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INTRODUCTION 

The operating characteristics of construction organisations and the complexity of construction 

projects involve the work and interactions of a diverse number of project participants.  It is 

therefore essential to consider and understand the interests and contributions of the various 

participants and other project stakeholders in order to ensure optimal project performance, 

and equally, successful project completion. 

While culture might be described as how things are done, there are numerous and more in-

depth issues that influence outcomes related to human actions, interactions, and behaviour.  

Moreover, the implications of these are not always clear, and often less certain, yet can 

impact greatly on both ogranisational performance and project success. 

This ARCOM workshop is linked to the first seminar in the ESRC seminar series - Culture 

Perspectives and Projects.  The workshop focuses on culture in construction and examines the 

existence of project cultures and the influence and impact on projects and project participants. 

The keynote address by Professor Hofstede on ‘Doing Research Across Cultures’ provides 

the ideal setting for researchers embarking upon research into culture.  Coverage is given to 

the three meanings of culture and the different levels and aspects of mental programming 

covering, practices, values and norms.  Consideration is highlighted on the levels of culture 

and its transfer in relation to time, and how unconscious values are acquired at an early stage 

in our lives with the learning of practices constantly taking place.  Professor Hofstede further 

views national versus organizational cultures and indicates the differences and implications 

from a management perspective.  This further extends into considering differences between 

nations and the comparison of national cultures generally.  Levels of analysis are viewed 

from a social science perspective including levels and studies through management, political 

science and economics.  Cross-cultural research is also featured and consideration is given to 

variables and correlations at different levels.  This also includes the dimension structure of 

cultures in terms of the level of analysis, and dimensions of national and organisational 

culture.  The dimension of individual perceptions is also featured with concluding comments 

on the issue of managing with culture. 

The keynote presentation and paper by Professor Fellows provides further insights into 

culture in construction, and highlights its relative newness as an area of research.  He 

identifies its obscure nature as a construct and its deep-seated existence within the industry.  

This is further extended to consider culture and its origins within construction.  Definitions 

presented from various authors indicate variations on their thoughts and understanding.  The 

aspect of research methods is highlighted and methods identified that have been adopted and 

adapted by previous researchers. The importance of the application of appropriate 

methodologies is also addressed and the particular importance of initially applying rigorous 

exploratory research.  Professor Fellows concludes with some thought provoking issues and 

questions surrounding aspects of validity, reliability, and, ‘what is worthwhile’ in terms of 

research. 
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The paper from Alzohbi et al. provides details of a case study of the great man-made river 

project in Libya.  The research focuses on five projects within the scheme to identify the 

problems facing site management.  Findings from the literature identify problem areas 

through external and internal constraints.  This provides the background for the research into 

the case study projects and the use of a quantitative and qualitative research methodological 

approach.  Ten identified areas provide a ranking order in terms of having the greatest impact 

on projects from a site management perspective.  The research also identifies the importance 

of multi-cultural training as an essential requirement for managing Libyan projects 

successfully. 

The paper by Anvuur represents a study of empirical research and considers the influence of 

pride and respect on individuals’ behaviour within multi-organisation project workgroups.  A 

mediation model is tested based on a survey sample of construction professionals from Hong 

Kong using statistical procedures and regression analysis.  The results reveal both acceptance 

and rejection of hypotheses, indicating that respect will mediate with pride on in-role, 

compliance, and extra-role behaviours, but not on deference behaviour.  The practical 

implications of the research related to motivation suggests that pride and respect are valid 

approaches for motivating actors to cooperate within workgroups in order to successfully 

achieve project objectives. 

The research by Mahdi et al. focuses on factors that influence the success of projects in the    

Libyan construction industry.  The work represents part of a study of exploratory research 

based on quantitative and qualitative research methods.  Data collected from across the 

Libyan construction sector identifies some twenty four factors which influence the success of 

projects; with a further five factors being identified as direct barriers.  Other findings relate to 

the selection of project participants, particularly project managers, and their lack of 

experience and knowledge (culture and language) as being problematic in achieving project 

success.  The research identifies the correct selection of management teams to enable 

integrated team working, and the ability to deal with local external factors as important 

ingredients in achieving project success. 

The paper by Purohit and Kaluarachchi provides an insight into the decision making process 

in the built heritage practice in the UK.   The research focuses on the need to map the 

different factors and the role of stakeholders involved in the process, including the 

identification of other priorities and influences.  A literature review maps relevant processes 

and enables criteria to be established which influences decision making.  The methodological 

approach is based on case study research to analyse decision making in a selection of case 

studies.  Findings from the research indentify that conflict still exists in heritage decision 

making, particularly where institutional sources engage in the role of guiding developments 

on heritage issues.  The research also identifies the requirement for developing a model in 

order to embrace all relevant factors in the process. 

The final paper in the proceedings involves the culture of training strategies.  Awe et al. 

highlight the importance of skills in the industry and through the literature provides an 

assessment of the construction sector’s training culture in the UK.   Primary data collected 
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from training providing firms across various regions allows important issues to be identified.  

The research findings provide further insights into why some firms do not train operatives, 

and include: no understanding of obligations; cost of training; and firms seeking short term 

solutions to planning requirements on a project to project basis. Overall assessment calls for 

improvements and upgrading of the current approaches to training.   Moreover, it is 

highlighted that the industry is giving insufficient attention to the culture of skills training, 

coupled with a lack of appropriate funding.  The research findings also reveal that training 

strategies need major improvements in order to meet future labour demands within the 

construction industry. 

From the papers presented at the workshop, it is clearly evident just how deeply embedded 

and diverse culture can be, and how it cuts across all aspects of construction and the built 

environment.  The diverse and fragmented nature of the construction industry itself highlights 

the influence of culture and how it impacts at both organisational and project levels. The 

research presented here gives an insight into the influence and importance of continued future 

research into culture in construction. 

Paul Stephenson 
(Workshop Convenor) 
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Endeavours to research aspects of culture within the construction industry have occurred only 

quite recently.  Previously, culture was occasionally identified as important but, more usually, as a 

label to try to explain differences between empirical results and expectations.  A major problem 

with researching culture is that it remains a relatively obscure construct due to its ‘deep seated’, 

latent nature and so, must be investigated through (surrogate) manifest constructs and variables; 

indeed, just defining culture is highly problematic and myriad definitions exist.  Levels of 

examination (national, organisational) are varied as are purposes (cultural (in-)compatibility, 

performance consequences, etc.) which compound the difficulties.  Thus, a plurality of views 

pertain to appropriateness of paradigms, epistemologies, methodologies and methods, individually 

and triangulated, for researching into culture – what it is, how it operates and with what 

consequences.  This paper adopts a narrative approach to tell a story of one pathway which has 

been trodden by the author (and several colleagues) in an endeavour to pursue and promote rigour 

in researching culture in construction.  Of course, the story is hugely incomplete and many 

important and interesting challenges remain – how fortunate for the intellectual development of 

our discipline. 

 
Keywords: culture, methodology, methods, research. 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

All research should be rigorous – it’s an inevitable fact that some research is more 

rigorous than others.  Frequently, the view is expressed that quantitative research, 

through its necessarily express use of numerical data and (usually) statically-based 

analysis, is, necessarily, rigorous whilst qualitative research, through its employment of 

perceptions, opinions, observations, etc. cannot be (very) rigorous! 

