
 
 
 

CIB World Building Congress 2019   

Hong Kong SAR, China  
17 – 21 June 2019 

 

 

Factors Hindering External Stakeholder Management in 

Construction Projects of Developing Countries: Case 

Study of Ghana 

Goodenough D. Oppong 

Ph.D. Student, Hong Kong Polytechnic University, Dept. of Building and Real Estate, 11 Yuk Choi 

Rd., Hung Hom, Kowloon, Hong Kong (corresponding author). 

(email: goodenough.de.oppong@connect.polyu.hk) 

Albert P. C. Chan 

2Chair Professor and Head, Hong Kong Polytechnic University, Dept. of Building and Real Estate, 11 

Yuk Choi Rd., Hung Hom, Kowloon, Hong Kong. 

(email: albert.chan@polyu.edu.hk) 

Rotimi B. Abidoye 

3Lecturer, University of New South Wales, Faculty of Built Environment, Sydney, Australia. 

(email: r.abidoye@unsw.edu.au) 

Abstract 

Construction projects are becoming more complex and complicated in delivery, and they are surrounded 

by numerous stakeholders. Meanwhile, external stakeholders are much more crucial to project success 

at the planning stage than their internal stakeholder counterparts. Even though stakeholder management 

(SM) is an important task of the project management process, it has not performed to commendable 

level in the global construction industry, especially in developing countries. Limited studies have 

focused on the reasons for the poor performance of external SM in developing countries. Therefore, this 

study investigates the factors hindering effective management of the external stakeholders at the 

planning stage of construction projects in developing countries by using Ghana as a case study. The 

study made use of questionnaire survey to gather the opinions of construction practitioners through 

snowball sampling. A total of 251 valid responses were received out of the 648 practitioners surveyed. 

The mean significance analysis was used to establish the relative importance levels of the factors. The 

results show that the most critical factors hindering effective external SM in developing countries are: 

ineffective communication with stakeholders; stakeholder involvement is burdensome, time-consuming 

and expensive; and distrust and challenging relationships making stakeholders hold back vital 

information. The results provide an avenue for construction project managers to develop 

countermeasures so that the SM processes could be more effectual. Project managers must perceive 

external stakeholders as equally important project “assets” and embrace their inputs early in projects to 

ensure successful and sustainable implementation of projects. Academically, the study contributes to 

SM literature and further provides a basis for future research into performance improvement of 

construction SM process in developing countries. 

Keywords: Stakeholder management, external stakeholders, hindering factors, construction projects, 

planning stage, developing countries. 
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1. Introduction 
Construction projects are complicated, complex and organized temporary activities with 

interconnecting responsibilities delivered by different organizations. Construction project deliverables 

include buildings, roads, bridges, railways, and other civil projects. During the delivery process and 

operationalization of the projects, many individuals and groups make contributions, are affected 

positively or negatively, or pursue some interests in line with economic, social, environmental, religious 

and cultural issues (Chan and Oppong, 2017). These individuals and groups are referred to as 

stakeholders, and they are important for successful project delivery. This shows why stakeholder 

management (SM) is a key part of project management process and has become an intensely discussed 

subject in research (Newcombe, 2003; Oppong et al., 2017; Olander and Landin, 2008). Among the 

stakeholder classification models in literature, the external and internal model is commonly used 

because it promotes the mutual exclusivity of stakeholder categories (e.g. Chan and Oppong, 2017). 

While the internal stakeholders include the client, consultant and contractor organizations, the external 

stakeholders include affected local communities (religious groups, community groups, traditional 

leaders, social institutions), governmental authorities (regulators, and local, regional and national 

authorities), and general public (trade and industry, archaeologists, environmentalists, end users, mass 

media, politicians, and interveners, and other pressure groups) (Chan and Oppong, 2017). Due to the 

increasing recognized stakeholders, the construction industry is set for stakeholder-inclusivity 

philosophy in contemporary project delivery (Newcombe, 2003). 

