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Analysis of Causes of Conflict in Construction Projects
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<iE 2.1> Description of 5-point Likert scale

oto o

Scale|  Category Explanation
1 Not significant 0~20 %, Conflict contributing
| (N.S)) factors.
9 Slightly significant] 20~40 2 Conflict contributing
(S.S.). factors.
3 _ Moderately 40~60 % Conflict contributing

significant (ML.S.) factors.

4 Very significant 60~~80 2 Conflict contributing
(V.S.) factors.

- ~ Extremel >80 % Conlflict contributing

2 | significant (E.S.) factors.
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I 3.1. 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 vyears 74 519
> 15 years 72 49%
3. Project tvpes

Building and apartments 34 23.3%
Road and rails (transportation) 66 45.9%6
Water supply 23 15.7%
Others 23 15.7%
4. Management position

Top level (A7, oA} & 5 76 52.0%
Middle level (2%, 33 % 48 32.9%
Lower level ( thd], 7|A} 5 22 15.185
5. Project nature

New 107 73.5%
Extension 10 6.8%
Renovations 11 1.5%
Others 18 12.1%
6. Project amount

<100 9 9 62 42.4%
> 100 < | 84 57.6%
7. Conflict experience

Yes 79 54.2%
No | o 67 45,8%

33459 T 2 9%

AMEZAed A FAZARE Aol wATHE BL
FRol AMEGL WA AR Abolo] A 58%7F LA
st Aow Yewn AFHLEFAG SEFA Aol
of ZEo| 45 9%, WA} AA/AAA Apole] BEo] 28
s, Bk AAIE A Abolel 2F ] 28 %2 Uesiet

HFA A BFEg FALE A FAVE A dEtr] W
oz HAY, HFAE AlF
A A AL Xy giagAEe] #E AR
where, when, how)& A&3l 7] Wi AlTA7F &
TAR A ER Y dEAe o AF HEA "o
AP RS Alolo] ZE o]l FUletH o]l& Qs FA o

SASA A ole FA szt sl ARt 248
vk, AFAT} FFORNEH <EI>O| vehd uish @

& R At Jebde welFm gk

i 3.2 Effects of conflicis by counts and percent

|5.N. Effects of conflicts Percentage
1 |Project cost over run 21%
2 Degradation of quality of work 209
3 {Time over run 20%
4 Bitt('er. relationship between project 179%
participants
5 (Longer litigation (court juridical process) 14%
6 |Project closed (without full completion) 13%
7 |Disputes still unresolved 10%
8 |Contract termination 8%
Bitter relationship at organizational o
9 696
top management level
A S e 2 o] H= 89U
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o] 29ld] tha] 9F 2BE Alolo] BFE p>0.052 E TE 1 Fol wetA = p=0.001, TAMRFHA wEMe
¥ 3.3 Summary of ANOVA resuit
Item . . Significance result
Ho. Perceived root causes of conflict O, Pos. Exp. | Amount| Proj. fype Remaris
1 |Contractor’s low bid >0.05 | >0.05 | >0.05 | F’2° | >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. ;0%05; >0.05 20‘255* >0.03 >0.05 Contflicting cause (3)
6 |Incapability of project professionals to solve problems in site. >0.05 | >0.05 | >0.05 | >0.05 >0.05 | Conflicting cause (4)
7 |inherited conflicting (disputing) behavior of professionals. ;(10_55** 5005 | >0.05 | >0.05 | >0.05
8 |Task interdependency (resulting from dependency upon others). >0.05 :()%055*0 >0.05 | >0.05 >0.05 | Conflicting cause (5)
Organizational differentiation (Different groups of people <0.05* .
9 perceiving the same thing differently). >0.05 | >0.05 d <50 >0.05 >0.05 Conflicting cause (6)
1 Communication obstacles (less collaboration, lack of >005 | 005 | >0.05 | >0.05 ~0.05 Conflicting cause (7)
knowledge etc.) ‘ ‘ ' ' ' e
%
12 |Poor instruction resulting in wasted effort and time. §0>0§: >0.05 | >0.05 | >0.05 ;0;055
15 [Weakness in contractor selection process. >0.05 | >0.05 | >0.05 30"(05; ;O%OSE Conflicting cause (8)
: C <0.05*
16 [Unbalanced risks provision in contract. 4> 5% >0.05 | >0.05 | >0.05 >0.05
Supremacy or non-cooperative attitude of other project <0.05*
17 participants 4> 5* >0.05 | >0.05 | >0.05 >0.05
20 g:l%(:sition of strict informal rules, norms and guidelines by one >0.05 | 005 | >005 | >0.05 >0.05 | Conflicting cause (9)
21 [Lack of team stability (quick change of the project participants) >0.05 | >0.05 | >0.05 | >0.05 >0.05 |Conflicting cause (10)
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3 3.4 Total variance explained by cause factors of construction conflict

... : Rotation Sums of
Initial Eigenvalues ,
Squared Loadings
Factor X :
% of | Cumulative % of |[Cumulative
Total , Total )
Variance % Variance %
1 3671 26218 26218 [2.5271 18.047 18.047
2 1.5431 11.024 37.242 1.741 | 12439 30.486
3 1214} 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
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Abstract

The construction industry is huge-there are lots of project organmzations 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 i1s
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 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 (iil) weak
project management, and (iv) project participants attitude.

Keywords : Construction industry, Conflict factors, Disputes, Conflict management, Project participants
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