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Analysis of Causes of Conflicts in Construction Projects

Oh, Guk Yeol

Interdisciplinary Program of Construction Engineering and Management

Graduate School Pukyong National University

Abstract

The construction industry 1is huge-there are lots - of project
organizations and many different people who work on them. Conflict
will occur in any long - term relationship and it happens in personal,
professional, family, and social relationships. Disputes between parties
to construction projects are of great concern to the industry. The study
of construction industry disputes, and the causes of those disputes, is
essential. The purpose of this study is to identify the root causes of
conflicts in construction “industry. A questionnaire field survey was
conducted to investigate the root causes of construction conflicts. The
professionals working for owner, contractor and consultants were
targeted for the collection of data. Descriptive analysis such as mean
score and standard deviation as well as factor analysis was employed
to find underlying factors related to conflicts in construction field.

Student’s t-test and ANOVA test tools were used to compare the

- Vil -



perceptions of various categories of population and project. Factor
analysis was used to group the numbers of conflict causes. This study
reveals four root causes of construction conflict. They are: (i) weak
project leadership (ii) weak contractor selection (iii) weak project

management, and (iv) project participants’ attitude.

HAey words . Construction industry, Conflict factors, Disputes, Conflict
management, Project participants.
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I 2.1. Causes of construction conflict

Researchers Country Causes
) ) Fragmentation and  divisiveness amgng
Barrie and Paulson (1992 Theoretical .
participants
Clegg (1992)* UK, Empirical Contracts cause conflicts
Diekmann and Girard B Quality of people greatly helps or hindgrs
USA, Empirical ] )
(1995) the process of settling disputes.
) Two areas: misunderstandings gnd
Sykes (1996)* Theoretical . -
unpredictability
) ) Common lump-sum contract is the main
Dozziet al (1996) Canada, Theoretical ) ) o
source of disputes, claims and litigation.
Hong Kong, Unresolved claims are main source |of

Kumaraswamy (1998) E )
Theoretical dispute.

Construction conflicts escalate due to:

)
uncertainty of financial responsibilities, f)
UK preconceived belief structures, iii) persopal
Loosemore (1999a) ) Y . \ .
Case study interests, iv) organizational policies, V)
opponent’s tactics vi) not functioning of

dispute management body
Behaviour of people causes conflict [in

construction projects.
Construction conflicts emerge from the

UK
Loosemore (1999b) power struggles and responsibilities.
Case study ) - )
Resolving responsibilities early -on, conflict
can be avoided
Power and -responsibility must be balanced.
Phua and Rowlinson B Cultural- differences as an explanatgry
Hong Kong, Empirica ) . )
(2003) variable for adversarial attitudes.
Shohet and Frydman B Communication between constructipn
Israel, Empirical _ )
(2003) manager and the design team are vital.
Sources of construction disputes internatidnal
Chan and Suen (2005) China, Empirical| projects in China are: contractual, cultuyal

and legal matters.

* Cited in Fenn (2002)
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<3 3.1> Description of 5-point Likert scale

Scale Category Explanation
Not significant . _—
1 0~20 % Conflict contributing factors.
(N.S))
Slightly significant
2 gnty sig 20~40 % Conflict contributing factors.
(S.S)
3 Moderat((a,a/ Ss;gnmcant 40~60 % Conflict contributing factors.
Very significant . o
4 60~80 % Conflict contributing factors.
(V.S)
5 Extreme(lé ;lgnlflcant >80 % Conflict contributing factors.
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Levene®] F #to] TAALOZ 9 (p<0.05)3tttd A4S 9T A=
2 g2y, a8 1 TS 71488 (Coetzee, 2005). Fgkol p>0.05=

SRR AUS RENAFN Tukey AFAH thguaggo] o

1

wke] FAA zols ZAAs=H ol SHrh Turkeye] HAS dwe] H

o Y FolA o= g9 Hiol WAIFH vhed ARsed)
449} Dunnet®] CAFFAA S p<0052A Rito] Bstx 2g u A

£¥th 1 AxE Figure 3.20] e vhe} 2o},

Checkmean differenceszin
sub groups

Levene's homogeneity
ofvanance test

Mean vanance equal Dumnett's C-
(p=003)7 » HED test

L

Tukey's HSD hiean difference o
test ¥ sisnificant (p<0.05)7 Yes

o Check forpractical
significance (d)

