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Abstract 
 

This study investigates how academic literature justifies 
the distinctiveness of Information Systems (IS) projects. 
While often viewed as difficult to manage, there remains 
no shared understanding of what makes IS projects 
unique. Based on a structured review of 137 articles 
from leading project management journals, the paper 
synthesizes the main arguments describing their 
specificities. Using the theoretical lens of temporary 
organizations, justifications are mapped across five 
dimensions: Task, Team, Time, Transition, and Context. 
Beyond recurring themes—such as technological 
uncertainty, stakeholder complexity, and strategic 
embeddedness—the analysis reveals cross-dimensional 
patterns, including blurred boundaries between task 
and team or between project and organizational time. 
These features contribute to unstable coordination and 
temporal uncertainty. The study proposes a conceptual 
framework that clarifies the distinct nature of IS 
projects and encourages dialogue between IS and 
project management communities, offering a foundation 
for future theorizing on IS project dynamics in volatile 
environments. 
 
Keywords: IS Project Specificities, Temporary 
Organizations, Literature Review 

1. Introduction  

Information systems (IS) play a crucial role in 
enhancing organizational performance, contributing to 
efficiency, competitiveness, and value creation 
(Melville et al., 2004). While the benefits of IS for 
organizations are well-documented, their realization 
depends largely on the successful execution of IS 
projects, which remain challenging to manage (Iriarte & 
Bayona, 2020). As highlighted in numerous reports and 
publications, many IS projects exceed budgets, miss 

deadlines, or fail to meet expectations (e.g., Standish 
Group, 2020). To address these challenges, extensive 
research has been conducted to better understand IS 
projects and provide guidance for both scholars and 
practitioners (Wu et al., 2023).  

A project is “a temporary endeavor undertaken to 
create a unique product, service, or result” (PMI, 2010, 
p. 442). In the case of IS projects, this definition applies 
to the development or implementation of information 
technologies within an organization. Beyond this 
definition, scholars have conceptualized projects as 
temporary organizations, emphasizing their structural, 
temporal, and governance-specific characteristics 
(Bakker, 2010; Lundin & Söderholm, 1995). This 
perspective provides a conceptual basis for analyzing IS 
projects, understood as complex organizational 
endeavors that temporarily mobilize specific resources, 
expertise, and governance mechanisms to achieve both 
technological and strategic objectives (Xia & Lee, 
2005).  

Research on IS projects spans two primary fields: 
IS and Project Management. Rather than creating a 
disciplinary divide, this dual positioning offers 
complementary perspectives that enrich IS project 
research. Although managing IS projects draws on 
general project management principles, researchers 
have long argued that IS projects exhibit distinctive 
characteristics. These include evolving requirements 
(Fu et al., 2012), high interdependencies with existing 
systems (Jiang et al., 2018), and rapid technological 
change (Taylor et al., 2012). Additionally, IS projects 
often face heightened ambiguity and uncertainty due to 
the complexity of IT engineering, the variability of 
methods and technologies used, and the intricate nature 
of the products being developed (Morcov et al., 2020).  

These complexities have led researchers to justify 
the necessity of studying IS projects separately. Some 
highlight the juxtaposition between IS strategic 
importance and the high failure rates of IS projects, 
reinforcing the need for dedicated research – an 
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argument like the one presented earlier in this paper. 
Others emphasize, for instance, the complexity of 
development processes (e.g., He et al., 2022), the use of 
different development methods (e.g., Thummadi & 
Lyytinen, 2020), the specialized competencies required 
(e.g., Dillon & Taylor, 2015), and the complexity of 
stakeholder management, where competing interests 
and tensions shape project outcomes (e.g. Jenkin et al., 
2019). 