 

I’m going to endeavour to ‘blow away’ that myth.  In doing so, I’ll try to employ a 

narrative approach which relates to the development of my own research interests and the 

research communities of ARCOM and CIB as well as some considerations of 

construction (management) research in the context of more generic research, especially 

general management (as an application field) and social sciences (as a set of fundamental 

disciplines). 

 

First, some background information.  I began my academic career as a Quantity Surveyor 

with particular interest (not surprisingly) in economic and legal-contractual issues of 
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construction projects and firms.  Both of those interests have groundings in human 

behaviour, as manifestations, and in values, beliefs, morals and ethics to underpin them. 

 

About late 1983/early ’84, the Specially Promoted Programme (SPP) in Construction 

Management of the (then) Science and Engineering Research Council (SERC) held a 

conference at Heriot Watt University.  In a ‘break-out’ meeting, organised by Roger 

Flanagan, the SPP coordinator, the group readily adopted the idea that an association 

should be formed to continue the ethos of the SPP to nurture and develop research and 

researchers in construction management – ARCOM was born!  By the eighth ARCOM 

annual conference, held on the Isle of Man in 1992, ARCOM had grown into a rapidly 

maturing, active association with a large and extending membership.  The annual 

conference was an active forum for presentation, discussion and informing about current 

research projects and for encouraging and assisting new, active researchers. 

 

Like many colleagues, my research activities included applying for funding, supervising 

researchers and managing projects as well as carrying out research myself!  There was 

(and still is) a lot of ‘learning by doing’ – including mistakes typical of experiential 

learning!  The important thing is that expertise was developing rapidly and enthusiasm 

was rife – we researched because we really wanted to, not because we were required to 

do so in order to keep the job. 

 

By this time, I had become friends with David Seymour, a sociologist who was working 

in construction management in the department of Civil Engineering at the University of 

Birmingham.  In chatting to David on the last day of the conference, it was clear that we 

had both noticed, and were concerned that, a number of presenters had used Culture and a 

‘throw-away-excuse’ for the results which they had obtained being different from what 

they had expected from theory and literature; we agreed that was a poor and unacceptable 

situation for a research community – Culture in Construction surely merited proper, 

rigorous investigation!  We determined, there and then, to try to do something to address 

that deficiency. 

 

The actions which we took followed two related pathways.  The first was developing a 

research application to the SERC to investigate “The impact of culture on project 

performance under the New Engineering Contract” which we were awarded in 1994.  A 

second application followed to the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council 

(EPSRC) in 1997 “Developing a Culture of Quality in the Construction Industry”.  The 

second pathway was to propose to the Conseil Internationale du Bâtiment (CIB), now re-

named as the International Council for Research and Innovation in Building and 

Construction, that a new group be established within CIB to Research “Culture in 

Construction”. 

 

The new CIB group was established as a Task Force, TG-23, jointly coordinated by 

David Seymour and I with the express objectives: 

 To identify and define concepts of culture in the international construction 

industry and to carry out research into their manifestations and effects. 
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 To discuss and develop appropriate methodologies for the study of culture 

in construction 

 To determine and, where appropriate, adopt methodologies used in other 

disciplines, with special reference to the social sciences, for researching 

culture in the international construction industry. 

 

TG-23 held its initial meeting at Cambridge University in September 1997, immediately 

following the 13
th

 annual conference of ARCOM.  The remit of TG-23 was extended and 

revised following publications, workshops and conferences.  In 2006, The CIB Board 

acceded to a proposal for the conversion of TG-23 into a full working commission, of 

continuing existence, which seems to give formal recognition to the importance of culture 

in construction and the value of the output achieved by the members of TG-23.  The 

working commission, W112 held its initial meeting in November 2006 in at its 

international conference held at the British University in Dubai.  The next meeting is 21-

23 November 2008 at Tongji University, Shanghai at the “International Conference on 

Multinational Construction Projects: Securing high Performance through Cultural 

Awareness and Dispute Avoidance” which is supported by several other CIB groups. 

 

Since its initial meetings, the Culture in Construction group has held a meeting 

approximately annually and, in addition to conference proceedings, has published two 

individual CIB publications – “Culture in Construction – Part of the Deal?” (Tijhuis, 

2001) and “Perspectives on Culture in Construction” (Fellows and Seymour, 2002).  

Recognition of the importance of culture to the construction industry, and its performance, 

by both academics and practitioners has led to members of the group being invited to give 

keynote addresses, specialist papers and to contribute chapters in books and reports – 

thereby extending awareness of culture, its consequences and appropriate study methods. 

 

So, given that background narrative, I will move on to discuss some specific issues 

regarding culture and researching culture in construction. 

 

CULTURE 
 

I’m a firm adherent to the notion that the starting point for any study, which endeavours 

to include measurements of any type, must be to define the variables to be measured.  We 

cannot measure constructs directly but may do so by measuring and weighting their 

constituent variables.  Further, I consider that rigorous exploratory research, often 

exclusively qualitative, must be carried out first to identify the constructs which are 

important.  I think that such a step-by-step, integrated continuum is essential for good 

research and to make it intelligible and communicable. 

 

So, what is “culture”?  Initially, culture may be described as “how we do things around 

here” (Schneider, 2000).  However, the Oxford English Dictionary (2008) (OED) defines 

a “definition” as “A precise statement of the essential nature of a thing…” which 

indicates Schneider’s description to be somewhat deficient.  Kroeber and Kluckhohn 

(1952) discovered 164 definitions of culture which led them to define culture as, 

“…patterns, explicit and implicit of and for human behaviour acquired and transmitted by 
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symbols, constituting the distinctive achievements of human groups, including their 

embodiment in artefacts; the essential core of culture consists of traditional (i.e. 

historically derived and selected) ideas and, especially, their attached values; culture 

systems may, on the one hand, be considered as products of action, on the other as 

conditioning elements of future action”.  That indicates the dynamism of culture as a 

fundamental social construct as manifested in ‘acculturation’ (persons adapting to new 

cultures) and ‘cultural intelligence’ (awareness of and ability to relate to different 

cultures). 

 

Arguably, the best-known definition of culture is that of Hofstede (1980; 1994a; 2001) 

which has been employed in his seminal works, “…the collective programming of the 

mind which distinguishes one category of people from another”, which he employs at 

both national and organisational levels.  Following the definition, Hofstede (1980) 

determined four dimensions of national cultures from combination of theory bases and 

empirical, questionnaire-based research amongst employees of IBM to which factor 

analysis was applied.  A fifth dimension was added (Hofstede, 1994b) following research 

in South-East Asia which detected important aspects of “Confucian Dynamism” (The 

Chinese Culture Connection, 1987).  However, although adopted extensively, the 

methods employed to determine those dimensions, and the dimensions themselves, 

especially the fifth dimension, remain contested in the literature (e.g. McSweeney, 2002). 

 

The essence of a good definition is that its use facilitates clear demarcation; in the case of 

culture (national/organisational), culture can be separated from climate and from 

behaviour – both of which are of particular importance in studies of organisations and, 

especially, effecting/managing organisational change.  Culture is a deep-seated 

phenomenon comprising belief, values and manifestations; behaviour is a manifestation 

of culture whilst climate is an intermediate concept. 

