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ABSTRACT 

 

Companies continue to invest in project management approaches as they increase the 

likelihood of project success, help advance firm strategies and value, and thereby increase 

competitive advantage.  Increasingly, mature organizations are investing in project management 

offices (PMOs) to streamline managing of projects and to avoid pitfalls and failures in project 

management.  However, if PMOs are touted as the solution to the project failure problem, then 

why are the overall project results still so dismal?  To address this research problem, this 

dissertation evaluated PMO performance using social capital theory by theorizing and testing the 

impacts of social capital from both linear and non-linear perspectives.  Further, antecedent 

constructs, namely PMO role, locus of control and PMO structure, were hypothesized to have 

differential impacts on PMO social capital.  Finally, this study utilized organizational culture 

theory to hypothesize that organizational culture has a moderating influence on the relationship 

between social capital and PMO performance.  The study was empirically validated using 209 

completed surveys of active PMO participants.  Structural equation modeling using partial least 

squares (PLS) was used to test the hypothesis.   

The study findings revealed that social capital has both a linear and an inverted 

curvilinear effect on PMO performance.  The aforementioned antecedents contribute to the 
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creation of social capital, and the evaluation of social capital's distinct dimensions provides 

valuable insight into the impact on PMO performance.  Additionally, the study findings also 

showed that culture negatively moderates the effect of social capital on PMO performance.  

These findings inform the extant literature on PMOs by shifting focus from the decision 

choices and boundary conditions of the PMO to its value proposition.  This dissertation 

empirically validates that there exists an optimum level of social capital in driving PMO 

performance, providing a divergent perspective to the typical positive linear effects associated 

with social capital.  The study also offers an alternative perspective on organizational culture and 

its impact on PMO performance.  Findings from this dissertation also have implications for 

practitioners, as they highlight the importance of PMO structure, control, and social capital in 

achieving superior PMO performance.  

Keywords: Project management office, PMO, social capital, relational social capital, 

cognitive social capital, structural social capital, PMO performance. 
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Too Much of a Good Thing?  The Impacts of Project Management Office (PMO) Characteristics, 

Social Capital & Culture on PMO Performance 

Increasingly, organizations are looking for ways to achieve competitive advantages using 

people, processes, and technology.  Gartner (2018) forecasted that companies were expected to 

spend $3.8 trillion on information technology (IT) projects in 2019, an increase of approximately 

3.2% over 2018.  But not all the spending can be appropriately accounted for in operations, 

innovation, improvements, and efficiencies.  Many of the dollars spent are a direct result of a 

project that did not go as planned.  Results from 2018 reported that $99 million is wasted in 

project failure for each $1 billion invested (Project Management Institute [PMI], 2018).  

Furthermore, studies have highlighted that IT projects are a significant contributor as they 

typically “run 45 percent over budget and 7 percent over time, while delivering 56 percent less 

value than predicted” (Bloch, Blumberg, & Laartz, 2012, para. 1).   

These figures are detrimental to business due to the negative impact on the company’s 

return on investment.  The academic world has also taken an interest in studying this 

phenomenon.  In the quest for understanding the disconnect between planning and outcome, 

micro-level studies have included evaluating individuals (Petter & Randolph, 2009; Ramaswamy 

& Dawson, 2014), project elements (Bourne & Walker, 2008; Haji-Kazemi, Andersen, & 

Klakegg, 2015), and early warning signs (Kappelman, McKeeman, & Zhang, 2006; Keil, Cule, 

Lyytinen, & Schmidt, 1998) that all can have an impact on the success of a project (Kendra & 

Taplin, 2004).  Macro-level studies have focused on project failures due to alignment with 

strategy (Jeffery & Leliveld, 2004), execution (Taylor, 2006), and overall results (Barclay, 

2008).  These studies have found empirical evidence supporting items identified at the 

individual, project, and organizational level (Al-Ahmad, Al-Fagih, Khanfar, Alsamara, Abuleil, 
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& Abu-Salem, 2009).  While providing insight into the multifaceted contributors to the project 

outcomes, many studies also have pointed out the uniqueness and complexity of projects as 

additional drivers.  

A challenge was made by Geraldi and Söderlund (2018) to transition from studying 

individual projects to the evolution of project studies to gather a broader perspective.  One 

commonality across projects is the application of project management techniques.  Furthermore, 

studies have shown that projects in which procedures are followed have better outcomes (PMI, 

2017).  The individuals performing in project management roles are typically governed by a 

formal coordination mechanism, which is commonly referred to as the project management 

office (PMO).   

The PMO acts as a governing body that manages the projects in an organization.  Since 

2014, PMOs in organizations have increased by 5% as a mechanism to provide structure and 

governance to the project management process (Conrad, 2018).  Even with these organizational 

improvements, the project results are still dismal.  Some noteworthy public failures include the 

$170,000,000 investment by the state of Pennsylvania into an unemployment system that is not 

operational (Thibodeau, 2017) or the Minnesota Department of Motor Vehicles project that is 

estimating another $43,000,000 to fix the $93,000,000 computer system (Orrick, 2018).  While 

these are only two examples, PMI (2019) published their annual project report indicating that 

12% to 21% of projects were categorized as failures, with 43% of the projects not completed 

within the original budget.  Budget overages can range between 27% to 31% of the original 

forecast (PMI, 2019).  Through these dismal results, I challenge the addition of a PMO to an 

organization as the silver bullet, providing an automatic solution to improve performance.   
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Practitioner generated studies have been quick to point out the benefits of project 

management and PMOs.  While academia has a robust project management stream, the 

understanding of PMOs is still evolving.  One of the more comprehensive pieces on PMOs was 

published by Hobbs and Aubry (2010).  Their multi-year studies focused on understanding the 

PMO, and much like the projects that PMO’s manage, they found that these organizations are 

almost as unique in their structure (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010).   

Rather than evaluating the PMO as a static classification based on structure, I look to 

assess the PMO as a dynamic mechanism interacting with others while functioning as a formal 

coordinator.  Even though PMOs can be unique in their composition, they are still considered 

one of the many formal coordination mechanisms found in organizations that manage the 

organization's activities and performance (Soda & Zaheer, 2012).  A coordination mechanism is 

a subsystem of the social system that coordinates the activities of the persons or organizations 

(Mintzberg, 1979).  Whenever a relationship between two or more individuals or groups is 

formed, their tasks require some form of coordination (DeSanctis & Jackson, 1994; Kraut & 

Streeter, 1995; Mintzberg, 1979).  Prior studies on formal coordination mechanisms have 

supported that these structures establish their own identity, power, independence, and culture 

within their group (Bariff & Galbraith, 1978; Kraut & Streeter, 1995; Malone, 1987).  Through 

this independence, I argue PMOs’ performance will differ; this study focused on identifying the 

cause of unpredictable results.  

Classifying the PMO as this coordination mechanism provides the ability to leverage 

organization management theories to identify differentiating components affecting performance.  

Under the assumption that PMOs are added to organizations to improve results and are still 
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experiencing inconsistent performance, it becomes theoretically and practically important that I 

evaluate PMO performance by considering organization-level constructs. 

While many organizational theories could be drawn upon for this study, I selected two 

that involve the interaction of people, which is a foundational component in projects.  The first 

construct that has its foundational roots in management with extensions to IT is the theory of 

social capital.  Social capital has been theorized and empirically validated as a multi-dimensional 

construct that comprises of resources, relationships, and impacts (Adler & Kwon, 2002; 

Dasgupta, 2005; Dika & Singh, 2002; Hsu & Hung, 2013) that align with responsibilities 

commonly attributed to the PMO (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010; PMI, 2017).  Furthermore, when social 

capital is present, there has been a prior connection to the higher level of organizational 

performance (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).  Although social capital has appeared in some project 

studies, historically, these studies have focused on knowledge transfer between individuals and 

their impact on performance (Robert, Dennis, & Ahuja, 2008; van den Hooff & De Winter, 

2011).  

A second organization-level construct with a broad range of assessment and application 

in the organizational discipline connected to performance is culture (Jung et al., 2009).  The 

culture I am interested in for this study is organizational culture (not national or macro-level 

culture).  As a formal coordination mechanism, the PMO should establish its own identity and 

respective culture, which is the focus of this study.  

Research Questions 

This study sought to identify the effect of social capital on PMO performance and the 

role that PMO culture has on PMO performance.  The research questions were as follows:  

1.  What are the impacts of social capital on PMO performance? 
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2.  What are the impacts of PMO characteristics on social capital? 

3.  What role does PMO culture play in influencing the impacts of social capital on PMO 

performance? 

The primary goal of this study was to examine the conditions of the highest performing 

PMOs.  Through surveys of dedicated PMO associates, this study sought to provide evidence 

that there is an optimal level of social capital, providing a partial explanation of the contradictory 

results that have been found in project performance.  I then further refined this study by utilizing 

cultural theory and analyzing the PMO culture's moderating effect on PMO performance.  This 

study is important as it identifies scenarios in which the PMO could experience either positive or 

negative results, highlighting the attributes of high performing PMOs.  

Research and Practical Contributions 

This study makes several unique contributions to extant literature.  First, I combine two 

theoretical perspectives to explain the impacts of PMOs on social capital: information processing 

theory and social capital theory.  Second, contrary to prior studies that have focused on 

the knowledge transfer aspects, my focus was exclusively on the PMO's social 

capital aspects.  Third, I evaluated specific PMO roles identification and organizational 

characteristics as antecedents of social capital.  Fourth, I postulated on the potentially 

diminishing effects of social capital on PMO performance.  Finally, I hypothesized that PMO 

culture will moderate the relationship between social capital and PMO performance.  

This study also holds significant practitioner value.  Lessons learned activities could be 

extended to collect information concerning the interactions between teams as well as the 

environmental culture to capture additional explanatory factors on why a project missed its goal.  

Practitioners can use this information to establish or modify PMO assignments to complement 
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the project teams, focusing on optimizing the level of social capital and minimizing the PMO 

culture's impact.  The following sections provide a deeper understanding of the existing literature 

on the PMO, social capital, and culture. 
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Literature Review 

This section provides an overview of the literature on PMO.  I first detail the PMO 

literature in general, followed by aspects of PMO performance, dimensions of social capital, and 

the antecedent factors that impact PMO performance.  

Project Management Offices 

There is a global presence of PMOs across multiple industries.  The PMI, the leading 

governing body for project management, provides worldwide services for professionals, 

including eight professional certifications for project managers.  The PMI states that a PMO's 

role can vary widely, ranging from standardized project-related governance processes to centers 

of excellence that seek to align business and IT strategy across the enterprise (Hobbs & Aubry, 

2010).  Based on PMI’s (2017) survey of 3,234 project manager participants, 71% had a formal 

PMO within their organization.  Additionally, those with a PMO reported 38% more successful 

results than those that did not have an established PMO (PMI, 2017). 

Literature for PMOs has been primarily focused on classification, task accountability, and 

implementation strategy for PMOs (Darling & Whitty, 2016; Hobbs & Aubry, 2010; Kerzner, 

2003).  These PMOs provide support by operating in a functional, customer, or corporate role 

(Kerzner, 2003).  Organizationally, they can be a central support unit, housed within a 

department or unit, or have a matrix of multiple units that report into a central area (Hobbs & 

Aubry, 2010).  Additionally, they can go by names of project support office, project office, 

program management office, or center of excellence, among others (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010).  

More recently, studies have evolved to assess the maturity level of PMOs (Hill, 2004; Rad & 

Levin, 2003), as well as the typography of PMOs (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010; Müller, Glückler, & 

Aubry, 2013; PMI, 2013b).    
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PMO Performance 

These prior studies on PMOs have added value to the understanding of the boundaries of 

PMO mechanisms.  However, my interest lies in understanding the value of the performance that 

the PMO brings to the organization.  Prior PMO performance research has evaluated the PMO 

from a qualitative and quantitative perspective, in addition to the project and enterprise level 

(Hobbs & Aubry, 2010; Oliveira & Martins, 2018; Sakka, Barki & Côté, 2013; Ward & Daniel, 

2013).  High performing companies investing in project management waste 21% less than their 

underperforming counterparts (PMI, 2017).  However, the outcomes from the PMO are not all 

positive.  Many have identified flat (Dai & Wells, 2004), diminishing (Hurt & Thomas, 2009), or 

conflicting (Ward & Daniel, 2013) results.  As the research questions proposed, I sought to better 

understand the inconsistent results in the PMOs' performance through the results of their 

respective projects.  I posited that examining the creation of social capital through the 

relationship of the roles, control, and structure within the PMO will provide additional 

explanatory variance to the results (Darling & Whitty, 2016; Hobbs & Aubry, 2010; Kerzner, 

2003; Müller et al., 2013).  In the following section, I provide an expanded overview of the 

literature on social capital.  

