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1  INTRODUCTION

. Construction projects are traditionally divided into
series ol operations undertaken by different individuals or
groups who may have different levels of interest in the
project (Heravi et al., 2015). Therefore, the process of
design and exccution of construction projects constitutes a
complex  system  which involves  collaboration and
negoliations among many stakcholders. Managing multiple
sakeholders and  maintaining an acceptable balance
between their intercsts are crucial to successful projeet
delivery (Takim, 2009; Jurbe, 2014},

Disagreement  among  stakcholders during the
implementation of projects adversely affects the ability of
the management (cams (e deliver the construction project
within the time and allocated budget and expected degree
of quality. These disagreements arc ofien caused by
inappropriate identification and management of the
different stakeholders involved (Olander and Landin,
2005).
Conflicting objectives among the project stakeholders
impede the achievement of best value in construction
projects {Aapaoja and Haapasalo 2014).). Karlsen (2092}
considered poor management of stakeholders to be arecipe
for polential and serious challenges that are ofien
associated with construction projects. These problems
include factors such as incessant change order in scope of
work, poor definition of work and scope, peor .allocatmr] of
scarce resources (o projects, poor communication, conflicts
and controversics which are majorly the origin of delays
and attendant time and cost overruns. _

Despite several contributions 0N managﬁm‘_’md.nr
stakeholders in the construction industry, several stu |;1:s
point towards critical success factors hence boycottmglzi:r
root problems that contribute to  poor stak;h?c :
management (Jergeas et al., 2000; Chinyio and A .IJH sym;
2008; Olander and Landin, 2008; Yang et al., 2009; 1P
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and Eskerod. 2009: Li &t 2l.. 2011). Comtributing faciors
also zppear limited in literature (Karisen (2072), et
considering more in-depth studies to b2 done inthiszres s
stipulzted by (Golder znd Gewler, 20035}.

Therefore 2 need arises to assess the faciors that 2t
stakeholder management on constnElion prosects
Nigeria.

2 METHODOLOGY
A Quantitative research approach was adopted for this
study. The scope of the study was limited te North Central
Nigeria and higher institutional CONSiruction projecls were
the focal point of the study. Internal stakeholders within the
cight (8) sampled institutions in the qudy area were
selected using  stratified and  purposive sampling
techniques. 210 questionnaires were self-administered cn
the respondents while 170 were returned gving an 81%
response rate which was very suitable for the study.
Data gotten for the study was analyzed using Mean
Ttem Score, reliability analysis and correlation matrix. The
results were discussed and conclusions were drawn for the

study.

3 RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

A reliability analysis was done to check the intemal
consistency and reliability of the data. The Cronbach’s
Alpha coeflicient of 0.70 (DeVellis, 2003) was used as the
ndicator. Table 1 shows that the alpha value of 0.842 is
greater than 0.70 which suggest a very good internal
consistency reliability for the scale.

TABLE 1: RELIABILITY ANALYSIS

Cronbach's
Cronbach's Alpha Alpha Based N of Items
0.836 0.842 10 J
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FFECTING STAKI HOLDER TABLE 3 MANAGEMENT RI:I.ATI-_DJM mk:'i
[ABLE 2 FACTORS A — o T
AGEMENT — T S
M AN — 1 s Rank Management Related Factors . y M_c_gn_“hgf;!‘
nE W [)l.'\' e : dinﬂ"n an
L L\-.‘I'L\} -_I-H_L.l_l_‘_-_____ g o —_ 4 |nadcql.lﬂlf plann"’lg. COOr g 3 92
--_" Management 177 067 | pruglammlng oy —-—F..__J____L
'._”U N B3 LI—— e ack of wide and deep knowle gfc
St 176 | 063 | 2 understanding of the concepts o :
= rar:ﬂ"w‘ | project and stakeholder managemen —
il holders ‘ $
= Commumication | 4.5 | (¢, 3 by stake .
: X factors . Poor feedback mechanism 377 | 3
- 165 | 061
MG Cost factors Poor strategics 1o manage stakeholder -
5 | 165 | 067 | S responsibility _ L
(s:,:.:;rrmum " Lack of technical capac:l‘,:' and support ik .
| ¢ 163 | 060 olders : 5
L CMI | factons on the part of the stakeh
Y, | Shisholdes 361 | 061 | 7 stakeholder competencics sigi. ]
| requirements ’
' Organization " .
3 5 ) .
RE] fichiss 61 | 055 8 Decision making problems 366
[ . Stakeholder
| CTF Engagement 358 | 0.69 9 Difficulty in identifying stakeholders 3.59 8
F\‘I AR | Marginalization 324 05 10 Lack of ability to understand the
implications of the project 3551 9 i'
Table 2 showed the factors affecti stakeholder's non - existence of formal / systematic :
ns ¥
Mmanagement on construction projects. Management related process of project stakeholder
tactors ranked first with a mean tem score of 377, management 3.55 10 |
followed by conflict management factors with a mean of lack of knowledge abouyr stakeholder ’I
176 Next in line was communication factors and cost | Broups and their expertise 3.54 11 |
factors with mean scores of 3 72 and 31.65 respectively inability to clearly identify the attit e
This is in agreement with the findings of Aaltonen and of stakeholders cither positivel -
Kujala (2010) that conflicts have a resultant effect on negativel towards the |I'{:r' cly or ,
stakeholder management which affects the overall success _ELW 3.53 12 |

of a project However marginalization factor ranked |east
with & mean of 324 This particular  factor adds
contribution to knowledge that agrees with Golder and
Gawler (2005) that gender i1s an imponant factor o be
considered in stakeholder management as this affects the
performance of & project