 

Robust dimensions provide details of constructs towards their constituent variables, 

thereby facilitating measurements and comparisons to help effect understanding.  

However, a problem which may arise is the notion that if something can be defined and 

measured, it can be changed by human intent and endeavour, perhaps on the part of an 

individual.  That is hugely questionable in relation to social constructs (and their 

constituents) which arise out of collectivities and is manifest in the debate between 

positivism and social constructivism.  The idea that culture can be used as a ‘tool’ of 

management seems to demonstrate a lack of appreciation of what culture is!  (That is, of 

course, a challengeable statement which is debated quite frequently by persons adopting 

different paradigms – notably, culture as context.)  Here, the story of car seat belt 

legislation and behaviour is a valuable example. 

 

The debate over what culture is, what are appropriate dimensions and how cultures may 

be examined/measured remains quite hotly contested.  That debate lies within the social 

science domain primarily and has not percolated into the construction management arena 

very extensively!  However, such issues are of fundamental importance to researchers 

concerned with culture due, inter alia, to their importance for research methodologies and 

methods.  Understanding the main issues pertaining to methodologies and methods for 
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researching culture in construction was an important objective of TG23.  Essentially, 

debate focuses on the gamut of issues relating to whether cross-sectional studies can be 

employed – and, if so, how – or whether it is essential to undertake longitudinal or 

ethnographic work.  There are further issues concerning appropriate levels and units of 

analysis. 

 

Rather unsurprisingly, the outcome seems to be that cross-sectional studies (via surveys, 

usually using questionnaires) can be helpful but tend to give a superficial picture and so, 

are of limited value.  However, they are indicative and useful, provided the 

shortcomings/limitations are acknowledged adequately; Cameron and Quinn’s (1999) 

questionnaire has been adopted by TG-23/W112 as the instrument underpinning the 

assembly of an international inventory of Culture in Construction.  Longitudinal / 

ethnographic studies do provide superior depth and insights but, themselves, are not 

without criticism for potential researcher bias (ethnocentrism) etc.  This suggests that 

caution is vital and that triangulation is likely to be productive for validity and reliability 

of results. 

 

Given that the topic of culture is variously contested – what it is, levels of 

conceptualisation and analyses, constituents which yield dimensions, research 

methodologies, data collection and analytic methods, etc. – it is not sufficient to merely 

be aware of (some of) the basic ideas and constructs.  Some papers still address only the 

initial four dimensions of Hofstede (1980) whilst others fail to justify the methodology 

and methods adopted.  Still others seem in ‘blissful ignorance’ of the refining of 

dimensions – notably, the Individualist/Collectivist dimension into horizontal and vertical 

components (see, e.g., Chen, Meindl and Hunt (1997); Triandis and Gelfand, 1998). 

 

So, what such experiences reinforce is the need to be ‘up-to-date’ with the theory and 

literature, only then can the individual be ‘on top of their subject’.  However, that must 

not be pursued blindly such that seminal works are summarily dismissed because they are 

‘old’ – one of the most cited papers from Construction Management and Economics was 

published in 1984 and remains highly relevant today (Cherns and Bryant, 1984); as do 

the Tavistock reports of the 1960s.  Also, for most, indeed, probably all, subjects it is 

essential to search beyond the construction-oriented literature; personally, it seems most 

insightful to consult the fundamental disciplines (for me, that is, usually, psychology) as 

well as the more ‘generic application’ literature of general management etc.  Good 

research requires much more depth than addressing the ‘technical application field’ alone. 

 

So, in addressing many issues in construction management, I believe that there are three 

primary aspects which should be addressed – generic business, often focussing on 

economics and finance; technological, the particulars of the industry and its operations; 

and relational, considering the interactions between persons (individuals and groups) and 

their consequences.  It seems to me that, especially in the current environment, the 

technological aspects are means to ends where the ends are relational and business – and 

where the business aspects usually dominate! 
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RESEARCH METHODS 
 

My interest in research methodologies and methods per se began in earnest during the 

time I worked as Construction Management Coordinator for the SERC.  It was commonly 

expressed in Committee meetings that there was no shortage of good research project 

ideas but, even amongst senior, experienced applicants, the methodology and methods 

section was often addressed inadequately for funding to be granted.  Those observations 

prompted me to focus on methodology and methods much more in making applications 

for research funding and in teaching research methods to postgraduate students. 

 

A further opportunity arose when I was allocated the Research Methods module to 

produce for the University of Greenwich MSc programme, including a distance learning 

mode, in only a few weeks.  That formalisation of work soon led to the production of a 

manuscript in collaboration with Dr Anita Liu for the first edition of our book, “Research 

Methods for Construction” – the 3
rd

 edition was published in July (and will be published 

in China, in Chinese, soon).  End of ‘plug’! 

 

Like all emerging disciplines, research methodologies and methods in construction, 

perhaps construction management in particular, have been adopted and adapted from 

other, established, and, more importantly, fundamental disciplines.  In the early days, 

emphasis was very much towards quantitative methods.  Over time, as the discipline has 

gained maturity, and the researchers gained expertise and confidence, qualitative 

approached have gained ascendancy such that, following oscillations of preferences, 

particularly amongst funding agencies’ representatives (in ‘gate-keeping’ roles), a 

somewhat uneasy dynamic equilibrium seems current with, if any emphasis, it being on 

triangulation – for data sources, methods, disciplines and institutions (although some 

funding programmes seem to be at variance with that move). 

 

The pressures and problems of the current (UK) situation for researchers seem to be 

movingly documented in Sparkes’ (2007) paper “Embodiment, academics, and the audit 

culture: a story seeking consideration”.  Fascinatingly, that paper also demonstrates the 

power of journalistic, narrative styles – the approach of ‘story-telling’.  In cultural 

studies, especially relating to the development of organisational cultures, the presence 

and circulation of stories about key personnel and critical incidents which have impacted 

on the development of the organisation are well-recognised as key to the evolution of the 

current organisational culture.  However, in the (more) academic traditions of overtly 

collecting and analysing data and reporting the results, (mere) story-telling is denounced 

as lacking requisite rigour.  That, of course, should lead us immediately and directly to 

enquire what is ‘rigour’, how is it secured/ensured, and who decides? 

 

Given my limited understanding of social sciences, my mind is attracted by the maxim of 

auditing – that the information reported gives a ‘true and fair view’.  In application (for 

research as well as financial accounting), it seems that the pragmatic of fairness often 

dominates the absolute requirement of truth. 
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That perspective prompts the questioning of the appropriateness of methodologies and 

methods which may be adopted for a study from the array of possibilities which are 

available.  Selection involves two primary considerations: 

 1. Which is best from an academic / theoretical perspective? 

 2. Which is best from a practical perspective – notably, to facilitate collection of 

the data? 

In determining the methodology and methods, those questions may have to be addressed 

repeatedly.  Of course, certain research projects may benefit from opportunities of 

triangulation of methods, sources and types of data and analyses (or ‘multi-method’ 

approaches) – of obvious help if results are congruent but generating further difficulties if 

results conflict! 

 

A particular issue is that researchers should be open minded and critical universally, “The 

scientist is not the person who knows a lot but rather is the person who is not prepared to 

give up the search for truth” (Popper, 1989: 334, reporting Marx and Engels).  

