding the output of the 
project need to be taken into account for project success; globalization increases inter-
national competition for project output quality;  

Significantly lower wages in developing countries make global resources 
a valuable means to reduce cost for IT service vendors. However, the integra-
tion of global resources is a challenge for organizations pursuing successful 
project implementation in order to survive in the marketplace. IT service of-
ferings are delivered as projects for which multinational project teams are 
built using global resources. These teams need to be managed appropriately to 
ensure successful project delivery ... the impact of culture on the manage-
ment of global resources <needs to be taken into account along with> cul-
tural frameworks that need to be in place to allow for efficient global ser-
vice delivery (Eberlein 2008: 28). 
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 managing human resources of the project – one of the prominent challenges 
posed by globalization for project managers is managing virtual project teams consist-
ing of outsourced members; advantages stemming from globalization here include ‘ac-
cess to a wider pool of talent, potential cost reductions by cheaper labor in developing 
countries, the enforcement of internal competition and possible quality improvements. 
External advantages for customers are follow-the-sun development and extended ser-
vice times’ (Eberlein 2008: 29; Gurung and Prater 2006). More challenging aspects also 
stemming from globalization include the need to address significant cultural heteroge-
neity within the virtual teams, which tends to rise with the increase in the number of 
sites involved. Mismanagement of cultural differences and intercultural miscommunica-
tions can possibly lead to project failure.  

 managing project communications – this aspect could be understood in two as-
pects, namely communication as literal technically enabled interaction and communica-
tion as transmission of messages. For the first aspect, project communications are large-
ly sustained with ICT technologies of the fifth Kondratieff cycle underlying the most 
recent wave of globalization; globalization increases the importance of communication 
among the members of the project team situated at different places, quite often remote 
from each other. For the second aspect, it is not the physical distance between the team 
members that matters, but rather cultural distance. Indeed, project members may belong 
to different organizational cultures and different cultures in general, and same notions 
may have different implications for them, and same questions may retrieve very differ-
ent answers (Shulgin et al. 2017). Failure to take into account intercultural differences 
may lead to miscommunications and eventual project failure. 

 managing project risk – project risk management in a globalizing society turns 
out to be a much more versatile task than classical project management ever implied. 
This largely has to deal with the two key notions of uncertainty and complexity – uncer-
tainty relates to the external conditions wherein the project is carried out, while com-
plexity relates both to the external environment and to the structure of a project itself, 
as well as the integration of project into the environment (see Section 5 below). Risks 
are generally reflected in project time (project failure due to untimely delivery of inter-
mediate or final results), project costs (failure due to overrunning the budget), and pro-
ject scope (partial or full incompletion of the project). Causes of the risks are multiple 
and a huge number of them are related to globalization, be it financial (sudden limita-
tion or abrupt ending of financial resources due to global price hikes or global financial 
dynamics or economic shocks), technological (global appearance of new technologies 
that make technologies used in the project of the very goal of the project obsolete), cul-
tural (managing successful intercultural communication within a multi-cultural project 
team, or securing successful communication with multi-cultural society of consumers), 
political (accommodating for global geopolitical changes affecting the project course 
and landscape), legal (accommodating for international legal provisions affecting the 
project course and landscape) etc.  

 managing project procurement – global procurement knowledge and skills are 
needed; global procurement is influenced by price fluctuations at global commodity 
markets, as well as dealing with international laws;  

 managing project stakeholders – one of the challenges posed here by globaliza-
tion is the necessity to manage the interests of stakeholders probably belonging to dif-
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ferent cultures (same as with project human resources). Advantages here again include 
the possibility to build on a richer variety of cultures and knowledge; however, mis-
management of cultural differences and intercultural miscommunications can possibly 
lead to project failure. 

Below we will try to summarize the challenges posed by globalization for various 
areas of project management and changes brought to project management by globaliz-
ing environment. 

5. Research and Discussion 

One of the fundamental differences between classical project management and modern 
projects lies in the sphere of planning and the extent of pre-determination. As men-
tioned above, classical project management would imply that uncertainty management 
and control are feasible; thus, it was well suited for projects with clearly pre-defined 
goals and methods and a detailed pre-defined plan, realized in rather stable environment 
that was unlikely to require any changes to initial project features in the course of its 
implementation. However, with modern projects one would rather expect this not to be 
the case. In this line of thought, Hall (2012) distinguishes between deterministic and 
non-deterministic projects (the ones with and without a detailed and exact outline of the 
project goal preceding the start of the project).  