The results in Table 3, 4 and § give a detailed
breakdown of the most significant factors that affect
stakcholder management which calls for amention for
future construction projects
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TABLE 4 CONFLICT RELATED ) ACTORS

Conflict Related factors Mean | Rank
At A G a2 o L SEPR [ M« an
poot approaches in solving conflict and )
controversies among stakeholders 1 Re
Bhdulddis _ — Radtd I
PO implementation and non 11—
adherence to conthict comract
an by project stakeholders 184 p)
Consequences of mismanagement of 1T
stakeholders 167 )
different perceptions of the same issue
1.53 B}
Analyzing conflicts and coalition
among stakeholders 113 5

The conflict related factors in Table 4 showed that
there are poor approaches in solving conflicts amongst
stakeholders which ranked 1 with a mean score of 3.86
followed by poor implementation and non-adherence tc;
conflict contract condition by project stakeholders,
Consequences of mismanagement of stakeholders,
different perceptions of the same issue, and Analyzing
conflicts and coalition among stakeholders with mean
scores of 3.86, 3.84, 3.67, 3.53 and 3.33 respectively. The
findings agree with Olander and Landin (2005) and Jurbe
(2014) that disagreements amongst stakeholders can have
adverse effect on construction project as a whole.

TABLE 5: MARGINALIZED RELATED FACTORS

Marginalization Factors Mean | Rank

Poor incentives and benefits 3.73 1

influence of the stakeholders 3.52 2

Type of stakeholder (indigenous,

foreign, etc) 331 3

sensitivity of stakeholders 3.30 4

social and economic characteristics of

the stakeholder. 3.28 5

the position of the stakeholders in the

project 3.21 6

discrimination of gender 3.12 7

status of stakeholders 3.05 8

potentials of men and women in the

stakeholder group 305 | 9
| gender inequalities 3.01 10

volume of allocation of task to men

and women 3.01 11

Gender differences 291 12

differences ranked the least with mean scores of 3.01 and
291 respectively

i the

[hese are new findings and are lacking

findings  of {2016), hence call for

anﬂ.’l
consideration for future projects

TABLE 6 CORRELATION MATRIX OF FACTORS

Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix
b— , bttt ® ey
[ YR ( ] { ] R C SJToO|S M|
I actors ¥ M i) i | I | L§ I A
. I i s | FlFR]F | R |
Mangem 3 & o 0 " " ] 3 5 ) |
ent 1 3 2 ! 0.
fi 4 L 2 Z L | 2 1
factors
Confhict
manage 1] i (0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
ment f H 1 2 L 1 1 L) "
factors
& n_mrnu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1o |
EGE0n al o] '| s| o« ¢ 3| 3| 2 &l
factors
Cost ol ol o0 oo 0 | 0101,,!
factors L k) 5 6 3 30 3 4 © |
RI:"‘“"‘ olofofof ,|o]° ‘ 0]o],,|
- 2| 2| 4l 6 st ¢| &) 3]>°
factors |
" |
L:;"‘mt olojolofjo] ,[of°]°]os]
2 3 4 3 f 7 4 3 |
factors |
Stakehol i
der ol oloflo]lo}]o clolol,, |
aie | 3] 3} 3] 3] #] ? sl 3|
ments '
::::“"‘ ololololololoe] |90l
3 3 4 4 4 5
factors 2 2 3
Stakehol
der 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 04
Engage 2 3 3 4 4 3 3 5
ment
Margina 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.{ 0 0 0 \
e 1
lization 2 2 1 :l il 3] 3 41 4 |

As seen in Table 5, poor incentives and benefits,
influence of the stakeholders, type of slak.choldcrs,
sensitivity of stakeholders, ranked highest with mean
scores of 3.73, 3.52, 3.31 and 3.30 in that order. However,
volume of allocation of task (o men and women, Gender
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Table 6 showed the correlation matnx of the vanable
factors. 12 major factors were analyzed. From the result it
can be seen that the value of 1.0 is above 0.70 which was
used as the indicator. This implies that there 1s a strong
significant relation among the variables and that these
factors studied affect stakeholder management.

4 CONCLUSION

The study concluded that management related factors,
conflict, communication and cost factors have a significant
effect on the stakeholder management of construction
projects. However, a new contribution to knowledge 15
being made on additional factor such as marginalization
factor which is lacking in other studies. These factors calls
for serious considerations for future construction projects.

In order to improve the management of stakeholders
on projects, the study recommended that a management
support group should be put in place to manage
stakeholders, adherence to conflicts contract conditions
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