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Abstract. The relevance of the study was determined by the chronic failures of government information technology projects, 
which are accompanied by budget overruns and missed deadlines, representing a global problem. These failures are rarely 
purely technical; they are symptoms of deep organisational pathologies. Traditional frameworks for project management 
and business analysis focus on rational processes, often ignoring the irrational forces that deform them. The purpose of this 
study was to analyse and systematise the impact of four key organisational pathologies – dysfunctional formalisation, rent-
seeking behaviour, favouritism, and autocratic management style – on the fundamental processes of project management 
and business analysis in government IT projects. The primary research method was thematic analysis using the 6-phase 
model. The empirical base consisted of M = 18 publicly available documents from 2019-2025, selected according to the 
principles of the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA). Sources included audit 
reports from supreme audit institutions official reports from law enforcement agencies, which underwent triangulation. 
Data analysis revealed three main mechanisms of deformation in project management and business analysis processes: 
(1) formalisation and ritualisation, which transforms risk management and metrics into mere formality; (2) inversion and 
sabotage (through rent-seeking behaviour), which turns project management and business analysis into tools for falsifying 
procurements and embezzling funds; (3) the dominant autocratic management style, which replaces systematic processes 
with the leader’s will. A conceptual matrix has been formed that details this impact. The work offers a set of criteria for 
early identification of pathologies and practical recommendations for countermeasures (in particular, using open data and 
strengthening rational standardisation). The practical significance of the proposed matrix lies in its function as a diagnostic 
tool for project managers, business analysts, and auditors

Keywords: project management; business analysis; organisational pathology; procurement corruption; bureaucracy

ISSN 2312-3435
e-ISSN 2413-7634

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5386-5903
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8454-8580
https://orcid.org/0009-0005-2880-6449


75Economics, Entrepreneurship, Management, Vol. 12, No. 2

H. Melnyk et al.

Building on the analysis of these studies, this research 
aimed to systematise the impact of key organisational 
pathologies on project management and business analysis 
within government IT projects. The study addressed the 
following questions: which organisational pathologies are 
most frequently identified in recent audits and investiga-
tions and how do these pathologies specifically deform 
or neutralise standard project management and business 
analysis processes. By integrating models of IT project 
failure, organisational pathology theory, and critiques of 
standard frameworks, this work sought to develop a di-
agnostic matrix for early identification and mitigation of 
these dysfunctions.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
The study employed a qualitative design; the primary 
method was thematic analysis based on the approach of 
N.  Carter  et al.  (2014) and V.  Braun & V.  Clarke  (2021). 
The empirical base consisted exclusively of publicly avail-
able documents with several inclusion criteria. By type, it 
incorporated official reports prepared by supreme audit in-
stitutions, including Audit Scotland (2017), the Accounting 
Chamber (2024), UK National Audit Office (2024; 2025), 
as well as documents issued by the US Government Ac-
countability Office  (2025). It also covered official reports 
from verified media reporters, such as I. Sitnikova (2025). 
The temporal scope of the study covered publications re-
leased between 2019 and 2025. Thematically, the selected 
documents addressed the management of government IT 
projects, digital transformation processes, IT-related public 
procurement, and instances of project failure in these areas. 
Document selection (based on PRISMA principles) includ-
ed the following steps:

•  Identification: N  =  45 documents were identified 
through searches in databases.

• Screening: N = 29 documents were excluded (dupli-
cates, lack of focus on PM/BA).

• Eligibility: N = 16 documents were assessed for full-
text eligibility.

•  Inclusion: M = 18 documents were selected for de-
tailed coding.

Coding and triangulation were carried out by two in-
dependent analysts using the 6-phase model. In the first 
phase (coding), the text of the documents was analysed to 
identify semantic descriptions of problems (e.g., semantic 
code: “lack of quality assessment methodologies”, “failure 
to report minimally required metrics”, “delays in plan ap-
proval” etc.). In the second phase (theme generation), these 
codes were grouped into latent interpretive themes; for 
example, the code “lack of metrics” was grouped into the 
theme “Metrics Sabotage”, which, in turn, fell under the pa-
thology “Dysfunctional Formalisation”. To mitigate the bias 
inherent in non-peer-reviewed media sources, their factual 
data (company names, amounts, dates) were cross-veri-
fied and triangulated with official data from audit bodies 
and court registries, where possible. Unverified data were  

INTRODUCTION
The persistent failure of government information technolo-
gy (IT) projects has become a significant concern for public 
administration worldwide. These failures have been char-
acterised by chronic budget overruns, catastrophic sched-
ule delays, and the inability to achieve declared goals. Such 
outcomes have rarely resulted from technical shortcom-
ings alone; instead, they have reflected entrenched organ-
isational dysfunctions that undermine the effectiveness of 
project management (PM) and business analysis (BA). The 
urgency of addressing these organisational factors has been 
underscored by recent public audits and academic studies, 
which highlighted the critical need for reform in public 
sector IT governance.