Unfortunately, some individuals remain wedded to particular approaches and others 

expect application of the ‘value-free’ methods which they employ to yield proof of what 

is true! 

 

Our beliefs and values are fundamental components of ourselves.  Very many methods of 

data collection and analysis are value-laden; we select methods which have been devised 

by other (value-influenced) people.  Although, philosophically, we may regard ‘truth’ in 

a positivistic sense to be some universal absolute, reality is different as it relates to people 

and their perceptions – ‘my reality is different from your reality’.  So, that suggests that 

‘absolute truth’ is extremely difficult to identify – the criterion is hugely more rigorous 

than that applied in civil or in criminal law!  It seems to me to be appropriate to regard 

most research results and conclusions as indicators – of varying merit and with 

(preferably, quantified) reliability.  In this type of consideration, I am attracted to the 

notions articulated by Blockley (1980) in that only theories with high information content 

– making them exact/specific – can achieve high levels of corroboration. 

 

A few months ago, there was an interesting debate on the cnbr network – essentially 

regarding the ‘well-rehearsed’ topic of research’s and researchers’ relationship to 

industry/practice and to academia.  Of course, the debate considered direct and indirect 

‘paymasters’, collection of data, sovereignty of research agendas, etc.  My view is that 

good research – by which I mean research which is rigorous to produce valid and reliable 

results – is what is required, coupled with similar requirements for publication in 

journals.  If we, as members of a research sub-community really do ‘get our house in 

order’, then dissemination to and adoption by industry/practice will ensue (developments 

and applications will be inevitable, if not obvious initially).   

 

Unfortunately, some of the research has not been founded so well – understandable under 

currents pressures of RAEs etc. – but hardly, condonable.  This does have a bearing for 

those publishing research outputs (notably, reviewers/referees and editors) – they do set 

and maintain standards and so, have huge responsibility.  “…structuration (Giddens, 

1984)…” is NOT A SPELLING MISTAKE (laziness or incompetence by the referee?).  
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All too often, write-ups of surveys do not identify and discuss the population or sampling 

rationale; sample sizes of less than 20 for usable responses from questionnaire surveys 

are, almost inevitably, too small to be statistically valid.  Other issues relate to lack of 

theoretical bases in papers and only descriptive statistics being presented but ‘passed off’ 

as analyses. 

 

All that is understandable in an environment of ‘publish or be sacked’ but it is not good 

for research, for fostering the community, or how it is perceived and, ultimately, advance 

of the subject and the industry with which it relates. 

 

DISCUSSION 
 

In a recent presentation at Tsinghua University, Roger Flanagan used an illuminating 

analogy for organising academics as ‘herding cats’!  Yes, we probably are difficult to 

organise but, given the essentials of independence, freedom of thought, and unbounding 

the thoughts, long may such a ‘problem’ remain.  That perspective seems, to me, to be 

infinitely preferable to the notions of herding cattle (compliance) or herding sheep 

(follow the crowd) although, unfortunately, pressures, and tendencies, towards both are 

evident! 

 

Will Hughes, and colleagues, through the forum of Construction Management and 

Economics, have been championing the establishment of a body of theory for 

construction management.  Whilst that is laudable, it is not, in my opinion, vital.  What is 

vital is that we use and contribute to the development of good theory and other forms of 

knowledge.  That requires us to be rigorous, aware, and self-critical – complacency is a 

temptation but our greatest enemy – continuous improvement applies to us at least as 

much as it does to Toyota. 

 

In considering the recent debate on cnbr – thanks to another stimulant from Ron 

McCaffer – I am reminded that such debate has been continuous over the last thirty years 

at least!  In their book on research methods, Göran Runeson and Martin Skitmore 

bemoan that most first degree courses focus on aspects of practice whereas courses in 

other disciplines expose students to research methods and latest findings from the outset 

– there begins the ‘divide’ which tends to be maintained and, frequently extended.  Göran 

extends his argument in the cnbr discussion and, because his views are well-reasoned, 

they are compelling – even if, by his own admission, he is a “grumpy old man”! 

 

Equally, my dear friend and colleague, Dave Langford advances sound and somewhat 

novel perspectives in the rather positivistic-dominated arena of the built environment.  

The questions of ownership of the research agenda, its development and results of 

research remain contested – as, perhaps, they should as part of the wider questions of 

‘ownership of knowledge’.  Isn’t access to information, express knowledge, a generic 

civil right?  One problem is that through media and the associated businesses, knowledge 

in the form of publication has become a good.  Whilst copyright protection is appropriate 

to discourage plagiarism, the various needs to purchase knowledge have, in some 
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instances become restrictive – as ‘business profit centres’.  That applies to charging high 

royalties for minor and properly attributed materials as well as issues of students’ fees. 

 

The issues of funding research, along with the more pervading issues of education 

funding and control, tend to promote short term programmes and ‘deliverables’ of 

immediate use.  It also seems to encourage the notion of ‘proving’ something – a 

hypothesis – rather than scrutinising the work for validity and reliability of results which, 

usually more appropriately, should be regarded as indicators, rather than definitives.  For 

that to happen, the methods and data must be understood well and the validity, reliability 

and limitations made explicit through clear discussion in the output documents. 

 

Some of our research in Culture in Construction has enjoyed funding to facilitate 

longitudinal and ethnographic study – an approach which may be facilitated through the 

rolling programme arrangements centred at Loughborough, Salford, and Reading.  

However, much of the other culture research has used well tested, cross sectional 

instruments (questionnaires) to obtain indicators of cultures in construction in various 

locations.  While funding is not a necessary and the only constraint, it is a significant one 

in most cases such that there does seem to be some correlation between funding and 

research method idealism.  If methodological triangulation plus data triangulation 

represent some ideal, then that does require a large resource base.  Personal commitment 

is invaluable but without resource support, achievements of the most committed 

researcher are likely to be limited. 

 

All that seems to lead back to the pervading quantitative / qualitative debate.  In my view 

these are both different and individually valid epistemologies but, preferably, 

complimentary via multi-method or triangulated studies.  However, many new 

researchers are deluded about them.  Quantitative methods are seen as rigorous and 

difficult because they involve numbers, mathematics and statistics and so, are viewed as, 

necessarily, exact and rigorous!  Qualitative methods are seen as vague and loose, easy to 

use and flexible.  If anything, the opposite is the case!  Many errors occur by people 

loosing sight of the scale of measurement adopted when analysing data obtained on, say, 

a Likert scale – they forget the nature of the scale and treat it as a ratio scale – thereby 

producing potentially invalid results.  Just one, minor example of an all-too-common 

researcher delusion. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

Despite certain misgivings, there is a huge volume of very good research which is 

produced.  Publishers, despite commercial pressure tend to be sympathetic and helpful – 

although I do have grave reservations over the Thomson-administered listing of journal 

impact factors through its content limitations, increasing influence and, consequent, 

distortion of research publication fora. 

 

In determining research agendas and, thence, funding, the question, “What will advance 

our business?” is to the fore at present.  However, it seems to me that, from a longer term 



10 

 

perspective, the questions must be, “What will advance society?” and, “What will 

advance knowledge?” 