Social Capital 

The social capital concept derives its roots in sociology from Coleman (1988) and 

Bourdieu (1985).  Two decades later, Portes (2000) acknowledged that the social capital concept 

is “one of the most successful exports” (p.1) to other disciplines.  The theories are widely 

accepted across multiple disciplines to include education (Dika & Singh, 2002; Helliwell & 

Putnam, 2007), economics (Dasgupta, 2005; Karlan, 2005), marketing (Griffith & Harvey, 2004; 
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Levy & Gvili, 2015), and management (Hoffman, Hoelscher, & Sherif, 2005; Nahapiet & 

Ghoshal, 1998; Woolcock, 2010).   

Nahapiet and Goshal (1998) defined social capital as  

the sum of the actual and potential resources embedded within, available through and 

derived from the network of relationship possessed by an individual or social unit.  Social 

capital thus compromises both the network and the assets that may be mobilized through 

that network. (p. 243) 

Further, they state that social capital is composed of three dimensions: structural, relational, and 

cognitive capital (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).  I used the following definitions to contextualize 

the dimensions.  Structural capital was initially described as network ties, network configuration, 

and appropriable organization (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).  The IT literature has explicitly 

addressed structural capital as the strength of the network's tie and stability (Zimmermann & 

Ravishankar, 2014).  Robert et al. (2008) added to the construct by including the number of 

exchanges as well as the number of tasks.  Each of these studies found empirical evidence 

supporting that structural social capital has a positive effect.  

Relational social capital is a multifaceted construct consisting of dimensions such as 

trust, norms, obligations, and group identification (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 

1998).  Trust is defined as “confident positive expectations regarding another’s conduct” 

(Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998, p. 439).  Norms refer to a “shared vision or shared goal” 

(Zolper, Beimborn, & Weitzel, 2014, p. 151).  Much like norms, obligations apply to a 

“commitment to some activity in the future” (Liu, Wang, & Chua, 2015, p. 711).  As these goals 

are accepted, individuals will be less likely to wander away from the standardized practice 

(Zolper et al., 2014).  
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Cognitive social capital, the final dimension of social capital, is built around the sharing 

of information.  It is defined as an inclusive look at the shared codes, language, and narratives 

between the groups (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).  In management literature, social capital has 

been positively associated with inter-unit resource exchange (Huggins, 2010), socialization in 

workgroups (Oh, Myung-Ho, & Labianca, 2004), and information systems development (Hsu & 

Hung, 2013; Lee, Park, & Lee, 2015).  Information systems studies have evaluated the effects of 

social capital on development teams and business (Hsu, Chu, Lin, & Lo, 2014; van den Hooff & 

De Winter, 2011).  During these two studies, the social capital interaction between these two 

groups again confirmed positive results (Hsu et al., 2014; van den Hooff & De Winter, 2011).  

Additionally, van den Hooff and De Winter (2011) found supporting evidence that relational and 

cognitive social capital directly influenced the perception of the business's performance.  

Interestingly, they found that the structural social capital was not significantly impactful on the 

performance's perception (van den Hooff & De Winter, 2011).  Conversely, Hsu et al. (2014) 

found that social capital directly impacted both the product delivered and the system quality.  

While most studies have viewed social capital as a positive antecedent of performance, some 

studies also have highlighted the darker side of social capital.  Pillai, Hodgkinson, Kalyanaram, 

and Nair (2017) collated the darker side of social capital in their literature review of 34 studies.  

They highlighted six themes in which adverse effects can appear when high levels of social 

capital are present (Pillai et al., 2017).  Further, they posited that the presence of both positive 

and negative effects suggests that there is an optimal level of social capital (Pillai et al., 2017), 

pointing to potential curvilinear effects on performance. 
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Project Management Office Antecedents 

Role identification.  Role identification is a relatively new extension of project 

management literature.  Müller et al. (2013) created a relational typology for the roles in the 

PMO to including serving, controlling, and partnering, as demonstrated in Figure 1.  

The model in Figure 1 identifies “most PMOs perform more than one single function” 

(Müller et al., 2013, p.73).  Each PMO has a different level of concentration across the three 

roles, further lending support for treating the PMO as a dynamic coordination mechanism 

(Müller et al., 2013).  Interestingly, the study also found that even PMOs within the same 

organization interacted differently with stakeholders by adjusting their roles accordingly (Müller 

et al., 2013).  Finally, Müller et al. (2013) identified that the controlling role was a common 

theme across all the PMOs that were evaluated.  
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Figure 1. The project management office role triangle.  Reprinted from “A relational typology of 

project management offices,” by Müller, R., Glückler, J., & Aubry, M., 2013, Project 

Management Journal, 44, p. 70, Copyright 2013 by Project Management Journal.  
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 Locus of control.  Locus of control is derived from social learning theory, which was 

pioneered by Rotter (1954).  It is commonly categorized as an internal or external trait upon self-

identification (Allen, Weeks, & Moffit, 2005).  Internal orientation relates to the perception of 

control that an individual has over his or her actions and outcomes (Chen, Li, & Leung, 2016; 

Howell & Avolio, 1993).  In contrast, external orientation is the perception that control does not 

exist in the individual but instead is a result of luck or chance (Rotter, 1954, 1966).  

 Furthermore, studies have been conducted in which individuals have indicated a high 

internal focus resulting in more innovation (Miller & Toulouse, 1986), improved business 

performance (Howell & Avolio, 1993), and overall improved ability to affect their outcomes 

(Allen et al., 2005).  Conversely, those individuals with a high external focus tend to pass the 

blame onto others without taking ownership.  Interestingly, Chen, Li, and Leung (2016) found 

that externals were more receptive to having outside information and assistance than internals, 

which may also affect performance.  

Organizational structure.  Organizational structure is a mature literature stream 

crossing multiple topics of interest.  At the core, organizational structure refers to the roles, 

responsibilities, and hierarchy within a company.  As such, it has been evaluated for the impact 

on strategy (Child, 1972; Fredrickson, 1986; Hall & Saias, 1980; Miles, Snow, Meyer, & 

Coleman, 1978), communication (Hinds & Kiesler, 1995; Zheng, Yang, & McLean, 2010), 

control (Ouchi, 1977), and innovation (Hage & Dewar, 1973; Menguc & Auh, 2010; Pierce & 

Delbecq, 1977).  Additionally, the organizational structure has been established as a significant 

predictor of organizational performance in various contexts (Ahuja & Carley, 1999; Galbraith, 

1973; Jiang, Klein, & Pick, 2003; Mintzberg, 1979; Raymond, Pare, & Bergeron, 1995).  
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Following the patterns in the organizational structure and performance stream, this study 

used the classification of formal and informal organizational structure for the structure construct 

(Cosh, Fu, & Hughes, 2012; Diefenbach & Sillince, 2011; Meijaard, Brand, & Mosselman, 2005; 

Mintzberg, 1979).  The organizational structure construct has historically been evaluated from an 

enterprise level, with a subset of research applying the constructs at a team or group level.  Tata 

and Prasad (2004) examined an organizational structure construct in respect to teams.  More 

recently, Bresman and Zellmer-Bruhn (2013) applied an organizational construct to a formal 

coordination mechanism, stating that “as a theoretical construct, structure is applicable to 

multiple types and sizes of entities at different levels of analysis (such as teams and 

organizational units)” (p. 1121).   

Culture.  Culture has been broadly studied both inside and outside of the management 

discipline.  It is complex with multiple dimensions, and there is not one standardized definition 

that has secured agreement amongst the scholars.  The focus of this study was on the branch of 

organizational culture and more specifically, subcultures in an organization.  Kilmann, Saxton, & 

Serpa (1985) described culture as “something having to do with the people and unique quality 

and style of organization” (p. 2) or “the way we do things around here” (p. 5).  With that in mind, 

Schein (1990) identified that culture could manifest in three ways in an organization: observable 

artifacts, basic underlying assumptions, and values.  

With these clarifications in mind, the literature review focuses on the impact that culture 

has on outcomes and performance.  Many links have been made between organizational culture 

and organizational performance (Kim Jean Lee & Yu, 2004) and effectiveness (Denison & 

Mishra (1995), and outcomes have been evaluated in IT and project studies.  Leidner and 

Kayworth (2006) evaluated both organizational culture and national culture; during their review 
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of organizational culture, they identified subsets of culture manifesting in development, adoption 

and diffusion, management and strategy, impact on organization culture, and use and outcomes.   

Many of the use and outcomes have focused on understanding the culture that would 

promote knowledge management transfers (Balthazard & Cooke 2004; Gold, Malhotra, & Segars 

2001).  Some studies have started to progress towards the focus on project performance, 

providing some foundational work demonstrating that an organizational culture measurement can 

have a positive impact not only on performance (Harper & Utley, 2001; Kanungo, 1998; Tolsby, 

1998) but also on the perception of performance (Yazici, 2009).   

Summary 

In summary, this study identified four independent streams of academic work on PMOs, 

its antecedents, and its impacts.  The PMO stream is highly prevalent in the practitioner stream, 

with some academic support, while social capital, organizational structure, and culture are 

widely accepted across multiple disciplines.  Even with these seemingly mature streams, it is 

interesting that these studies have been lacking in evaluating the concepts together to understand 

the performance of the PMO.  My conclusions from the literature review is as follows: first, 

PMOs can enable social capital in an organization, leading to positive performance impacts.  

Second, PMOs can act as a formal coordination mechanism through their role and structure, 

influencing the respective performance.  Third, social capital can also exhibit a darker side, 

which can drive negative effects on performance.  Finally, PMO culture moderates the impact of 

social capital on PMO performance. The research model building upon this foundational 

literature follows in the next section.  

Research Model and Hypotheses Development 
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 The research model for this study is shown in Figure 2.  This study utilized social capital 

theory to develop social capital as a multi-dimensional construct consisting of structural, 

relational, and cognitive capital dimensions.  The study postulated that social capital generated 

through PMOs will have a positive impact on PMO performance.  I postulated that PMO role 

characteristics will have a positive impact on PMO social capital.  I postulated that the locus of 

control and structure will have both a positive and negative impact on PMO social capital.  

Additionally, I developed and tested the hypothesis on the negative impacts of PMO social 

capital by hypothesizing that PMO social capital will have an inverted curvilinear impact on 

PMO performance.  Lastly, I postulated that PMO culture will moderate both positively and 

negatively on the level of PMO social capital to PMO performance.  
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Figure 2. Research model. 

Note.  PMO stands for Project Management Office.  
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PMO Performance 

The performance construct in information systems literature has been a highly debated 

construct.  Venkatraman & Ramanujam (1987) stated that a measurement on organizational 

performance should incorporate both objective and perceived modes of assessment in the 

construct.  In many organizational performance studies, the construct has frequently been 

described as a solely financial measurement to include sales, net profit, return on assets, or return 

on investments (Kim Jean Lee & Yu, 2004; Meijaard et al., 2005; Miller, 1987).  More recent 

studies have incorporated customer perspective and operational excellence (Wu, Straub, & 

Liang, 2015).  

On the project side, the traditional measurement of performance for projects includes 

time, scope, and budget, commonly referred to as the triple constraint (Pinto & Slevin, 1998; 

PMI, 2013a).  Academically, the debate has continued over the proper measurements for project 

performance.  Many authors have challenged that the triple constraint is not encapsulating the 

entire picture of the project (Al-Ahmad et al., 2009; Ika, 2009; Kendra & Taplin, 2004; Pinto & 

Slevin, 1988).  In response to this debate, some have broadened their constructs to include 

variables outside of the triple constraints, such as customer satisfaction and business success 

(Patanakul & Aronson, 2012).  Recently, PMI (2018) even expanded its project measurement to 

integrate an additional variable of expected business benefits.   

In this study, the underlying premise is that the PMO has been established to improve 

project performance across the organization.  Current studies on PMO performance have 

measured the construct through sponsor satisfaction (Ward & Daniel, 2013), success and 

objectives (Sakka et al., 2013), and strategy, people and operations (Oliveira & Martins, 2018).  
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One of the concerns in these measurement constructs is that the metrics are considered soft 

(Singh, Keil, & Kasi, 2009) and that they are subjective in the eyes of those that are reporting 

(Hobbs & Aubry, 2010).  Furthermore, PMOs often struggle to move from task-oriented to a 

strategic role in the organization (Cooke-Davies, Crawford, & Lechler, 2009).  Müller and 

Jugdev (2012) stated that “a clear connection must be made between how efficiently and 

effectively a project is done and how the project’s products and services provide business value” 

(p. 767) in order to provide strategic value.  And yet studies have been failing to measure PMOs’ 

performance from this vantage point.   