Over the past years, the global construction industry has suffered a lot due to the poor record of SM in 

project delivery (Loosemore, 2006), especially at the planning stage. The planning stage includes all 

project activities prior to the actual implementation stage, and it is where the most crucial success 

decisions are made. At that stage, the influence potentials are highest and external stakeholders seems 

to be more impactful on project success than the internal stakeholders (Olander and Landin, 2005). 

Projects such as the Mae Wong Dam project of Thailand and the 200,000 units XTS housing project of 

Ghana failed before implementation due to the ineffectiveness of the SM processes adopted (IUCN, 

2015; Attobrah and Otchere-Darko, 2010). Failed SM processes impel the project owners to carry the 

burden of extra costs, time overruns, quality shortfalls, and the potential of unusable deliverables. 

Developing countries have suffered much more stakeholder oppositions to projects because the industry 

is perceived as experiencing socio-economic stress, institutional weaknesses, and inappropriate 

management of important issues (Ofori, 2000). Project managers find it difficult managing external 

stakeholders probably because external stakeholders are less organized and may show up at different 

times of project unexpectedly. Hence, it is expedient for project managers to develop strategic 

approaches to contain the stakeholders and their dynamic demands in projects. 

Despite the situation in developing countries, limited studies have focused on the factors responsible 

for the poor external SM practice, especially at the crucial planning stage where project values accruing 

to stakeholders could be maximized. This remains a gap to be investigated in research to form a basis 

for external SM performance improvement. Hence, the aim of this study is to identify and evaluate the 

factors hindering successful external SM at the planning stage of construction projects in developing 

countries. The study uses literature review and questionnaire survey to elicit the opinions of construction 

practitioners in Ghana on the hindering factors. It is believed that identification of such hindering factors 

will prompt project managers on developing systematic strategies to do away with the commonly 

applied random SM approaches. Subsequently, project success rates are likely to improve in developing 

countries sharing similar industry and external stakeholder characteristics. 
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2. Literature Review 
2.1 Stakeholder Theory 

Stakeholder theory dates back to the mid-1960s, and it broadly explains which people (groups) or what 

issues are to be considered in project decisions (Freeman, 1984). It presents processes to identify, 

categorize, engage, evaluate and manage project stakeholders (Yang and Shen, 2015). There are two 

broad philosophies with regards to SM: management-of-stakeholders and management-for-stakeholders 

philosophies (Freeman et al., 2007). The management-of-stakeholders encapsulates all the classical 

approaches of SM where project managers are only interested in the stakeholders who are more 

important, contribute more resources or are greater threats to the project. Due to the limited project 

resources, the project managers stride on the instrumental theory and pay attention to only stakeholders 

who are regarded as crucial or more important for project. This philosophy therefore obliges the 

stakeholders to comply with project needs in usually a win-lose disadvantage for stakeholders. In this 

case, most external stakeholders are likely to be excluded from project development decisions. In 

contrast, the management-for-stakeholders is the contemporary approach that strives to promote the 

values of fairness, justice and transparency in project delivery. This is achieved through the wider level 

engagement of multi-stakeholders in a sustainable and ethical fashion. It allows for project benefits to 

accrue to all stakeholders equitably, thus, all project stakeholders are assigned equitable “costs and 

benefits” resulting from the project in a win-win manner. With this approach, even the external 

stakeholders come to the forefront of project discourses. Despite the extra financial burden to projects 

due to the extensive engagement exercises, it will more likely proof beneficial in the long run as the 

project recipients’ values would have been well incorporated in the deliverables (Freeman et al., 2007). 

This study was based on the management-for-stakeholders approach because it makes external 

stakeholders, who are more likely to be neglected, to rather become equally pivotal in projects so that 

the project will be successfully implemented and operationalized. 