Recent researches have increasingly focused on the or-
ganisational roots of IT project failures. J. Schmidt (2023) 
analysed risk mitigation mechanisms, finding that bureau-
cratic inertia and lack of stakeholder engagement are re-
current barriers. In the Ukrainian context, the Accounting 
Chamber (2024) documented similar patterns, noting the 
absence of standardised methodologies and the prevalence 
of formalism in project oversight. I.J. Borges do Nascimen-
to et al. (2023) and M. Bader et al. (2024) further explored 
the impact of process rigidity and insufficient user involve-
ment on project outcomes. Previous researches, conducted 
by A.K. Albarzanji & A.Y. Alsabawy (2021) and K. Balka et 
al. (2022) have identified multiple causes for the failure of 
IT and e-government projects, including technical, organi-
sational, and user-related factors. These findings have been 
also echoed in the work of M. Chen et al. (2025), who iden-
tified integration challenges and unrealistic expectations as 
key contributors to project failure.

Ukrainian scholars have also contributed to this dis-
course: the Ministry of Digital Transformation’s audits (The 
Accounting Chamber, 2024) and regulatory reforms (Reso-
lution of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine No. 893, 2025) 
have provided empirical evidence of both progress and 
persistent challenges in the national context. As noted by 
M.  Halushchak  et al.  (2023), Ukraine has made consid-
erable progress in digital government services, climbing 
significantly in global e-government rankings; however, 
challenges in citizen engagement and participation re-
main. Effective risk management in the public sector was 
recognised as a key component in preventing project fail-
ure, particularly where management dysfunction and lack 
of transparency are present (Butenko, 2024). Despite these 
advances, the literature has revealed a gap in the systematic 
analysis of how specific organisational pathologies – such 
as dysfunctional formalisation, rent-seeking behaviour, fa-
vouritism, and autocratic management  – distort the core 
processes of project management and business analysis in 
government IT projects. In the context of IT project imple-
mentation in Ukraine, researchers emphasised the need for 
comprehensive project governance, supported by modern 
tools like Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) systems, Ar-
tificial intelligence (AI) integration, and proactive scenario 
planning (Koval et al., 2023).



76Economics, Entrepreneurship, Management, Vol. 12, No. 2

Management |  Organisational problems as the root cause...

excluded from consideration. Table 1 presents the sources 
and cases selected for detailed coding, including document 

type, date, originating organisation, and the main coded 
themes identified in each.

Note: GAO  – Government Accountability Office; NAO  – National Audit Office; NABU  – National Anti-Corruption 
Bureau of Ukraine; CMU – Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine
Source: developed by the authors based on UK National Audit Office (2024), Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of 
Ukraine No. 893 (2025), US Government Accountability Office (2025), I. Sitnikova (2025)

Source/Case Document type Date Organisation Coded themes

GAO “Legacy Systems” Audit Report 2025 GAO (USA) “Dysfunctional formalisation, 
PM paralysis”

GAO “DoD IT Projects” Audit Report 2025 GAO (USA) “Dysfunctional formalisation, 
lack of metrics”

NAO “Digital 
Transformation” Audit Report 2023-2025 NAO (UK) “Integration failure,  

“Red” rating”

“Derzhspetszviazok” NABU Report / Media Report 2025 NABU (Ukraine) “Rent-seeking, cronyism,  
PM/BA inversion”

Mintsyfra Reform Regulatory Act Analysis 2025 CMU (Ukraine) Rational standardisation  
(as a solution)

Accounting Chamber Audit 
(Accounting Chamber of 

Ukraine, 2024)
Audit Report 2024 Accounting Chamber 

(Ukraine)
“Dysfunctional formalisation, 

lack of methodologies”

Table 1. Examples of data sources

This table summarises the empirical material under-
pinning the thematic analysis and the development of the 
diagnostic matrix. This approach relied on triangulation 
techniques to ensure validity and consistency of identified 
themes, as recommended in prior methodological studies. 
The emphasis on methodological transparency and struc-
tured use of heterogeneous data sources is consistent with 
approaches applied in contemporary Ukrainian economic 
research (Khudoliy,  2025). By structuring heterogeneous 
sources across institutional contexts, the table enhances 
transparency in data selection and supports the traceability 
of analytical decisions linking empirical evidence to high-
er-level thematic interpretations.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Systemic governance failures in public sector IT projects
The results of the analysis revealed that systemic issues 
in public sector IT projects – including inadequate use of 
metrics, poor requirements elicitation, weak stakeholder 
engagement, and dysfunctional formalisation – are wide-
spread across multiple national contexts (US, UK, and 
Ukraine). These patterns were consistently identified in 
the reviewed audit reports and triangulated sources. De-
spite incremental improvements in audit and oversight 
capabilities, the absence of robust methodologies and ob-
jective performance indicators has enabled project failures 
to remain concealed, allowing misallocation of resources 
and reduced accountability. These findings highlight com-
mon vulnerabilities in project governance and reinforce the 

need for rational standardisation, strong project manage-
ment structures, and early stakeholder alignment to miti-
gate the effects of organisational dysfunction.

The experience of the US federal government is il-
lustrative due to the transparency of its audit bodies. The 
US government invests over $100 billion annually in IT. 
However, these investments have often failed or have ex-
perienced cost overruns and schedule delays. As a result 
of this systemic issue, federal IT investment management 
has been on the GAO’s “High Risk List” since 2015. As of 
January 2025, 463 of more than 1,800 GAO recommen-
dations issued since 2010 to improve IT management re-
mained unimplemented. A GAO analysis of the Depart-
ment of Defense’s (DoD) IT programs revealed systemic 
failures; planned expenditures were projected to reach 
$10.9 billion by fiscal year 2025 (US Government Ac-
countability Office, 2025).

