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Abstract. Nowadays, clients are the dominant groups in almost all types of industries. However, the construction
industry is unique and consultants, as representatives of clients, are very important figures in this industry as well. By
presenting survey findings of 91 clients and 50 consultants, this study reveals clients’ and consultants’ differing expec-
tations of contracting organisations during contractor qualification and selection. The study has clearly confirmed the
fact that consultants’ perspectives are rather different and their contractors’ expectations of their clients vary very signifi-
cantly from the clients themselves. Furthermore, significantly different results were found even among different types
of consultants and different categories of clients. Moreover, this study showed that both clients and consultants had
high willingness to continue working with the same contractor in possible future works assuming they are satisfied with
the previous works. The criteria, which contribute to achieving full client and/or consultant satisfaction and hence lead
to possible repetitive works are identified and the results showed the existence of significant difference between clients
and consultants perspectives regarding this issue as well. The framework presented within this paper aims to help the
contracting organisations to compare and recognise the different approaches and perceptions of both clients and consult-
ants during contractor qualification and selection processes. The contracting organisations in the related sectors will be
able to use the framework provided within this study to recognise the overall demand in a more complete and better
manner and hence formulate or modify strategies accordingly.

Keywords: contractor qualification, contractor selection, client’s expectations, consultant’s expectations, client’s satis-

faction, repetitive works.

1. Introduction

The process of construction project implementation
produces neither a pure product nor a pure service but
may be considered a hybrid process consisting of both
product and service components [1]. Traditionally, the
evaluation of performance in construction generally fo-
cuses on three major performance elements which are
completing the project in time, within budget and the
required quality standards. *Soft’ performance criteria such
as customer’s satisfaction, is still at an early evolutionary
stage in construction industry [2]. However, today’s cli-
ents are more aware. Hence, the role played by today’s
construction clients is higher than it has ever been be-
fore. Although many organisations in construction market
believe that a high-quality work and a history of success
are enough for surviving in this industry, actually it is not
anymore. Nowadays, the ‘value’ concept is involved in
construction markets and the clients in the construction
industry expect the best possible ‘value’ of contractors.
They started to commission work to the firms giving a
high attention to all their needs and expectations. Al-
Momani [3] found that the lack of attention devoted to

the owner’s satisfaction undoubtedly contributed to a poor
performance and also that current technical failures are
minor compared to the existence of very high client dis-
satisfactions. The study by Maloney [1] came to a con-
clusion that a contractor must have a detailed understand-
ing of the customer’s expectations and be able to satisfy
those expectations.

Construction has always been known as ‘unique’
compared to other sectors. It should be obvious to ev-
eryone that there exist fundamental and major differences
between consumer markets and the construction market.
Probably the most important difference lies in the client
himself. In general consumer sectors, the customer who
will actually buy the product with his money is usually
the only one, whose needs, wants and demands need to
be considered. However, in the unique construction in-
dustry, in addition to clients, consultants as representa-
tives of clients will almost always have very important
roles to play as well. Their expectations on behalf of
their clients deserve to be given a high emphasis during
any kind of strategy formulation by the contracting
organisations. Considering the fact that consultants are
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experts of this issue, their perspective regarding contrac-
tor qualification and selection may be rather different than
ordinary clients’ with possibly no background about con-
struction process at all. A strategy based on input, which
does not take consultant’s perspective into consideration,
will not be complete and hence may not serve the pur-
pose effectively.

It is also a known fact that contractors in the con-
struction industry usually need to build long-term rela-
tionships with some of their customers. Relationship
marketing is a concept for developing long-term and sus-
tained contact with clients so that their needs can be tar-
geted and satisfied in return for client loyalty [4]. Actu-
ally, relationship marketing or repetitive works concept
is very suitable for applying in construction industry by
its nature. In order to do repetitive works, the contrac-
tors should understand the clients’ needs and expecta-
tions, act accordingly, satisfy, develop close relationships
with them and then finally look for repeat business in
the long run. Hence, if the client is not fully satisfied,
this will probably exclude the contractor from possible
future work opportunities with the same client.