2.2 Identifying the Hindering Factors 

In identifying the set of hindering factors, literature on obstacles, barriers, difficulties, challenges and 

problems of SM were explored. Reviewing four public-private partnership (PPP) infrastructure case 

studies, De Schepper et al. (2014) revealed that external SM is negatively affected by the highly 

dynamic nature of the stakeholder environment, stakeholders seeking for support from political figures 

and institutions to influence projects, excessive level of distrust in the relationship between decision-

makers and local stakeholders, differing management cultures adopted for different stakeholders, 

disagreements on the plans and objectives of project, and cumbersome permitting and licencing 

processes. They further showed that the actions of external stakeholders and the reactions from project 

managers do affect both the external and internal environment of project (De Schepper et al., 2014). Yu 

and Leung (2015) investigated public engagement for megaprojects and indicated that the process faces 

barriers in terms of unavailability of practical guidelines or systematic frameworks, complications with 

administration systems, limited resources to conduct numerous in-depth engagements, inability to 

collect stakeholder opinions from bottom, management deliberate hesitation to revise predetermined 

proposals, uncertainties resulting from unclear and insufficient information, and low publicity and 

patronage of engagement process. 

According to Ng et al. (2014), the stakeholder engagement process is usually planned in an ad hoc 

manner, which potentially results in improper identification of stakeholders, overemphasis on technical 

components of projects, and poor attention to the social, environmental and economic impacts of project 

on the stakeholders. Moreover, it is a sheer routine and bureaucratic process to inform stakeholders on 

proposals, the responsible consultants are not sensitive to the impacts of projects on stakeholder 

communities, and the ineffective communication forces the stakeholders to express their views through 

protests and petitions (Ng et al., 2014). Mahato and Ogunlana (2011) further found out that stakeholder 

engagement processes are limited by superficial environmental impact assessment, ineffective public 



 
 
 

CIB World Building Congress 2019   

Hong Kong SAR, China  
17 – 21 June 2019 

 

hearing, lack of engagement at the early stages of projects, and information concealment. The 

consequences may include lower quality of mutual decisions due to poor consensus building, which 

may generate confrontations in the subsequent stages of projects (Mahato and Ogunlana, 2011). Many 

more such hindering factors of external SM at the early stages have been reported in literature, and they 

are tabulated below (Table 1). 

Table 1: Hindering Factors of External Stakeholder Management 

S/N Hindering factors Source 

B1 Negative attitude of stakeholders towards project e.g. 

petitions or protests 

Olander & Landin (2005), Olander & Landin 

(2008), Mahato & Ogunlana (2011), Ng et al. 

(2014) 

B2 Unbalanced distribution of stakeholder power and interests Manowong & Ogunlana (2006) 

B3 Poor perceptions of managers e.g. seeing stakeholders as 

enemies 

Olander & Landin (2008)  

B4 Distrust and challenging relationships making stakeholders 

hold back vital information 

De Schepper et al. (2014), Mahato & 

Ogunlana (2011), Olander & Landin (2005)  

B5 Ineffective communication with stakeholders Olander & Landin (2008), Ng et al. (2014) 

B6 Failure to cooperate with affected and adverse 

stakeholders 

Mahato & Ogunlana (2011) 

B7 Lack of well-functioning management strategies, methods, 

approach or process 

Yang & Shen (2015), Olander & Landin 

(2008), Yu & Leung (2015), Jepsen & 

Eskerod (2009), De Schepper et al. (2014), Ng 

et al. (2014),  Aaltonen (2011) 

B8 Project complexity and multiplicity of stakeholders Yang & Shen (2015), Loosemore (2006) 

B9 Stakeholders obtaining support from more powerful 

institutions 

De Schepper et al. (2014), Olander & Landin 

(2005)  

B10 Opportunistic political actions among stakeholder groups De Schepper et al. (2014) 

B11 Hidden/invisible stakeholders with unseen power and 

influential links 

Aaltonen & Sivonen (2009) 

B12 Different and competing values and beliefs of stakeholders Laroche (2003) 

B13 Negative public opinion and media coverage of project Olander & Landin (2008), Olander & Landin 

(2005) 

B14 Stakeholders having limited knowledge of project plans 

and objectives 

Mahato & Ogunlana (2011), Loosemore 

(2006) 

B15 Managers lacking required knowledge, skills and 

experience 

Aaltonen & Sivonen (2009), Jepsen & 

Eskerod (2009), Loosemore (2006), Ng et al. 