The 2025 report on 24 large IT programs demonstrat-
ed classic symptoms of project management failure; spe-
cifically, weak and inconsistent performance tracking was 
noted in metrics management. Out of 19 programs with 
operational investments, five failed to provide reports on 
minimally required performance metrics, such as customer 
satisfaction or financial outcomes. Only one program met 
all performance goals, while another met none. The data 
presented in the Table 2 summarise key challenges iden-
tified in major public sector IT programmes, as evidenced 
by audit reports from the US Government Accountabili-
ty Office (2025) and the UK National Audit Office (2025).
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Under the category of budget and schedule manage-
ment, the table draws from findings that half of the ana-
lysed US federal IT programmes experienced significant 
cost overruns, with additional expenditure ranging from 
$6.1 million to $815.5  million. Furthermore, seven pro-
grammes faced delays, with timelines extended by up to 4 
years. These issues reflect substantial financial inefficien-
cy and prolonged delivery of outcomes, underscoring the 
importance of robust scope management and planning, as 
recommended by project management best practices (PM-
BOK Guide, n.d.).

For stakeholder engagement, the table highlights the 
insufficient involvement of end-users and clients in project 
decision-making processes, a pattern that is consistent with 
prior findings in the literature (Anthopoulos et al., 2016). 
This lack of engagement meant that requirements were 
often defined without a comprehensive understanding of 
actual business needs, resulting in misaligned solutions. 
The table references established professional standards and 
guides, such as the PMBOK® Guide and BABOK®, which 
emphasise proactive stakeholder engagement and effective 
requirements elicitation as essential for project success and 
customer satisfaction.

In the area of risk and cybersecurity management, the 
Table 2 reflects audit findings that two of the four largest 
US Department of Defense IT programmes lacked ap-
proved cybersecurity strategies, and none had plans to im-
plement the mandated “zero trust” architecture by 2027. 
These gaps highlight vulnerabilities in risk planning and 
the need to adhere to recognised principles in cybersecu-
rity and risk response. Finally, the Table  2 incorporates 
data from the UK National Audit Office, which record-
ed similar patterns of difficulty in digital transformation 
projects. Many initiatives within the Government’s Major 
Projects Portfolio were found to be in “critical condition”, 
often due to the complexities of integrating new digital 

solutions with legacy systems and unrealistic expectations 
regarding project outcomes. The frequent need to “reset” 
or revise these programmes is also reflected as a recurring 
theme in the table.

Audit insights and overcoming dysfunctional
formalisation in Ukrainian IT project management
Ukraine’s audit bodies, although still developing special-
ised IT competencies, are already recording the same fun-
damental problems. An audit by the Accounting Cham-
ber (2024) of the Ministry of Digital Transformation and 
the “DIIA” enterprise for 2022-2024 revealed significant 
achievements, including an economic effect of ₴59.7  bil-
lion and an anti-corruption effect of ₴6.5  billion. At the 
same time, the audit pointed to a fundamental problem 
identical to that identified by the GAO in the US: “the lack 
of approved methodologies for assessing service quality 
does not allow for proper monitoring of progress achieved 
and timely response to challenges”.

The recognition of systemic risks in government IT 
projects has prompted both the State Audit Service of 
Ukraine and the Accounting Chamber to strengthen their 
IT audit capabilities. In particular, the State Audit Service 
has introduced a formal procedure for conducting state fi-
nancial audits of investment projects (formerly referred to 
as “IT audits”), as established by Resolution of the Cabinet 
of Ministers of Ukraine No. 740 (2018). At the same time, 
the Accounting Chamber (2024) has initiated institutional 
capacity-building by recruiting specialised staff, including 
positions such as Head of the IT Processes and Systems 
Audit Sector, with the aim of developing appropriate audit 
methodologies.

A comparative analysis of these findings and corre-
sponding evidence from the US Government Accounta-
bility Office (2025) reports revealed an identical, recurring 
symptom: the systemic absence or inadequacy of metrics 

Note: PMI – Project Management Institute; BABOK – Business Analysis Body of Knowledge
Source: developed by the authors based on US Government Accountability Office (2025), UK National Audit Office (2025), 
PMBOK Guide (n.d.)

Factor Observed issue Implications Best practice reference

Budget and schedule 
management

Half of analysed programmes experienced 
cost overruns ($6.1M to $815.5M). Seven 

programmes had schedule delays up to 4 years.

Significant financial 
inefficiency; extended 

delivery timelines.
Scope management, robust 
planning, and cost control.

Stakeholder 
engagement

Insufficient involvement of end-users and 
clients in project decisions.

Requirements not fully 
understood, leading to 

misaligned solutions and 
poor user satisfaction.

Proactive stakeholder 
engagement, effective 

requirements elicitation 
(PMBOK®, BABOK®).

Risk/cybersecurity 
management

Two of four largest DoD IT programmes 
lacked approved cybersecurity strategies; none 
had plans for “zero trust” architecture by 2027.

Increased vulnerability 
and non-compliance with 

mandates.

Comprehensive risk response 
planning, cybersecurity best 
practices (PMI risk response 

principle).

Complexity of digital 
transformation

Digital projects in the UK faced integration 
challenges with legacy systems and unrealistic 

expectations.

Projects rated “critical 
condition”; common need for 

“resetting” projects.