ACCEPT Varnables
{Conflict factors)

a2 32 Homogeneity of variance test process
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356 A%A F94 A
Cohen (1988, Coetzee,2005,)> H it 7+ Zpolo] thdt foA HAAS 9
3 o3 22 ES(Effect Size), & small effect = 0.20, medium effect =

d = 055 Hgte] Aolel thg AF4 FolA #AES AT A Fo=
AR date 19 337 2ol AL & 4

S Aol A#AAZE U= AS, Effect sizew= F&AF(r)e] Ay
ool gk A g BEAIZT. o7

A o Waes ko) AuaAe AR FoA FAGLRE r=03°] AHEHA
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() Practical significance (d) = (MeanMears)/ Std DeVnax (A or B group)

...... .(for means of two groups)

(i) Practical significance (d) *Meam-Means)/pooled Std..(for means
of more than two groups)

a2l 3.3 Practical significance formula
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(Conflict factors)
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I 4.1. Characteristics of respondents

Population domain Frequency Percentage
1. Organization
Owner 70 48.0%
Consultant 52 35.6%
Contractor 24 16.4%
2. Years of experience
< 15 years 74 51%
> 15 years 72 49%
3. Project types
Building and apartments 34 23.3%
Road and rails (transportation) 66 45.9%
Water supply 23 15.7%
Others 23 15.7%
4. Management position
Top level ¢}, oA}, 24 %) 76 52.0%
Middle level @+, 4 &) 48 32.9%
Lower level (di&, 7IAF &) 22 15.1%
5. Project nature
New 107 73.5%
Extension 10 6.8%
Renovations 11 7.5%
Others 18 12.1%
6. Project amount
<1009 ¥ 62 42.4%
> 100 ¢ ¥ 84 57.6%
7. Conflict experience
Yes 79 54.2%
No 67 45.8%

Total number (N) = 146
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3 400 vERG vpe} o] WAoo sk SEAE 48 %, aw
Ao &£ SHAI 52 %, ER/AE ZRAE IRst= SHAVE
495 9%, A1 & A (new construction)o] <F3t= SHEA7F 735 %E
Buith S8 WdAos 16d 7t A el AL fEEY §

At FAE 1002 2 ol Aol ZFakw YRk

43 259 F%

=)

3 P

AAdzzAEANAN FAZEARLE Abolol 2 Ast= £ 47HA ®F7F
AEA oA 2 Aol A Bl vhe] mEW giREe] A-dEALS BFA
b Al AL Apolol A LA FTHES%). BFAANA LFF FALE A FA}
T Dty wzel elEd AA7E Yes A2 HME Ao w
At AFAE AFAdA FA] AP} A Eod #d AR (what,
where, when, how)& Al F 3l FT. mebA Al FA7F & TAR A SR
o o2Fare ¥ AF HE5sHA A #AF 8 5 A s = Al A
A Abel o oA EdA= Ee = oF7l AlE F d 25wl o
T uEe dads AT ([ E=TA) stEgA Alole ZE o] 45 %, o
F2ret AA/FE AL Abel o] Aol 28 %, AlEzbel /e A Abo] 9
ZE5 o] 28 %%

Aol LS Abolel Zol F7 w-olel gt AR ZA ol AL
N7tE = A3t 2d2 5 AUv o] A9 A= 420 vEbd nks}

deozfE e 22 fald 237F vebds HojFa

I
ol

of

Y
r1o
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I 4.2 Effects of conflicts by counts and percent

S.N. Effects of conflicts Percentage
1 Project cost over run 21%

2 Degradation of quality of work 20%
3 Time over run 20%

4 Bitter relationship between project participants %17
5 Longer litigation (court juridical process) 14%
6 Project closed (without full completion) 13%
7 Disputes still unresolved 10%
8 Contract termination 8%
9 Bitter  relationship ~ at  organizational top 6%

management level

44 04759 92 2 o] HE= 8=
Cronbach a(C) HABZ &l A87F & WA ofyw & SAEH
= T3 F A=A ol el Lokm ket 21748 ok 14571 9] &g ol A

Cronbach a®] o] 0.83°]@=d o= 7T vi Aol Adds 7Hxa

NS HogFh C=0.83>0.700] A A2t stc} (Keytone, 2001). 71d 2919
FTAEE dolr 7] 93 95% MFHFFAA t-AF S FANI . o] H