Another important point touches on dealing with innovations in methods. Planning 
is one of the pillars of classical project management and, indeed, a cornerstone of 
phased approach, as the manager basically controlled that project implementation strict-
ly followed the initially developed plan. This approach is suitable for projects where 
technologies and environment are unlikely to experience significant changes in the 
course of project implementation. However, it will hardly be efficient in rapidly chang-
ing spheres, especially ones close to the technological frontier, such as IT/IS, biotech-
nology, some branches of medicine and pharmaceutical industry, etc. Here, sticking to 
the initial plan and refusing any changes in it may lead to overlooking important tech-
nological innovations emerging during the project implementation; this, in turn, may 
make the project results obsolete and unable to stand competition in the market – some-
times before they are even fully obtained.  

Let us view another closely related point, namely, the technological uncertainty. 
Classical project management and modern project are nearly opposite in their stance in 
relation to uncertainty. The first implies that there is little to no uncertainty, which 
makes project activities and schedule easy to plan; the latter frequently exist in very 
high degrees of uncertainty, to the point that methods of the projects are very vaguely 
understood by the time it starts, or turn out to be non-existent yet (look at the develop-
ment of a new pharmaceutical formula for a drug that would cure a previously incurable 
disease or condition). This is where classical project management is reasonably set 
aside in favor of parallel trial and trial-and-error approaches, which were so important 
in Manhattan project (see above). In terms of project goals, classical management is set 
to work with a clearly outlined goal, where scope and specifications are clearly known 
before the beginning; a parallel trial and trial-and-error work are better for a goal which 
has yet to be specified in the course of the project, as initial knowledge is insufficient 
for its detailed outline because it is innovative in its kind and cannot build upon similar 
results of earlier projects. As Lenfle and Loch (2010) put it, in such projects the details 
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of goal description can be seen as hypotheses that need to be tested and support-
ed/rejected by trials in the course of the project.  

Related to uncertainty, but in no way equal to it is the concept of complexity. Al-
bert Hirschman (1967) was among the first researchers to view projects as systems. In 
this view, the complexity of the project is coming not from its size and the numbers of 
parts, but rather from the necessity to develop methods for coordinating these parts into 
a single whole. In modern research, a number of approaches have been developed to the 
problem of classifying projects depending on their levels of complexity (and, of course, 
conceptually defining these levels). Hobday (1998, 2000) specifies four levels of com-
plexity, from extremely complex to simple projects (depending on such variables as the 
number of parts and components, complexity of systemic architecture, range and depth 
of required knowledge and skills, as well as variability of required materials and infor-
mation). He notes that technical progress and new industrial requirements significantly 
widened the functional capacity, spread, and productivity of complex industrial prod-
ucts and systems, and projects aimed at their creation are increasing in complexity. Sim-
ilar logic leads Shenhar and Dvir (2007) to single out three types of projects: simple 
(assembly of systemic parts), systemic (creation of systems), and massive (creation of 
metasystems).  

However, these approaches limit project complexity to the internal features of the 
projects. To take into account complexity generated by external factors, we can turn to 
TOE approach comprising technical, organizational, and environmental complexity. 
Technical complexity was largely described above; organizational complexity deals 
with resource availability and human factors, while environmental complexity looks at 
project location, market conditions etc. (Bosch-Rekveldt et al. 2011). Another notewor-
thy approach is to distinguish between structural and dynamic complexity. The im-
portance of accounting for structural complexity in project management was first noted 
by Baccarini (1996), who sub-divided it into organizational and technological com-
plexity. Somewhat later, Williams (1999) pointed at complexity caused by uncertainty 
in project methods and project goals. Brady and Davies (2014) used the structural-
dynamic dichotomy to generalize the existing knowledge on complexity types and their 
implications for project management. Structural complexity includes hierarchy of sys-
tems and interdependencies of project components, system integration, and interactions 
between team members. Foreseen and unforeseen uncertainty, innovations, market 
changes are subsumed under dynamic complexity. In other words, structural complexi-
ty, according to Brady and Davies, is related to the interactions within the project, while 
dynamic complexity is engendered in the interactions between the project and its envi-
ronment. A somewhat different approach is taken by Geraldi, Maylor, and Williams 
(2011), who differentiate between not two but five types of complexity: structural 
(technological and organizational), uncertainty-related (goals, methods), time-related, 
dynamic, and sociopolitical (legal issues, security issues, ethical issues etc.). 