(2014) 

B16 Project organizations pursuing self-interest at the expense 

of stakeholders 

Smyth (2008) 

B17 Lack of monitoring and reporting actual conditions of 

affected stakeholders 

Mahato & Ogunlana (2011) 

B18 External stakeholder environment is non-transparent and 

difficult to analyze 

Aaltonen (2011) 

B19 Insufficient analyses of alternative project solutions and 

corresponding impacts 

Olander & Landin (2008), Olander & Landin 

(2005),  Mahato & Ogunlana (2011), 

Manowong & Ogunlana (2006) 

B20 Managers hesitating to change predetermined proposal Yu & Leung (2015) 

B21 Ambiguous instructions in stakeholder prioritization Jepsen & Eskerod (2009) 

B22 Absence of comprehensive and effective stakeholder 

engagement process 

Loosemore (2006),  Mahato & Ogunlana 

(2011), Manowong & Ogunlana (2006), Yu & 

Leung (2015)  

B23 Insufficient and unclear information at the early project 

stages 

Yu & Leung (2015), Olander & Landin 

(2005);  Yang & Shen (2015) 

B24 Insufficient resources to manage stakeholders Yu & Leung (2015), Jepsen & Eskerod 

(2009), Manowong & Ogunlana (2006), 

Loosemore (2006) 

B25 Highly dynamic stakeholder environment De Schepper et al. (2014) 

B26 Excessive task conflicts that undermine collaboration De Dreu (2006) 
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3. Research Methods 
3.1 Survey Design and Administration 

Upon identification of the hindering factors of SM from literature, a questionnaire (English version) 

was designed and piloted on three international academics and two industry practitioners from Ghana. 

The purpose was to access the wording, comprehensiveness, and suggest any missing factors. The 

comments from the experts helped in refining the questionnaire into survey-ready format. The 

questionnaire was in three sections: (1) background information of respondents; (2) current approach 

of stakeholder management; and (3) the factors hindering the external SM process. The full scale survey 

was conducted on industry practitioners and they were asked to rate the level of criticality of each 

hindering factor using a five-point Likert scale (1=least critical to 5=most critical). They were to rate 

the hindering factors based on their most current experiences in project management. 

Since there is no consolidated list of all industry practitioners, respondents were identified from the 

websites and registry of Ghana Real Estate Developers Association, Ghana Institute of Architects, 

Ghana Institution of Surveyors, Ghana Institute of Construction, and Ghana Institution of Engineers. 

Some respondent details were also randomly identified from the online documents of previous projects. 

Besides, the snowballing technique was adopted by requesting respondents to suggest other know 

practitioners or colleagues who could participate in survey. Eventually, the questionnaire was issued in 

phases to a total of 648 practitioners in Ghana from mid-March to August 2017 by means of emails and 

hand delivery at their offices. A number of reminders were sent to practitioners who could not respond 

on time to do so. Only 251 valid questionnaires were received, which is about 39% response rate. 

The profile of the respondents are shown in the Table 2. The profile shows a good balance in the 

practitioners’ industry experiences related to different organizations. Importantly, more than 60 percent 

of the respondents had 6 or more years of project management experience in Ghana. It therefore 

surmises that the findings are reliable and generalizable. The data also indicate that stakeholder 

management is not mostly practiced in a formally documented way. This may be an explanation for the 

poor performance of external SM as more practitioners rather fall on the unpredictable random 

approaches. 