The main objective of this research was to reveal
different approaches and perceptions of clients and con-
sultants regarding contractor qualification and selection
processes. For this purpose, data were collected from both
private building construction clients and consultant firms
(on behalf of their clients) on their perceptions of a set
of criteria related to their expectations from the contrac-
tor firms in a specified market. Comparisons were made
to reveal the differences. Moreover, these clients’ and
consultants’ approaches to ‘the repetitive works concept’
and their perception of a specifically defined set of cri-
teria regarding this issue were determined and compared.

2. Review of criteria for contractor qualification and
selection

Considering the crucial importance of the topic for
the construction industry, many researchers have already
highlighted client’s criteria for contractor qualification and
selection processes under varying circumstances of dif-
ferent construction markets. However, the consultant
firms’ perspective regarding this issue was dealt with only
in very few studies. Considering the role of consulting
organisations during contractor qualification and selec-
tion process, it is obvious that there exists a definite need
for a more detailed investigation into this issue.

Hatush and Skitmore [5] found that the most com-
mon criteria considered by procurers during prequalifi-
cation are related to financial soundness, technical abil-
ity, management capability, health and safety performance
of contractors. The prequalification criteria to be included
in the quantitative model for selecting contractors are
identified by Holt et al [6]. A methodology for assessing
and evaluating contractor data for the purpose of
prequalification and bid evaluation is prepared by Hatush

and Skitmore [7]. Hatush and Skitmore [8] discuss a
systematic multi-criteria decision analysis technique for
contractor selection and bid evaluation based on the utility
theory. Jennings and Holt [9] approaches the issue from
another perspective and discusses not clients’ but con-
tractors’ viewpoints on prequalification. An investiga-
tion of the decision criteria used by client and consult-
ant organisations during contractor prequalification in the
UK is done by Ng and Skitmore [10]. A framework,
which evaluates bids of construction contractors in Saudi
Arabia was developed by Alsugair [11]. Ng et al [12]
conducted an empirical survey in the UK and investi-
gated the nature of divergencies of the perceived impor-
tance of individual prequalification criteria by different
groups of prequalifiers. Wong et al [13] identified fac-
tors which are used by the clients in contractor selection
process. Palaneeswaran and Kumaraswamy [14] proposed
another model for construction contractor prequalification
process. Maloney [1] examines the relationship between
the criteria used by customers in choosing suppliers and
factors deriving satisfaction.

The findings of these studies show that the behaviour
of clients in different sectors of construction market has
rather high variations. Also, consultants’ perspective re-
garding this issue was not assigned the emphasis it de-
serves in these studies. Furthermore, the perspectives of
clients and consultants regarding repetitive works con-
cept were not included at all.

Therefore, a specific study dealing with only the
private building construction market in detail and also
presenting a comprehensive and combined approach of
both the clients and the consultants to this issue would
be valuable.

3. Data collection

Two interrelated and structured questionnaires, cop-
ies of which can be obtained from the first writer, were
employed to survey the clients and the consultants in the
interviews. The questionnaires consisted of two main
sections. The first section was designed to uncover the
perspective of clients regarding contractor qualification
and selection processes. Hence, it was related to cli-
ents’ general expectations of the potential contracting
organisations. On the other hand, the second section
was specifically related to the clients’ approach to the
concept of doing possible repetitive works with the same
contracting organisation in the future. The respondents
were asked for their perception of importance attached
to the listed criteria. The responses were analysed with
respect to the two specified main sections separately. The
consultant’s questionnaire consisted of the same two sec-
tions and the factors as the clients’, with only very mi-
nor modifications wherever required. The consultant
firms were asked to reflect their perspective and assign
the appropriate importance to the listed factors on be-
half of their clients or potential clients.
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The respondents included in this research were all
from private building construction sector in Northern
Cyprus construction market. The research sample has
been drawn mainly from:

i) the private clients, who had a recent building con-
struction project completed or those who had more
than one building project completed in the last 10
years. It was made sure that the responding clients
have the relevant knowledge and experience to ac-
curately answer the questionnaire.

i) the consultants (architects or engineers), who have
been working in the market, as representatives of
various private building construction clients, for at
least 3 years. Descriptive statistics about the client
and consultant respondents are summarised in Table 1.
The basis of the questionnaires was formed by com-

bining the extensive literature search with the prelimi-
nary consultation results, which were obtained from ex-
perts in the Northern Cyprus construction market. A pi-
lot study was done, in which participants were asked to
comment on the relevance, order and length of the ques-
tionnaires. After incorporating all the required modifica-
tions according to the inputs obtained in the pilot study,
the final version of the questionnaires was reached.

