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others, but the feeling of being short-changed persists,
nevertheless. This is due in part to the narrow range
of images presented. The images and case studies
used in the book stem primarily from the authors’
own experience as consultants and so have a predominantly practical rather than theoretical focus and aim.
Although this focus is congruent with the overall mission of the book, which is to encourage practising
managers to reflect on the images they use in managing projects, some readers will feel that theoretical
issues are too lightly dealt with as a result.
What is presented in terms of theory is already well
established and although there is no harm in reminding us of the great contributions made by Morgan
(1997), Checkland (1981) and de Bono (1971), the
book does not go beyond these contributions. It certainly does not try to update their work. As a result
the book also skirts around nagging theoretical issues.
A question that concerned me throughout the book
was the actual leverage that metaphors and images
have in practical terms to shape actions. For example,
does adopting the language of ‘value’ by project managers necessarily lead to them to focus doggedly on
value, while at the same time suppressing their awareness of other aspects of the project, such as its politics
or its execution as an act of intervention? The
assumption that cognitive metaphors do have powerful
shaping effects on cognition is implicit throughout the
text, but never demonstrated empirically. For this reason the book needs to come with the proviso that it is
itself shaped by certain assumptions about cognition——namely that cognition is malleable and vulnerable to shaping by language. It may transpire that
some managers are indeed the playthings of the linguistic constructs they have adopted, but there may
be just as many who can juggle and switch between
project images as circumstances and expediency
require. Ultimately, it cannot be assumed that there is
any shaping effect on action from holding particular
metaphors and images and the book provides no evidence that there is, or is not. I would go so far as to
suggest that in crossing the divide between academic
and practical usefulness, the authors have strayed too
far from academic usefulness.
This certainly does not mean that the book is not
useful, far from it. It offers an excellent structured
approach for students and managers to work through
and confront the different images they hold. It is an
advanced project management teaching text, best
suited to post-experience students, that pushes
beyond ‘how to’ approaches into methods for thinking-though, and indeed rethinking, projects and their
processes. The strength or weakness of the effects of
the images suggested can also of course be debated in
class.

Book Reviews
The hardback copy of the book is expensive,
although I would envisage university libraries being
the biggest customer for it. I would certainly recommend it to teachers, trainers and consultants of
change and project management and will, I am sure,
be using it myself in the future.
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This book is dedicated to the project management
profession and the academic discipline that supports
it. The book is generic in the sense of having a broad
scope and aim of supporting project managers within
and across different industries and sectors, including
construction and engineering. But the ambition is
higher as the authors also seek to offer new
perspectives, metaphors and understandings. To this
end they take inspiration from Gareth Morgan’s book,
Images of Organization (1997). As noted by Morgan,
all theories of organization and management are
based on images and metaphors that frame our way
of thinking and understanding. For example the use
of the machine metaphor, with its origin in mass production and operations research, creates a particular
way of seeing the project and temporary organization
as goal-directed and rational, with an emphasis on the
appropriate selection of methods and means to reach
the goal, upfront planning (foresight), efficiency, optimization, clearly defined tasks, clear lines of communication, monitoring and control during execution in
order to detect and eliminate deviations from the set
goal and plan. As Morgan further argues, ‘These and
similar ideas are often ingrained in our way of thinking about organization and the way we evaluate
organizational practice’ (p. 26). But he also argued
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that the metaphor is a way of ‘not seeing’ (emphasis
in original, p. 5). Thus, when reviewing the book I
decided to go along with the premise set by Turner
et al. by inquiring into the metaphors and assumptions that govern their book and argument, and the
implications for how readers might understand, see
and not see the construction project and the management challenges. I will qualify my review by drawing
upon some research contributions and ideas that concern the book’s topic such as the project management
role and methods, project goals and evaluation of success (and failure). I will end the review by providing a
recommendation for the prospective buyer.
The book includes nine different perspectives and
schools, each dedicated a chapter. Chapter 2
introduces the first perspective and school on project
optimization, and is followed by Chapter 3: Modelling, Chapter 4: Success, Chapter 5: Governance,
Chapter 6: Behavior, Chapter 7: Marketing, Chapter
8: Process, Chapter 9: Decision, and Chapter 10:
Contingency. The title and metaphor for the chapter
on optimization is to the point: ‘The project as a
machine’. It provides a nice introduction to the historical roots and development of the modern project
management discipline from within operations
research after World War II. The introductory Chapter 1 presents the authors’ generic project management theory, and like Chapter 2 it promises the
reader that there is more to project management than
optimization within the triple constraints (time, cost,
quality). It is good that the authors, in this way, seek
to challenge the machine metaphor and some of the
‘best practice’ assumptions within the project management discipline. The empirical cases at the end of the
book (Chapters 12–14) also provide some suggestive
illustrations of this possibility when describing the
practical management challenges and the need to be
flexible in adjusting plans, approaches and project
organization when unexpected events and changing
conditions prevail.