Yet, the absence of a clear and shared 
understanding of what makes IS projects distinctive may 
limit theoretical consolidation, as researchers rely on 
fragmented and sometimes incompatible assumptions. It 
might also weaken the dialogue between IS and project 
management communities, reducing opportunities for 
cross-disciplinary integration. More broadly, it may 
hinder the recognition of IS projects as a coherent object 
of study, making it more difficult to delineate what 
defines them and to clarify their contributions to 
academic knowledge. The absence of a unified 
framework for these justifications thus contributes to the 
disciplinary ambiguity surrounding IS project research. 

This study systematically examines how academic 
literature has justified the distinctiveness of IS projects. 
It identifies and categorizes the key arguments used to 
distinguish IS projects from other types of projects. 
These justifications are then synthesized using the 
theoretical lens of temporary organizations (Lundin and 
Söderholm, 1995), which offers structured 
dimensions—Transition, Task, Team, and Time—for 
interpreting the nature of IS projects as temporary 
organizational forms. Building on this framework, 
context is introduced as a complementary dimension 
(Bakker, 2010) that highlights how IS projects are 
embedded in broader organizational, institutional, and 
technological environments. This addition allows for a 
more comprehensive understanding of the situated 
nature of IS projects and the external forces that 
influence their dynamics. 

The contribution of this study is twofold. First, it 
provides a structured synthesis of the fragmented 
arguments found in the literature, thereby clarifying 
what defines IS projects as a distinct research object. 
Second, by mapping these justifications onto the 
dimensions of temporary organizations, the study 
suggests a conceptual framework that facilitates 
theoretical consolidation and supports cross-
disciplinary dialogue between the IS and project 
management communities. 

2. Current Research on IS Projects 

Recent research on IS projects covers multiple 
dimensions, reflecting both its complexity and evolving 
nature. Several studies have examined IS projects in 

specific contexts, such as the implementation of 
Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) (e.g., Bawack & 
Kala Kamdjoug, 2023) and Customer Relationship 
Management (CRM) systems (Beldi et al., 2010), often 
focusing on the challenges and success factors 
associated with large-scale system integrations. 
Additionally, IS projects have been studied in industries, 
such as healthcare (e.g., Bunduchi et al., 2020; Hung et 
al., 2014) or the public sector (e.g., Cranefield et al., 
2018; Pang & Lee, 2022), where unique constraints, 
regulatory requirements, and stakeholder dynamics 
influence project outcomes.  

Research has also explored different approaches to 
delivering and managing IS projects. Open source 
development has received significant attention  (e.g., Di 
Gangi et al., 2023; Germonprez et al., 2021; Malgonde 
et al., 2023), while agile approaches remain widely 
studied (e.g., Bawack & Ahmad, 2021; Virag et al., 
2024), along with hybrid models that integrate agile and 
traditional methods (e.g., Reed et al., 2024). Other 
studies have focused on outsourced IT projects (e.g.,  
Vial & Rivard, 2016) and offshoring strategies (e.g., 
Wiener et al., 2015). 

Beyond project delivery methods, studies have 
investigated leadership and executive support (e.g., van 
Laere & Aggestam, 2016), user expectations 
management (e.g., Banerjee et al., 2021; Yadav et al., 
2016), and stakeholder management (e.g., Jenkin et al., 
2019). Research has also addressed both risk 
management (e.g., Moeini & Rivard, 2019) and 
responses to unexpected events (Coulon et al., 2023). 
Additionally, studies have analyzed control mechanisms 
(e.g., Subasinghage et al., 2021), as well as project 
selection (e.g., Zamani et al., 2024) and program 
management (e.g., Jiang et al., 2018). Additional work 
has examined knowledge management (e.g., Gemino et 
al., 2015; Hetemi et al., 2022), team dynamics (e.g., 
Bourdeau et al., 2021; He et al., 2022), and IS project 
management education (e.g., Chua et al., 2024). 
Furthermore, research has explored the competencies 
required for IS project managers (e.g., Dillon & Taylor, 
2015), emphasizing the skills and expertise needed to 
navigate complex project environments. 