Therefore, leveraging both these research streams in this study, PMO performance will 

include the conceptualization and measurement of both efficiency and effectiveness.  The study 

used the project managers’ perception of perceived performance as a proxy to the actual 

stakeholders’ satisfaction about performance.  As part of their project management role in the 

PMO, they would have direct contact with multiple stakeholders providing expertise and 

credibility for their responses.  Furthermore, perceptions of project success have been used as 

measurement instruments for more than three decades since the concept was introduced by 

Baker, Murphy, and Fisher (1988).  Project managers can provide the triple constraint 

information for the efficiency measurement as defined as time, scope, and budget (Serrador & 

Pinto, 2015).  Similarly, the effectiveness construct includes the realization of business case 

benefits (Ward & Daniel, 2013) and the perception of performance (Baccarini, 1999) from the 

perspective of project managers.  

Social Capital and its Impacts 

 Prior literature has supported that social capital has a connection with higher levels of 

performance, increasing collaboration, strengthened relationships, and involvement when an 
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interaction occurs with actors (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).  The theory has subsequently been 

grounded in the management stream, appearing as a frequent topic in the IT literature pertaining 

to the ability to share knowledge among the various groups (Hsu & Hung, 2013; Lee et al., 2015; 

Liu et al., 2015; van den Hooff & De Winter, 2011; Zimmermann & Ravishankar, 2014).  

Unfortunately, many of these studies have focused on the collective dimensions of social capital, 

which diminishes the understanding of the impact that can be gained by separating the clusters 

into individual constructs.  Leveraging prior research, this study began by analyzing each of the 

distinct dimensions, as defined by Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998).  The following sections isolate 

the effects of the PMO characteristics as antecedents to each of the dimensions of social capital.  

This is followed by an analysis of each social capital dimension on PMO performance.  

Structural social capital.  The PMO operates as a network within an organization, 

providing stability and facilitating the exchange of tasks (PMI, 2013b).  However, I believe that 

the PMO has a unique dimension that has not been addressed in the prior studies about structural 

social capital.  The PMO exists to facilitate a centralized area of expertise to improve projects, 

which, by their basic definition, are temporary and not repeatable endeavors (PMI, 2013a).  The 

temporary interaction is unique to the PMO.  As such, the networks and ties established through 

that process may also be considered temporary.  The PMO also brings another level of structure 

to the equation that has not been contemplated under previous studies.  This critical function is 

categorized as monitoring and control (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010).  Monitoring and controls provide 

another level of structure that extends upwards to leadership, down through the project teams, 

and across the reporting matrix of the organization.  This allows the PMO a method of 

establishing structural social capital each time this function is exercised.   
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Relational social capital.  The PMO needs to establish and maintain trust at the entity 

level as well as develop this trust quickly when acting as part of individual teams.  Therefore, 

building trust among the stakeholders is a critical competency for the PMO.  The PMO needs to 

establish a standardized set of project management norms that will be used across the 

organization on multiple projects (PMI, 2013b).  The central purpose of a PMO is to provide 

specialized support for project outcomes, working towards a commitment in the future (Hobbs & 

Aubry, 2010).  Therefore, PMOs must maintain certain obligations to function.  Ashforth and 

Mael (1989) declared that identification is how one perceives oneness or belongs to a group.  

Identification poses a unique opportunity to evaluate within the PMO as individuals may have 

the perception of allegiance to the PMO or their project team.  Finally, collaboration is 

considered an additional dimension of relational social capital (Sun, Fang, Lim, & Straub, 2012).  

As indicated earlier, PMO exists to support projects across the organization, having many 

interactions with the various project teams consisting of internal or external customers (PMI, 

2013b, Hobbs & Aubry, 2010).  Fulfillment of customer needs requires substantial collaboration 

between the PMO and customers.  Relational social capital can have a significant positive impact 

on PMO performance, as trust, norms, obligations, and group identification have been shown to 

improve efficiency and effectiveness (Ko, 2014; Schlichter & Rose, 2013) 

Cognitive social capital.  The PMO can minimize the impact of the temporary 

interaction by applying consistent standards of practice when interacting with various groups.  

Using these standard methodologies, PMOs can provide a standardized, repeatable process that 

the groups can expect (PMI, 2013a).  While the project teams will be able to understand the 

PMO’s vocabulary, there may still be a learning curve for the PMO to learn the project team’s 

language.  A PMO will be able to augment this deficiency by providing additional training and 
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education to team members (PMI, 2019).  It is through this practice that the PMO is establishing 

and exhibiting cognitive social capital within the group (Sun et al., 2012).  Additionally, the 

PMO may assign personnel based on experience with customer segments.  In this structure, the 

PMO is then able to augment the cognitive social capital as part of the interaction with other 

members outside of the group.  A PMO operating under these constraints is likely to maximize 

the level of cognitive social capital through their interactions (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010; PMI, 

2019).  Prior studies have indicated that higher levels of sharing information have positive 

effects (Chow & Chan, 2008).  Therefore, cognitive social capital can have a significant positive 

impact on PMO performance. 

Thus, I hypothesized that:  

H1-Alternative: PMO social capital will have a positive impact on PMO performance.  

H1a: PMO structural social capital will have a positive impact on PMO performance.  

H1b: PMO relational social capital will have a positive impact on PMO performance.  

H1c: PMO cognitive social capital will have a positive impact on PMO performance.  

Impacts of Project Management Office Role on Social Capital  

 Prior research has shown a high diversification in the PMO structure and functions (Dai 

& Wells, 2004; Hill, 2004; Hobbs & Aubry, 2010).  These three roles are described in the 

following sections. 

Controlling role.  The controlling role is the most common role found in the PMO 

(Müller et al., 2013).  In this function, the role has oversight over the enforcement of the 

standards and the tools that are used within the PMO.  Many studies have found that the 

structural piece of project management is the tool that provides the most consistent, measurable, 

and meaningful results (Al-Ahmad et al., 2009; Baker et al., 1988; PMI, 2017; Taylor, 2006).  
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However, there are some potential adverse effects with control.  For instance, the PMO may have 

oversight of personnel and practices, but do they have the expertise to manage people effectively 

in addition to projects?  Additionally, too much control can limit flexibility, stifle innovativeness, 

and reduce speed when interacting with innovative IT groups (Tolsby, 1998).  Lastly, there have 

been instances in which the process becomes too onerous to be useful in the execution (Al-

Ahmad et al., 2009).  Or worse yet, the control role merely becomes an ineffective function of 

checking the boxes versus effectively managing the project towards the goal.  

As previously identified, controlling roles can have either a positive or negative effect.  

When the function of control is isolated specifically as it pertains to the ties to network, stability, 

exchanges, monitoring, and control of the PMO, the expectation is that the effects will be 

positive.  Controlling roles bring enforcement of standards in the application of the project 

management methodologies, in addition to monitoring toward the goal (Müller et al., 2013).  

Through the consistency in monitoring and control (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010; Taylor, 2006) the 

PMO would develop additional structural social capital.  

Controlling roles also bring about a level of structure and consistency to the execution of 

the PMO.  It is critical to point out that consistency is not the equivalent of a norm in this study’s 

definition.  Controlling roles may undermine a collaborative work environment, alienating the 

ability to establish trust and identity through interpersonal interactions.  Without trust and 

identification, the PMO is not likely to be able to move towards the norm or obligation.  

When the PMO exhibits high levels of controlling roles, the PMO would be actively 

applying the core principles of reporting consistently and measurably.  Earlier, monitoring and 

control had been identified as positively influencing structural social capital (Müller et al., 2013).  
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The argument is that this same rationale could be applied toward cognitive social capital.  The 

repetitive and consistent process would facilitate the sharing of information across the project.  

Thus, I hypothesized: 

H2a: Controlling role will have a positive impact on social capital.  

Serving role.  The serving role can be best described as a consultant or an outsourced 

specialty that is augmenting a lacking skill set (Müller et al., 2013).  By acting in a serving role, 

the PMO provides project managers and project workers from various business units the 

enabling expertise to “increase resource efficiency and outcome effectiveness” (Müller et al., 

2013, p. 61).  In this role, the project manager balances the project’s practices and the 

stakeholder’s needs (Müller et al., 2013).  Much like control, there can be some disadvantages to 

this type of role.  Because the PMO is providing additional capacity, there may not be the ability 

to influence the stakeholder.  The PMO is thereby allowing the stakeholder the flexibility to 

expand the scope or undermine the efficient execution of the project.  

In the serving role, the PMO is providing additional resources, expertise, and best practices to 

other areas of the organization.  This “support function” (Müller et al., 2013, p. 61) provides a 

level of consistent stability to the organization augmenting resources.  By bringing expertise to 

the project, the PMO provides a commitment to the obligation, a drive toward the norm, and a 

building of trust while working collaboratively with the team (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010; PMI, 

2013a).  Successful serving roles may have differing results in identifying with the reporting 

PMO or with the group that they support, but they will have identified with one of the 

coordination mechanisms.  
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The serving role is meant to bring in expertise to increase both efficiency and 

effectiveness.  In doing so, the roles become part of the team and sharing information would be a 

natural extension of the role with the stakeholders.  Thus, I hypothesized: 

H2b: Serving role will have a positive impact on PMO social capital.  

Partnering role.  In this role, the PMO is collaborating and moving in a reciprocal, 

mutual, and equal relationship with the stakeholders (Müller et al., 2013).  The partnering role is 

not found broadly within the industry or fully acknowledged within PMI (Müller et al., 2013). 

The PMO has been found to frequently change the structure of the organization every three to 

five years (Hill, 2004; Hobbs & Aubry, 2010).  The continually evolving structure may inhibit 

the PMO’s ability to have a full and robust partnership relationship with stakeholders; PMOs can 

influence partnerships by aligning their organizations with those that they support and resourcing 

the same person repeatedly (Cook-Davies et al., 2009).  Other PMOs may elect to operate more 

in isolation, acting as a center of excellence and resourcing based on availability versus 

departmental knowledge or prior relationships (Hill, 2004; Singh et al., 2009).  Thus, I 

hypothesized: 

H2c: The partnering role will have a positive impact on PMO social capital.  

The partnering role is taken within the context of a higher evolution of the serving role, 

where there is a mutual and consensual exchange between groups.  Rather than explicitly 

augmenting resources, there is a collaborative joining of forces to collectively work towards an 

outcome together, resulting in sharing information equally amongst the parties (Müller et al., 

2013).  Partnering roles align most closely with the traditional management definitions for 

structural social capital.  
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Like the serving roles, this study posited that the partnering roles would have a similar 

effect on the relational social capital.  The partnering role is likely to have an even higher impact 

on the level of relational social capital due to the collaboration that would be foundational in the 

partnering role (Sun et al., 2012).  Additionally, the expectation is that the partnering role is more 

likely to identify with the team as they immerse in driving towards the goals of the team 

(Ashforth & Mael, 1989).  The partnering role is defined as a “reciprocal, mutual and equal 

relationship” (Müller et al., 2013, p. 61).  This would be the ultimate level of information sharing 

on a two-way avenue with both parties leveraging each other for cognitive social capital.  Hence, 

I postulated that:  

H2d: The partnering role will have a higher impact on PMO social capital compared to 

controlling and serving PMO roles.  

Impacts of Project Management Office Locus of Control on Social Capital 

Many IT studies have linked decision-making and performance (Al-Ahmad et al. 2009; 

Keil et al., 1998; Steptoe-Warren, Howat, & Hume, 2011). Therefore, it is essential to 

understand the decision-making authority of the PMO on IT projects under its purview, in the 

form of the locus of control (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010; Hurt & Thomas, 2009; Oliveira & Martins, 

2018).  As PMOs gain more prominence in the industry, many have evolved from a supporting 

mechanism to a strategy execution mechanism (Darling & Whitty, 2016; Hill, 2004; Oliveria & 

Martins, 2018; Yazici, 2009).  With authority comes the power to affect timely change.  The 

PMOs that are empowered decision-makers have the ultimate control in managing the 

performance measures of time, budget, and scope.  Unlike the stakeholders, they may be less 

concerned with users’ satisfaction or the performance of the tool implemented, focusing only on 

meeting time, budget, and scope (Baker et al., 1998; Pinto & Slevin, 1988).  Conversely, lack of 
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timely decision-making authority may cause a project to miss not only the PMO objectives but 

also those of the stakeholders (Ward & Daniel, 2013). 

This study posited that locus of control would have differential impacts on social capital 

dimensions.  First, I posited that locus of control will positively impact structural social capital.  