EE FTelAM 270 EE 2459 fFoFEol 0.00000.058 0 AE)e E

E o438 AAAFlA ZERoor FHE 21/ FEAAS] P
A3 BEALGES wolF:u gtk ¥ 430 ey Qose FEge B
B 7z me Bad w 2599 F ojhd FESE 2S¢l oful
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I 4.3. Causes of construction conflict by Rank, Mean, and SD

Item No.| Rank Perceived root causes of conflict Mean| SD
2 1 |Contractors low bid 3.973| 1.03
1 2 |Financial factor (profit making or cost saving dlitude). 3.658| 1.05
| ility of ject fessionals t I i

6 3 r_1capab||y of project professionals to solve dewbs in 3370 099
site.

16 4 | Unbalanced risks provision in contract. 3.315 O

7 5 |Inherited conflicting (disputing) behavior of oerfcontractor} 3.233 0.9

15 6 |Weakness in contractor selection process. 3|26@5

12 7 |Poor instruction resulting in wasted effort aimde. 3.171| 0.97

8 8 Task mterdepen.dency (resultlng from dependencynupo 3123 092
others e.g. for information, feedback, or completiaf task).

9 9 Orgarrlz.atlonal dlfferentlfatlon .(leferent groups people 3.006| 084
perceiving. the same thing differently).

17 10 Sup_rgmacy or non-cooperative attitude of other gmtoj 2103 099
participants

20 1 Imposition of strict informal rules, norms and gelides by 3089| 107
one party.

21 12 Lacl.< .of team stability (quick change of the project 3006 || 0.04
participants)

4 13 | Construction procedural factor. 3.014 0,

1 14 Communication obstacles (less collaboration, latk o 3057 097
knowledge etc.).

10 15 Differing values, interests_and objectives of pcbje 2986 1.00
professionals

5| 16 |Complexity of the project. 2.897| 0.87
P li f ti i jeal

3 17 ersonality _ actor (prestige, dominance, jealous 2863 | 1.05
non-cooperative etc.).

13 18 |Large size of project team or group. 2.733| 0.88

14 19 High Igvel§ of tension (resu_ltlng from unresolvedda 2712| 0.93
mounting interpersonal tensions).

19 20 |Previous bitter relationship at organizations’ leve 2.753| 0.88

18 21 |Previous bitter relationship between project pgoéints. 2.610| 0.88

96

63
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E 4.4 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Financial factor’

Per(c):]? |\C/(ca)(rj]fc|:i2;15es Population domain Mean Staz.p)&g. Pra((:g) Sig
Organization
Owner 3.80 0.528
Consultant 3.61
Contractor 3.56
Position
Higher
Middle
Junior
Experience
. . <15 yrs 3.69
1. Financial
tactors ' >15 yrs 3.64
Project Amount
<100 & 3.92 0.019* 0.39
> 100 & 3.49
Types of project
Building/Apart 3.68 0.119
Roads 3.84
Railways/subway 3.87
Water supply 3.80
Water resources 3.31
Others 3.18

» Mean difference significant at 0.05 level.

(2) A&l A7 4 Z (Item no. 2)
¥ 430 =W o] QoL o HHFgH(£=3973)% Ho 7%
Ebuttt. 2y % 450 =W wx] FAL

i
ol

N
=
=2
2

N
)
o
jubal
S
<
(M)
olrt
lo
o)
Jo
it
°

=0.0212 p<0.055 WZAA fFodt Aoz o

p
HAY. addx E43sta, 1 o] (difference)= d=0.38% 0.50E.t} 2Z}o}
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E 4.5 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Contractor’s low bid’

Perg;e '\égﬁfﬁitjses Population domain Mean Staz.p)&g. Pracég) Sig
Organization
Owner 4.00
Consultant 4.00 0.870
Contractor 3.90
Position
Higher 3.50 0.252
Middle 3.88
Junior 3.73
Experience
,  |<15 yrs 3.88 0.266
2. Contractor’s
low bid ' >15 yrs 4.07
Project Amount
<100 & & 4.23 0.021* 0.38
> 100 & & 3.81
Types of project
Building/Apart 4.15 0.310
Roads 3.89
Railways/subway 3.63
Water supply 4.30
Water resources 4.15
Others 4.05
» Mean difference significant at 0.05 level.
(3) A4 A 8¢ (Item no. 4)
2460 wE2w, ‘2RI (p=0.043) Aol FAH R Ao
(difference)”} 0+ Ao =2 eyt 2y o]y g ztoj= EE dike