As for the impact of globalization on projects and project management, which is 
frequently viewed through the prism of particular changes posing new challenges for 
the managers (such as the development of outsourcing supported by the ICT innova-
tions of the fifth technological paradigm and their spread into developing countries with 
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cheaper labor force), it can be proved to be much more fundamental when the issues of 
uncertainty and complexity are taken into account. 

6. Conclusion 

Thus, in terms of uncertainty, globalization has clearly been making the environment 
where the projects are realized more uncertain in various aspects. As regards internal 
uncertainty (arising in the interactions within the project), one can single out an increase 
in technological uncertainty, which makes it harder to define project methods and goals 
before its start. However, it is far from being the only effect of globalization on project 
management. An increase in organizational uncertainty can also largely be attributed to 
globalization (with newly arising challenges of managing multinational teams, out-
sourced tasks, etc.). An even greater increase can be observed in the uncertainty of the 
environment and various external conditions under which a project is being realized. 
Thus, globalization has boosted the extent of market interconnection for the majority of 
goods and services. Interconnection brings with it increasing vulnerability to global cri-
ses; this was clearly visible during the 2008–2009 global financial and economic crisis, 
when the repercussions of what started as a downfall of the USA mortgage banking 
were eventually felt in almost all countries of the world. Moreover, interconnection 
makes national markets very sensitive to price fluctuations in global markets, and this 
sensitivity, in turn, may influence national sociopolitical stability – not to touch on the 
more obvious matter of global perspective increasing competition in the markets, which 
also makes it harder to set a truly competitive project goal, manage the project efficient-
ly, and obtain a successful and competitive result. If a project is implemented on a mul-
ti-national scale, its complexity is likely to reach a whole next level, as project manag-
ers are to simultaneously take into account the changes in legal sphere, political lean-
ings, sociopolitical stability, investment climate, markets, and numerous other aspects 
in a number of countries.  

Even a rather simple assembly-type project will have its complexity increase due to 
growing uncertainty in the growing number of aspects – goals (how do we make our 
goal competitive?), time (will the product/service still be relevant by the time the pro-
ject is complete?), methods (what are the best technologies, knowledge, skills to be 
used in the development of the product/service, and are they existent yet? are they likely 
to change while the project is implemented?), relevance (is the result likely to become 
obsolete due to fast technological progress, even if the best knowledge in this particular 
sphere is used?), and numerous external conditions in markets, potential customers, 
technological development, law, sociopolitical stability, etc. These factors increase both 
the uncertainty and complexity of contemporary projects and appear to be two main 
factors channeling globalization's impact on projects and project management. 

Project management was still in the cradle during the ‘golden epoch’ of early glob-
alization in the late nineteenth century and up to World War I. Classical project man-
agement took several decades for its tenets to be properly developed, but its spread was 
to a large extent provided by new technologies of the fourth technological paradigm – 
namely, the first generation of large-scale computer-system architectures (mainframe 
computers). The newest surge of globalization, to which many researchers, practition-
ers, and members of general public attribute the term and concept of globalization itself, 
has been heavily relying on the ICT technologies of the fifth technological paradigm, 
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which greatly increased the degree of global interconnectedness and brought about fun-
damental changes in many spheres of economy – project management being no excep-
tion. The ‘golden triad’ of success measurement in classical project management (time-
budget-scope) has largely lost its relevance to project success. On the one hand, more 
projects tend to break at least one condition of the triad – still, their results may be 
deemed successful. On the other hand, strict sticking to the initial schedule, budgeting, 
and scope is no guarantee of success for the result of the project. We show that this is to 
a great extent related to the changes brought about by globalization, which can be most-
ly subsumed under increasing uncertainty and complexity. While rapid technological 
changes and moving technological frontiers definitely contribute to both, they are not 
exclusively responsible for the whole increase in uncertainty and complexity, as numer-
ous other aspects both within the projects and outside (in the environment where the 
projects are implemented) have become more uncertain and more complex, and things 
are not going back to the simpler way of life. 
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