Integration with legacy 
environments, realistic 

goal setting, strong project 
sponsorship (NAO reports).

Table 2. Summary of key challenges in major public sector IT programmes
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for assessing the effectiveness and quality of IT projects. 
In project management, metrics are the foundation of the 
“Monitoring and Control” phase. Without objective data, 
the project manager and stakeholders cannot adequate-
ly assess the project’s status, its alignment with goals, or 
end-user satisfaction.

This phenomenon should be viewed as a functional-
ly protective mechanism for the system. In a formalised 
organisation, where project failure can mean the end of a 
career, the absence of clear metrics becomes a form of in-
surance. If no objective, approved data record low user sat-
isfaction or lack of progress, the project cannot be officially 
declared a failure (UK National Audit Office, 2024). This al-
lows the project to exist in a state of simulated usefulness: it 
continues to consume budgets, simulate activity, and avoid 
accountability or radical decisions, such as a reset.

The management pathology of “dysfunctional formal-
isation” is often mistakenly reduced solely to its negative 
manifestation – red tape. In reality, formalised management 
is the fundamental operating system of any large organisa-
tion. Its impact is twofold: it can act as a rational tool for 
organisation or as an irrational brake, leading to the dom-
inance of form over substance. In its positive (Weberian, 
rational-legal) sense, rational standardisation is a system of 
rational organisation. If standardisation remains within de-
fined limits, it “will help increase the level of organisational 
management, promote accuracy, and speed up managerial 
work”. It ensures a clear division of functions, a manage-
ment hierarchy, and the presence of rules and standards.

However, it is important to distinguish between un-
necessary rules and directives that create additional ad-
ministrative burdens and complicate production process-
es. Often, such directives and instructions are issued as a 
formal response to emerging situations, aimed primarily at 
demonstrating managerial reaction rather than resolving 
underlying problems, as they are not accompanied by ad-
equate resources for implementation. As a result, staff may 
become engaged in symbolic or superficial implementation, 
lacking the capacity to address the problem even at a theo-
retical level. Furthermore, management personnel organi-
sationally distant from production processes and therefore 
fail to understand their actual operational requirements. 
This tendency is particularly evident when managers lack 
relevant education (e.g., individuals trained in psychology 
or history overseeing complex IT or robotics projects) and 
consequently avoid engagement with technical details.

However, even useful regulations inevitably involve 
certain costs, as organisations need time to adapt to new 
rules. Problems arise when formalisation exceeds rational 
limits. This phenomenon, commonly referred to as dys-
functional formalisation (or bureaucratism), reflects a 
situation in which formal procedures begin to dominate 
over the actual content of management. As a result, time 
is wasted, decision-making slows down, and opportunities 
for informal or corrupt practices may emerge, as manage-
rial activity becomes focused on formal compliance rather 
than real problem-solving. In such conditions, substantive 

work is pushed to the background, and organisational ef-
fectiveness declines.

A clear example of addressing dysfunctional formalisa-
tion – rather than formalisation itself – in favour of rational 
standardisation is the reform of approaches to developing 
state IT systems in Ukraine, introduced by Resolution of 
the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine No. 893 (2025). Under 
the previous system, project initiation required five to sev-
en separate documents, lengthy approval procedures, and 
compliance with outdated Soviet-era norms. The new res-
olution replaced the old system: instead of 5-7 documents, 
only technical requirements and a technical specification 
are required. It also replaced obsolete standards with in-
ternational ones, notably ISO and IEEE, introduced more 
flexible modern information security systems instead of 
cumbersome comprehensive security frameworks (KSZI), 
and allowed the use of cloud technologies and open-source 
solutions. As a result, the expected development time for 
state IT systems was reduced from months to weeks.

International perspectives:
Lessons from the UK and Ukraine
Analysis shows that the vacuum created by the absence 
of rational standardisation is extremely dangerous. The 
absence of standards leads to chaotic requirements gen-
eration. Research on formalised management also con-
firms that insufficient use of standardisation tools leads to 
“disorganisation” and “reduced responsibility”. This kind 
of organisational analysis benefits from robust qualita-
tive research practices, including attention to intercoder 
reliability for ensuring consistency in thematic findings 
(O’Connor & Joffe, 2020). The vacuum is instantly filled 
either by dysfunctional formalisation or by rent-seek-
ing behaviour, a phenomenon extensively analysed in 
the context of modern institutional inefficiencies (Krue-
ger, 1974). Dysfunctional formalisation and organisation-
al inertia directly disrupt the core of production processes. 
They turn tools intended to achieve goals (risk manage-
ment, quality) into formal, ritualistic practices devoid of 
real content. Modern PM requires a proactive approach 
to risk management, for example, through RAID analysis 
(Risks, Assumptions, Issues, Dependencies), to “predict 
and prevent” problems. However, in a deeply formalised 
system, a PM can identify a risk (e.g., “delays in obtaining 
permits”) but cannot “manage” the administrative risk, as 
they lack the authority.