When conceptualizing the role of project management Turner et al. seem inspired by the machine metaphor, ‘The project manager […] is the person
responsible for managing the implementation of the
project, and monitoring and controlling the work to
deliver the desired output at a time and at a cost to
make the profit for the parent organization’ (Chapter
5 on project governance, p. 116). In more general
terms the role of project management is about making
the project less complex and uncertain, ‘to manage the
reduction of uncertainty’ (Preface), ‘reduce complexity
and uncertainty’ (Chapter 10 on contingency, p. 257).
The authors’ perspective on complexity and uncertainty does not challenge the machine metaphor.
However, in addition to Morgan (1997) there are sev-
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eral contributions within management and organization research that have formulated alternative
perspectives. Snowdon and Boone (2007) argue that
reductions and simplifications can be costly in terms
of rendering organizational performance less robust
and reliable. Instead of simplifying by reverting to the
‘plan, monitoring and control’ approach, managers
are encouraged to complexify themselves in order to be
prepared for the unexpected (Weick and Sutcliffe,
2001; Coutu, 2003). Reducing uncertainty through
more upfront planning is not always good to strive
for. More upfront planning requires further investment, can delay necessary actions and result in a false
sense of certainty. The knowledge condition is always
uncertain, especially at the beginning of the temporary project when few actions have been taken and
relatively little is known. Kreiner (1995), Lundin and
Söderholm (1995), Engwall (2002), Jönsson (2004)
and Atkinson et al. (2006) have emphasized the contextual complexity, uncertainty and ambiguity in temporary project settings. Winch (2002) noted the
existence of wicked problems in construction projects.
These are problems that are uncertain in the sense of
being ill-defined and without an optimal solution.
Turner et al. help the reader to recognize the contingent and more or less uncertain projects and conditions in the fourfold matrix on methods and goals (on
p. 27), but the argument is not well developed and
integrated throughout the book.
Turner et al.’s approach to project methods and
goals appears to be more about their well-defined features: ‘Methods of monitoring cost and time. CPA
and earned value (Section 2.2), are so well developed
that during execution you know how long the project
will take and how much it will cost, and you can find
yourself managing your way towards known failure
that you have no influence over’ (Chapter 9, Decision, p. 225). The assumption here is that time
(schedules), cost (budget), earned value management
and other methods and tools will play their role and
assist project management in reducing complexity and
uncertainty, provided that the upfront planning and
decisions are done appropriately. While this assumption might be quite common in ‘best practice’ project
management bodies of knowledge, it has also been
questioned. Maylor (2010) questioned conventional
time and planning methods such as CPA and PERT
for their lack of robustness. Critical approaches to
project management have questioned the neutrality of
the methods and tools by pointing to their power
effects and role as managerial instruments for domination (e.g. Cicmil and Hodgson 2006; Sage et al.,
2010). Georg and Tryggestad (2009) showed that
common devices and methods used in construction
projects such as budgets and design drawings can
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shape the management role in unexpected ways.
During execution and interaction with the devices
and methods, new knowledge about the building’s
structural design requirements were produced which
prompted construction management to question
previous design decisions and assumptions. A (simple) control response to bring the project back on
track would have been inappropriate. Instead, project
management had to exercise qualitative judgment and
re-evaluate goals, plans, design specifications, business
models and previous calculations of time, cost (budget) and value. Their concept of a ‘qualculative role’
for project management summarized these findings.
We need more research on methods such as budgets,
time scheduling techniques and design tools, their
textual-material character and complex role in visualizing and shaping projects and outcomes (Kreiner
and Tryggestad, 2002; Corvellec and Risberg, 2008;
Justesen and Mouritsen, 2009; Schweber and Harty,
2010; Whyte and Levitt, 2011; Morris et al., 2011).