 

The issues are not, “What is of demonstrable and immediate use?” but, “What is valid, 

What is reliable, and What is worthwhile?”  We must be rigorous and prepared to take 

(proper) criticism. 

 

 – And they lived in thoughtful torment ever after. –  
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Construction site management (CSM) mainly involves a combination of numerous activities, 

which turn basic resources into a finished product. It directly influences security, material 

supply, resource utilisation, health and safety, planning, cost and all construction processes 

during the production stage. Thus, CSM can greatly influence aspects of sustainable 

development relating to construction, and is therefore paramount to project success. Practically, 

it is not a simple procedure to manage a site successfully. Construction work has become a 

complex set of processes, and there are numerous management challenges which are continually 

occurring on construction sites. The aim of this research is to investigate the problems which 

constrain optimal CSM, and to identify the approaches which have been taken to solve these 

problems.  As part of the research methodology, an in-depth literature review was carried out on 

CSM in order to define and identify CSM problems and possible resolutions. This resulted in 

several CMS problems being identified as the most significant and regularly occurring when 

managing a construction site. In order to investigate CSM problems practically, five 

construction sites suggested by organisations which have worked on behalf of Great Man-made 

River Water Utilization Authority (GMRWUA) in Libya were used for multiple-case studies.  

Structured interviews with a Senior Project Manager, a Construction Manager, and a Contract 

Manager were carried out to gather data from the case study.  Additionally, a questionnaire 

survey involving Construction Site Managers and Site Engineers was also administered.  

The main findings of the paper are the identified ranking of importance of CSM problems in 

terms of their effect on managing construction sites, in addition to their frequency of occurrence.  

Moreover, problem solving approaches to be undertaken by the CSM team were identified in 

GMRWUA projects to assist in mitigating CSM problems in the future. 

 

Keywords: Case studies, Construction Site Management (CSM), Current problem-solving 

approaches, Problems of CSM, GMRWUA.  

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

In construction management, the main objectives are to complete a construction 

project with the required quality (CIRIA 2001), prevent ‘re-invention of the wheel’ 

(Holroyd 1999), improve project performance (Robinson et al 2001) and with less 

time (Hassan 2005). Wideman (1986), Newcombe et al (1993) and Fapohunda (2009) 

argue that CSM is the act executing the majority of these objectives and the entire 

construction process from inception to completion on site. It can therefore be seen that 

a construction site manager carries out the single most arduous, demanding, and 

responsible function of the construction process (Wakefield 1978), and faces several 

engineering challenges and management problems that occur on the site (Anumba and 

Mohamed 2006). There is, consequently, a need to look deeply at problematic issues 

associated with site management. For that reason, this research seeks to investigate 
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the problems which are faced by construction site managers and to expand knowledge 

of the current problems-solving approaches.   

The paper starts with reviewing the CSM definition and problems, and is followed by 

a brief description of the adopted research methods. Five case projects within the case 

study are used to investigate the CSM problems from a practical perspective and to 

identify problem-solving approaches which have been adopted. The frequency of 

CSM problems and the ranking of their importance, in terms of their effect on 

managing a site, are also presented (with respect to the ten problems that are 

considered as the most significant occurring in managing a construction site).  

CONSTRUCTION SITE MANAGEMENT 

Recognition of the site management should be a priority for attention by all 

contractors, since on site profit and reputations can be built or damaged.  Monies may 

be made or lost, and there is considerable scope for improving efficiency, productivity 

and quality (Harlow 1985; Fellows et al 2002). Site management involves the 

combination of a large number of activities including, site investigation as pre-

construction work, and CSM practices during the construction process (Anumba and 

Mohamed 2006). This research focuses on CSM practices, and these have been 

divided by into six sub-processes: planning, monitoring and control; management, 

supervision and administration; delivery and materials’ handling; commercial 

management; production on and off-site; legal and health and safety (Construction IT 

1996; Illingworth 2000; Mohamed and Anumba 2006). From the sites considered in 

the study, all can be described as having problems in at least one of these processes. 

 

Construction Site Management Problems 

 

Mohamed and Anumba (2004) and Alzohbi (2008) believe that numerous problems 

and engineering challenges occur when managing these site processes. There is an 

urgent need to investigate the problems that are faced by the construction site manager 

to identify constraints and optimal solutions. Through the review of literature 

DeCuyper (1993), Wilde (1997), Holroyd (1999), Li and Love (2000), Doran (2004) 

and Toor and Ogunlana (2008), it was discovered that the most recognised problems, 

which affect CSM have been categorized into two types; external constraints and 

internal constraints.  

 

The External Constraints 

 

External constraints are those that are external to a site manager’s own organisation, 

and may arise before the work commences or during the site work. Such constraints 

relate to complications in technical studies, design issues, poor information transfer 

and inadequate co-ordination of site management activities (DeCuyper 1993). 

 

1) Design: Wilde (1997) believes that the design and drawings are often the source of 

site problems. Abadi (2005) stresses that basic information concerning construction 

operations is required before the start of work on site. Moreover, it is not always 

evident that the systematic update of drawings takes place when modifications occur, 

which inevitably leads to delay in the execution of work, unforeseen costs, and 

conflicts.  
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2) Technical Studies: Technical studies are often given too little time and 

consideration, which may impact on construction processes, estimated budgets and 

productivity (DeCuyper 1993, Spilsbury 2008).  Poor technical studies can often lead 

to unforeseen work causing unjustified costs. 

 

3) Co-ordination of Site Management: Construction may be considered as the result 

of the interaction of a group of actors, and there is an unavoidable need for co-

ordination between these actors. Barton (1976) and Dorn (2004) believe that co-

ordination on the construction site is the most difficult task facing site management. 

 

4) Information Transfer: Kimmance (2002) supports Morrison & Morrison (1993) 

who stated that the majority of information transfer problems on the site arise from one 

or both of the following problems: the problems that occur because all drawings are 

not systematically updated when modifications are introduced; and problems that are 

covered up on site by staff without informing the site manager.  

 

The Internal Constraints 

 

The internal constraints are those which are internal to the site manager’s 

organisation, and involve a large number of elements. DeCuyper (1993), Holroyd 

(1999) and Doran (2004) view the following internal constants as the most influential 

internal constraints for the site management and organisation. 

 

5) Estimating Requirements: incorrect evaluating causes many problems to occur 

during site work. These include: labour shortages, failure to obtain needed equipment 

on time, defective and damaged materials (Mohamed and Anumba 2004). 

 

6) Quality Control: Doran (2004) confirms that insufficient inspection and test plans, 

which should be prepared from the technical specifications, working drawings and 

method statements, could be major reasons behind the problem of quality control. 

 

7) Planning: Poor planning is the most significant factor influencing management of 

the construction site (Mustapha and Naoum 1998). De Cuyper (1993) reported that the 

majority of site problems arise from; a lack of planning, no time scheduling being 

used, no evaluation of the efficacy of site work, and misunderstanding of the client’s 

requirements at an early stage of a project. 

 

8) Materials Supply and Storage On Site: Ibn-Homaid (2002) believes that “material 

management is the most common and frequent cause of delays in projects”. Guthrie et 

al (1998) and Holroyd (1999) believe that a non-compliance with International 

Material Storage and Supply standard causes mainstream problems. 
 