In an environment dominated by formalism, public-
ly raising fundamental risks (e.g., “this “legacy” system is 
vulnerable”) can be perceived as disloyalty, forcing the PM 
to ignore real risks. The interaction between dysfunction-
al formalisation, organisational inertia, and rent-seeking 
behaviour creates a self-reinforcing loop that undermines 
project management and business analysis processes. These 
dynamics are illustrated in Figure 1, which maps how each 
pathology contributes to inflated documentation, delays, 
and distorted procurement mechanisms, ultimately leading 
to systemic project failure.
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The most destructive impact of organisational inertia 
on PM is demonstrated by GAO reports on the moderni-
sation of legacy IT systems in the US government. Accord-
ing to GAO assessments, six years ago ten legacy systems 
were identified as the most critical, yet by 2025 seven of 
them had still not been modernised. These systems were 
between 23 and 59 years old, relied on outdated program-
ming languages such as COBOL and Assembler, operated 
on unsupported hardware, and, most critically, contained 
known cybersecurity vulnerabilities (US Government Ac-
countability Office, 2025).

The failure to modernise these systems is a fundamen-
tal failure of project management at the initiation phase, 
caused by organisational inertia. Such inertia echoes broad-
er structural issues in government IT project management, 
where outdated processes and risk-averse culture hinder 
innovation from the start (Yaraghi,  2015). This observa-
tion is consistent with long-standing case-based analyses, 
in which C.  Sauer  (1993) demonstrated that deep-rooted 
organisational failures are at the heart of many unsuccess-
ful information systems initiatives. From this perspective, 
the situation reflects what organisational failure diagnosis 
models describe as systemic breakdowns occurring at early 
stages of planning and structural design, as conceptualised 
by A.M.  Goulielmos  (2005). Similar conclusions are ech-
oed in consulting evidence, with PricewaterhouseCoop-
ers  (2017) identifying weak project foundations and un-
clear accountability as key root causes of early-stage failure 
in public sector projects.

Ultimately, GAO pointed directly to the cause: agen-
cies failed to fully document their modernisation plans (US 
Government Accountability Office,  2025). Without these 
plans, initiatives have an “increased likelihood of cost over-
runs, schedule delays, and overall project failure”, which 
aligns with empirical findings on the heavy-tailed, pow-
er-law distribution of IT project cost overruns identified 
by H. Mulder (1994) and later confirmed by B. Flyvbjerg et 
al. (2022). Such outcomes are often rooted in various forms 
of uncertainty inherent in software development projects, 
including scope ambiguity, stakeholder misalignment, and 
shifting requirements (Zhang et al., 2025). This means that 

the administrative complexity of launching a new modern-
isation project (obtaining countless approvals) is so high 
that it is easier for agencies to continue spending hundreds 
of millions of dollars supporting old, vulnerable systems 
than to initiate their replacement (US Government Ac-
countability Office, 2025). This represents a typical exam-
ple of how unfavourable enterprise environmental factors 
can obstruct decision-making and progress in public sector 
projects, as discussed by M. Romanelli  (2022). Moreover, 
R. Syed et al.  (2023) noted that Such systemic stagnation 
is often intensified in developing countries, where digital 
transformation efforts face institutional, regulatory, and 
cultural resistance.

In formalised systems, the tracking of actual perfor-
mance metrics is frequently undermined. Audit reports 
by the US Government Accountability Office  (2025) and 
the Accounting Chamber  (2024) of Ukraine document 
systematic deficiencies in performance measurement prac-
tices. The PM is forced to report on formal metrics (“10 
meetings held”) rather than substantive ones (“user satis-
faction level”). Similar issues were observed in recent eval-
uations of digital transformation initiatives, where focus on 
documentation and procedure overshadowed meaningful 
performance outcomes (Szedmák et al., 2025). A product 
is considered “quality” not when it meets user needs, but 
when it has collected signatures from all responsible par-
ties. This represents the “dominance of form over content”, 
a hallmark of organisational pathology as described in the 
Sustainability Directory  (2025), in which procedures and 
rituals overshadow actual performance and purpose. In 
the context of public sector IT projects, M. Lerner (2020) 
argued that such systemic conditions frequently result in 
chronic failure when formality overtakes functionality.

In a normal IT project, BA is a process of discovering 
and validating real business needs. In organisations afflict-
ed by management pathologies, the BA function degrades, 
becoming either a ritualistic filling out of documents or a 
tool for rent-seeking sabotage. In a system dominated by 
dysfunctional formalisation, the business analyst’s focus 
shifts. This dysfunction reflects challenges frequently ob-
served in developing countries, where poor governance 

Figure 1. Systemic management pathologies in public sector projects
Source: developed by the authors

Dysfunctional formalisation Organisational inertia Rent-seeking & favouritism 

Dominance of form over content Disruption of production Distortion of analysis 

Failure to launch projects Procurement cronyism 

Undermining of project management 

Procurement cronyism 
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and institutional weaknesses undermine e-government 
initiatives (Nyansiro  et al.,  2021). The main stakeholder 
for the BA is not the end-user, but the approval procedure. 
Requirements are gathered and analysed not so the future 
product solves a real problem, but so the requirements 
document (Technical Specification) successfully passes all 
necessary committees. This leads to the creation of bloat-
ed, unrealistic technical specifications. Business analysis 
transforms into “paperwork”. When rent-seeking interest is 
added to dysfunctional formalisation, a complete inversion 
of the very essence of business analysis occurs.