Table 1. Characteristics of client and consultant respondents

Variable Category 1 Category 2 Category 3
Type of client Villa clients ~ Apartment Commercial
(34 %) clients building
(35 %) clients
31 %)
Type of consultant Engineer Architect
(52 %) (48 %) B
Experience of
consultant in building 3-5 6-10 >10
construction market (32 %) (38 %) (30 %)
(years)

Respondents, who were informed about the overall
objectives of the survey at the beginning, included a to-
tal of 91 private building construction clients and 50
consultant firms. Face-to-face interviews method was used
in data collection in order to prevent any misinterpreta-
tion of the questionnaire questions.

4. Data analysis

Relative index (RI) technique was used in data
analysis. It has been widely used in construction re-
search for measuring attitude with respect to surveyed
variables [9, 13, 15, 16]. An ordinal scale was used for
measurement purposes. The respondents were requested
to assign the level of importance from 1 to 5 for each
criterion, 1 being ‘the least importance’, 3 being ‘mod-
erate importance’ and 5 being ‘the most important’. Data
from the questionnaires were extracted to determine
weightings of all the factors included. The magnitude
of RI was calculated for all the listed criteria via the
formula:

_ Sum of Point Score
(M * SampleSize )

where M represents the maximum possible scale value
(5 in this case). Therefore, this yielded an index range
from 0,2 to 1, where 1 represented ‘the maximum pos-
sible importance’ and 0,2 represented the ‘minimum pos-
sible importance’. Then, the variables were rank ordered
based on RI, for each of the two main sections in both
of the questionnaires.

In an effort to compare the results found for clients
and consultants and reveal the possible existing major
differences, Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient test
was performed on the pairs of ranks, obtained for the
two different parties of respondents in order to define
the correlation between them. Hence the differences in
perspectives of clients and consultants regarding this is-
sue would be identified. Moreover, in an effort to dis-
tinguish among different groups available in clients or
consultants population, it was necessary to select a col-
lection of variables that measure characteristics on which
the groups are expected to differ. Therefore, different
subgroups in both the clients and the consultants samples
were identified and analysed separately as well.

RI

5. Findings and discussions

There were two main sections in the questionnaires.
The first sections of both the client and the consultant
questionnaires were designed to uncover the overall per-
spectives of the respondents regarding contractor quali-
fication and selection. The major possible criteria or
expectations of the responding parties from contractor
firms were taken into consideration in this section. A
summary of ‘Relative Indices’ and Ranks derived from
the responses of 91 clients and 50 consultant firms are
presented in Table 2.

Average RI values presented in Table 2 show that
consultants lend a little more overall emphasis on the
specified factors than clients give them credit for. When
the rankings of factors are investigated in detail, it is
obvious that there are very major differences among fac-
tor rankings of the two different types of respondents.
Actually, it can be said that there are very few similari-
ties between the specified groups’ approaches. S.R.C.C.
test showed a low correlation coefficient of 0,47 at 5 %
significance level.