 

 

Table 2: Experts Profile and External Stakeholder Management Practice 

Variables Frequency Percent Variables Frequency Percent 

Nature of project   Sector of client of project   

Building 139 55.4 Public 126 50.2 

Civil 112 44.6 Private 86 34.3 

Total 251 100 Both 39 15.5 

Professional background   Total 251 100 

Engineer 87 34.7 Position in organization   

B27 Misunderstanding stakeholders’ conflicting interests and 

concerns 

Olander & Landin (2005), Smyth (2008), De 

Schepper et al. (2014),  Yu & Leung (2015) 

B28 Bureaucratic and complicated permitting process Aaltonen & Sivonen (2009), De Schepper et 

al. (2014);  Olander & Landin (2005) 

B29 Stakeholder involvement is burdensome, time-consuming 

and expensive 

Loosemore (2006), Yu & Leung (2015), Ng et 

al. (2014) 

B30 Intrinsic (local) cultural values at variance with project 

plans and objectives 

De Schepper et al. (2014) 
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Quantity surveyor 76 30.3 Assistant Project (Construction) 

Manager/Engineer/Architect/QS 

26 10.4 

Architect 46 18.3 Project (Construction) Manager 

/Engineer/Architect/QS 

139 55.4 

Project/Construction Manager 42 16.7 Senior Project (Construction) 

Manager/Engineer/Architect/QS 

69 27.5 

Total 251 100 Director/CEO 17 6.8 

Level of experience   Total 251 100 

1-5 years 94 37.5 Nature of organization   

6-10 years 84 33.5 Contractor 66 26.3 

11-15 years 34 13.5 Consultant 105 41.8 

16-20 years 28 11.2 Client 80 31.9 

Above 20 years 11 4.4 Total 251 100 

Total 251 100    

      

Adopted external SM practice      

There exist an established procedure for external SM practice in formal ways 103 41 

There exist an established procedure for external SM practice in mind 28 11.2 

There is no established procedure. External SM is undertaken as may be appropriate for each 

project. 

120 47.8 

Total    251 100 

 

3.2 Data Analysis Methods 

Statistical analyses including reliability analysis, concordance analysis, and ranking of factors were 

conducted using IBM SPSS 20 and Microsoft Excel 2013 software. Cronbach’s alpha (α) measures the 

internal consistency and reliability of the dataset, and a value more than the 0.70 benchmark is 

considered acceptable (Nunnally, 1978). The Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) also measures 

the agreement on the rating of factors by the respondents. The Kendall’s (W) value increases from 0 to 

1 corresponding to increasing agreement level. The chi-square (χ2) test with null hypothesis that “there 

is no significant agreement on the ranking of hindering factors among the respondents” was conducted 

at 5 percent significance level. Because the attributes are more than 7 (N=30), the (χ2) value from the 

test greater than the corresponding value from the critical chi-square table shows that there is significant 

agreement among the respondents’ ratings (Siegal and Castellan, 1988). 

The mean significance analysis was performed to rank the relative criticality levels of the hindering 

factors of external SM. It is assumed that the responses are normally distributed with 95 percent of 

dataset falling within the span of two standard deviations (2SD) of the mean (Mi), i.e. within (Mi-2SD, 

Mi+2SD) (Zhang, 2006). Therefore, outlying responses for each hindering factor were deleted, the mean 

significance index (Mu) was recalculated, and the results formed the basis for ranking the hindering 

factors. 

4. Results and Discussion 
4.1 Reliability and Agreement of Responses 

The computed Cronbach’s (α) for the 30 factors is 0.899. The value implies that the chosen scale is 

suitable, the data collection instrument is reliable, and the responses of practitioners are consistent 

(Nunnally, 1978). The Kendall’s (W) computed for the 30 hindering factors is 0.356 and significant 

(p=0.000). By using the chi-square (χ2) test approximation at 5 percent significance level, the computed 

chi-square (χ2) (2588.916) is more than the corresponding value in the critical chi-square table (42.557) 

given the degree of freedom of 29. Accordingly, there is significant agreement in the rating of the 
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hindering factors by the respondents and the null hypothesis is rejected. It also means that the data is 

valid for advance analysis. 