The goal changes from finding the best solution to jus-
tifying a predetermined (rent-seeking) solution. If organi-
sational inertia leads to the passive failure of projects (pa-
ralysis, delays), the synergy of rent-seeking behaviour and 
favouritism leads to active sabotage. The project becomes 
a special operation to siphon funds, a pattern often linked 
to low procurement maturity and systemic vulnerabilities 
in public sector processes (Hua, 2022), reflecting how high 
transaction costs and limited administrative capacity can 
directly lead to procurement failure and project cancella-
tions (Casady et al., 2023). Dysfunctional formalisation is a 
necessary prerequisite for rent-seeking behaviour. As UN-
ODC  (n.d.) researchers note, “the presence of regulatory 
acts and permits grants a certain monopoly power to offi-
cials”. Officials and managers may intentionally introduce 
new, complex regulations to be able to demand illicit ben-
efits (bribes) for their passage, a practice documented by 
A. Vasilev (2013) in analyses of administrative corruption. 
This mechanism reflects the classical theory of rent-seeking 
originally articulated by G. Tullock (1967), where regulato-
ry control is leveraged for personal gain rather than public 
benefit. When rent-seeking opportunities are combined 
with favouritism, the system becomes closed. In such cases, 
the appointment of relatives/friends and “insiders” occurs 
largely regardless of their qualifications. Appointing an un-
qualified relative or associate to the role of PM is a guarantee 
of failure. Studies confirm a strong negative correlation be-
tween the presence of family ties and the efficiency of large 
institutions. In procurement, cronyism manifests in the 
creation of “VIP lanes” for politically connected suppliers, a 
mechanism that has been empirically linked to favouritism 
and distortions in auction outcomes (Dastidar & Jain, 2023).

The NABU investigation into the activities of the Der-
zhspetszviazok (State Service of Special Communications 
and Information Protection of Ukraine) illustrates the full 
synergy of all three pathologies. The investigation uncov-
ered a large-scale scheme involving senior officials, result-
ing in the embezzlement of over ₴90  million during the 
procurement of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) for the 
Defence Forces. A department head planned to embez-
zle part of the ₴30 billion allocated by “supplying drones 
at inflated prices”. Investigation, conducted by I.  Sitniko-
va  (2025), revealed that procurement decisions favoured 
preselected companies linked to the brother of an entrepre-
neur with close business relations to the official involved. 
The crime was committed using a formal tender procedure. 

A clear inversion of key management and analytical pro-
cesses is observed: the tender mechanism was organised to 
create an illusion of competition by involving controlled 
firms, while the business analysis and requirements defi-
nition process was subordinated to rent-seeking interests. 
As a result, specific models were purchased (DJI Mavic 3 
and Autel Evo Max 4T), the choice of which, according 
to analysis, was likely based not on the end-user’s oper-
ational needs, but on the possibility of suppliers earning 
super-profits; the purchases were made at prices 70-90% 
above market rates. Although the project was formally 
considered “completed”, from the perspective of effective 
resource use, it must be seen as a failure, causing over 
₴90 million in losses to the state.

Similar long-term failures of large government IT sys-
tems have been well documented. R.N.  Charette  (2019) 
showed that such projects often persist despite being tech-
nically outdated or poorly aligned with user needs. The 
autocratic management style, or authoritarian leadership, 
is considered a separate management pathology. It differs 
from dysfunctional formalisation and rent-seeking behav-
iour in that it does not slow or sabotage the project through 
bureaucracy or selfish interests, but rather forces it, system-
atically ignoring or destroying established processes of pro-
ject management and business analysis. In the political di-
mension, this phenomenon is described as the dominance 
of the executive branch relying on a police-bureaucratic ap-
paratus and a “cult of the leader”; in the corporate context, 
autocracy means the concentration of complete control over 
decision-making in the hands of one person, who disregards 
the team’s input and demands unquestioning obedience.

Historical and modern illustrations of this leadership 
type (e.g., Jobs, Musk) are cited as examples, yet its effective-
ness proves paradoxical: in narrow, specialised tasks or cri-
sis scenarios (especially in defence structures), an autocrat 
can provide rapid, decisive solutions, minimising delays. 
However, in the long term and in systems requiring team-
work and stable procedures, this style undermines organi-
sational culture, leads to demoralisation, and increases staff 
turnover. Recent studies by J. Crusoe et al. (2024) describe 
this phenomenon as “digital transformation decoupling”, 
where managerial inertia and wilful ignorance prevent 
meaningful structural change. In an autocratic manage-
ment model, the business analysis process is effectively an-
nihilated: requirements are formulated and imposed as a 
monologue from the sole leader, mechanisms for gathering 
and validating requirements with stakeholders are absent, 
and the role of the business analyst is reduced to that of 
a “scribe” documenting the leader’s vision. Any attempt at 
validation or critical review of requirements is interpreted 
as a waste of time or a manifestation of disloyalty, fostering 
a “culture of fear”. As a result, systemic project management 
(PMBOK, Agile, etc.) loses its efficacy: planning is dictated 
by the leader’s will, the risk management (RAID) process is 
blocked, and the sole metric of success becomes the leader’s 
subjective approval. Although this style sometimes allows 
“breaking through” administrative paralysis to achieve a 
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quick result, it simultaneously destroys rational standard-
isation and stable PM and BA processes, undermining the 
organisation’s long-term effectiveness.