When the scores and rankings are investigated in
detail, it is obvious that both the clients and the consult-
ants place extremely high emphasis on the price offered.
Although it has been known that more clients are trying
to achieve the best value instead of the lowest price in
recent years, price was still definitely the most impor-
tant factor in Northern Cyprus private building construc-
tion market. Both overall experience of the contractor
firm and specific experience in similar projects also
emerged as factors with high importance for both types
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of respondents. ‘The image and identity of the firm’ was
given the third highest score by the clients, which was
an interesting finding. Additionally, ‘the contractor be-
ing a sectoral brand in the market’ received a quite high
score from the client respondents. These findings are
significant indications that the contractor firms should
spend more effort for promotional activities. Presenting
the company’s distinctive features in the language of cli-
ents seems to be a significant process for contracting
organisations. On the other hand, it was interesting to
see the consultants lending rather less emphasis on these
two factors than the clients. ‘Place of the project’ was
assigned a high score by the clients although consult-
ants’ perspective on this factor was very different. This
finding may have significance for house builders, where
place is chosen by the contracting organisation. ‘Maxi-
mum financial capacity’ and ‘availability of highly quali-
fied technical staff” had much higher importance indices
and ranks assigned by the consultants. The approach of
most of the clients towards technical factors like ‘project
monitoring’, ‘proposed construction methods’ or
‘workload of the contractor’ was not surprising and the
clients obviously did not place much emphasis on these
factors. On the other hand, consultants definitely placed
much more emphasis on these factors. Lastly, it is ap-
parent that ‘health and safety on the site’ is not a major
concern from client’s perspective at all. Although con-
sultants assigned a relatively higher score for this factor,

it was still one of the lowest in the priority rankings for
consultant firms as well.

Average RI values presented in Table 3 for the three
different subgroups of clients shows that commercial and
villa-type building clients lend more overall significance
on the specified factors than apartment type building
clients. S.R.C.C. test showed significant correlation to exist
among groups. When the factors are investigated
separately in detail, it can be observed that apartment-
type clients seem to place much less emphasis on ‘the
image and identity of the firm’, ‘the contractor firm being
a sectoral brand’ and ‘product’s place’ while they assigned
higher rankings to ‘previous experience with similar
projects’ and ° highly qualified technical staff.” Of specific
interest, last three factors in the rankings consisted of the
same factors and they had very low scores independent
of the type of construction project. Considering that there
exist many contractor firms on the market, which
specialise in certain types of building projects, these
specific findings will provide valuable input for them.

The relative indices and ranks for the subgroups
available in the consultant sample are presented in
Tables 4 and 5 to observe any possible behaviour differ-
ence and reveal the approaches of different categories of
consultants to their needs and expectations on behalf of
their clients. Average RI values presented in Table 4 are
very close to each other, which is an indication that ‘en-
gineers’ and ‘architects’ lend similar overall emphasis

Table 2. Clients’ versus consultants’ criteria in contractor qualification and selection #

Type of respondent Clients Consultants

RI Rank RI Rank
Price that the contractor firm offers 0,952 1 0,952 1
No of years the contractor firm has been doing work in the market 0,919 2 0,900 2
The image and identity of the contractor firm in the market 0,796 3 0,676 10
Availability of previous experience with similar projects 0,791 4 0,752 7
The product’s place if chosen by the contractor 0,703 5 0,528 14
Availability of highly qualified technical staff in the contractor firm 0,684 6 0,880 3
References about the contractor 0,596 7 0,640 12
Previous records of claims and disputes 0,587 8 0,688 9
The contractor firm being a sectoral brand in the market 0,578 9 0,464 17
Maximum financial capacity 0,571 10 0,876 4
Warranty conditions the contractor firm offers 0,563 11 0,468 15,5
Type of plant and equipment available and suitability of the equipment 0,545 12 0,756 6
Availability of highly qualified managerial staff in the contractor firm 0,534 13 0,792 5
Contractor’s familiarity with local suppliers, labour, subcontractors etc 0,468 14 0,388 18
Type of project control, monitoring process and cost control 0,455 15 0,672 11
Proposed construction method 0,371 16 0,712 8
Current workload of the contractor 0,356 17 0,600 13
The contractor’s approach to health and safety on the site 0,336 18 0,468 15,5
Average relative index 0,600 0,678

 Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient (r,) between clients and consultants = 0,47; the correlation is significant

at 5 % level (2-tailed)
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Table 3. Assigned importance levels for different types of clients 2