By empowering the PMO with a level of authority for decisions, the PMO is enabled to act 

quickly and decisively in interactions (Darling & Whitty, 2016; PMI, 2019) .  This facilitates the 

movement of information while maintaining a high level of exchanges and tasks.  Unlike 

controlling roles in which there is an anticipated adverse effect across all the dimensions of the 

cluster construct about relational social capital, I believe that decision-making authority would 

have a positive impact of norms and obligations.  However, trust, collaboration, and 

identification are once again likely to be underdeveloped depending on the application of 

authority.  Finally, PMOs with high decision-making authority roles negatively impact the 

development of cognitive social capital, since there is an appearance of a lesser need to share 

information when authority is already granted (Tolsby, 1998).  Thus, I hypothesized: 

H3: PMO locus of control will have significant differential (positive or negative) impacts 

on PMO social capital.  

Impacts of Project Management Office Organizational Structure on Social Capital 

 As stated earlier, many studies have linked organizational structure to performance 

(Ahuja & Carley, 1999; Galbraith, 1973; Jiang et al., 2003; Mintzberg, 1979; Raymond et al., 

1995).  Furthermore, studies have bridged the gap by applying organizational-level constructs to 

the team or group level (Bresman & Zellmer-Bruhn, 2013; Tata & Prasad, 2004).  Following in 

the footsteps of those before us, this study leveraged an organizational construct and applied it at 

a group level.     
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The organizational structure construct that I used includes the formal structure and 

informal structure.  This construct comes from a mature literature stream; therefore, the 

definitions surrounding the construct are plentiful (Cosh et al., 2012; Diefenbach & Sillince, 

2011; Meijaard et al., 2005; Mintzberg, 1979; Rank, 2008).  This study utilized the definitions of 

Soda and Zaheer (2012), where formal was defined as “networks or connections among 

organizational members, comprised of organization structure, processes, and workflows” (p. 

755) and informal was defined as “social relations in the organization” (p. 755) and both types of 

structures are exhibited within the PMO.   

Like the locus of control, this study posited that the organizational structure would have 

differential impacts on social capital.  In PMOs that contain a high level of formal structure with 

documented rules, processes, and hierarchy, it is anticipated that there will be a positive effect on 

the structural social capital due to the vertical integrations, whereas it is likely to have the 

opposite effect on the relational and cognitive social capital.  Conversely, for a PMO that 

operates at a high level of informal structure I posited that this structure will have a positive 

effect on the relational and cognitive social capital.  Personal contributors will run outside of the 

formal controls and the red tape, enabling them to develop trust, deepen relationships, facilitate 

learning, and enhance knowledge sharing.  Thus, I hypothesized: 

H4: PMO structure will have significant differential (positive or negative) impacts on 

PMO social capital.  

Dark Side of Social Capital 

Throughout these arguments, I postulated on the positive effects that social capital will 

have on PMO performance from the dimensions of PMO roles, locus of control, and structure.  

However, through the research, I identified studies in which social capital has a negative effect 
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on performance.  Pillai et al. (2017) completed an evaluation of these studies and provided a 

taxonomy of six elements that were identified as distractors of social capital benefits. The six 

specific elements were classified as follows:  

1. Dilution of the dialectical process, in which the participants no longer engage in the 

generation of counterfactual thinking and antitheses (Pillai et al., 2017). 

2. Inhibition of individual learning within organizations, which occurs when there is exposure 

to interactions and experiences outside of the participants’ centers of expertise (Pillai et al., 

2017). 

3. Groupthink, in which the participants have “a deterioration of mental efficiency, reality 

testing and moral judgment that results from in-group pressures” (Janis, 1972, p. 9) thereby 

resulting in a quick group consensus (Pillai et al., 2017).  

4. Postponement of structural adjustments, in which decisions to change or alter organizational, 

divisional, or departmental structures are either delayed or ignored (Pillai et al., 2017). 

5. Non-rational escalation of commitment, in which the fear of failure prevents an individual or 

group from challenging an earlier decision (Pillai et al., 2017). 

6. Blurring of firms’ boundaries, in which decisions for resource allocations may not be 

optimized for the greater organization but more for self-preservation (Pillai et al., 2017). 

I believe that all six elements will be present within the PMO. Based on Pillai et al. 

(2017), I posited that social capital will have a curvilinear influence on PMO performance.  

First, beginning with the structural social capital element, I posited that at extreme levels, 

there will too much focus on monitoring and control, minimizing the emphasis on 

performance.  This focused concentration on the structure may inhibit the PMO from 

adjusting to structurally necessary changes in the projects and may bring in rigidity to the 
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projects (Tolsby, 1998).  By following the project management rules too closely, the PMO 

loses the ability to inspect and adapt quickly to suggested changes that would benefit the 

project or the team.  Additionally, PMOs that are highly coordinated may blur the boundaries 

of roles and responsibilities, resulting in either too much or too little ownership across the 

team.  

Similarly, in the case of relational social capital, as the individuals become more a part of 

the team, their identities transfer to aligning more with the team than with the PMO.  This can 

result in complacency within the team (Soda & Zaheer, 2012), and these individuals may again 

tend to discount the rigor and the purpose of their project management tasks to establish more 

trust in the team.  The project manager may not escalate items that should be raised as concerns 

or risks in a timely manner, ultimately leading to more focus on the team and the interactions and 

less on the performance goals (Haji-Kazemi et al., 2015; Kappelman et al., 2006).   

Cognitive social capital carries a similar risk.  Based on the full sharing and collaborating 

of information, individuals may become part of groupthink (Riccobono, Bruccoleri, & Größler, 

2016) or may not fully challenge ideas for fear of not being considered a partner within the team 

(Haji-Kazemi et al., 2015).  During a partnering role, the individuals may encounter blurred lines 

in roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities while interacting at this high level.  The PMO 

provides a highly specialized function, and this may reduce knowledge sharing as individuals 

may perceive themselves to be elite in comparison to their peers (van den Hooff & De Winter, 

2011).  Therefore, I hypothesized that:  

H1: PMO social capital will have a curvilinear influence (inverted U-curve) on PMO 

performance.  
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Impacts of Project Management Office Culture on Project Management Office 

Performance 

Shein (1990) declared that culture is ambiguous and that groups need to have enough 

history and stability to form a culture that is unique to the group.  It was established earlier that 

formal coordination mechanisms could have a unique identity.  I further provided an argument 

that the PMO meets the evaluation standard of a formal coordination mechanism, thus enabling 

these teams to possess culture.  

During the literature review, the breadth of the complexity of the cultural construct was 

highlighted.  The complexity is not solely limited to the definition but further expands through 

the measurement.  Jung et al. (2009) stated that there is “no ideal instrument for cultural 

exploration” (p. 1087) and that most measures utilized are “fit for purpose” (p. 1087) as they 

pertain to culture.  This study used a quantitative dimensional approach to assess the culture in 

the PMO to understand the moderating effect on social capital as it pertains to performance. 

This study was not unique in applying a cultural construct to provide explanatory factors 

to organizational performance.  Denison and Mishra (1995) developed a model that evaluated 

culture towards effectiveness.  Much like Pinto and Slevin (1988), Denison and Mishra (1995) 

sought to create a model that would not only look to the traditional measurement of performance 

(profit) but also look for an indicator of overall effectiveness.  This evaluation of culture on 

effectiveness was measured once again at the organizational level; however, they identified 

significant impacts that culture had on the organizational performance (Denison & Mishra, 

1995).  The argument was raised earlier that formal coordination mechanisms act similarly to 

organizations.  This study sought to prove that culture moderates the level of PMO social capital, 

ultimately affecting PMO performance.   
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PMOs support various initiatives, encompassing individual projects or a portfolio of 

multiple projects.  The project managers in the PMO remain intact even though individuals are 

assigned out to specific projects. Under the premise that these groups have independence and 

history, it was therefore assumed that culture will also emerge from within this group as 

described by Schein (1990).  To evaluate both the presence and the type of PMO culture, this 

study applied the model used by Denison and Mishra (1995), as shown in Figure 3 
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Figure 3. Theoretical model of culture traits. Reprinted from “Toward a theory of organizational 

culture and effectiveness,” by Denison, D. R., & Mishra, A. K., 1995, Organization Science, 6, 

p. 216, Copyright 1995 by Organization Science.  
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Denison and Mishra’s (1995) culture evaluation model used a 4-index component which 

aligns with the expectations of the work processes and challenges that I would expect to see 

exhibited in the PMO, applying the fit for purpose model as described by Jung et al. (2009).  The 

four components include: 

• Adaptability: The capacity for internal change due to external conditions (Denison & 

Mishra, 1995). 

• Involvement: Described as the degree to which individuals are involved in the decisions 

that affect them and the extent to which that information is shared across the organization 

(Denison, 1984). 

• Mission: Direction to organizational members, providing purpose and meaning for why 

the work is considered important while defining the course of action for the organization 

and members (Denison & Mishra, 1995). 

• Consistency: The collective definition of behaviors, systems, and meanings, resulting in 

individual conformity rather than voluntary participation (Denison & Mishra, 1995). 

A limitation of this study is that it reviewed the culture from the perception of the 

executives versus the actual participants.  Harper and Utley (2001) used the actual participants 

involved in an IT project; they compared people-orientated cultures versus production-orientated 

cultures based on an evaluation of implementation success.  They identified that people-

orientated cultures are more positively associated with implementation success (Harper & Utley, 

2001).  Furthermore, they described the developer environment in a people-orientated culture as 

one that incorporates trust, flexibility, and autonomy (Harper & Utley, 2001).  I suggest that this 

most closely aligns with the change and flexibility indexes of involvement and adaptability in the 
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Denison and Mishra (1995) model.  Based on my background of practitioner experience in 

working with project teams, I support these findings.  

The other two quadrants of the Denison and Mishra (1995) model focus on stability and 

direction.  I made an argument previously under the formal coordination mechanisms section that 

similar characteristics (formalization and standardizing) are expected to be positive predictors of 

PMO performance.  However, I would not make the same argument when evaluating the impact 

of culture.  Tolsby (1998) studied an implementation within a military organization, finding that 

the rigidness and the culture at the organizational level created a poor outcome on the 

implementation.  Due to the very nature of innovation and speed of IT implementations that are 

required these days, it is not surprising that too much structure and too many rules or regulations 

could inhibit the developer or the project team to miss their deliverables.  Thus, I hypothesized: 

 H5:  PMO culture will moderate the relationship between PMO social capital and PMO 

performance.  

Methods 

Sample 

This study’s participants were sourced through the third-party vendor Prime Research 

Solutions, CloudResearch/MTurk.  MTurk is a widely-used crowdsourcing platform for 

researchers with over 15,000 published reports from 2006 to 2014 (Chandler & Shapiro, 2016).  

Matherly’s (2019) study “[supported] the findings of existing work validating the use of MTurk 

as a subject pool” (p. 217).  Data for this study was collected in the spring of 2020 through an 

online survey designed and distributed on the Qualtrics platform.  To be qualified, the survey 

participants were screened for: 

• Reporting hierarchy in a PMO, 
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• Minimum two years in their current organization, and 

• Project operations based in the United States. 

Respondents were informed that the purpose of the study was to understand the impact of the 

PMO on project performance and were provided with an estimated time of completion of 20 

minutes.  Respondents were informed that the participation was strictly voluntary and that their 

results would be anonymous.  In addition to the system access qualifications, the researcher 

could accept or reject work.  Out of the 287 surveys completed, 78 were incomplete and were 

removed from the analysis, resulting in 209 usable responses.  

The rule of thumb for sample size is a minimum of 10 observations for the maximum 

number of incoming arrows into any construct or ten times the largest of any formative 

indicators for a construct for partial least squares (PLS) (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2016; 

Thompson, Higgins, & Howell, 1994).  Based on the research model in Figure 2, this would 

mean a minimum sample size of 70.  However, this rule of thumb application does not 

quantitatively address the concerns of power with the reduction of Type II errors (Murphy & 

Myors, 2004).  Based on a G*Power analysis, the study would require a minimum sample size of 

153 responses based on the Figure 2 model with 95% power and an error rate of .05 (Faul, 

Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007).  This is further supported by Cohen and Cohen (1975), 

whose recommendations suggest a minimum of 153.6 responses.  

Data Collection 

The survey included 86 questions, which were broken out into five sections.  Section 1 

was comprised of the disclosure as well as the qualification questions; Section 2 consisted of the 

PMO perceptions of the antecedents constructs in the study, as well as the culture; Section 3 
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consisted of the PMO interactions as they pertain to social capital; Section 4 consisted of the 

PMO activity including project and performance; and finally, Section 5 gathered demographics. 

The survey was adapted from previous literature (Chiu, Hsu, & Wang, 2006; Denison & 

Mishra, 1995; Meirovich, Brender-Ilan, & Meirovich, 2007).  A pilot study was completed with 

peer industry specialists of the researcher and academic experts to verify validity and reliability.  