The reader is told (in Chapter 9, Decision) that projects should have smart goals and objectives——‘they
should be Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic,
and Time-lined’ (p. 239). Smart goals and objectives
resonate with the optimization perspective and the
machine metaphor (Chapter 2). In Chapter 3, the
reader learns about the modelling school that added
scope and project organization to the optimization
school’s triple constraints. The guiding metaphor in
Chapter 3 is the ‘mirror’ where the model reflects the
project and the metaphor also aptly summarizes the
core assumption: that the modelling and model do not
actively shape realities such as goals and purposes for
the temporary project organization, but merely represent/mirror them. Chapter 4 (on success and evaluation) and Chapter 5 (on governance) consider project
objectives and goals, but do not really challenge the
assumption that the project goals and objectives are
independent of project management. In the authors’
theory of the management of projects there is a clear
cause–effect link between independent project goals
and objectives on the one hand and the role, tasks and
responsibilities of project management on the other.
The link is simple and unidirectional in this sense, but
also hierarchical top-down since there appears to be
little or no role for project management in defining the
project goals and objectives. There is no such active
(strategic) role for project management. Instead the
role for project management is subordinate and more
narrowly defined as operational, ‘project managers
should concentrate on doing the work of the project
and not be diverted by the bright light of strategy.
That should be left to other governance roles such as
the project sponsor’ (p. 238). It seems that the project
and project management are there to serve as an
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implementation mechanism for (strategic) goals and
objectives formulated elsewhere. Maylor (2010) points
out that this is the traditional understanding of the
strategic link and Arrto et al. (2008) have added a
more complex understanding by situating it as one out
of four different strategies and links between the
project and the stakeholder environment.
We need to develop our understanding of the more
complex dynamic links between goals and the roles
and challenges for project management. The challenges of managing innovative projects involving new
complex processes, products and services are examples to the point (Akrich et al., 2002; Harty, 2008;
Brady and Hobday, 2011). These projects might be
in a better condition if managed according to a ‘technology of foolishness’ that facilitates exploration
rather than exploitation according to a ‘best practice’
technology of rational choice (March, 1971). Complex, innovative projects tend to undergo unexpected
changes due to learning and knowledge production
during the project and highlight the importance of
flexibility in reconsidering project goals, methods and
approaches. The methods, materials and objects used
by the project team can play an active role in the
knowledge production (Enberg et al., 2006; Kjellberg,
2010; Schweber and Harty, 2010; Tryggestad et al.,
2010; Whyte and Lobo, 2010). Knowledge- and technology-intensive projects also highlight the limitations
of formal structures and hierarchical approaches and
the importance of entrepreneurial actions and networking that transgress the legal (contractual) project
boundaries (Kreiner, 1995; Lundin and Söderholm,
1995; Akrich et al., 2002; Bresnen, 2010; Clegg et al.,
2011). This, in turn, can have further implications for
the question of project success criteria and evaluation.
Concerning the question of project success and
evaluation (Chapter 4), Turner et al. rightly point to
the triple constraints as providing a limited view. The
chapter refines and complements the triple constraints
by elaborating on short, medium and long-term evaluation (after completion) and by promoting the use of
a limited set of key performance indicators to track
and monitor project progress. The authors argue that
only a limited set of success criteria and indicators
should be used and they should be clearly defined
and agreed upon by all the stakeholders before the
project starts and maintained throughout the project.
Further, the authors claim that this approach is a
‘necessary condition for project success’ (p. 98).
However, there are research contributions that suggest that this approach is too static and that more
flexible approaches are more relevant and valuable.
An early and clear ‘spec freeze’ of a project’s performance and output can undermine project relevance
and support (Kreiner, 1995; Engwall, 2002) and
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eventually contribute to false learning (Kreiner, 2006)
and failure. Atkinson (1999) argued that a too limited
set of success criteria could result in a Type II error.
For example the project might do things right
according to a pre-defined smart goal and success criteria but still fail in doing the right things. Tryggestad
et al. (2010) argued that such failures can be integral
to the static approach and emphasized the importance
of considering more robust and flexible approaches
that could take account of the importance of adapting
project goals and the evaluation of success to changing project conditions as new valuable knowledge
emerges during the project.
While I fully agree with Turner et al. that we need
to go beyond the machine metaphor and develop new
conceptualizations to support the practical challenge
of managing the temporary project organization, it
appears that the authors’ good ambitions seem somewhat curtailed by this metaphor.
If you are looking for a nice overview of the generic
and most common contemporary approaches to project management, or if you are quite sure that you are
managing fairly well-known projects with little uncertainty, the book by Turner et al. will be a good
choice. If you are uncertain about what type of project you are dealing with, or consider that the project
could turn into a more uncertain and complex one,
then it will probably be wise to complement the book
with other readings. More specifically, if you are
engaged in the management of construction and engineering projects that are characterized by substantial
materiality, complexity, uncertainty and ambiguity the
task and challenge will most likely require more dedicated books and readings.
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