Villa Apartment Commercial
Type of client clients clients building clients

RI Rank RI Rank RI Rank

Price that the contractor firm offers 0,923 1 0,975 1 0,957 1

No of years the contractor firm has been doing work in the market 0,897 2 0,925 2 0,936 2

The image and identity of the contractor firm in the market 0,839 3 0,694 5 0,864 3

Auvailability of previous experience with similar projects 0,800 5 0,806 3 0,764 5

The product’s place (if chosen by the contractor) 0,813 4 0,538 9 0,771 4
Auvailability of highly qualified technical staff in the contractor firm 0,690 7 0,700 4 0,657 6

References about the contractor 0,626 8 0,525 10 0,643 7

Previous records of claims and disputes 0,587 9 0,606 6 0,564 12
The contractor firm being a sectoral brand in the market 0,723 6 0,431 14 0,586 9

Maximum financial capacity 0,523 13 0,581 7 0,614 8

Warranty conditions the contractor firm offers 0,535 12 0,575 8 0,579 10
Type of plant and equipment available and suitability of the equipment 0,548 10,5 0,519 11,5 0,571 11
Auvailability of highly qualified managerial staff in the contractor firm 0,548 10,5 0,519 11,5 0,536 13
Contractor’s familiarity with local suppliers, labour, subcontractors etc 0,477 14 0,444 13 0,486 15
Type of project control, monitoring process and cost control 0,458 15 0,406 15 0,507 14
Proposed construction method 0,374 17,5 0,338 16 0,407 16
Current workload of the contractor 0,406 16 0,300 18 0,364 17
The contractor’s approach to health and safety on the site 0,374 17,5 0,306 17 0,329 18
Average relative index: 0,619 0,566 0,619

* Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient (r,) between groups 1 and 2 = 0,81; 1 and 3 = 0,94; 2 and 3 = 0,87; correla-
tion is significant at 1 % significance level for all

Table 4. Assigned importance levels for different types of consultants #

Type of consultant Engineer Architect

RI Rank RI Rank
Price that the contractor firm offers 0,992 1 0,908 1
No of years the contractor firm has been doing work in the market 0,908 3 0,892 2
The image and identity of the contractor firm in the market 0,531 13 0,833 5
Auvailability of previous experience with similar projects 0,831 6 0,667 9
The product’s place if chosen by the contractor 0,423 16 0,642 10
Auvailability of highly qualified technical staff in the contractor firm 0,885 4 0,875 3
References about the contractor 0,646 11 0,633 11
Previous records of claims and disputes 0,700 10 0,675 8
The contractor firm being a sectoral brand in the market 0,369 17,5 0,567 14,5
Maximum financial capacity 0,923 2 0,825 6
Warranty conditions the contractor firm offers 0,446 15 0,492 16
Type of plant and equipment available and suitability of the equipment 0,762 7 0,717 7
Auvailability of highly qualified managerial staff in the contractor firm 0,731 8 0,858 4
Contractor’s familiarity with local suppliers, labour, subcontractors etc 0,369 17,5 0,408 18
Type of project control, monitoring process and cost control 0,715 9 0,625 12
Proposed construction method 0,838 5 0,575 13
Current workload of the contractor 0,631 12 0,567 14,5
The contractor’s approach to health and safety on the site 0,454 14 0,483 17
Average relative index: 0,675 0,680

* Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient (r,) between engineers and architects = 0,75; the correlation is significant at
1 % level
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Table 5. Assigned importance level by the experience of consultant ?