9)  Health and Safety: Griffith and Watson (2004) see legislation relating to health 

and safety on site as one of the most problematic issues facing construction site 

managers. Cheng and Li (2004) argue that the lack of using and complying with the 

standards and regulations of health and safety causes serious accidents on sites.  
 

10) Multicultural Projects: construction site managers who carry out work beyond 

national borders often face special problems, such as operating within local 
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regulations and social customs, dealing with multiethnic work teams, and the import 

of materials (Burgess and Enshassi 1990). 

RESEARCH METHOD 

Fellows and Liu (2008) and Love et al (2002) define triangulation as the use of 

qualitative and quantitative techniques together in the study of a topic. A combination 

of qualitative and quantitative research methods were used to gain insights and results 

in order to draw conclusions from the research. 

 

Data Collection Process  

 

Literature Review 

Literature was drawn from peer-reviewed books, journals, papers and research 

reports. This survey aimed to report recent research in this area in order to understand 

a site manager’s role, identify theoretical problems in managing construction sites and 

resolutions undertaken by site managers. 
 

Case Study Technique 

The Great Man-Made River Project (GMRP) was chosen as a case study for the 

research and is one of the largest civil engineering projects in the world, in addition to 

being the largest for the transportation of water from the Sahara Desert (Loucks, 

2004). Five construction sites identified by international organisations, which have 

worked on behalf of the Great Man-made River Water Utilization Authority 

(GMRWUA)-central zone in Sirte City, were used as shown in Table 1. Through the 

case study protocol, structured interviews were also selected as a data collection 

technique.  
 

Questionnaire Survey 

A postal questionnaire survey was administered to a sample of site managers who are 

working on construction projects in the GMRWUA.  Questions were formulated to 

identify the frequency of the problems occurring in managing construction sites, and 

to rank the importance of the site problems in terms of their effect on managing the 

construction site.  

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

Structured interviews were formulated for the Site Manager, Construction Manager, 

and Chief Resident Manager in each organisation involved in the case study (see 

Table1).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

The interviews were aimed at investigating the problematic issues of CSM and the 

problem-solving approaches that are used in the GMRWUA in Libya. Table 1 

indicates details of respondents highlighting nationality, experience and current role.  
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Table 1: Project personnel involved in the interviews 

 

Key problems of the construction sites  

Table 2 summarises the problems identified from projects representing the case study, 

in relation to the ten construction site management problems outlined in the literature 

and deemed to have the greatest influence on effective management of construction 

processes. Table 2 indicates the perceived problems and solving approaches from the 

case study sites. 

 

Organisations (A), (B), (C) and (E) experienced planning problems as both the original 

problem (X), and resulting from other problems (o), from a lack of estimating 

requirements, and in particular poor material supply. In organisation (D), although the 

planning process was affected by several issues, it was not the origin of the problem.  

Essentially, this was caused by the CSM team not understanding the client’s 

requirements clearly before commencement of work on site.  

 

While organisations (A), (B), (C) and (D) suffered from material supply problems 

owing to the majority of materials being from overseas, organization (E) did not. The 

majority of materials used by organization (E) were imported from its home (Egypt), 

Libya’s neighbour, which does not suffer restrictions through complex customs 

procedures, and also because of the well-known professional suppliers in the 

organisation’s home country. This confirms that poor materials supply arrangements 

cause the majority of materials problems on the site (Holroyd 1999). 

 

Although organisation (E) had experienced problems from the complexity of design 

specifications, the only other organisation that had suffered major design problems 

was organisation (C). This resulted from the design being carried out by another 

consultant and without involvement of the site manager. This goes with the advice of 

Bresnen et al (1987), DeCuyper (1993) and Abadi (2005), who stress the importance 

of engaging the site manager in the early stage of design. 

 

 

No 
Number of 

Company 
Nationality 

Years of 

Experience 
Current Role 

1 
Organisation  

A 

German 15 Years Construction Manager 

Austrian 21 Years Site Manager 
 

2 
Organisation 

B 

English 43 Years Chief Resident Engineer 

English 36 Years Site Manager 
 

3 
Organisation 

C 
Cypriot 26 Years Site Manager 

4 
Organisation 

 D 

Bosnian 28 Years Construction Manager 

Bosnian 16 Years Site Manager 
 

5 
Organisation 

E 

Egyptian 25 Years Construction Manager 

Egyptian 25 Years Site Manager 
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Owing to the differences in language, religion, culture and regulations (Multicultural 

Projects), organisations (A), (B), and (C) experienced communication problems in 

dealing with multicultural teams and staff, local authorities, and local regulations. 

This also tends to impact on project planning, as witnessed in organisation (B). 

Organisation (E) has been not affected by multicultural problems because of its 

Arabic origin and having the same language, religion, culture and often the same 

regulations to that of the client. In spite of the difference in language, culture and 

regulations, organization (D) has not been affected by the multicultural problems.  

The reason being, that the CSM team obtained intensive cross-cultural training before 

entering Libya to work on the project. This is further supported by Burgess and 

Enshassi (1990) who observed that “there is a pressing need to recognize and 

consider cross-cultural training as an integral part of construction management if 

organizations are to remain competitive and successful”. 

 

Problems with technical studies were experienced by organisation (D) on an 

infrequent basis.  However, this problem was seen to affect the majority of other 

construction processes, such as planning, design, estimating requirements, material 

supply and quality control. This proves that “too little attention and time is given to 

the technical studies, although they are of primary importance for reaching a high 

productivity and high quality”. (DeCuyper 1993). 

 

Generally, other problems, such as poor health and safety, lack of quality control, 

poor co-ordination of the site activities and lack of the estimating requirements, have 

normally happened with organizations at the commencement of work. 

 

The Problems-Solving Approaches 

Table 2 also summarises the problem-solving approaches used by organisations, 

although these were seen to differ from one case to another.  

Organizations (C) and (D), with extensive knowledge of Libyan culture, followed 

informal approaches that were heavily reliant on previous experience, informal site 

team meetings, discussions between the site team and experts in order to solve 

problems, and reports to senior management and the client.  

 

Such procedures were reflective of culture (the tribal nature in Libya); where in the 

tribe system any dispute or internal problem can be resolved by meeting, discussion 

and the transfer of decision-making to the tribe’s sheikh.  

 

Organisation (B) followed a practical and more structured approach to the control of 

quality, planning day-to-day work on the site, monitoring project activities and health 

and safety procedures. Organisation (A) and (C), however, followed both informal 

and structured approaches. 

 

Data Analysis of Questionnaires 

  

Questionnaires were used to identify the frequency of the site management problems 

occurring on construction sites, and to rank the importance of the site problems in 

terms of their effect on managing projects. A total of 37 questionnaires were 

administered with a response rate of 33 returns representing 90% of respondents. The 
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results and statistics were documented using four main descriptive statistics, these 

being: Frequencies (Percentage), Total Score, Mean Score and Importance Index. The 

ranking of the questions is based on the mean score with the higher importance index.  

Nine different organisations, which work on behalf of GMRWUA, were involved in 

the questionnaire survey, as illustrated in the Table 3.  

 
 

Table 3: Organisations and sites involved in the questionnaire survey 

 

 

 

Table 3 shows that three basic types of construction sites were involved in the 

questionnaire survey. Different types of sites were selected based on the belief that 

although there are general problems that occur in the majority of sites, each site has its 

own specific problems. The majority of the respondents (80%) had wide experience of 

working in the Libyan construction sector, which added to the in-depth findings of the 

research.  
 