4.2 Ranking of the Hindering Factors of External SM 

The mean significance analysis results are shown in the Table 3. The initial and final mean significance 

indexes (Mi and Mu respectively) before and after eliminating the outliers are presented in the same 

table. The hindering factors were ranked using the final mean indexes (Mu) and further labelled by the 

criteria following: Mu ≤ 1.49 (least critical), 1.50 ≤ Mu ≤ 2.49 (fairly critical), 2.50 ≤ Mu ≤ 3.49 (critical), 

3.50 ≤ Mu ≤ 4.49 (very critical), and Mu ≥ 4.50 (most critical). The Mu values of the factors range from 

4.78 to 2.56. Only three factors are labelled as most critical (MI), indicating how they hinder the 

successful management of external stakeholders to the greatest extent. Hence, project managers must 

develop countermeasure to overcome such hindrances in order to guarantee successful external SM. 

Ineffective communication with the external stakeholders has been identified as the topmost hindrance 

to successful SM (Mu= 4.78). The external stakeholders are not well-organized like the internal 

stakeholders because of lack of contractual relationship with project. It is therefore the responsibility of 

the project managers to identify and reach to the external stakeholders in the most feasible and effective 

manner. Particularly, the community stakeholders and general public do not own any legal 

responsibilities towards the project but may show up where they feel the need to express relevant 

concerns. The use of indirect and lengthy communication channels increases the time required to reach 

consensus and creates extra monetary burden for the owners (Ng et al., 2014). The difficulties in 

communication may arise from gender differences, cultural differences, language barriers, power 

dynamics, limited technical knowledge of stakeholders about projects etc. Olander and Landin (2008) 

identified through case studies that the ineffective communication with external stakeholders 

encouraged them to increase their powerbase, which was then leveraged to oppose a rail expansion 

project through Lund. As such, all possible constraints and alternative channels of communication 

should be explored, and the least technical engagement sessions should be equally conducted for the 

non-technically inclined stakeholders (Ng et al., 2014). 

The next highest ranked hindering factor is “stakeholder involvement is burdensome, time-consuming 

and expensive” (Mu= 4.58). Especially in megaprojects, the engagement process could be conducted in 

phases over a long period. Definitely, such engagement processes will bring about extra costs and delays 

in project delivery, especially where consensus is not easily reached with the multiple external 

stakeholders (Yu and Leung, 2015; Ng et al., 2014). For instance, the Mae Wong Dam project of 

Thailand was initiated in 1982 to control the annual droughts and floods faced by the local people in 

the basin. A number of revisions were conducted over three decades. Due to the continual disagreement 

between the opinions of pressure groups and the local stakeholders, the designs and plans are yet to be 

finalized and implemented (IUCN, 2015). The cumbersome nature and extra costs therefore impel some 

responsible authorities to sidestep the engagement process so that the project could be delivered faster. 

However, the circumvention of necessary engagement processes could become detrimental at the latter 

stages of project where stakeholders oppose project. Irrespective of the extra costs to be borne, in-depth 

engagement of external stakeholders should be embraced as the resulting benefits are expected to prove 

worthwhile. 

Table 3: Ranking of external Stakeholder Management Hindering Factors 

S/N Hindering Factors of Construction External 

SM 

Sig. 

Mean 

(Mi) 

SD N Mi-

2SD 

Mi+ 

2SD 

Sig. 

Mean 

(Mu) 

Rank Label 

B5 Ineffective communication with stakeholders 4.76 0.46 248 3.84 5.67 4.78 1 MC 

B29 Stakeholder involvement is burdensome, time-

consuming and expensive 

4.45 0.65 231 3.16 5.74 4.58 2 MC 
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B4 Distrust and challenging relationships making 