3-5 6-10 >10
Experience of consultant in building construction market Years Years Years
(Group 1) (Group 2) (Group 3)
RI Rank RI Rank RI Rank
Price that the contractor firm offers 0,938 1,5 0,968 1 0,947 1
No of years the contractor firm has been doing work in the market 0,938 1,5 0,937 2 0,813 4
The image and identity of the contractor firm in the market 0,800 7.5 0,653 11 0,573 12
Availability of previous experience with similar projects 0,800 7,5 0,747 6,5 0,707 9
The product’s place (if chosen by the contractor) 0,563 3 0,526 14 0,493 13
Availability of highly qualified technical staff in the contractor firm 0,825 5 0,905 35 0,907 2
References about the contractor 0,813 6 0,642 12 0,453 14
Previous records of claims and disputes 0,600 12 0,747 6,5 0,707 9
The contractor firm being a sectoral brand in the market 0,575 13 0,463 16 0,347 18
Maximum financial capacity 0,850 3 0,905 35 0,867 3
Warranty conditions the contractor firm offers 0,538 15 0,432 17 0,440 15
Type of plant and equipment available and suitability of the equipment 0,713 9 0,716 8,5 0,800 5
Availability of highly qualified managerial staff in the contractor firm 0,838 4 0,874 5 0,720 8
Contractor’s familiarity with local suppliers, labour, subcontractors etc 0,363 18 0,411 18 0,387 17
Type of project control, monitoring process and cost control 0,675 10,5 0,674 10 0,667 11
Proposed construction method 0,675 10,5 0,716 8,5 0,747 6
Current workload of the contractor 0,463 17 0,611 13 0,733 7
The contractor’s approach to health and safety on the site 0,488 16 0,474 15 0,440 15
Average relative index: 0,692 0,689 0,653

* Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient (r,) between groups 1 and 2 = 0,75 1 and 3 = 0,60; 2 and 3 = 0,90; correlation is

significant at 1 % level for all

on the specified factors. Despite differences existing
among factor rankings, the S.R.C.C. test showed that a
fairly significant correlation exists between two types of
consultant groups (= 0,75 at 1 % significance level).
When the factors are investigated separately in detail, it
can easily be seen that both the scores and ranks for
various factors change significantly according to the type
of consultant. Firstly, engineers seem to place much less
emphasis on ‘the image and identity of the firm’, ‘the
contractor firm being a sectoral brand’ and ‘place of the
project’. On the other hand, they assigned quite higher
rankings to ‘previous experience with similar projects’,
'maximum financial capacity’ and ‘proposed construc-
tion methods’. Architects pay more attention to the ‘avail-
ability of managerial staff” while engineers place more
emphasis on ‘availability of plant and equipment’. Basi-
cally, these findings reveal that architects and engineers
on building construction market have different perspec-
tives and approaches regarding their needs and expecta-
tions on behalf of their clients from the contracting
organisations.

Average RI values presented in Table 5 show a
moderate decrease in importance assigned to the listed
factors by the consultants with more than 10 years of
experience on the market. This may be an indication that
consultants with less experience lend more overall em-
phasis on their needs on behalf of their clients. S.R.C.C.
test done among three groups showed the existence of
varying degrees of correlation. There was an obvious
increase in correlation among groups having smaller dif-
ferences in durations of experience. A strong correlation
existed especially between groups 2 and 3 (»,= 0,90 at 1 %

significance level). These findings indicate the approach
difference of consultants with varying experience durations.

When the factors and their scores in Table 5 are
investigated separately, it is really interesting to observe
that consultants with highest experience (> 10 yrs expe-
rience) is placing less importance on ‘experience of con-
tractor firms’. Although the ‘price offered’ was definitely
the leading factor in the other two groups, group 1 re-
spondents assigned ‘price offered’ and ‘overall experi-
ence’ the same importance score and hence the same
ranking. Additionally, ‘the image and identity of the
firm’ and ‘the contractor firm being a sectoral brand’
were assigned significantly decreasing scores with in-
creasing experience in consultants. It seems that new and
hence younger consultants have different perspectives
regarding the role of image and identity of contracting
firms in construction industry. ‘References about the
contractors’ had significant decrease in importance with
increasing experience level of consultants as well.
‘Availability of managerial staff” seems to be less im-
portant for group 3 respondents. On the other hand, ‘pro-
posed construction method’ ‘availability of plant and
equipment’ were assigned higher scores and rankings by
more experienced consultants.