Overall, research on IS projects has explored a 
broad spectrum of dimensions, including strategic, 
technical, organizational, and human factors that 
influence project outcomes 

3. IS Projects as Temporary Organizations 

Temporary organizations (TOs) are a prevalent 
form of organizing in various industries, characterized 
by their finite duration and specific task orientation 
(Bakker, 2010; Lundin & Söderholm, 1995). They are 
designed to achieve particular objectives within a set 
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timeframe, often involving diverse and specialized 
teams (Bechky, 2006; Joyce et al., 2023). This concept 
has gained significant attention due to its applicability 
in various fields, such as project management, crisis 
response, and innovation-driven industries (Bakker, 
2010). Indeed, the temporary nature of these 
organizations allows for flexibility and adaptability, 
making them suitable for dynamic and complex 
environments. 

Temporary organizations can be understood 
through several key dimensions. These include time, 
task, team, and transition as the core elements that 
define this organizational form (Lundin & Söderholm, 
1995). The time dimension emphasizes the finite and 
pre-defined duration of temporary organizations, 
distinguishing them from permanent structures. The 
task refers to the specific objective or mandate for which 
the organization was created. The team comprises 
individuals brought together—often from diverse 
backgrounds—to carry out the task within the given 
timeframe.  

The transition dimension highlights the focus on 
progress and change, whether through the achievement 
of tangible outcomes or the transformation experienced 
by participants during the organization’s lifecycle 
(Lundin & Söderholm, 1995). 

Subsequent research has introduced a fifth 
dimension: context (Bakker, 2010). This acknowledges 
that temporary organizations are embedded in broader 
organizational, institutional, and societal environments. 
They draw resources, legitimacy, and meaning from 
these external structures, such as parent organizations, 
industry networks, and professional communities 
(Bakker, 2010; Stjerne & Svejenova, 2016; Sydow & 
Braun, 2018).  

While Sydow et al. (2025) argue that the 
embeddedness of temporary organizations (context) is 
best captured through transversal tensions—such as the 
paradox between autonomy and embeddedness—that 
cut across the four original dimensions (task, team, time, 
and transition), the present study adopts a 
complementary approach by explicitly integrating 
context as a fifth dimension. This addition allows for a 
more direct engagement with the organizational, 
institutional, and societal environments in which 
temporary organizations operate, while acknowledging 
that these environments both influence and are 
influenced by project dynamics over time. As will be 
discussed further, context is particularly salient in the 
case of IS projects, where technological infrastructures, 
regulatory frameworks, and organizational legacy 
systems introduce unique constraints and enablers that 
shape the project’s trajectory and outcomes. 

4. Methodology 

This study is based on a descriptive literature 
review, following established guidelines for rigorous 
review practices in the information systems (IS) field 
(Paré et al., 2016; Paré et al., 2015; Paré et al., 2024). 
Descriptive reviews aim to analyze and synthesize 
patterns across a body of literature by applying 
structured search, selection, and coding procedures 
(Paré et al., 2015).  

To examine how project management scholars 
justify the distinctiveness of IS projects, the review 
focused exclusively on articles published in four leading 
project management journals: International Journal of 
Project Management, Project Management Journal, 
International Journal of Managing Projects in 
Business, and Project Leadership and Society. Given 
their emphasis on general project management theory 
and practice, these journals offer a relevant perspective 
for analyzing how IS project management is framed as 
a specific subdomain within the broader discipline.  

Our review focuses on project management 
journals as a first step. Future versions will integrate IS 
literature for cross-disciplinary comparison. 

The search was limited to articles published from 
2010 onward, using the keywords “Information 
Technology,” “Information Systems,” “Digital,” 
“Software,” and “Hardware,” to identify publications 
centered on IS-related projects. This initial search 
yielded 268 articles. 

Titles and abstracts were then screened to assess the 
relevance. The inclusion criterion required that each 
article primarily address IS project management—
defined as the management of projects involving the 
development, implementation, or integration of 
information technologies. Following this screening, 137 
articles were retained for full-text analysis. 