Modifications were made to the survey based on feedback from the participants before the full 

data collection.  

Operational Definitions of Variables and Measurements 

While there were conceptual definitions of each of these items in the literature review, 

the operational definitions follow as a supplement.  Except for PMO role, all constructs were 

developed with a 7-point Likert scale.  The measurement scales are in Appendix. 

Social capital.  The construct of social capital measures the individual’s perception of 

interactions that would involve the presence of social capital in the PMO.  This 24-item scale 

was adapted from Chiu et al. (2006).  This construct was further broken down as follows: 

• Structural social capital addresses the network ties that the individual has with other 

individuals in the PMO organization.  The four items cover interaction, communication, 

and community (1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). 

• Relational social capital captures three dimensions which include shared language trust 

(five items; 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree), identification (four items; 1 = 

Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree), and norms (four items; 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = 

Strongly agree).  
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• Cognitive social capital captures two dimensions: language (four items; 1 = Strongly 

disagree, 7 = Strongly agree) and vision (three items; 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly 

agree). 

PMO role.  The PMO role measure is a self-classification in which the respondent 

received a brief description of three classifications and was instructed to select the one that 

described the role of their PMO in the organization, referencing classifications as provided by 

Müller et al. (2013; three items; 1 = Support role, 2 = Monitoring role, 3 = Partnering role).   

Locus of control.  The locus of control measures the individual’s perception of the PMO 

leadership’s control of governance on the projects (eight items; 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = 

Strongly agree). 

PMO structure.  The construct measures the individual’s perception of the PMO 

members on formalization within the PMO for managing projects and was adapted from 

Meirovich et al. (2007).  This construct was further broken down as follows: 

• Formal: This construct measures the individual’s perception of the use and application of 

standard operating procedures (SOPs) in the PMO (six items; 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = 

Strongly agree). 

• Informal: This construct measures the individual’s perception of independence when it 

comes to managing and decision-making for the projects outside of the PMO (four items; 

1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). 

Culture. The culture construct measures the individual’s perception of PMO culture 

through the traits of involvement, consistency, adaptability, and mission, as defined by Denison 

& Mishra (1995; eight items; 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). 
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Project management office performance.  The PMO performance measurement 

consists of the individual’s perception of the most recent project completed, measuring for 

efficiency and effectiveness (five items; 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). 

Control Variables 

Prior literature has suggested that the size of the project team leading to complexity, 

virtual members, and industry may affect the results of the success of the project (Al-Ahmad et 

al., 2009; Kappelman et al., 2006; Ramaswamy & Dawson, 2014).  Additionally, key participant 

demographic information was collected.  

Measurement Model 

 The following section contains the analysis and presentation of the results.  This section 

begins with the respondents’ demographics, then proceeds into reliability and factor analysis.  

The study was initiated to understand the distinct dimensions of social capital in the PMO 

framework.  The analysis of the distinct dimensions performed using SmartPLS is found in 

Model 1 (Figure 4).  Following Model 1, an alternative model is proposed based on the findings 

for the distinct dimensions.  

The data sample demographics for the participants that completed the study for all the 

models are contained in Table 1.  The demographics are followed by Table 2, which includes the 

outer loadings, t values, and composite.  Any item indicator with less than 0.7 was removed 

(Gefen & Straub, 2005).  All t values were greater than 1.96, and the composite reliability figures 

for the individual constructs were all greater than 0.7, substantiating that the scale in the study is 

reliable.  Construct validity was established by checking convergent and discriminant validity.  

Table 3 provides information on the item-to-construct correlations.  The item-to-construct 

correlations showed that the loadings on the constructs were higher than the cross-loadings on 
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other constructs.  Convergent validity was established as each measure of average variance 

extracted (AVE) was greater than 0.5.  Discriminant validity was verified by comparing the 

construct correlations with the square-root of AVE in Table 4 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  The 

diagonal elements in Table 3 represent the square-root of AVE and are higher when compared to 

all the construct correlations in the corresponding columns.  This establishes discriminant 

validity for the constructs.  
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Table 1 

Sample Respondent Characteristics 

Characteristic Count % 

Gender   
Male 152 72.73% 

Female 57 27.27% 

   

Age   
21-24 8 3.83% 

25-29 18 8.61% 

30-34 31 14.83% 

35-39 48 22.97% 

40-44 30 14.35% 

45-49 22 10.53% 

50-54 20 9.57% 

55-59 13 6.22% 

60-64 15 7.18% 

65-69 2 0.96% 

>70 2 0.96% 

   

Work Experience   
0-5 years 20 9.66% 

6-10 years 42 20.29% 

11-15 years 40 19.32% 

15-20 years 38 18.36% 

21-25 years 21 10.14% 

25+ years 46 22.22% 

   

Job Title   
Project Manager 81 38.94% 

Program Manager 34 16.35% 

Portfolio Manager 7 3.37% 

Director 35 16.83% 

Head of PMO 9 4.33% 

Other 42 20.19% 

Total 208 100% 

Note. PMO = Project Management Office 
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Table 2  

Constructs and Measures 

 
Items Indicators Loadings t values 

 
Locus of Control (Locus; Composite Reliability = .907) 

  
Locus1 PMO leadership participates in the allocation of funding for projects. 0.837 33.030 

Locus2 PMO leadership is responsible for the financial outcome of the project.  0.777 21.419 

Locus3 PMO leadership is responsible for selecting the projects.  0.802 22.555 

Locus4 PMO leadership participates in the steering or governing committee.  0.816 28.541 

Locus5 PMO leadership participates in resource (people) allocation.  0.781 20.229 

Locus6 PMO leadership participates in resource (financial) allocation.  0.780 20.024 

Locus8 PMO leadership participates in the prioritization of the projects.  0.810 25.131  
 

Formal Structure (Formal; Composite Reliability = .909) 

  

Formal1 Standard operating procedures covering day-to-day activities are well-

established in the PMO.  

0.844 27.471 

Formal2 Standard operating procedures are followed by all members in the 

PMO.  

0.836 31.660 

Formal3 Members are involved in adding or updating standard operating 

procedures in the PMO. 

0.823 27.665 

Formal4 Standard operating procedures are updated continuously to reflect new 

circumstances in the PMO. 

0.780 17.513 

Formal5 Standard operating procedures capture lessons from past experiences in 

the PMO.  

0.837 28.962 

Formal6 Members understand the rationale for the standard operating 

procedures in the PMO.  

0.857 32.643 

 
 

Informal Structure (Informal; Composite Reliability = .779) 

  

Informal1 PMO members have a wide latitude in the choice of means to 

accomplish goals in the PMO.  

0.874 37.959 

Informal2 PMO members have substantial autonomy when performing their job 

in the PMO. 

0.797 18.134 

Informal2 PMO members participate in the decision-making process in the PMO.  0.825 29.348 

 
 

Structural Social Capital (StructSC; Composite Reliability = .88) 

  

StructSC1 I maintain close social relationships with PMO members.  0.847 23.829 

StructSC2 I spend a lot of time interacting with PMO members.  0.876 29.638 

StructSC3 I know PMO members on a personal level.  0.830 26.433 

StructSC4 I have frequent communication with PMO members.  0.875 26.766 

   (continued) 
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(continued) 
Items Indicators Loadings t values 

 
Relational Social Capital: Trust (RelSCTrust; Composite Reliability = 

.815) 

  

RelSCTrust1 PMO members will not take advantage of others, even when the 

opportunity arises.  

0.806 20.684 

RelSCTrust3 PMO members would not knowingly do anything to disrupt the project.  0.868 45.212 

RelSCTrust5 PMO members are truthful in dealing with one another.  0.887 36.001 
 

 

Relational Social Capital: Norms (RelSCNorm; Composite Reliability = 

.904) 

  

RelSCNorm1 If I help other members in the PMO department, I would also get help in 

the future.  

0.872 36.764 

RelSCNorm2 Members in the PMO department would return the favor they received 

from other members.  

0.897 48.593 

RelSCNorm3 Members in the PMO department would reciprocate the support that other 

members have given them.  

0.904 58.412 

RelSCNorm4 If I support other members in the PMO department, I would also receive 

support in the future.  

0.850 20.975 

 
 

Relational Social Capital: Identification (RelSCID; Composite Reliability 

= .915) 

  

RelSCID1 I feel a sense of belonging towards the PMO department.  0.906 57.228 

RelSCID2 I have the feeling of togetherness or closeness in the PMO department.  0.866 28.418 

RelSCID3 I have a strong positive feeling toward the PMO department.  0.920 78.964 

RelSCID4 I am proud to be a member of the PMO department.  0.878 47.358 

   

Cognitive Social Capital: Language (CogSCLang; Composite Reliability 

= .854) 

  

CogSCLang2 PMO members use understandable communication patterns during the 

projects.  

0.900 57.286 

CogSCLang3 PMO members use understandable narrative forms in status reports. 0.912 59.813 

CogSCLang4 PMO members use common facilitation methods to conduct meetings.  0.828 18.365 
 

 

Cognitive Social Capital: Vision (CogSCVis; Composite Reliability = 

.854) 

  

CogSCVis1 PMO members share the vision of helping others solve their professional 

problems.  

0.878 42.915 

CogSCVis2 PMO members share the same goal of learning from each other. 0.891 42.976 

CogSCVis3 PMO members share the same value that helping others is pleasant.  0.870 38.644 

         (continued) 
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(continued) 
 

Items Indicators Loadings t values 

 
Performance (Perf; Composite Reliability = .919) 

  

Perf1 This project met all its objectives.  0.856 34.198 

Perf2 This project was completed on schedule.  0.825 24.980 

Perf3 This project was completed on budget.  0.726 14.445 

Perf4 This project met all quality expectations.  0.882 43.705 

Perf5 This project delivered its expected business benefits.  0.882 43.479 

Perf6 Overall, this project would be considered a success.  0.889 47.466 
 

 

Culture (Composite Reliability = .904) 

  

Culture1 Members within the PMO have input into the decisions that affect them.  0.742 16.784 

Culture2 Cooperation and collaboration across functional roles is actively 

encouraged within the PMO. 

0.781 20.801 

Culture4 This PMO is very responsive to stakeholder requests.  0.702 11.927 

Culture5 There is a high level of agreement about the way that we do things in the 

PMO.  

0.850 33.323 

Culture6 Our approach to managing projects is very consistent in this PMO.  0.848 31.763 

Culture7 The PMO has a long-term purpose and direction. 0.812 26.463 

Culture8 There is a shared vision of what this PMO will be like in the future. 0.836 25.053 

Note. PMO = Project Management Office 
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Table 3  