051t} o} ATHOZ FoF

,27,
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* 4.6 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Construction

procedural factors’

Pergfl\égﬁf(l:ig?ses Population domain Mean Sta'E.p)Slg. Prac(g) Sig
Organization dar < 0.50
Owner 3.1 0.043+
Consultant 2.82
Contractor 3.21
Position
Higher 2.88 0.109
Middle 3.13
Junior 3.23
Experience
4. Construction <15 yrs 3.15 0.022+ 0.38
>15 yrs 2.84
procedural factors Project Amount
<100 & 2.91 0.243
> 100 & 3.08
Types of project
Building/Apart 3.15 0.310
Roads 2.92
Railways/subway 2.97
Water supply 2.60
Water resources 3.15
Others 3.14

» Mean difference significant at 0.05level.

(4) A4 A7) 52 (Item no. 6)

o] 9¢lo] el AF AFE Alolo] BT p>0.052 EA A zolE= glE

Aoz et g4 T ofAglel BEY WUAE F R wolEoHrh
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¥ 4.7 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Construction

procedural factors’

Pergfl\clg(rj]ﬂ::éluses Population domain Mean Sta;.p)&g. Praczg) Sig
Organization
Owner 3.40 0.948
Consultant 3.34
Contractor 3.38
Position
Higher 3.36 0.913
Middle 3.35
Junior 3.45
. Experience
6. '"‘;z;i'l'ty o 115 yrs 3.24 | 0.150
] >15 yrs 3.49
professionals to Project Amount
handle the project < 100 22 3.38 | 0.885
> 100 & 3.40
Types of project
Building/Apart 3.41 0.945
Roads 3.46
Railways/subway 3.30
Water supply 3.10
Water resources 3.38
Others 3.36

5) 252 d= (Item no. 7)
o] 8A3 #HAE FHoAzE Afolof] AFAH FojAdo] S WrE o}

Yok ohde p=00172 EAA feldel i Ao etk E 48
of oshw, WFAH(2=280)% AFAH(z=344) AbelolE AFHOE Aol
(d=056)7F gtk o] WHE FAFIAE AAH 4ol ol

A7 wzol SHEAE Abolel o o] ztolk = AR UEHH
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¥ 4.8 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Inherited

conflicting behaviour of professionals’

Perg?'\cl(e)ﬂfﬁiltjses Population domain Mean Sta'z.p)&g. Prac(g) Sig
Organization
Owner (1) 2.89 0.017* | dy-3 = 0.56
Consultant (2) 3.35
Contractor (3) 3.44
Position
Higher 3.20 0.665
Middle 3.21
Junior 3.41
7. Inherited Experience
conflicting <15 yrs 3.23 | 0.787
behavior of >15 yrs 3.19
project Project Amount
professionals <100 & 3.19 0.794
<100 & 3.24
Types of project
Building/Apart 3.41 0.475
Roads 3.32
Railways/subway 2.93
Water supply 3.30
Water resources 3.08
Others 3.27

» Mean difference significant_at 0.05 level.

6) A FzoEA (Item no. )
o] 8o diaiAe= #HE A YAl A= TFE Aol A vk p<0.05&
AE Aoz yeyt 28y F 499 w2

X
Tukey AtFHA A3 ol Holzo] d<050E HEHUH AFHoz+=

lo

o
/Ké o

—
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¥ 4.9 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to

‘Task

interdependency’
Perg?'\clgﬂfﬁiltjses Population domain Mean Sta'z.p)&g. Prac(g) Sig

Organization
Owner 3.11 0.903
Consultant 3.10
Contractor 3.18

Position
Higher 2.95 0.036+*

. dar < 0.50

Middle 3.25
Junior 3.45

Experience
<15 yrs 3.24 0.114

8. Task
. >15 yrs 3.00
interdependency Project Amount

<100 9 3.23 0.200
> 100 & 3.03

Types of project
Building/Apart 2.79 0.130
Roads 3.24
Railways/subway 3.17
Water supply 3.60
Water resources 3.31
Others 3.05

» Mean difference significant at 0.05level.