The selected articles were analyzed using NVivo 
software to support systematic coding. A combined 
deductive and inductive coding strategy was employed. 
Deductively, the four dimensions associated with 
temporary organizations—Transition, Time, Task, 
Team—and their Context served as initial analytical 
categories (Bakker, 2010; Lundin & Söderholm, 1995). 
Within these categories, an emergent coding approach 
was applied to identify specific arguments used to 
justify the distinctive treatment of IS projects in the 
literature.  

An argument, in this context, refers to a recurring 
justification found in the literature that supports the idea 
that IS projects are different from other types of 
projects.  

The coding was carried out by two researchers. One 
conducted the initial coding of arguments justifying the 
distinctiveness of IS projects, while the second reviewed 
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and validated the codes. Together, they refined and 
consolidated the emergent codes within each of the five 
analytical categories. 

5. Results 

The analysis revealed a wide range of arguments 
highlighting the specificities of IS projects. Most 
justifications could be categorized within the 
dimensions of temporary organizations: Context, Task, 
Team, Transition, and Time. However, one frequently 

cited rationale did not align clearly with any of these 
dimensions: the high failure rate of IS projects. 
Although approximately half of the reviewed articles 
mentioned this issue as a motivation for studying IS 
projects, we chose to treat it separately. Indeed, a high 
failure rate is not a defining characteristic of IS projects 
per se, but rather an observed outcome. It does not 
contribute directly to the conceptualization of IS 
projects as a specific form of temporary organization. 
Table 1 presents the full set of specificities identified 
across the literature. 

 

Table 1. Specificities of IS Projects Categorized by Dimension of Temporary Organizations 
Dimension IS Project Specificities Frequency (n = 137)) 

CONTEXT Technology uncertainty and quick obsolescence 15 
Volatile Project Environment 12 

TRANSITION 
Strategic Organizational Impact 38 
Complexity of stakeholder management 29 
Perceived value and intangible benefits 11 

TEAM 

Multidisciplinary Expertise 29 
Business–IT Knowledge Integration 12 
Cross-Functional Team Structure 11 
Active User Participation 10 
Technology-Specific Expertise 6 
Temporary and unfamiliar teams 6 

TASK 

Task uncertainty and variability 24 
Cross-Expertise Coordination 17 
Need for Tailored Approaches 15 
Technological complexity 13 

TIME Iterative development cycles 9 
Temporal Uncertainty 7 

5.1. Context 

Technology uncertainty and quick obsolescence – 
A distinctive feature (n=15) of IS projects lies in their 
exposure to technological environments that evolve at 
a fast pace, where rapid innovation and obsolescence 
make technical decisions structurally risky. Unlike 
projects in construction or engineering, which 
typically rely on stable technological foundations, IS 
projects must constantly adapt to evolving tools, 
platforms, and methods. It affects planning reliability, 
coordination efforts, and the long-term relevance of 
delivered outcomes. 

Volatile Project Environment (n=12) – IS projects 
are typically conducted in fast-evolving business 
contexts. These changes—driven by changing market 
conditions, new regulations, or evolving 
organizational strategies—create continuous pressure 
to adapt project goals, requirements, and justifications 
over time. As a result, IS projects often face unstable 

requirements and increased coordination demands, 
especially when stakeholder expectations must be 
repeatedly realigned.  

5.2. Transition 

Strategic Organizational Impact – One recurring 
theme (n=38) across the reviewed articles is the 
strategic importance of IS projects. These projects 
often affect core organizational interests—such as 
business process performance, interdepartmental 
integration, and relationships with suppliers and 
customers. Rather than simply introducing new 
technologies, IS projects are seen as enablers of 
strategic change and sources of competitive 
advantage. Their high-impact potential—both in terms 
of value creation and organizational risk—is 
frequently highlighted as a defining characteristic. 