Item-to-Construct Correlations 

 
Item Locus 

of 

Control  

Formal Informal Structural 

Social 

Capital 

Relational 

Social 

Capital: 
Trust 

Relational 

Social 

Capital: 
Norm 

Relational 

Social 

Capital: 
Identification 

Cognitive 

Social 

Capital: 
Language 

Cognitive 

Social 

Capital: 
Vision  

Performance Culture 

Locus1 0.837 0.548 0.417 0.563 0.478 0.405 0.567 0.473 0.520 0.459 0.492 

Locus2 0.777 0.509 0.412 0.363 0.392 0.380 0.446 0.340 0.428 0.360 0.442 

Locus3 0.802 0.551 0.470 0.420 0.415 0.358 0.524 0.443 0.551 0.485 0.572 

Locus4 0.816 0.596 0.426 0.519 0.396 0.400 0.454 0.522 0.542 0.520 0.481 

Locus5 0.781 0.505 0.44 0.435 0.453 0.420 0.448 0.507 0.470 0.475 0.476 

Locus6 0.780 0.390 0.442 0.316 0.447 0.326 0.446 0.390 0.413 0.395 0.434 

Locus8 0.810 0.561 0.528 0.482 0.484 0.413 0.518 0.528 0.564 0.510 0.572 

Formal1 0.564 0.844 0.538 0.475 0.451 0.440 0.515 0.600 0.543 0.550 0.646 

Formal2 0.543 0.836 0.480 0.519 0.511 0.480 0.471 0.633 0.553 0.568 0.615 

Formal3 0.522 0.823 0.539 0.489 0.506 0.512 0.488 0.546 0.534 0.502 0.666 

Formal4 0.495 0.78 0.485 0.464 0.443 0.472 0.489 0.589 0.518 0.542 0.641 

Formal5 0.533 0.837 0.461 0.503 0.483 0.499 0.474 0.595 0.533 0.565 0.663 

Formal6 0.612 0.857 0.521 0.477 0.508 0.529 0.518 0.584 0.584 0.530 0.662 

Informal1 0.429 0.430 0.874 0.463 0.462 0.482 0.461 0.326 0.391 0.391 0.581 

Informal2 0.517 0.450 0.797 0.419 0.388 0.406 0.435 0.352 0.439 0.389 0.577 

Informal4 0.457 0.612 0.825 0.459 0.549 0.509 0.490 0.530 0.540 0.558 0.695 

StructSC1 0.421 0.434 0.443 0.847 0.444 0.471 0.610 0.418 0.479 0.415 0.491 

StructSC2 0.523 0.556 0.493 0.876 0.512 0.464 0.598 0.498 0.538 0.476 0.576 

StructSC3 0.484 0.441 0.419 0.83 0.538 0.555 0.643 0.515 0.527 0.440 0.476 

StructSC4 0.487 0.566 0.485 0.875 0.589 0.555 0.583 0.567 0.550 0.554 0.561 

RelSCTrust1 0.453 0.428 0.419 0.453 0.806 0.563 0.556 0.463 0.589 0.488 0.540 

RelSCTrust3 0.489 0.521 0.512 0.509 0.868 0.604 0.576 0.627 0.641 0.644 0.613 

RelSCTrust5 0.463 0.537 0.515 0.596 0.887 0.652 0.689 0.557 0.650 0.590 0.622 

RelSCNorm1 0.411 0.513 0.487 0.533 0.575 0.872 0.615 0.559 0.556 0.537 0.612 

RelSCNorm2 0.397 0.487 0.522 0.536 0.675 0.897 0.633 0.573 0.565 0.531 0.592 

RelSCNorm3 0.471 0.570 0.543 0.550 0.651 0.904 0.640 0.637 0.631 0.571 0.638 

RelSCNorm4 0.425 0.502 0.430 0.480 0.604 0.85 0.599 0.609 0.569 0.475 0.526 

RelSCID1 0.527 0.527 0.524 0.624 0.636 0.675 0.906 0.571 0.689 0.540 0.675 

RelSCID2 0.460 0.472 0.445 0.600 0.594 0.572 0.866 0.520 0.550 0.438 0.554 

RelSCID3 0.620 0.560 0.516 0.672 0.675 0.636 0.920 0.552 0.674 0.513 0.676 

RelSCID4 0.558 0.554 0.501 0.626 0.631 0.633 0.878 0.563 0.624 0.511 0.636 

 

 

(continued) 
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(continued) 

 
Item Locus 

of 

Control 

Formal Informal Structural 
Social 

Capital 

Relational 
Social 

Capital: 

Trust 

Relational 
Social 

Capital: 

Norm:  

Relational 
Social 

Capital: 

Identification 

Cognitive 
Social 

Capital: 

Language 

Cognitive 
Social 

Capital: 

Vision 

Performance Culture 

CogSCLang2 0.506 0.607 0.427 0.527 0.612 0.610 0.547 0.9 0.654 0.657 0.607 

CogSCLang3 0.556 0.681 0.438 0.545 0.550 0.586 0.541 0.912 0.644 0.621 0.605 

CogSCLang4 0.459 0.592 0.441 0.476 0.552 0.589 0.548 0.828 0.626 0.575 0.591 

CogSCVis1 0.600 0.625 0.462 0.529 0.586 0.555 0.600 0.624 0.878 0.571 0.651 

CogSCVis2 0.506 0.551 0.445 0.500 0.654 0.547 0.649 0.630 0.891 0.616 0.662 

CogSCVis3 0.548 0.556 0.554 0.584 0.698 0.636 0.636 0.667 0.870 0.642 0.608 

Perf1 0.513 0.572 0.486 0.491 0.581 0.545 0.517 0.649 0.626 0.856 0.622 

Perf2 0.472 0.518 0.433 0.452 0.575 0.464 0.450 0.600 0.563 0.825 0.531 

Perf3 0.442 0.468 0.409 0.390 0.439 0.439 0.370 0.503 0.448 0.726 0.484 

Perf4 0.471 0.627 0.499 0.463 0.634 0.544 0.483 0.624 0.648 0.882 0.613 

Perf5 0.498 0.551 0.445 0.487 0.602 0.512 0.518 0.584 0.620 0.882 0.576 

Perf6 0.526 0.568 0.488 0.520 0.586 0.538 0.503 0.590 0.587 0.889 0.596 

Culture1 0.420 0.597 0.665 0.492 0.471 0.543 0.497 0.521 0.484 0.486 0.742 

Culture2 0.469 0.604 0.574 0.542 0.589 0.558 0.627 0.563 0.562 0.574 0.781 

Culture4 0.470 0.562 0.505 0.523 0.457 0.437 0.491 0.503 0.467 0.505 0.702 

Culture5 0.565 0.650 0.628 0.565 0.605 0.576 0.633 0.579 0.670 0.596 0.850 

Culture6 0.546 0.687 0.572 0.457 0.609 0.594 0.613 0.595 0.672 0.590 0.848 

Culture7 0.464 0.647 0.626 0.445 0.565 0.521 0.540 0.524 0.559 0.513 0.812 

Culture8 0.523 0.607 0.620 0.409 0.560 0.520 0.565 0.507 0.617 0.493 0.836 

Note. The shaded section in each column represents the construct associated with the corresponding items in each 

row. 

Locus = Locus of Control, StructSC = Structural Social Capital, RelSCTrust = Relational Social Capital: Trust, 

RelSCNorm = Relational Social Capital: Norm, RelSCID = Relational Social Capital: Identification, CogSCLang = 

Cognitive Social Capital: Language, CogSCVis = Cognitive Social Capital: Vision, Perf = Performance 
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Table 4  

Discriminant Validity  

 
Construct 

Formal 

Structure 

Language 

(Cognitive 

Social 

Capital) 

Vision 

(Cognitive 

Social 

Capital) 

Culture 
Informal 

Structure 

Locus of 

Control 
Performance 

Norms 

(Relational 

Social Capital) 

Identification 

(Relational 

Social Capital) 

Trust 

(Relational 

Social 

Capital) 

Structural 

Social 

Capital 

Formal 

Structure 

0.830                     

Language 

(Cognitive 

Social Capital) 

0.712 0.881                   

Vision 

(Cognitive 

Social Capital) 

0.656 0.728 0.880                 

Culture 0.782 0.682 0.727 0.798               

Informal 

Structure 

0.607 0.494 0.555 0.749 0.832             

Locus of 

Control 

0.657 0.577 0.627 0.622 0.560 0.801           

Performance 0.654 0.702 0.693 0.677 0.545 0.576 0.845         

Identification 

(Relational 

Social Capital) 

0.594 0.618 0.714 0.715 0.558 0.610 0.563 0.893       

Norms 

(Relational 

Social Capital) 

0.589 0.675 0.660 0.674 0.564 0.484 0.602 0.706 0.881     

Trust 

(Relational 

Social Capital) 

0.583 0.649 0.735 0.695 0.568 0.548 0.678 0.712 0.711 0.854   

Structural Social 

Capital 

0.588 0.587 0.612 0.617 0.539 0.560 0.554 0.707 0.597 0.611 0.857 

 

Note. The shaded section in each column represents the square root of the average variance squared. 
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Model 1 Results 

 Model 1 hypothesized that antecedents create social capital and that the dimensions of 

social capital create a positive impact on PMO performance.  Using PLS to evaluate the main 

effects of antecedents and independent variables, there was support for many of the hypothesized 

dimensions.  

Starting with the antecedents, locus of control was significant and positive on three of the 

six dimensions of social capital: relational social capital, identification ( =  p < .001 t 

value = 3.864); cognitive social capital, vision ( =  p < .01 t value = 3.043); and structural 

social capital ( =  p < .05 t value = 2.521).  

Formal activities for the PMO captured the use and application of SOPs also had a 

significant and positive impact on all the dimensions of social capital.  Cognitive social capital, 

language was the most impactful ( =  p < .001 t value = 6.316), which was closely 

followed by cognitive social capital, vision ( =  p < .001 t value = 3.543); relational social 

capital, norms ( =  p < .001 t value = 4.435); structural social capital ( =  p < .01 t 

value = 2.42); relational social capital, trust ( =  p < .001 t value = 3.293); and relational 

social capital, identification ( =  p < .01 t value = 2.432). 

Informal activities for the PMO, which considered the autonomy of the members, was 

only significant and positive on four of the dimensions, including relational social capital, norms 

( =  p < .001 t value = 3.695); relational social capital, trust ( =  p < .01 t value = 

3.173); relational social capital, identification ( =  p < .01 t value = 3.062); and cognitive 

social capital, vision ( =  p < .05 t value = 2.006).  The final antecedent, PMO role, was 

not found to be supported in any of the dimensions.  
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The independent variables were positive and significant in three of the social capital 

dimensions: cognitive social capital, language ( =  p < .01 t value = 3.123); relational 

social capital, trust ( =  p < .01 t value = 2.788); cognitive social capital, vision 

( =  p < .05 t value = 2.31).  

Finally, while these items were not hypothesized, there was a positive significant direct 

effect on virtual team to performance ( =  p < .01 t value = 2.55) and culture to 

performance ( =  p < .05 t value = 2.473).  

  



Impacts on Project Management Office Performance 

50 

 

 

PMO Role

Locus of 

Control

Formal 

Structure

Informal 

Structure

Structural 

Social Capital

Trust

(Relational SC)

Performance

Culture

Vision

(Cognitive SC)

Virtual Team

Firm Size

Industry

.189*

-.059

Norms

(Relational SC)

Identification

(Relational SC)

Language

(Cognitive SC)

 
 

Figure 4. Structural model for main effects (Model 1). 

Note. PMO = Project Management Office, SC = Social Capital 
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 5 

Significant Results for Main Effect: Model 1 

 
Relationship Hypotheses Standard 

 

t 

score 

Independent Variables    

Relational Social Capital: Trust→ Performance H1-alternative: Supported 0.242** 2.788 

Cognitive Social Capital: Language → Performance H1-alternative: Supported 0.278** 3.123 

Cognitive Social Capital: Vision → Performance H1-alternative: Supported 0.209* 2.31 

Antecedents 
   

Locus of Control  → Structural Social Capital H3: Supported 0.241* 2.521 

Locus of Control → Relational Social Capital:  

  Identification 

H3: Supported 0.319*** 3.864 

Locus of Control → Cognitive Social Capital: Vision H3: Supported 0.302*** 3.043 

Formal → Structural Social Capital H4: Supported 0.291** 2.420 

Formal → Relational Social Capital: Trust H4: Supported 0.270*** 3.292 

Formal → Relational Social Capital: Norms H4: Supported 0.346*** 4.435 

Formal → Relational Social Capital: Identification H4: Supported 0.241** 2.432 

Formal → Cognitive Social Capital: Language H4: Supported 0.564*** 6.316 

Formal → Cognitive Social Capital: Vision H4:  Supported 0.360*** 3.543 

Informal → Relational Social Capital: Trust H5: Supported 0.292** 3.173 

Informal → Relational Social Capital: Norms H5: Supported 0.313*** 3.695 

Informal → Relational Social Capital: Identification H5: Supported 0.234** 3.062 

Informal → Cognitive Social Capital: Vision H5: Supported 0.167* 2.006 

Culture→ Performance 
 

0.189* 2.473 

Virtual 
 

0.110** 2.555 

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p < .001. 
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Model 1.1 Results: Culture Moderation 

 While there was a direct effect on PMO performance from culture highlighted in Model 

1, I hypothesized that culture would moderate PMO performance.  Leveraging Model 1, culture 

was evaluated as a first-order moderator independently against each social capital dimension.  

Culture negatively moderated PMO performance on all the dimensions; however, it was only 

significant on four of the five dimensions.  These included cognitive social capital, language 

( = − p < .01 t value = 2.661); cognitive social capital, vision ( = − p < .01 t value = 

2.439), structural social capital ( = − p < .05 t value = 2.188); relational social capital, 

identification ( = −  p < .05 t value = 2.104); and relational social capital, norms 

( = −  p < .05 t value = 2.195).  
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PMO Role

Locus of 

Control

Formal 

Structure

Informal 

Structure

Structural Social 

Capital

Trust

(Relational SC)

Performance

Culture
Vision

(Cognitive SC)

Virtual Team

Firm Size

Industry

-.059

Norms

(Relational SC)

Identification

(Relational SC)

Language

(Cognitive SC)

 

 Figure 5. Structural model for main effects with moderator (Model 1.1). 