The Frequency of the CSM Problems 

In order to find out the occurrence frequency of site management problems, the 

respondents were asked to rank the frequency of the ten problems which occurred 

while managing construction sites. The results are shown in Table 4. The ranking of 

the frequency of CSM problems is based on the mean score and the higher importance 

index.  

 

 

 

 

 

Organisation Nationality 
 

Type 

 

The type of the site 

1 
German Private Construction Buildings 

Irrigation Works 
 

2 
English Private Supervision of the Construction 

Pump Stations Works 
 

3 
Cypriot Private Pipe Line & Pump  Stations Works 

 

4 
Bosnian Private Pipe Line & Pump  Stations Works 

 

5 
Egyptian Private Pipe Line & Pump  Stations Works 

Irrigation Works 
 

6 
French Private Construction Buildings 

Pump  Stations Works 
 

7 
South Korean Private Construction Buildings 

Irrigation Works 
 

8 
Tunisian Private Construction Buildings 

 

9 
German Private Construction Buildings 

Pump  Stations Works 
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Table 4: Frequency of the site management problems 

The Problems of CSM Total 
score 
(Ts) 

Mean 
Score 
(Ms) 

Importance 
Index  
(Ii) 

Rank 

FP1= Design 295 2.95 0.7375 2 
FP2= Technical Studies 230 2.3 0.575 6 
FP3= Co-ordination of the Site 245 2.45 0.612 5 
FP4= Information Transfer 250 2.5 0.625 4 
FP5= Estimating Requirements 200 2 0.5 9 
FP6= Quality Control 170 1.7 0.425 10 
FP7= Planning 280 2.8 0.7 3 
FP8= Material Supply 460 4.6 1.15 1 
FP9= Health and Safety 230 2.3 0.575 7 
FP10= Multicultural Projects 220 2.2 0.55 8 
     
 

 

Table 4 shows that the highest ranked CSM problem is Material Supply (mean score 

(Ms) =4.6, Importance Index (Ii) =1.15), followed by Design, Planning, Information 

Transfer, Co-ordination of the Site, Technical Studies, Health and Safety, 

Multicultural Projects, and Estimating Requirements. The least frequent problem was 

Quality Control. 
 
 

The Importance of CSM Problems:  

With the purpose of investigating the importance of the CSM problems, in terms of 

their effect on managing the construction site, respondents were asked to rank (1 = 

least important and 10 = most important) the importance of the ten problems 

according to their experience. The statistics were computed to generate the total score, 

mean score and importance index and are summarised in Table 5. The ranking of the 

importance of the CSM problems is based on the mean score and higher importance 

index. Table 5 shows that the most important problems of CSM in terms of their 

effect on managing a construction site are: Design, Material Supply, Technical 

Studies, Information Transfer, Estimating Requirements, Quality Control, Co-

ordination of the Site, Health and Safety. The least important problem is Multicultural 

Projects. 

 
   Table 5: Importance of the site management problems 

The Problems of CSM Total 
score 
(Ts) 

Mean 
Score (Ms) 

Importance 
Index  
(Ii) 

Rank 

IP1= Design 801 8.01 0.801 2 

IP2= Technical Studies 726  7.26 0.726 4 

IP3= Co-ordination of the site 382 3.82 0.382 8 

IP4= Information Transfer 616 6.16 0.616 5 

IP5= Estimating Requirements 495 4.95 0.495 6 

IP6= Quality Control 459 4.59 0.459 7 

IP7= Planning 874 8.74 0.874 1 

IP8= Material supply 727 7.27 0.727 3 

IP9= Health and Safety 319 3.19 0.319 9 

IP10= Multicultural Projects 314 3.14 0.314 10 
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MAIN FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION 

The main findings from the data were concluded as follows: 

 

 The most significant problems faced the site managers in the GMRWUA projects 

were consistent with the problems identified by DeCuyper (1993). These problems are 

classified as External Constraints and Internal Constraints.  

 The most frequent problems in managing construction sites were: material supply 

followed by planning, information transfer, co-ordination on site, technical studies, 

health and safety, multicultural projects, estimating requirements and quality control. 

 The ranking of the most important problems on construction sites, in terms of their 

effect on managing construction work were problems of planning followed by design, 

material supply, technical studies, information transfer, estimating requirements, 

quality control, co-ordination on the site, health and safety and finally the problem of 

multicultural projects.   

 The ranking of the importance of construction site management problems is not 

always based on the frequency of occurrence on site.  For example, although the 

problem of the technical studies occurred infrequently, it was also seen to affect the 

majority of construction processes on the site.  

 Although the problem of multicultural projects has a negative effect on site 

management effectiveness, in contrast to Burgess and Enshassi (1990), this problem is 

considered as the least important problem of site management in terms of their effect 

on managing construction work. However, the importance of cross-cultural training is 

an essential requirement for effectively managing overseas projects successfully. 

 The problem-solving approaches used in GMRWUA projects can be classified into 

two main categories: 

o Informal methods - these encompass previous experience, discussion or 

informal meetings and reference to experts. 

o Structured methods - these encompass practical approaches to control quality, 

day-to-day planning and health and safety procedures. (Anumba and 

Mohamed 2006) 

 

This research has highlighted the major problems which have occurred within the 

GMRWUA. Even though the ten major problems in CSM are common problems in 

many countries, there are numerous other problems that can occur in the CSM. 

Therefore, in order to obtain a broader and clearer picture of the problems in terms of 

managing construction sites, large sample sizes will be required to produce more 

reliable findings and validation of data. 
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Achieving and sustaining individuals’ cooperation in temporary multi-organisation 

(TMO) project workgroups in construction is one of – if not – the most enduring 

challenges facing the sector. A mediational model connecting pride and respect to 

each of four dimensions of cooperative behaviour – in-role, compliance, extra-role, 

and deference – was tested in a survey sample of 140 construction professionals in 

Hong Kong. The findings show that respect mediates the influences of pride on in-

role, compliance, and extra-role behaviours but not deference behaviour. While 

needing corroboration by future research, the findings suggest that pride and respect 

are viable strategies for project managers who are keen to motivate project actors to 

cooperate with their workgroups to achieve project objectives, and lend support to 

efforts to improve the culture of construction.  

Keywords: Cooperation, pride, respect, temporary multi-organisation, TMO.   

INTRODUCTION 

The problems of the construction sector and their causes are generally well known and 

articulated. Courtney and Winch (2003) summarized these as being behavioural and 

organisational. The behavioural dimension underscores a chronic lack of cooperation 

between the temporary multi-organization (TMO) members involved in the design and 

delivery of construction projects and programmes (Phua, 2004), which also speaks for 

the organizational dimension as TMO member boundary spanning behaviours are 

crucial for the success of projects. Suggested solutions to these problems – renewal 

strategies – include, for example, the use of alternative (to design-bid-build) 

procurement methods, new forms of contract and incentive mechanisms, supply chain 

management, as well as delivery modalities like partnering, alliancing and concurrent 

engineering. Generally, these renewal strategies have failed to create the much 

expected deep-seated improvements in attitudes, mindsets, behaviour, and project 

performance. Much of the blame for this has been placed on the design and marketing 

of and research in these renewal strategies, which have tended to emphasize their 

structural features of the renewal strategies (e.g. tools and techniques, critical success 

factors, hypothesized benefits) almost to the neglect of the contextual and situational 

factors that underpin their effectiveness or otherwise (Bresnen and Marshall, 2000; 

Koskela, 2003). 