Complexity of stakeholder management – 
Another recurring argument (n=29) is the complexity 
of stakeholder management. These projects typically 

Page 6492



involve a wide range of stakeholders—across 
functions, organizations, and levels of technical 
expertise—who often hold diverging or even 
conflicting expectations and objectives. Misalignment 
among stakeholders can result in misunderstandings, 
interpersonal conflict, and unclear project goals. The 
political dynamics, competing interests, and cross-
functional tensions commonly observed in IS projects 
contribute to a level of stakeholder complexity that 
sets them apart from other types of projects. 

Perceived value and intangible benefits – This 
specificity (n=11) lies in the intangible nature of IS 
project outcomes, whose benefits often take weeks or 
months to materialize. Unlike projects with clearly 
measurable deliverables, IS projects frequently 
produce outcomes such as increased flexibility, 
enhanced responsiveness, and improved decision-
making, which are difficult to quantify in financial or 
operational terms. As a result, evaluations of success 
often rely on user expectations and subjective 
perceptions of service quality. Several studies note 
that IS projects may still be considered successful 
despite cost overruns or scope deviations, provided 
they deliver business value or enable organizational 
change. 

5.3. Team 

Multidisciplinary Expertise – A frequently cited 
(n=29) specificity of IS projects is the need to 
coordinate a wide range of technical, business, and 
domain-specific knowledge. IS project teams typically 
bring together individuals from diverse professional 
backgrounds, including developers, analysts, business 
users, and consultants. This diversity entails not only 
different areas of expertise, but also diverging 
terminologies, frames of reference, and project 
expectations. These differences create barriers to 
communication and shared understanding, making 
collaboration inherently complex. 

Business–IT Knowledge Integration – While 
closely related to the broader theme of 
multidisciplinary expertise, this specificity (n=12) has 
been treated separately due to its recurring emphasis 
in the literature on the specific challenge of integrating 
technical and business knowledge. IS projects require 
not only a diversity of roles, but a deliberate 
coordination between two distinct domains of 
competence: IS development and business processes. 
These knowledge domains are typically embodied by 
different actors—such as IT professionals and 
business users—who often operate with diverging 
assumptions, goals, and vocabularies. 

Cross-Functional Team Structure (n=11) – IS 
projects are frequently carried out by teams composed 

of individuals from a wide range of functional areas, 
including technical, operational, managerial, and user-
related domains. These teams often operate within 
matrix structures, with members reporting to multiple 
authorities and bringing varied goals, working styles, 
and definitions of success. This structural 
heterogeneity introduces coordination challenges that 
extend beyond individual roles or areas of expertise. It 
affects communication flows, decision-making 
processes, and overall project cohesion. 

Active User Participation (n=10) – IS projects are 
consistently described in the literature as requiring 
active participation from end users throughout their 
lifecycle. Unlike other projects where users may only 
be consulted during requirements gathering or 
acceptance testing, IS projects position users as co-
producers of value. Their domain knowledge, iterative 
feedback, and engagement are viewed as critical for 
aligning the system with organizational needs and for 
generating shared understanding between 
stakeholders. However, fostering meaningful user 
involvement is often complicated by unclear roles, 
limited availability, and communication barriers. 

Technology-Specific Expertise (n=6) – IS projects 
often require highly specialized technical knowledge, 
particularly during critical stages such as prototyping, 
design, implementation, and testing. This includes 
familiarity with modeling techniques, programming 
languages, development environments, and system 
configuration tools. Due to the rapid pace of 
technological change, however, such expertise is 
frequently short-lived, requiring project teams to work 
with evolving or unproven tools and methods. The 
need to acquire, apply, and sometimes relearn 
technical skills within tight project timelines creates 
additional complexity. 

Temporary and unfamiliar teams (n=6) – IS 
projects often require highly specialized technical 
knowledge, particularly during critical stages such as 
prototyping, design, implementation, and testing. This 
includes familiarity with modeling techniques, 
programming languages, development environments, 
and system configuration tools. Due to the rapid pace 
of technological change, however, such expertise is 
frequently short-lived, requiring project teams to work 
with evolving or unproven tools and methods. The 
need to acquire, apply, and sometimes relearn 
technical skills within tight project timelines creates 
additional complexity. 