(7) &~%713%9 #o] (Item no. 9)

T el wel p=0.003% W zol7b AJAT, F 4100 wEw o

gy e gt

ot
:{o

g 2ol 5% d=049=4 HAF A o2
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I* 4.10 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Organizational

differentiations’
Perg?'\clgﬂfﬁiltjses Population domain Mean Sta;.p)&g. Praczg) Sig

Organization
Owner 3.02 0.119
Consultant 3.00
Contractor 3.33

Position
Higher 2.96 0.128
Middle 3.25
Junior 3.23

Experience

L <15 yrs 3.30 0.003+ 0.49
9. Organizational
differentiations : 215 yrs 2.89

Project Amount
<100 9& 3.19 0.440
> 100 & 3.07

Types of project
Building/Apart 2.94 0.786
Roads 3.11
Railways/subway 3.17
Water supply 3.00
Water resources 3.08
Others 3.27

» Mean difference significant at 0.05level.

(8) YJAFAZE4 o) (Item no. 11)

¥ 4110 YERY d%o], o] ade EE He d& p>0.05=4 &

Aol = 13t
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I* 4.11 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Organizational

differentiations’
Pergfl\égcr:l]ﬂ::éluses Population domain Mean Sta;.p)&g. Praczg) Sig

Organization
Owner 2.80 0.157
Consultant 3.10
Contractor 3.18

Position
Higher 3.03 0.986
Middle 3.04
Junior 3.00

Experience

L <15 yrs 3.04 0.737
11. Communication
>15 yrs 2.99
obstacles-- Project Amount

<100 & 3.04 0.956
> 100 & 3.03

Types of project
Building/Apart 3.24 0.294
Roads 2.95
Railways/subway 2.97
Water supply 2.60
Water resources 2.77
Others 3.27

(9) 2& A9 (Item no. 12)

SR el whebA E p=0.001, FAGFol wBME p=00217 Foix
o)

] ol
Fol wel 1ES Afolo] 2 Aol7k AT ¥ 4120 wEw, LFA(s
—273)%F  AAAHT=332), ATA(E=344) Atold] =& ARA o]
(d>050)% vrETh BARR ROl weh MW (7=353)% HE(3=277) 1%

Apolel Mk d=0.81= A2 Zpol 7} A = vt
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¥ 4.12 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Poor
instruction resulting in wasted efforts’
Perg?'\clgﬂfﬁ?tjse Population domain Mean Sta'E.p)Slg. Prac(g) Sig
Organization
Owner (1) 2.73 | 0.001* | di-» = 0.64
Consultant (2) 3.32 di-s = 0.76
Contractor (3) 3.44
Position
Higher 3.30 0.153
Middle 2.96
Junior 3.18
Experience
12. Poor <15 yrs 3.00 | 0313
instruction
. >15 yrs 3.26
resulting in proiect Amount
wasted efforts < 100 o/® 3.21 | 0.631
> 100 & 3.13
Types of project
Building/Apart 3.53 | 0.021+ di-3=0.81
Roads 3.27
Railways/subway 2.77
Water supply 3.10
Water resources 2.77
Others 3.27

» Mean difference significant at 0.05level.

(10) A& AFe] AlF 535 = (Item no. 15)

I 413 ¢

sl
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I* 4.13 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Weakness in

contractor selection’

Perg]?l\c/gﬂfﬁiijses Population domain Mean Sta'E.p)Slg. Prac(g) Sig
Organization
Owner 3.18 0.154
Consultant 3.44
Contractor 3.08
Position
Higher 3.26 0.781
Middle 3.31
Junior 3.14
Experience
15. Weakness in <15 yrs 3.15 0.196
contractor >15 yrs 3.36
selection-- Project Amount
<100 9& 3.49 0.018+ 0.38
> 100 & 3.07
Types-of project
Building/Apart 3.65 0.008* | dan < 0.50
Roads 3.35
Railways/subway 2.73
Water supply 3.30
Water resources 3.08
Others 3.32

» Mean difference significant at 0.05level.