stakeholders hold back vital information 

4.41 0.64 232 3.13 5.69 4.52 3 MC 

B7 Lack of well-functioning management strategies, 

methods, approach or process 

4.31 0.87 242 2.57 6.05 4.40 4 VC 

B1 Negative attitude of stakeholders towards project 

e.g. petitions or protests 

4.34 0.70 250 2.94 5.74 4.35 5 VC 

B18 External stakeholder environment is non-

transparent and difficult to analyze 

4.24 0.80 245 2.64 5.83 4.29 6 VC 

B15 Managers lacking required knowledge, skills and 

experience 

4.24 0.81 248 2.62 5.85 4.26 7 VC 

B10 Opportunistic political actions among 

stakeholder groups 

3.91 0.95 237 2.02 5.81 4.04 8 VC 

B6 Failure to cooperate with affected and adverse 

stakeholders 

3.85 0.85 237 2.14 5.56 3.97 9 VC 

B13 Negative public opinion and media coverage of 

projects 

3.85 0.84 241 2.17 5.54 3.93 10 VC 

B3 Poor perceptions of managers e.g. seeing 

stakeholders as enemies 

3.82 0.83 238 2.16 5.48 3.92 11 VC 

B16 Project organizations pursuing self-interest at the 

expense of stakeholders 

3.80 0.97 243 1.85 5.74 3.89 12 VC 

B23 Insufficient and unclear information at the early 

project stages 

3.76 0.88 249 1.99 5.52 3.78 13 VC 

B11 Hidden/invisible stakeholders with unseen 

power and influential links 

3.69 0.89 249 1.90 5.48 3.71 14 VC 

B17 Lack of monitoring and reporting actual 

conditions of affected stakeholders 

3.65 0.91 248 1.84 5.46 3.69 15 VC 

B22 Absence of comprehensive and effective 

stakeholder engagement process 

3.63 0.89 246 1.85 5.41 3.68 16 VC 

B14 Stakeholders having limited knowledge of 

project plans and objectives 

3.57 0.97 244 1.62 5.52 3.64 17 VC 

B9 Stakeholders obtaining support from more 

powerful institutions 

3.49 1.12 237 1.25 5.74 3.64 18 VC 

B24 Insufficient resources to manage stakeholders 3.48 1.02 238 1.45 5.52 3.62 19 VC 

B27 Misunderstanding stakeholders’ conflicting 

interests and concerns 

3.53 0.97 245 1.59 5.46 3.59 20 VC 

B2 Unbalanced distribution of stakeholder power 

and interests 

3.47 1.01 242 1.46 5.48 3.57 21 VC 

B8 Project complexity and multiplicity of 

stakeholders 

3.29 0.90 241 1.49 5.09 3.39 22 Cri. 

B25 Highly dynamic stakeholder environment 3.27 0.94 246 1.39 5.15 3.32 23 Cri. 

B21 Ambiguous instructions in stakeholder 

prioritization 

3.27 0.89 248 1.50 5.06 3.30 24 Cri. 

B30 Intrinsic (local) cultural values at variance with 

project plans and objectives 

2.97 0.91 234 1.14 4.80 3.12 25 Cri. 

B12 Different and competing values and beliefs of 

stakeholders 

3.00 0.87 230 1.27 4.73 3.04 26 Cri. 

B19 Insufficient analyses of alternative project 

solutions and corresponding impacts 

2.99 0.99 222 1.01 4.98 2.96 27 Cri. 

B28 Bureaucratic and complicated permitting process 2.82 0.76 239 1.30 4.34 2.90 28 Cri. 

B20 Managers hesitating to change predetermined 

proposal 

2.78 0.91 240 0.96 4.60 2.68 29 Cri. 

B26 Excessive task conflicts that undermine 

collaboration 

2.65 0.92 241 0.81 4.50 2.56 30 Cri. 

  
n=251 

      
 

Note: MC= Most critical; VC= Very critical; and Cri.= Critical. 

The other most critical hindering factor is “distrust and challenging relationships making stakeholders 

hold back vital information” (Mu= 4.52). The external stakeholders will buy into the project if they 

believe that vital project information is shared with them in transparent manner. However, projects have 
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suffered from the distrustful relationship between decision-makers and the external stakeholders leading 

to a lot of confrontations (De Schepper et al., 2014; Olander and Landin, 2005). For instance, De 

Schepper et al. (2014) identified that there was high level of public mistrust in PPP infrastructure 

projects and it became a ground for the stakeholders to oppose the projects. Therefore, relationships 

between project managers and external stakeholders ought to be kept very trustworthy to ensure easy 

sharing of information related to projects. 