5.4. Task 

Task uncertainty and variability – A defining 
specificity of IS projects (n=24) is the high degree of 
uncertainty and variability associated with the tasks to 
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be performed. Unlike projects with clearly specified 
deliverables, IS projects often begin with ambiguous 
goals, evolving requirements, and unclear work 
methods. The scope is likely to shift during 
development, making early estimates of time, budget, 
and effort unreliable. This uncertainty is not incidental 
but intrinsic to the task environment of IS projects, 
driven by technological complexity, stakeholder 
diversity, and the exploratory nature of system design. 

Cross-Expertise Coordination (n=17) – As 
highlighted in the TEAM dimension, IS projects 
involve team members with diverse areas of expertise, 
often drawn from different departments or external 
organizations. Within this context, coordination 
emerges not merely as a supporting function but as a 
central team task. It involves clarifying roles, 
managing interdependencies, translating across 
knowledge domains, and continuously aligning 
contributions throughout the project’s progression. 

Need for Tailored Approaches (n=15) – A 
recurring theme in the literature is the recognition that 
IS projects rarely conform to a one-size-fits-all project 
management model. Instead, they require approaches 
that are tailored to their task characteristics, including 
uncertainty levels, stakeholder diversity, and 
technological complexity. Traditional plan-driven 
methods are often deemed insufficient in such 
contexts, while agile methodologies are valued for 
their adaptability and iterative nature. However, even 
within agile paradigms, practices must often be 
selected, combined, or adjusted to fit the specific 
dynamics of each project. 

Technological complexity (n=13) – IS projects are 
frequently described as involving a high level of 
technical complexity, often exceeding that of projects 
in other domains. This includes the integration of 
diverse hardware and software components, 
compatibility with legacy systems, interoperability 
requirements, and the use of evolving or unfamiliar 
technologies. Such complexity places a significant 
cognitive and coordination burden on project teams, 
especially given the limited timeframes typical of 
temporary organizations. The tightly coupled nature of 
IS architectures also means that small technical issues 
can escalate rapidly, affecting system-wide 
performance. 

5.5. Time 

Iterative development cycles (n=9) – A temporal 
characteristic of IS projects is the tendency to follow 
iterative and cyclical patterns rather than linear, 
sequential phases. This reflects the uncertain and 
evolving nature of requirements, as well as the need to 
test, refine, and adapt solutions over time. Rather than 

progressing through fixed, sequential phases, IS 
projects often rely on repeated cycles of design, 
feedback, and revision. These iterations serve not only 
to manage risk but also to support knowledge 
acquisition and problem redefinition throughout the 
project lifecycle. 

Temporal Uncertainty (n=7) – A common 
temporal challenge in IS projects is the volatility of 
requirements. User needs, technical conditions, and 
organizational priorities often shift during the project, 
making early specifications unreliable. This ongoing 
evolution of requirements undermines traditional 
planning efforts and contributes to frequent revisions 
in scope, timelines, and resource allocation. It creates 
planning fragility and necessitates continuous re-
evaluation of project objectives, sequencing, and 
delivery strategies. As a result, IS projects require 
flexible time management practices that can 
accommodate late-emerging needs and evolving 
project boundaries. 

6. Rethinking IS Projects as a Distinct 
Form of Temporary Organization 

This study offers important insights for theorizing 
IS projects as a particular instantiation of temporary 
organizations (TOs). While the dimensions of 
Context, Transition, Task, Team, and Time proved 
useful for categorizing the justifications found in the 
literature, the way these dimensions manifest in IS 
projects points toward a more nuanced understanding 
of temporary organizing in IS environments. 

6.1. Blurring the Line Between the Dimensions 

The analysis reveals a recurrent theme across the 
literature: IS projects are often justified by both the 
complexity of the task—such as evolving 
requirements and technological uncertainty—and the 
diversity of the team, frequently described as cross-
functional and multidisciplinary. These aspects appear 
closely linked, suggesting that task and team are not 
distinct entities but dynamically interconnected. The 
team’s composition and coordination evolve in 
response to shifting task demands, requiring flexibility 
and adaptation. 