The second part of both questionnaires was related
to ‘repetitive works concept’. On construction market,
‘repetitive works concept’ or relationship marketing is
another promising approach, which may be easily ap-
plied due to the nature of the market. Therefore, finding
out the clients’ and consultants’ approaches to the ‘repeti-
tive works concept’ separately and comparing them to
reveal major differences was the main aim in this section.
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The amount of respondents’ desire for continuing
to work with the same contractors repetitively in pos-
sible future works, was to be determined before starting
the discussion of what can actually be done by the con-
tracting organisations to achieve this potential. The re-
sults presented in Table 6 show how the client and con-
sultant respondents would react in possible future
projects, if they were fully satisfied with the existing or
past work of a contractor.

Table 6. Clients’ versus consultants’ willingness for doing re-
petitive works

Client Consultant
respondents respondents
Willingness criteria Yes No Yes No

) () () (%)

Giving priority to

the same contractor during bid
evaluation of future works 93.4 6.6 82.1 17,9
Willing to give the third party
recommendations in referral 91,2 8,8 91,0 9,0
markets

The results in Table 6 clearly show a very signifi-
cant potential awaiting the contractor firms in the repeti-
tive works market. It is seen that more than 90 % of all
the clients are willing to give priority to their existing or
past contractor during bid evaluation of their possible
future projects. Considering that repeat business may
involve not only one but many possible projects with
each client, the potential awaiting should be very clear.
Additionally, more than 90 % of the respondents said
that they were willing to give the third party recommen-
dations in referral markets. This might also possibly cre-
ate new markets for the contracting organisations as well.
The results obtained from consultants’ responses are also

promising and more than 80 % of the consultants indi-
cated that they would advise their future clients in giv-
ing priority to the contractor that satisfied them in past
projects. Although client is the main party who will make
the last decision about the contractor selection, it should
be kept in mind that consultants usually have high roles
regarding this selection process. Also, more than 90 %
of the consultants were willing to give third party rec-
ommendations in referral markets, which might again
create new markets for contractors, considering the pos-
sible high role of consultants in giving recommendations.

The next issue for a contracting organization should
definitely be how to fully satisfy both clients and
consultants in the existing projects to convince them for
continuing to do repetitive works with your organization
in the future. Both client and consultant respondents were
asked to define the importance of a certain list of factors
for their full satisfaction. The listed factors were all related
to the performance of the contracting firm in the past
project(s) with the same client or consultant. The results
are presented in Table 7. The average RI values are very
high for both clients and consultants, which reveals the
high emphasis assigned to the specified factors by both
types of respondents. S.R.C.C. could not show any
significant correlation existence among clients and
consultants. When the factors are investigated separately,
a very significant variation is observed in both scores and
the ranks of the factors between the clients and
consultants. ‘The product’s quality and durability’,
‘finishing within the budget’ and ‘finishing on time’ were
found to be very major and important factors for full
satisfaction of both groups. Clients selected ‘product’s
quality and durability’ while consultants on the other hand
selected ‘finishing within budget’ as the most important
factor. In addition to these three factors, there were also

Table 7. Clients’ versus consultants’ approaches to ‘repetitive works concept’ ?

Type of respondent Clients Consultants
RI Rank RI Rank

The final product’s quality and durability 0,927 1 0,892 2

The contractor firm finishing the project within the budget scheduled 0,923 2 0,912 1

The contractor firm finishing the project on time 0,855 3 0,876 3

The contractor firm’s attitude &commitment to the client’s needs during project 0.752 4 0.596 3

execution

The contractor firm’s personnel providing guidance to the client 0,701 5 0,384 9

The contractor’s success in understanding the client’s value system and acting 0.673 6 0.644 7

accordingly

Responsiveness of the contractor firm

(willingness to help the client and provide prompt service) 0,626 7 0,692 6

The cpntractor firm’s ability to deal with unanticipated problems during project 0.582 3 0.712 5

execution

The contractor firm working in harmony with the consultant firm 0,576 9 0,816 4

Average relative index 0,735 0,725

* Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient (r,) between clients and consultants = 0,42; the correlation is significant at <10 %

significance level
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others with significantly high scores, which seem to have
important contributions to complete satisfaction well.
‘The contractor’s harmony with consultant firm” was given
a very high importance by the consultants, as expected.
On the other hand, clients assigned the lowest importance
score to this factor. ‘Contractor’s guidance’ was assigned
a very low score by the consultants and ranked 9™ while
clients ranked the same factor 5™.