The analysis of open sources, audit conclusions, and 
investigations indicates that the four identified organisa-
tional pathologies create a toxic and unviable environment 
for IT projects. First, dysfunctional formalisation breeds 
inertia and administrative paralysis, focusing PM and BA 
work on procedures instead of target outcomes, causing 
delays and an inability to initiate or adapt projects (The 
Accounting Chamber of Ukraine,  2024; US Government 
Accountability Office, 2025). Second, rent-seeking behav-
iour, along with favouritism/cronyism, inverts the purpose 
of PM and BA processes, turning projects into tools for 
illicit enrichment. According to investigative reporting by 
I. Sitnikova (2025), business analysis is used to formulate 

artificial requirements, and project management to rig ten-
ders in favour of connected suppliers. Finally, an autocratic 
management style annihilates systemic management prac-
tices, replacing them with the leader’s will, which fosters a 
“culture of fear” and makes realistic planning impossible. 
In sum, these phenomena undermine rational standardi-
sation and long-term effectiveness, as detailed in the syn-
thesis matrix, shown in Table 3. As summarised in Table 3, 
the identified organisational pathologies manifest through 
recurring deformation mechanisms that jointly undermine 
PM and BA functionality, reinforcing the systemic nature 
of project failure discussed above. On this basis, practical 
recommendations aimed at increasing the resilience of PM 
and BA through the systematic application of open data, 
identification of problem indicators, and introduction of 
mechanisms to protect project integrity.

Pathology Impact on PM Impact on BA

Dysfunctional 
formalisation

Paralysis and ritualisation.
• Paralysis of decision-making due to endless approval 
cycles. 
• Administrative paralysis at initiation (Case: “Legacy 
Systems”.
• Sabotage or ignorance of real performance metrics.
• Risk management becomes a formality (inability to 
influence administrative risks).

Ritualisation of the process.
• Focus shifts from the user to the approval 
committee.
• Requirements are gathered for “correct” 
documentation, not to solve a business problem.
• “Dominance of form over content”.

Rent-seeking 
behaviour

Inversion and falsification.
• PM Goal: Not “within budget”, but “spending the budget” 
with maximum markup (70-90% in Derzhspetszviazok 
case).
• Falsification of procurement processes: “distorted market 
research”, “simulated competition”.

Inversion and sabotage.
• Inversion of the process: Requirements (choice of 
drone models) are dictated by corruption margins, 
not business needs (Derzhspetszviazok case).

Favouritism / 
cronyism

Degradation of competencies.
• Appointment of unqualified PMs (relatives, “associates”).
• Creation of “VIP lanes” for “insider” suppliers, ignoring 
procedures.

Ignorance or incompetence.
• Appointment of incompetent individuals to the 
role of customer (product owner).
• BA cannot obtain clear, logical requirements.
• Requirements are based on personal connections.

Autocratic 
management 

style

Annihilation of processes.
• Planning: Replaced by the leader’s will; deadlines are 
unrealistic.
• Risk Management: Impossible. Reporting risks = 
“disloyalty” (“culture of fear”).
• Metrics: The only metric is the leader’s subjective 
approval.

Annihilation of the process.
• The leader is the sole source of requirements. 
• Validation of requirements with users is forbidden 
or ignored.
• BA is reduced to the role of “scribe”.

Source: developed by the authors based on US Government Accountability Office (2025), I. Sitnikova (2025)

Table 3. Matrix of the impact of organisational pathologies on PM and BA

Project management and business analysis specialists 
must master tools for analysing public data (including the 
Ukrainian Open Data Toolkit (Resolution of the Cabinet 
of Ministers of Ukraine No. 893, 2025) and use them for 
preliminary analysis of similar tenders before formulating 
requirements and for market price analysis during budget-
ing (to counter inflation, as in the Derzhspetszviazok case). 
It is advisable to formalise a set of indicators for typical 
problems: signs of dysfunctional formalisation (prioritis-
ing procedures over results, lengthy approvals, refusal of 
objective metrics), rent-seeking behaviour and favouritism 
(illogical requirements in the technical specification, “VIP 
lanes”, involvement of connected suppliers), and autocratic 

practices (prohibition of direct contact with users, punitive 
reactions to risk reporting).

Defence strategies should combine several comple-
mentary elements. First, they should insist on rational 
standardisation by implementing international standards 
such as ISO and IEEE, as well as recognised methodologies 
including BABOK and PMBOK as a legal shield against 
corruption (Project Management Institute, 2021). Second, 
they should emphasise the economic justification of proce-
dures by translating administrative delays into measurable 
monetary losses. Finally, defence strategies should promote 
the development of an internal corporate legal environ-
ment that supports whistle-blowers and provides secure 
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channels for reporting risks, as formalised in Ukraine’s 
regulatory framework for state IT projects (Resolution of 
the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine No. 893, 2025). Taken 
together, these measures form a preventive framework for 
maintaining PM and BA functionality.

In response to the research questions, three principal 
deformation mechanisms were identified. The first one (1) 
is paralysis and ritualisation: formalism manifests as exces-
sive proceduralism that substitutes real action with bureau-
cratic rituals. This undermines adaptive project planning, 
impedes stakeholder alignment, and delays project initia-
tion. Such patterns reflect the anti-patterns warned against 
in PMBOK’s principle of “Tailoring” – which emphasises 
adjusting project practices to context rather than rigidly 
applying processes.