Note. PMO = Project Management Office, SC = Social Capital 
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p < .001. 
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Model 1.2 Results: Quadratic Social Capital  

 Finally, I modeled for the dark side of social capital with the hypothesis predicting an 

inverted curvilinear result from the distinct social capital elements to performance.  The 

dimension of cognitive social capital, vision ( = − p < .05 t value = 8.722) was the only 

item that was significant.  All other constructs were directionally supportive, except for 

relationship social capital, norms.  However, none of the other elements were statistically 

significant.   
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PMO Role

Locus of 

Control

Formal 

Structure

Informal 

Structure

Structural Social 

Capital

Trust

(Relational SC)

Performance

Vision

(Cognitive SC)

Virtual Team

Firm Size

Industry

-.059

Norms

(Relational SC)

Identification

(Relational SC)

Language

(Cognitive SC)

-.035

-.052

Structural 

Social Capital 

X2

Trust 

(Relational SC) 

X2

Norms

(Relational SC) 

X2

Identification

(Relational SC)  

X2

Language

(Cognitive SC) 

X2

Vision

(Cognitive SC)

X2

 

Figure 6. Structural model for main effects with quadratic effect (Model 1.2). 

Note. PMO = Project Management Office, SC = Social Capital, X2 = Quadratic effect 
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p < .001. 
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Model 2 (Alternative): Second Ordered 

 The results of distinct dimensions for social capital shown in Model 1 indicated potential 

areas of opportunity.  Both dimensions of cognitive social capital moved in parallel and had 

similar results.  While they each met the criteria for reliability and validity, they had similarities 

in item-to-item correlations and AVE.  Therefore, they could be considered as latent variables for 

the collective dimension of cognitive social capital and evaluated as a second-order construct.  

Additionally, relational social capital, trust was overwhelmingly the driving dimension for the 

relational social capital dimension.  Prior studies for social capital have only focused on this 

dimension as a definition of the construct (Pinho, 2013).  

 Following the instructions of Becker, Klein, and Wetzels (2012), the first-order 

constructs had already been confirmed for reliability and validity in Model 1.  The latent variable 

model is a formative-formative model based on repeated indicators, Mode A measurement, and 

factor weighting in the creation of the latent variable scores; these were each used in the 

alternative model (Becker, Klein, & Wetzels, 2012).  The latent variables’ scores were converted 

into a dataset used to create an alternative model, shown in Figure 7.  

  



Impacts on Project Management Office Performance 

57 

 

Table 6  

Discriminate Validity: Second-Order Constructs 

 

Construct  Formal 

Cognitive 

Social 

Capital 

Culture Informal 
Locus of 

Control 
Performance 

Relational 

Social 

Capital, Trust 

Structural 

Social 

Capital 

Formal 1.000               

Cognitive 

Social Capital 

0.735 1.000             

Culture 0.782 0.758 1.000           

Informal 0.607 0.564 0.749 1.000         

Locus of 

Control 

0.657 0.647 0.622 0.560 1.000       

Performance 0.654 0.751 0.677 0.545 0.576 1.000     

Relational 

Social 

Capital, Trust 

0.582 0.742 0.694 0.566 0.547 0.674 1.000   

Structural 

Social Capital 

0.588 0.644 0.617 0.539 0.561 0.553 0.610 1.000 

Note.  The shaded section in each column represents the square root of the average variance squared. 
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Model 2 (Alternative): Results 

In Model 2, locus of control was significant and positive on three social capital 

constructs, including cognitive social capital ( =  p < .01 t value = 2.647), structural social 

capital ( =  p < .01 t value = 2.461), and relational social capital, trust ( =  p < .05 t 

value = 1.957). 

Formal structure for the PMO captured the use and application of SOPs; this variable was 

significant and positive on three social capital constructs, including cognitive social capital 

( =  p < .001 t value = 5.386); relational social capital, trust ( =  p < .001 t value = 

3.357); and structural social capital ( =  p < .01 t value = 2.486). 

The variable for informal structure for the PMO, which considered the members’ 

autonomy, was only significant and positive on relational social capital, trust ( =  p < .01 t 

value = 3.139) and structural social capital ( =  p < .05 t value = 2.043).  Once again, 

PMO role was not significant on any of the results.  

The independent variables of cognitive social capital ( =  p < .001 t value = 4.916) 

and relational social capital, trust ( =  p < .01 t value = 2.422) were also both positive and 

significant on performance.   
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PMO Role

Locus of 

Control

Formal 

Structure

Informal 

Structure

Structural Social 

Capital

Trust

(Relational SC)
Performance

Culture
Cognitive Social 

Capital
Virtual Team

Firm Size

Industry

-.064

.164*

 

Figure 7. Alternative structural model for second-order (Model 2). 

Note. PMO = Project Management Office, SC = Social Capital 
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p < .001. 
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Table 7  

Significant Results for Alternative Second-Order Model 2 

 
Relationships Hypotheses Standard b t score 

Independent Variables    

Relational Social Capital - Trust → 

Performance 

H1-alternative: Supported 0.21** 2.422 

Cognitive Social Capital → Performance H1-alternative: Supported 0.452*** 4.916 

Antecedents 
   

Locus of Control → Structural Social 

Capital 

H3: Supported 0.242** 2.461 

Locus of Control → Relational Social 

Capital - Trust 

H3: Supported 0.202* 1.957 

Locus of Control → Cognitive Social 

Capital 

H3: Supported 0.257** 2.647 

Formal → Structural Social Capital H4: Supported 0.29** 2.486 

Formal → Relational Social Capital - Trust H4: Supported 0.27*** 3.357 

Formal → Cognitive Social Capital H4: Supported 0.497*** 5.386 

Informal → Structural Social Capital H5: Supported 0.227* 2.043 

Informal → Relational Social Capital - 

Trust 

H5: Supported 0.29** 3.139 

Culture → Performance 
 

0.164* 2.079 

Virtual 
 

0.12** 2.828 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Model 2.1 Results: Culture Moderation 

 Like the first model, I reviewed culture as a moderator against each of the social capital 

constructs.  However, in Model 2, I am modeling it through the second-order factor.  The results 

indicated that culture negatively moderates PMO performance for each of the social capital 

dimensions.  Culture was only significant when it was isolated and reviewed for moderation with 

one social capital construct.  Significant results were identified with cognitive social capital 

( = − p < .01 t value = 2.632) and structural social capital ( = − p < .05 t value = 

1.93).  The study hypothesized that culture would affect the PMO performance across all social 

capital dimensions.  While the moderated results to PMO performance were found, the 

significance was diluted when evaluating the collective construct.  
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PMO Role

Locus of 

Control

Formal 

Structure

Informal 

Structure

Structural Social 

Capital

Trust

(Relational SC)

Performance

Culture

Cognitive Social 

Capital

Virtual Team

Firm Size

Industry

-.064

 

Figure 8. Alternative structural model with moderation (Model 2.1). 

Note. PMO = Project Management Office, SC = Social Capital 
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p < .001. 
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Model 2.2 Results: Quadratic Social Capital 

  The study hypothesized that there is an optimum amount of social capital in the PMO.  

At extreme levels of social capital, there would be a deterioration of the positive impact of social 

capital on PMO performance.  Like the results found with the moderated model, I found 

directional support for negative results across each social capital dimension construct.  Once 

again, social capital is only significant when it is isolated and reviewed for moderation with one 

distinct dimension at a time.  In this case, cognitive social capital was negative and significant, 

supporting H1 ( = − p < .05 t value = 2.227).  Furthermore, relational social capital, trust 

( = − t value = 1.583) and structural social capital ( = − t value = .071) were also 

negative, but not significant.  

  



Impacts on Project Management Office Performance 

64 

 

PMO Role

Locus of 

Control

Formal 

Structure

Informal 

Structure

Structural Social 

Capital

Trust

(Relational SC)
Performance

Cognitive Social 

Capital
Virtual Team

Firm Size

Industry

-.064

-.047*

Cognitive 

Social Capital 

X2

Trust 

(Relational 

SC) X2

Structural 

Social Capital 

X2

 

Figure 9. Alternative structural model with quadratic effect (Model 2.2). 

Note. PMO = Project Management Office, SC = Social Capital, X2 = Quadratic effect 
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p < .001. 
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Discussion 

This dissertation investigated one potential barrier to project success, utilizing an 

organizational performance management theory of social capital.  The impact of the three 

dimensions of social capital on PMO performance was examined.  This dissertation makes 

several significant contributions to the extant literature.  First, this study illustrates the 

importance of social capital in PMOs.  Second, this study highlights antecedent factors, such as 

locus of control and a formal and informal PMO structure, in determining social capital.  Third, 

this study maps the vital role of culture in explaining the impacts of social capital on 

performance.  Finally, and most importantly, this study diverges from earlier studies in that 

cognitive social capital was shown to have negative curvilinear effects on performance.  In this 

section, I explain these major findings in detail.  

Impacts of Social Capital 

Social capital has been shown to positively impact organizational performance (Hoffman 

et al., 2005; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).  Yet, prior studies have not examined PMO social 

capital and PMO performance.  To identify social capital factors that impact PMO performance, 

the social capital constructs were assessed on the individual items that comprise each of the 

structural, relational, and cognitive social capital clusters.  The structural social capital cluster 

does not contain any additional dimensions.  The relational cluster is comprised of three 

dimensions (trust, norms, and identification), while the cognitive cluster is comprised of two 

(language and vision).  There was support for the positive direct linear effect that social capital 

has on performance in all models.  

Specifically, both items of cognitive social capital (vision and language) significantly 

influenced PMO performance.  This highlights the power of establishing common vocabulary 
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and education of protocols into a standardized and repeatable process, which is facilitated by the 

PMO formal coordination mechanism.  Subsequent project teams can minimize the learning 

curve as it pertains to the project management disciplines, thereby providing a more robust 

sharing of information (Chow & Chan, 2008).  Both models highlight the importance of 

cognitive social capital in the PMO, with the second model confirming the appropriateness of the 

cluster analysis. 

 Relational social capital, trust was also found to have a significant effect on 

performance.  This aligns with the researcher’s experience of working with PMOs and project 

team members, as teams can execute more efficiently and effectively when relational social 

capital is present (Ko, 2014; Schlichter & Rose, 2013).  Surprisingly, trust was the only item that 

was significant in this construct.  Additionally, relational social capital, identification was the 

single item out of all the social capital constructs that had a negative impact on PMO 

performance.  While it was not deemed significant, from a practitioner’s perspective, this could 

be an item to manage from an us versus them relationship in the organization, as identification in 

this study resulted in decreased performance.  

Antecedents of Social Capital 

The study also evaluated the antecedents that may assist in the creation of social capital 

in the PMO.  This study assessed the PMO structure as an antecedent defined as formal and 

informal (Soda & Zaheer, 2012) through the measurements of formal and informal (Meirovich et 

al., 2007).  The formal structure, measured by the use and application of the SOPs for the PMO, 

was significant across all social capital constructs.  One of the PMO's primary purposes is to 

standardize project practices across the organization (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010).  The study further 
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supported the value and the impact that the standardization brings to the organization in 

supporting the project goals.  

Additionally, informal structure, which measured the autonomy that the PMO members 

have regarding project execution, also positively impacted all three dimensions of the relational 

social capital construct in addition to cognitive social capital, vision.  This supports the 

hypothesis that PMO members will utilize informal networks to manage through formal 

procedures.  The PMO structure's duality provides a complementary component for the PMO of 

standardization while empowering the individuals within the PMO to adjust and give the ability 

to pivot and establish relationships.  The significance of informal structure was diminished when 

cognitive social capital was evaluated as a collective dimension.  

The locus of control antecedent, which evaluated the PMO leadership decision-making 

authority, was a significant contributor across three of the six distinct social capital dimensions.  

The locus of control antecedent was also a significant contributor in the collective dimensions.  

Again, this supports the value of placing authority in the PMO leadership to not only execute the 

projects but also provide governance over the projects and funding that are selected for the 

organization (Hobbs & Aubry, 2010; Oliveira & Martin, 2018).  

The one antecedent that has not been discussed thus far is the PMO role.  Throughout all 

the models, I was unable to identify any significance in social capital.  While I hypothesized that 

role would be impactful to the creation of social capital, there was ultimately no support for this 

hypothesis.  This may be a result of the PMO's actions and activities being more meaningful than 

the PMO classification. 
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Impacts of Culture 

Throughout the models, I also found support that culture has a positive direct effect on 

performance.  This supports earlier studies linking organizational culture to performance (Kim 

Jean Lee & Yu, 2004).  I did not hypothesize on the direct link but rather that culture would 

modify the impact that the dimensions of social capital have on PMO performance.  In all 

models, I identified that culture negatively moderated the effect of social capital on PMO 

performance, thereby diminishing the potential success factors.  However, it was only significant 

on cognitive social capital and structural social capital in both models.  Culture significantly 

moderated the non-relational social capital elements, leading towards support that too much 

structure and too many rules and regulations may cause the team to miss deliverables (Tolsby, 

1998).  