The factors “lack of well-functioning management strategies, methods, approach or process”, “negative 

attitude of stakeholders towards project e.g. petitions or protests” and “external stakeholder 

environment is non-transparent and difficult to analyse” were assessed to be very critical hindrances to 

external SM with indexes (Mu) of 4.40, 4.35 and 4.29 respectively. There is lack of routine external SM 

approach because each construction project is considered unique and comes with its own complexities 

and uncertainties (Yang and Shen, 2015; Ng et al., 2014). In many cases, external stakeholder attitudes 

such as protests, picketing, petitions, litigations and media attacks are found to be detrimental to 

successful project planning, construction and operationalization (Olander and Landin, 2005; Mahato 

and Ogunlana, 2011). Aaltonen (2011) found out that project managers consider the local stakeholder 

environment to be very challenging to analyse using rational means. Subsequently, they would rather 

rely on subjective intuition and informal sources so that no stakeholder is offended in the process 

(Aaltonen, 2011). 

It can also be observed from the Table 3 that the factors “managers hesitating to change predetermined 

proposal” (Mu=2.68) and “excessive task conflicts that undermine collaboration” (Mu=2.56) were 

ranked lowest even though they are critical for consideration. Although most clients would prefer to 

deliver projects as they wish, it is important to consider the ways that projects will impact stakeholders 

positively and negatively. However, this has not been the case as even authorities may attempt to 

circumvent the engagement process and diffuse all oppositions in order to maintain the predetermined 

proposals and speed up projects (Yu and Leung (2015). It is also shown that excessive conflicts in tasks 

and responsibilities among stakeholders to some extent hinder the external SM process (De Dreu, 2006). 

5. Conclusions 
Over the past decades, external stakeholder management has not received much attention theoretically 

and practically in the construction industry. However, the external stakeholder actions have a far-

reaching effect on both the internal and external environments of construction projects. Evidently, there 

is a bad record for external stakeholder management in construction project delivery. This study fills 

identified gap by investigating the factors that hinder successful management of external stakeholders 

in construction project planning stage from developing country perspective. Upon evaluating thirty 

hindering factors of external SM using mean significance analysis, it was found out that three factors 

were most critical, viz; ineffective communication with stakeholders (Mu= 4.78); stakeholder 

involvement is burdensome, time-consuming and expensive (Mu= 4.58); and distrust and challenging 

relationships making stakeholders hold back vital information (Mu= 4.52). The identified factors show 

how relevant the relationship between project managers and external stakeholders are at the planning 

stage, where project values and benefits accruing to stakeholders ought to be maximized. It is therefore 

important for the project managers to consider the external stakeholders as friends rather than enemies 

of project. This is because the external stakeholders usually tend to be the recipients of the project, and 

the successful operationalization of the project depends greatly on them. 

Academically, the study provides an empirical basis for advance research into what extent the factors 

affect external SM. Particularly, the critical hindering factors have to be related to the individual SM 

processes such as preliminary planning, gathering of stakeholder information, analysing stakeholder 

characteristics, implementing strategies etc. This will help the project managers to predict the 

effectiveness of the individual SM processes based on the context of the project. For practitioners, it 

will serve as a guide in developing countermeasures to improve the performance level of SM. For 
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instance, the differences in stakeholder profiles such as knowledge of project technical issues, power 

dynamics and educational levels should be considered in devising engagement sessions suitable for 

different external stakeholders. It is expected to improve the communication and relationship with the 

external stakeholders. Eventually, the good performing SM process will contribute to project success in 

the construction industry. 

6. Limitations and Recommendations 
The sample size used for the study is only 251 responses. However, since the factors were identified 

from comprehensive review of literature, the findings are considered authentic and generalizable. Also, 

the data was only collected in Ghana due to the time, cost and scope constraints. It infers that the 

findings will also apply to other developing countries sharing similar external stakeholder and 

construction industry characteristics. In order to improve the robustness of the findings, validation 

research should be conducted in other similar developing countries. Case studies and interviews could 

also be adopted to investigate the hindering factors in a more detailed project setting. 
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