This interdependence aligns with more recent 
perspectives on temporary organizing. While early 
models treated task and team as distinct elements 
(Lundin & Söderholm, 1995), subsequent research has 
emphasized the need for flexible team configurations, 
role negotiation, and informal coordination in 
response to task uncertainty (Bechky, 2006; Burke & 
Morley, 2016). 
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These internal dynamics are further complicated 
by the external environment. IS projects often involve 
diverse stakeholders with misaligned goals, 
overlapping responsibilities, and varying degrees of 
influence. This stakeholder complexity reinforces the 
need for adaptable structures and continuous 
coordination. Studies of temporary organizations have 
documented similar challenges, especially in 
interorganizational contexts where alignment depends 
on negotiation rather than hierarchy (Sydow & Braun, 
2018). In such settings, stakeholder management 
becomes part of the task itself, and team boundaries 
expand to include influential external actors (Burke & 
Morley, 2016). 

This boundary blurring is also reflected in the 
evolving role of end-users. Rather than passive 
recipients, users often contribute domain knowledge, 
provide ongoing feedback, and shape deliverables. 
Their involvement challenges the distinction between 
internal and external participants. In the literature on 
temporary organizations, this is captured through the 
notion of boundary work, where coordination requires 
negotiating across organizational and professional 
divides (Stjerne & Svejenova, 2016). Bechky (2006) 
Similarly, it shows that roles in temporary settings are 
continuously reshaped through interaction. In IS 
projects, user participation is not simply 
consultative—it actively reconfigures team 
boundaries and coordination processes in real time. 

These findings open several avenues for future 
inquiry. Longitudinal and process-oriented studies 
could examine how task–team configurations shift 
over time, and how coordination mechanisms adapt 
across project phases  (Bakker, 2010; Sydow & Braun, 
2018). Finally, given the iterative nature of many IS 
projects, further work could explore how collaboration 
histories influence current team dynamics and 
stakeholder relationships (Sergeeva & Roehrich, 
2018). 

6.2. Rethinking Time in IS Projects 

Although the Time dimension was less frequently 
cited in the reviewed literature, it reveals a central 
feature of IS projects: their temporal dynamism. 
Unlike traditional projects with linear trajectories, IS 
projects are shaped by evolving requirements, short 
technology cycles, and iterative development 
methods. This nonlinearity blurs phase boundaries and 
challenges the notion of temporary organizations as 
goal-driven entities progressing toward closure 
(Lundin & Söderholm, 1995). 

Recent work emphasizes the need to 
reconceptualize temporality in temporary organizing, 
not as a fixed constraint but as an emergent property 

of project dynamics (Bakker, 2010; Stjerne & 
Svejenova, 2016). In IS projects, timelines are not only 
bounded but continuously reconfigured, making 
project structure and objectives inherently unstable 
over time. This underscores the relevance of process-
based and temporally embedded perspectives 
(Sergeeva & Roehrich, 2018), and calls for future 
research into how actors construct, negotiate, and 
adjust temporal structures under conditions of 
uncertainty. 

In addition to these internal temporal challenges, 
many IS projects are also closely tied to broader 
organizational transformations. Their temporary 
nature does not prevent them from contributing to 
long-term change. The following section explores how 
IS projects, while time-bound, often play a lasting role 
within ongoing strategic trajectories. 

6.3. When Temporary Projects Drive 
Enduring Change 

Although the reviewed literature does not 
explicitly frame IS projects as embedded within 
permanent organizational structures, several of the 
recurring justifications—particularly those coded 
under the Context and Transition dimensions—
suggest a more complex reality. Many IS initiatives 
are presented as being of strategic significance and 
closely tied to broader digital transformation efforts. 
These projects rarely operate at the periphery; rather, 
they are deeply entangled with how organizations 
adapt, restructure, and innovate in response to 
technological change. This suggests a form of 
embedded temporariness, where projects, though 
formally bounded in time, contribute to and are shaped 
by ongoing organizational trajectories. 