(11) (A =xdte] E+13%) (Item no. 16)
¥ 4149 mE2H, 4257133 #AsFAE p=0.001ZXN FAZA F9
A Fro BT olyel AREA FAAE JdSS HoFa Yrt AAA(x

=350, d=0.69)¢} A& AH(z=3.54, d=0.7

=
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N
B
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L
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e
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¥ 4.14 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Unbalanced

risk provision in contract document’

Pergfel\é(e)gﬂﬁ:?used Population domain Mean Sta'E.p)Slg. Pra(zg) Sig
Organization
Owner (1) 2.87 0.001* | di— = 0.69
Consultant (2) 3.50 di-s = 0.74
Contractor (3) 3.54
Position
Higher 3.39 0.558
Middle 3.21
Junior 3.27
16. Unbalanced Experience
. L <15 yrs 3.30 0.986
risk provision in
>15 yrs 3.30
contract document Project Amount
< 100 & 3.36 0.538
> 100 & 3.25
Types of project
Building/Apart 3.47 0.050
Roads 3.49
Railways/subway 2.87
Water supply 3.70
Water resources 3.38
Others 3.18

» Mean difference significant at 0.05 level.

of web 2 Aol gl

2 A+9 Z3}= Barrie 5(1992), Diekmann®t Girad(1995), Shohet &
(2003)0] A3 Aot FAGH, ZEAES AFyAow 4Ast7] A

=<
A= B FoAAamel FAeh e B2 AdETt ]

o

==

=

1
52U

IS
o
i

o
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* 4.15 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Supremacy

attitude’
Per(t):]? |\C/(ca)(rj]ﬂﬁ:a;uses Population domain Mean Stazb)S'g' Pra(é;[j.) Sig
Organization
Owner (1) 2.73 | 0.005* d1-2 = 0.46
Consultant (2) 3.18 41-3 = 0.70
Contractor (3) 3.41
Position
Higher 3.05 0.540
Middle 3.08
Junior 3.32
Experience
17. Supremacy or
non-cooperative <15 yrs 3.18 0.334
. . >15 yrs 3.01
attitudes of project Project Amount
members < 100 o4& 3.09 | 0.549
> 100 & 2.99
Types of project
Building/Apart 3.06 0.247
Roads 3.32
Railways/subway 2.80
Water supply 3.20
Water resources 2.85
Others 3.32

» Mean difference significant at 0.05 level.



IF 4.16 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Imposition of

strict informal rules’

Pergfl\égﬁf(l:ig?ses Population domain Mean Sta'z.p)&g. Prac(g) Sig
Organization
Owner 2.93 0.437
Consultant 3.1
Contractor 3.23
Position
Higher 3.13 0.307
Middle 2.92
Junior 3.32
Experience
20. Imposition of <15 yrs 3.03 0.572
strict informal >15 yrs 3.13
rules Project Amount
<100 & 3.11 0.934
> 100 & 3.10
Types of project
Building/Apart 3.29 0.111
Roads 3.11
Railways/subway 2.87
Water supply 2.90
Water resources 2.54
Others 3.45

(14) &9 9 5= (Item no. 21)

(i)
Sy
o
Ho
i
>
N
il
po)

3E 4170 w2, o] gele

B FAREYA AR Aol (p>0.05)E wAHA ekt

,38,



I* 4.17 Mean, p-value, practical significance with respect to ‘Lack of team

stability’
q
Perg?'\clgﬂfﬁiltjse‘ Population domain Mean Sta'E.p)Slg. Prac(g) Sig

Organization
Owner 3.09 0.797
Consultant 3.05
Contractor 3.18

Position
Higher 3.13 0.802
Middle 3.02
Junior 3.14

Experience
< 15 yrs 3.00 0.281

21 Lack .o.f team > 15 yrs 3.17
stability Project Amount

<100 & 3.00 0.424
> 100 & 3.14

Types of project
Building/Apart 3.38 0.460
Roads 3.05
Railways/subway 2.97
Water supply 3.10
Water resources 2.85
Others 3.05

Ao A5 9] 8 (culture) 9t 7§14 & F (personal behavior) &= <14
A= A5 HAxsEr] HAAE vtEA 9 B2 S 7ok
skoh. ¥ 4160 Ho %= wmpel o] 4% 7] 3 E (organizational groups)
8 2dd, 79, 129, 161, 17H 8052