Finally, this study took on the challenge that not all social capital is good social capital 

(Pillai et al., 2017).  This study completed the direct link supporting the idea that distinct 

dimensions of social capital have a positive effect on performance while identifying one item 

that was not positive, which supports the findings of Pillai et al. (2017).  However, this study is 

unique in that I hypothesized that there is an optimal point of social capital.  In Model 2.2, I 

found significant negative results on cognitive social capital to PMO performance.  This result 

empirically supports the theory posed by Pillai et al. (2017) that there is an optimal amount of 

social capital.  Additionally, structural social capital and relational social capital, trust also 

directionally supported the negative results on performance, albeit they were not significant.  

Implications for Research 

 The results of this dissertation have the potential to impact a variety of cross-discipline 

research.  First, there are innovative findings on social capital.  Second, this study provides the 
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foundation for evaluating the PMO through a formal coordination mechanism, opening the door 

for evaluation using other organizational management theories.  Finally, there are some 

interesting developments with respect to culture.  

Social capital is one of the more mature research streams across multiple disciplines.  

This study provides both confirmation and potential directions for additional research.  First, the 

study offers another venue of verification that social capital directly impacts performance.  The 

study also highlights the importance of the insights that can be obtained from looking at distinct 

dimensions as well as the collective dimensions.  Through the results, I am able to identify 

specific dimensions that are more impactful than others (i.e., trust).  If the study had only focused 

on the collective dimensions, some of the insights into the results would have been diminished 

by not providing a more comprehensive picture.  Future research should include comprehensive 

studies that evaluate both distinct and collective dimensions.  More importantly, the study 

provides empirical support to open an entirely new and innovative research stream that focuses 

on social capital optimization across multiple disciplines.  There is also the extension of research 

to understand the consequences that occur when optimization has been surpassed.  

Secondly, this study builds upon the current research in the PMO literature stream, 

shifting from the classification and the categorization of the PMO to understanding the value that 

the PMO brings to the organization.  The study provides the foundational support to analyze the 

PMO as a formal coordination mechanism, providing the link to leverage organizational 

management theories.  With this connection in place, the PMO literature should expand 

exponentially by applying these theories.  

Finally, there is a research implication from the other mature research stream of culture.  

Once again, this study provides support for culture impacting the performance research stream.  
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However, the results of this study also identified that culture could moderate performance.  

Future research that involves culture should hypothesize direct and potentially moderated and 

mediated results.   

Outside of the research stream implications, future studies could extend to assessing the 

presence of social capital and performance from the user’s perspective by utilizing a paired study 

approach, capturing both sides of the social capital.  Additionally, a longitudinal study may 

provide more insight into the triggers for the creation and levels of social capital as the 

organization's PMO matures.  Lastly, the study was restricted to the United States to avoid 

introducing any national culture variance.  The PMI is an international organization with PMOs 

operating throughout the world.  Future studies could extend this study by evaluating the impact 

of national culture on social capital and PMO performance. 

Implications for Practice 

Organizations continue to fund the investment in PMOs and projects, and as such, 

practitioners have a vested interest in improving their project performance.  Throughout this 

study, I applied an engaged scholar methodology to identify a path that would be both interesting 

to researchers and the practitioners who work in this environment every day.  The results of this 

study provide essential practical information for organizations with existing PMOs, 

organizations that are looking to add PMOs, program directors, and project management 

personnel.  For practitioners, this study can guide the structure and assignments from the PMO to 

optimize its project performance effectiveness.  One of the key SOP items completed at the 

closure phase of a project is a document titled “Lessons Learned.”  The following are the lessons 

learned from this study that should be shared with practitioners.  
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The presence of social capital in the PMO is one lever that contributes to PMO 

performance.  Based on the findings of this study, the organization can guide the antecedents that 

were studied to either amplify or diminish the creation of the distinct dimensions of social 

capital.  For instance, the study showed the value of having both formal and informal functions 

and empowering the PMO leadership with decision-making authority.  Additionally, while the 

result was not significant in this study, the relational social capital, identification dimension 

posted a negative impact performance.  This could be a practitioner’s perspective to manage 

from an us versus them relationship in the organization. 

Most importantly, this study highlights that there can be too much social capital.  

Specifically, cognitive social capital was shown to be detrimental to performance at high levels.  

This collective dimension measured the PMO members on their consistency in the use of 

language (reporting, formatting, sharing) and vision (helping, learning).  These results suggest 

that the PMO members may be going through the motions of the consistent delivery of material 

at high levels of cognitive social capital.  Following the taxonomy presented by Pillai et al. 

(2017), there could be several contributing factors that were not analyzed as part of this study.  

Additionally, while cognitive social capital was the only significant dimension found in this 

study's results, practitioners should still reflect upon the other dimensions based on the negative 

indicators that were identified.   

Limitations 

This research study has a few limitations.  As with any survey, there is the potential for 

non-response bias.  The survey respondents self-reported their results, which may exaggerate 

views on the perceived performance as a means of social desirability bias.  The survey was 
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conducted under anonymity, with is the generally accepted principle to minimize social 

desirability bias.  

Second, the survey was taken at one time, collecting the independent and the dependent 

variables, which could cause measurement errors impacting the results (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 

Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).  Proactive measures were taken to minimize common method bias 

which first included a pilot study to confirm reliability and validity.  A marker variable was also 

inserted into the questionnaire (Lindell & Whitney, 2001).  Analysis of the marker variable did 

not modify the correlations, with the significance level remaining stable in the model, suggesting 

that common method bias is unlikely a concern. 

Third, the study was conducted with respondents practicing in the United States.  While 

PMOs are also internationally based, the creation of the distinct dimensions of social capital and 

the effects of performance and PMO culture may differ.  For instance, this study found 

significance in the trust dimension of the relational social capital cluster pertaining to PMO 

performance.  Countries have a significant difference in levels of trust based on the 2014 World 

Value Survey (Ortiz-Ospina & Roser, 2016), which may cause a low scoring country to perform 

differently than a high scoring country in the relational social capital dimension.  

Finally, the study focused on one contributing factor for performance.  There are other 

organizational performance measures such as stakeholder involvement, intellectual capital, 

environment, leadership, governance, and employee motivation.  Additionally, there are specific 

project-related items such as delivery method, project experience, and complexity which could 

be evaluated in future studies.  
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Conclusion 

 Companies invest in project management disciplines to add value, advance strategies, and 

increase competitive advantage (Dai & Wells, 2004; Hill, 2004; Kerzner, 2003; Singh et al., 

2009).  Mature organizations invest in PMOs to increase the likelihood of project success (PMI, 

2018; PMI, 2019).  This study analyzed the performance of the PMO, utilizing two 

organizational performance theories.  Through the analysis, the study confirmed that social 

capital positively impacts PMO performance.  Additionally, the study found that culture has a 

positive direct effect on PMO performance, and it negatively moderates the effect of social 

capital on PMO performance.  Both findings contribute to the foundational framework by 

transitioning the body of knowledge for PMO research from a static classification to a dynamic 

mechanism.  Additionally, empirical evidence supports the theory that there is an optimal level 

of social capital in PMOs.  This is a significant contribution to the social capital body of 

knowledge.  Contributions from this dissertation advance the research along multiple streams 

while providing practical information that can be shared with practitioners in their quest for 

project success.  
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Appendix 

Survey Measures 

Table A1 

Survey Measures 

Construct Item Question 

PMO Role (Role) Role1 Support Role: Our PMO provides additional resources to the business units 

and operations.  It supports efficiency and drives outcome effectiveness 

within the internal units.  Additionally, it provides support for training and 

task execution.   
Role2 Monitoring Role: Our PMO is the central repository for projects across the 

organization.  The PMO is responsible for managing the projects, 

enforcement of the tools, compliance of standards, and evaluation of 

project performance, potentially including employee performance of non-

program managers.   
Role3 Partnering Role: Our PMO operates collaboratively with the business 

units, sharing in the accountability of the results of the projects.  Our PMO 

participates in the selection and prioritization of projects while acting as an 

equal member of the decision-making and governance processes.  

Locus of Control 

(Locus) 

Locus1 PMO leadership participates in the allocation of funding for projects. 

 
Locus2 PMO leadership is responsible for the financial outcome of the project.  

 
Locus3 PMO leadership is responsible for selecting the projects.  

 
Locus4 PMO leadership participates in the steering or governing committee.  

 
Locus5 PMO leadership participates in resource (people) allocation.  

 
Locus6 PMO leadership participates in resource (financial) allocation.  

 
Locus7 PMO leadership has the sole authority to discontinue a project.  

 
Locus8 PMO leadership participates in the prioritization of the projects.  

Formal Formal1 Standard operating procedures covering day-to-day activities are well-

established in the PMO.  
 

Formal2 Standard operating procedures are followed by all members in the PMO.  
 

Formal3 Members are involved in adding or updating standard operating 

procedures in the PMO.  
Formal4 Standard operating procedures are updated continuously to reflect new 

circumstances in the PMO. 
 

Formal5 Standard operating procedures capture lessons from past experiences in the 

PMO.  
 

Formal6 Members understand the rationale for the standard operating procedures in 

the PMO.  

(continued) 
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(continued) 

Construct Item Question 

Informal Informal1 PMO members have a wide latitude in the choice of means to 

accomplish goals in the PMO.  
 

Informal2 PMO members have substantial autonomy when performing their job in 

the PMO.  
Informal3 Important decisions are made locally by members rather than centrally in 

the PMO.  
Informal4 PMO members participate in the decision-making process in the PMO.  

Structural Social 

Capital (StructSC) 

StructSC1 I maintain close social relationships with PMO members.  

 
StructSC2 I spend a lot of time interacting with PMO members.  

 
StructSC3 I know PMO members on a personal level.  

 
StructSC4 I have frequent communication with PMO members.  

Relational Social 

Capital, Trust 

(RelSCTrust) 

RelSCTrust1 PMO members will not take advantage of others, even when the 

opportunity arises.  

 
RelSCTrust2 PMO members will keep the promises they make to one another.  

 
RelSCTrust3 PMO members would not knowingly do anything to disrupt the project.  

 
RelSCTrust4 PMO members behave in a consistent manner. 

 
RelSCTrust5 PMO members are truthful in dealing with one another.  

Relational Social 

Capital, Norms 

(RelSCNorm) 

RelSCNorm1 If I help other members in the PMO department, I would also get help in 

the future.  

 
RelSCNorm2 Members in the PMO department would return the favor they received 

from other members.  
 

RelSCNorm3 Members in the PMO department would reciprocate the support that 

other members have given them.  
 

RelSCNorm4 If I support other members in the PMO department, I would also receive 

support in the future.  

Relational Social 

Capital, 

Identification 

(RelSCID) 

RelSCID1 I feel a sense of belonging towards the PMO department.  

 
RelSCID2 I have the feeling of togetherness or closeness in the PMO department.  

 
RelSCID3 I have a strong positive feeling toward the PMO department.  

 
RelSCID4 I am proud to be a member of the PMO department.  

 

(continued) 
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(continued) 

Construct Item Question 

Cognitive Social 

Capital, Language 

(CogSCLang) 

CogSCLang1 PMO members use common terms or jargons. 

CogSCLang2 PMO members use understandable communication patterns during the 

projects.  

CogSCLang3 PMO members use understandable narrative forms in status reports. 

CogSCLang4 PMO members use common facilitation methods to conduct meetings.  

Cognitive Social 

Capital V,ision 

(CogSCVis) 

CogSCVis1 PMO members share the vision of helping others solve their professional 

problems.  

 
CogSCVis2 PMO members share the same goal of learning from each other. 

 
CogSCVis3 PMO members share the same value that helping others is pleasant.  

Performance 

(Perf) 

Perf1 This project met all its objectives.  

 
Perf2 This project was completed on schedule.  

 
Perf3 This project was completed on budget.  

 
Perf4 This project met all quality expectations.  

 
Perf5 This project delivered its expected business benefits.  

 
Perf6 Overall, this project would be considered a success.  

Culture  Culture1 Members within the PMO have input into the decisions that affect them.  
 

Culture2 Cooperation and collaboration across functional roles is actively 

encouraged within the PMO. 
 

Culture3 Stakeholder comments and recommendations often lead to changes in 

the PMO.  
Culture4 This PMO is very responsive to stakeholder requests.  

 
Culture5 There is a high level of agreement about the way that we do things in the 

PMO.   
Culture6 Our approach to managing projects is very consistent in this PMO.  

 
Culture7 The PMO has a long-term purpose and direction. 

 
Culture8 There is a shared vision of what this PMO will be like in the future. 

Virtual Not 

Applicable 

Approximately what percentage of the team was virtual? (i.e., team 

members not physically located in the same office?)   

Size Not 

Applicable 

Size of Company (Number of employees) 

Industry Not 

Applicable 

Industry that your company falls under 

 

Note. PMO = Project Management Office 
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