However, an analysis of the renewal strategies shows that, while they may have 

structural features that distinguish one from the other, they all use (or assume) the 
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team approach as the primary means to execute their respective philosophies 

(Fleming and Koppelman, 1996; Baiden et al., 2006; Anvuur and Kumaraswamy, 

2007). For clarity, this approach implies, at the very basic level, the existence of 

collectives consisting of differentiated and independent members (Cherns and Bryant, 

1984; Katzenbach and Smith, 1993; Klimoski and Mohammed, 1994). Central to the 

team approach – and to the development of high-performance project teams – is the 

notion of confluence (Katzenbach and Smith, 1993; Syer and Connolly, 1996): a 

gestalt concept in which the boundaries between the self and the team merge. 

According to Syer and Connolly (1996), confluence manifests itself in the cohesion, 

synergy and high performance of the team. Confluence is thus the culmination of the 

long and often painful commitment building process through which the team evolves 

and learns from its failures and successes (Katzenbach and Smith, 1993). This 

commitment building process involves the development of psychological mechanisms 

(or mental models), which collectively are referred to as emergent states and which 

mediate the influence of managerial interventions, team processes and contextual 

factors on individual performance, team performance and project outcomes (Klimoski 

and Mohammed, 1994). Within the extant management literature, there is an 

abundance of conceptual frameworks for and empirical evidence of the outcomes and 

antecedents of emergent states (for a review, cf. Mohammed et al., 2010). 

In construction management research, similar conceptual frameworks have been 

developed to explain the influences of emergent states on cooperation (e.g. Nicolini, 

2002; Anvuur and Kumaraswamy, 2007). Similarly, there is a growing body of 

empirical research on the outcomes and predictors of various emergent states in 

construction TMOs. For example, organisational identification (e.g. Phua, 2004), trust 

(e.g. Lui and Ngo, 2004; Smyth et al., 2010), psychological empowerment (e.g. Liu et 

al., 2007; Tuuli and Rowlinson, 2009), project affinity (Dainty, Bryman et al., 2005) 

all have been demonstrated to influence individual efforts aimed at specific 

organisationally-relevant outcomes. However, no construction management research 

has examined the extent to which the psychological mechanisms based on status-

relevant evaluations of group membership – pride and respect – influence individuals’ 

cooperation in construction project settings. This is a major shortcoming in the 

construction management literature, given that these status evaluations – along with 

organisational identification (Mael and Ashforth, 1992; Phua, 2004) – have been 

demonstrated to be central to an individuals’ definition of his or her self-concepts – 

i.e. their social identity (e.g. Tyler and Blader, 2000, 2001).  

The purpose of the present study is to address this shortcoming, by reporting the 

findings of empirical research which investigated the influences of pride and respect 

on individuals’ cooperative behaviours in their proximal project workgroups. A 

secondary objective of this study is to make a methodological contribution by 

illustrating the state of the state-of-the-art statistical procedures for testing mediational 

hypotheses using OLS regression. Such process analysis research that provides insight 

into the causal networks of variables/constructs of interest are crucial for the further 

development of the construction management discipline (Winter et al., 2006) yet are 

very rare. The majority of existing process analysis research papers used Baron and 

Kenny’s (1986) ‘three-steps and Sobel z’ mediation procedures. However, recent 

research emphasizes bootstrap confidence interval tests of the indirect effect over null 

hypothesis significance tests and the Sobel z-test (Shrout and Bolger, 2002; 

MacKinnon et al., 2004; Cheung, 2009). Only the study by Pesämaa et al. (2009) used 

bootstrap tests of the indirect effect in a structural Equation model to test mediation. 
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By illustrating the new procedures in OLS regression, the method of choice for most 

construction management researchers, it is hoped that researchers would be 

encouraged to use the more robust new procedures and to consider the possibility of 

intervening variable processes (mediation, moderated mediation, mediated 

moderation, and suppression) in their research designs. In the following sections, we 

discuss the relationships between the constructs of pride and respect and with the 

multi-dimensional cooperation construct. We then present the methods of research 

used in and the results of our study. Finally, we discuss the findings and outline the 

implications for research and practice. 

STATUS PERCEPTIONS IN WORK ORGANISATIONS 

According to Tyler and Blader (2000, 2001), individuals make two basic status 

evaluations with regard to the groups or organisations to which they belong: an 

evaluation of the status of the group/organisation (pride in affiliation); and an 

evaluation of their own status within the group/organisation (respect). Authentic pride 

and respect are occasioned by intrapersonal evaluations of action that confirm 

achievement and self-realisation respectively (Khalil, 2000; Williams and DeSteno, 

2008). Achievement-orientated or authentic pride stems from forward-looking 

evaluation of the tenacity of action (Khalil, 2000; Williams and DeSteno, 2008) while 

authentic respect stems from forward-looking action aimed at substantive ends and 

which confirm estimated ability (Khalil, 2000). However, as is the case with most 

emergent states, pride and respect also have their distorted or maladaptive forms – 

hubristic pride (Williams and DeSteno, 2008) and pomposity (Khalil, 2000) 

respectively, which, in contrast, are generalised and non-targeted or specific 

experiences. These maladaptive forms of pride and respect are not the focus of the 

present paper. The present paper focuses on the adaptive functions of pride and 

respect in the context of TMO settings in construction. 

Previous research demonstrates that favourable status evaluations lead individuals’ to 

engage in cooperative behaviours and self-development activities (e.g. O'Reilly and 

Chatman, 1986; Gaertner et al., 1993; Tyler and Blader, 2000, 2001; Katzenbach, 

2003; Blader and Tyler, 2009). Equally, research indicates that personal pride shapes 

individuals’ decisions and behaviours related to intra- and interpersonal social and 

organisationally-directed goals (e.g. Williams and DeSteno, 2008), and that personal 

pride influences perceptions of respect (Williams and DeSteno, 2009). Further, 

research indicates that, especially in the context of teams, the consequences of 

personal pride and group pride would be analytically indistinguishable (e.g. Khalil, 

2000; Williams and DeSteno, 2008). Thus, based on previous research, as discussed 

above, we believe that not only do pride and respect act as functional mechanisms for 

increasing individuals’ cooperation with their project workgroups, also the influence 

of pride is mediated by respect. 

INDIVIDUALSô COOPERATION IN PROJECT WORKGROUPS 

Cooperation is defined here as behaviour which promotes the goals of the workgroup 

or organisation that one belongs to (Katz, 1964; Tyler and Blader, 2000). From an 

organisation’s or workgroup’s perspective, such behaviours constitute performance 

(Katz, 1964). Previous research has demonstrated that role incumbents’ cooperation 

with their workgroups or organisations can be bifurcated into four types of behaviour 

which vary on two dimensions (e.g. Katz, 1964; Smith et al., 1983; Motowidlo and 

Van Scotter, 1994; Tyler and Blader, 2000): function (i.e. production-function; 






















































