_‘T_
ARgE aQow Azl Ax @itth WA B ATeAE E 41

(o))

oA Mk o] 107h4 F43 AMBFAANES FHRATY
T oR RARMS B3 2%e) A5 BRIuA dh



¥ 4.18 Summary of ANOVA result

ltem . . Significance result
Perceived root causes of conflict - :
no. Org. Pos. Exp. Amount | Proj. type Remarks
1 |contractors low bid >0.05 >0.05 | >0.05 R >0.05 Conflicting cause (1)
2 Financial factor (profit making or cost saving attitude). >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 30;05; >0.05 Conflicting cause (2)
4 Construction procedural factor. 30;05; >0.05 30255* >0.05 >0.05 Conflicting cause (3)
6 Incapability of project professionals to solve fdeshs in site. >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 Conflicting cause (4)
7 Inherited conflicting (disputing) behavior of prefgonals. d<0>.055** >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05
8 Task interdependency (resulting from dependencyn upihers). >0.05 d<0<.055*0 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 Conflicting cause (5)
Organizational differentiation (Different groups pé&ople perceiving <0.05* -
9 the same thing differently). >0.05 >0.05 d <50 >0.05 >0.05 Conflicting cause (6)
11 |Communication obstacles (less collaboration, latkkmowledge etc. >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 Conflicting cause (7)
12 |Poor instruction resulting in wasted effort and dim ;O>O§: >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 30;05;
15 [Weakness in contractor selection process. >0.0p >0/05 >0.05 30;05; 20;05; Conflicting cause (8)
16 |Unbalanced risks provision in contract. ;%055** >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05
17 |Supremacy or non-cooperative attitude of other gmtoparticipants d< (1055** >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05
20 Lrgﬁgsnmn of strict informal rules, norms and gelides by one >0.05 ~0.05 >0.05 =005 >0.05 Conflicing cause (9)
21 |Lack of team stability (quick change of the proj@articipants) >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 >0.05 Conflicting cause (10)
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¥ 4.19 Total variance explained by cause factors of consittion conflict

- initial Eigenvalues RO g
Total Veoi/(r)ia?]fce Cumulative% Total VZr)iaclzlfce Cumogol el

1 3.671| 26.218 26.218 | 2.527| 18.047 18.047

2 1.543| 11.024 37.242 | 1.741| 12.439 30.486

3 1.214 8.673 45916 | 1.695| 12.109 42.595

4 1.178| 8.417 54.333 | 1.643| 11.738 54.333

5 .986 7.042 61.375

6 .909 6.496 67.871

7 .848 6.056 73.928

8 749 5.351 79.279

9 .616 4.403 83.682

10 .545 3.896 87.578

11 .508 3.629 91.206

12 479 3.425 94.631

13 423 3.020 97.651

14 .329 2.349 100.000

A Z5& ZRHAEY Azol 9o gk dFS md & Aok & 4
To A= Skyes. (1996), Loosemore (1999b), Awakul®} Ogunlana
(2002), Long(2004) ol ofs Z7le # 5o dke] &4a I3
o v 2% dAJgAES A M FFAE Fol Table 4.2001 WERU
Attt Table 42000 0401439 adFants 7HA = WFESs Yl
o} figure 418 T3l o]E =XRE YEW AT

ol
o
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I 4.20 Rotated factor matrix for root causes of construction conflict

Factors 5
S.N Factor elements h
1| 2| 3] 4
Factor 1
7 |Poor instruction resulting wasted effor{ 0.820 .69
14 |Communication obstacles 0.650 48
10 |Supremacy attitude of owner/consultary 0.594 43
11 Imposmqn of strict rules, normsby 0.568 42
owner side
4 |Unbalanced risks in contract documen 0.465 40
Factor 2
1 |Contractor’s low bid 0.747 .64
2 |Profit making or cost saving... 0.652 .58
6 [Weakness in contractor selection 0.622 .64
Factor 3
9 |Organizational differentiation 0.719 .55
13 |Construction procedural factor 0.645 51
8 |Task interdependency 0.612 .61
Factor 4
3 |Incapability of project professionals... 0.821| .69
5 lInherited conflicting behavior 0.490| .39
12 |Lack of team stability 0.462| .45
Adjusted Eigenvalue 2527 1.741 1.695 1.643
Variance 18.05% 12.44% 12.11% 11.74%

Note:Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation method-
Varimax with Kaiser normalization. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. ltems

were considered to load on a factor of its loading score exceeded 0.40.
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