The second principle (2) is inversion and sabotage: 
rent-seeking behaviours and cronyism invert the intended 
logic of project work. Business analysis becomes a tool to 
justify predetermined vendor preferences (e.g., through 
artificially inflated or misaligned requirements), while pro-
ject management is reduced to a mechanism for procure-
ment manipulation. These behaviours violate core BABOK 
principles such as requirements validation, solution assess-
ment, and stakeholder collaboration. 

The third principle (3) is annihilation of controls: un-
der autocratic leadership models, critical decision-making 
processes become centralised and opaque. Business needs 
are replaced by executive monologues, while risk manage-
ment and validation functions are suppressed, often creat-
ing a “culture of fear”. This contradicts PMBOK’s emphasis 
on “Stewardship” and “Team Empowerment” – which pro-
mote shared ownership and open communication as ena-
blers of successful outcomes.

Addressing these organisational pathologies requires 
more than technical fixes. Based on these findings, it is 
recommended to embed risk-based thinking throughout 
project life cycles, ensuring alignment with the PMBOK® 
principle to “Optimise Risk Responses”. Additionally, it is 
important to institutionalise stakeholder engagement and 
validation mechanisms, which is consistent with BABOK’s 
requirement lifecycle and engagement standards. Finally, 
fostering a culture of accountability and transparency re-
mains essential, in line with PMBOK’s principles of “Value 
Delivery” and “Holistic Thinking”. These corrective actions 
are not only grounded in empirical evidence but also reflect 
global best practices in public project governance.

CONCLUSIONS
This study demonstrated that four recurring organisation-
al pathologies – dysfunctional formalisation, rent-seeking 
behaviour, favouritism/cronyism, and autocratic manage-
ment – systematically distort core processes of PM and BA 
within government IT projects. These dysfunctions were 
identified through thematic analysis of authoritative public 
data sources, including audit reports by the GAO, NAO, the 
Accounting Chamber of Ukraine, and verified investigative 
media. Collectively, these mechanisms not only sabotage 
project delivery but also erode the foundations of institu-
tional learning, long-term digital capability, and public trust. 
The result is a systemic failure of rational standardisation, 
where formal PM and BA frameworks exist in name only 
and are used selectively to legitimise dysfunctional practices.

As echoed in broader literature on digital government 
and project failure, enhancing organisational maturity, en-
forcing ethical standards, and aligning PM/BA practices 
with strategic goals are essential for restoring effectiveness 
in public sector IT initiatives. Ultimately, this research un-
derscores that effective digital transformation depends not 
solely on technical capacity or funding – but on resolving 
entrenched organisational dysfunctions that corrupt the 
very systems designed to deliver.

Looking forward, further research should explore 
the effectiveness of specific interventions aimed at miti-
gating organisational pathologies within public sector IT 
projects. Longitudinal studies could assess how sustained 
implementation of international standards and risk-based 
governance frameworks influence project outcomes over 
time. Additionally, comparative analyses across different 
governmental contexts would help identify universal and 
context-specific factors that facilitate or hinder digital 
transformation. Examining the role of emerging technol-
ogies and agile methodologies in overcoming entrenched 
dysfunctions may also provide valuable insights for future 
public sector reforms.
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Організаційні проблеми  
як першопричина системних невдач ІТ-проектів

Анотація. Актуальність дослідження зумовлена хронічними провалами державних проєктів у сфері 
інформаційних технологій, які супроводжуються перевищенням бюджетів і зривами термінів виконання, що 
становить глобальну проблему. Ці провали рідко мають суто технічний характер; вони є симптомами глибоких 
організаційних патологій. Традиційні підходи до управління проєктами та бізнес-аналізу зосереджені на 
раціональних процесах, часто ігноруючи ірраціональні сили, що їх деформують. Метою цього дослідження були 
аналіз і систематизація впливу чотирьох ключових організаційних патологій – дисфункційної формалізації, 
рентного поведінкового типу, фаворитизму та автократичного стилю управління – на основні процеси проєктного 
менеджменту та бізнес-аналізу у державних ІТ-проєктах. Основним методом дослідження був тематичний аналіз 
за шестистадійною моделлю. Емпіричну базу склали M = 18 відкритих документів за 2019-2025 рр., відібраних 
відповідно до принципів бажаних звітних елементів для систематичних оглядів та метааналізів (PRISMA). 
Джерела включали аудиторські звіти вищих органів аудиту та офіційні звіти правоохоронних органів, що 
пройшли тріангуляцію. Аналіз даних виявив три основні механізми деформації процесів в управлінні проектами 
та бізнес-аналізу: (1) формалізація та ритуалізація, що перетворює управління ризиками та метриками на 
формальність; (2) інверсія та саботаж (через рентну поведінку), що перетворює проєктний менеджмент та бізнес-
аналіз на інструменти фальсифікації закупівель та розтрати коштів; (3) домінуючий автократичний стиль, що 
замінює системні процеси волею лідера. Сформовано концептуальну матрицю, що деталізує цей вплив. У роботі 
запропоновано набір критеріїв для раннього виявлення патологій та практичні рекомендації щодо протидії 
(зокрема, шляхом використання відкритих даних та посилення раціональної стандартизації). Практична 
значущість запропонованої матриці полягає в її функції діагностичного інструмента для менеджерів проєктів, 
бізнес-аналітиків та аудиторів

Ключові слова: проєктний менеджмент; бізнес-аналіз; організаційна патологія; корупція у закупівлях; 
бюрократія
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