While transition is often described as a 
progression from a “before” to an “after” state (Lundin 
& Söderholm, 1995), such a view tends to underplay 
the influence of the broader environment in which this 
progression unfolds. In IS projects, transitions rarely 
unfold in stable or neutral contexts. They occur amid 
shifting technological landscapes, evolving priorities, 
and fluid stakeholder constellations.  

These external dynamics are not peripheral—they 
actively shape how transitions are perceived, 
managed, and enacted. As a result, transitions in IS 
projects rarely follow a linear path; they reverberate 
across all other dimensions of temporary organizing, 
amplifying task complexity, disrupting temporal 
structures, and requiring continuous adaptation in 
team composition and coordination. Transition, 
therefore, is not merely a project-internal phase but an 
embedded, ongoing process shaped by its surrounding 
context. 
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This perspective finds resonance in recent 
theoretical developments. Rather than viewing 
temporary and permanent forms as fundamentally 
separate, scholars increasingly conceptualize them as 
interdependent and overlapping  (Burke & Morley, 
2016; Goetz & Wald, 2022). IS projects are frequently 
conducted in environments where temporary and 
enduring structures coexist—often within project-
based organizations or in sequential programs where 
one initiative builds upon the next. In this sense, the 
temporary form becomes a means of organizing for 
change, rather than a self-contained endeavor. 

As Stjerne and Svejenova (2016) argue, the 
boundary between temporary and permanent 
organizing is not fixed but negotiated. Their work on 
sequential projects highlights how present initiatives 
are shaped by past experiences and future 
expectations, reinforcing the idea that temporality is 
not necessarily episodic but part of a continuum of 
action and learning. IS projects, which often unfold in 
iterations, with overlapping teams and shared 
infrastructures, exemplify this dynamic. 

Future research could explore how IS projects act 
as interfaces between short-term delivery 
requirements and long-term strategic aims. In 
particular, studies adopting longitudinal or processual 
approaches could shed light on how capabilities, roles, 
and institutional arrangements evolve across 
successive initiatives. Investigating how actors 
manage tensions between autonomy and integration, 
or between project logic and organizational stability, 
would refine our understanding of IS projects as sites 
of embedded, rather than exceptional, organizing.  

To summarize these findings, Figure 1 presents a 
conceptual model that integrates the identified 
specificities across the five dimensions, illustrating 
how they interact to define the distinctive nature of IS 
projects. 

 

 
 

Figure 1. A Conceptual Model of IS Project 
Specificities  

7. Conclusion  

This study aimed to clarify how academic 
literature justifies the distinctiveness of Information 
Systems (IS) projects. Through a review of 137 
articles published in project management journals, the 
paper identifies and categorizes the main arguments 
used to portray IS projects as a special case. These 
justifications are mapped across five dimensions—
Task, Team, Time, Transition, and Context—offering 
a structured synthesis of a fragmented body of work. 
The analysis also highlights how these dimensions 
intersect, particularly through coordination challenges 
and evolving project dynamics. 

Beyond this descriptive contribution, the study 
enriches the conceptual framing of IS projects by 
explicitly incorporating context as a fifth dimension 
and by reframing transition as a process embedded in 
unstable and strategically significant environments. 
The findings reveal that boundaries between 
dimensions—such as task and team, or project and 
organizational time—are often blurred, suggesting 
that the distinctiveness of IS projects emerges from the 
interplay of multiple factors rather than from any 
single feature. 

The study focuses on how IS project specificities 
are constructed discursively in academic literature, 
rather than through direct observation of project 
practices. It also draws exclusively on project 
management journals. Future work could extend this 
analysis to IS journals to examine whether similar 
patterns appear or whether new themes emerge. 
Comparative and longitudinal studies could also 
explore how IS and non-IS projects differ in practice, 
and how temporary and permanent structures interact 
over time in complex environments.  
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