Obviously, both types of respondents expect much
more than the traditional three elements of product qual-
ity, finishing on time or within budget for full satisfac-
tion and continuing to do repetitive works. Furthermore,
it is found that the expectations of clients and their rep-
resentatives vary very significantly. In addition to pro-
ducing high quality work on time and within budget, firms
should also understand the clients’ and their representa-
tives’ needs and expectations from them, develop close
relations, deliver high quality service, try to give full
satisfaction and then seek repeat business. Also, contract-
ing organisations should combine the expectations of cli-
ents and consultant firms and try to formulate strategies
that will take both of these parties’ demands into ac-
count.

Average RI values found for the different types of
clients and presented in Table 8 indicate that the impor-
tance priority of clients vary widely according to the type
of clients. S.R.C.C. test showed varying correlation that
existed among the three groups. The correlation was low-
est between the rankings of villa and commercial type
building clients (»,= 0,65 at 10 % significance level).
When the scores are investigated separately, a very sig-

Table 8. Assigned importance level for different types of clients *
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nificant variation is observed among different groups.
‘Contractor finishing the project within the budget sched-
uled’ was selected as the most important factor by ‘apart-
ment’ clients while ‘product quality and durability’ was
selected as the most important factor by ‘villa’ clients.
On the other hand, ‘commercial building’ clients selected
the most important factor as ‘contractor finishing the
project on time’. When the scores and ranks for ‘villa’
clients are investigated, it can be seen that these clients
place more emphasis on project finishing with high qual-
ity, according to their needs, expectations and value sys-
tem, which may be an important finding for building
contractors specialising in villa-type building construc-
tions.

Table 9 summarises the results for the two different
types of consultants. S.R.C.C. test showed a high corre-
lation that existed among the two parties (r= 0,83 at 1 %
significance level). There were some differences in
rankings and hence in approaches of the two groups.
While the most important factor for architect respondents
was ‘final product’s quality and durability’, engineer re-
spondents identified ‘finishing within budget’ and ‘fin-
ishing on time’ as more important factors than quality
and durability. Another interesting finding was the high
difference in scores for the factor ‘success in understand-
ing client’s value system and acting accordingly’. Archi-
tects assigned a much higher score to this specific factor
than engineer respondents. On the other hand, engineers
placed more emphasis on ‘responsiveness of the contrac-
tor firm’ and ‘ability to deal with unanticipated prob-
lems’ than architects did. As a result, these findings re-

Villa Apartment C(t))rlirlr:iei;mal

Type of client clients clients clien tsg
RI Rank RI Rank RI Rank

The final product’s quality and durability 0,974 1 0,881 2 0,929 3
The contractor firm finishing the project within the budget scheduled 0,877 2 0,944 1 0,950 2
The contractor firm finishing the project on time 0,755 6 0,838 3 0,986 1
The contractor firm’s attitude & commitment to the client’s needs during 0852 4 0675 4 0729 4
project execution g > B
The contractor firm’s personnel providing guidance to the client 0,858 3 0,581 5 0,664 5,5
The contractor’s success in understanding the client’s value system and 0.832 5 0525 7 0.664 55
acting accordingly ’ > > ,
Responsiveness of the contractor firm
(willingness to help the client and provide prompt service) 0,716 7 0,563 6 0,600 8
The contractor firm’s ability to deal with unanticipated problems during 0.652 9 0488 9 0614 7
project execution ? ’ ’
The contractor firm working in harmony with the consultant firm 0,658 8 0,513 8 0,557 9
Average relative index 0,797 0,668 0,744

 Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient (r,) between groups 1 and 2 = 0,83; 1 and 3 =0,65; 2 and 3 = 0,85; correlation is

significant at 1 %, 10 % and 1 % levels respectively
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Table 9. Assigned importance level for different types of consultants ?

Type of consultant Engineers Architects
RI Rank RI Rank

The final product’s quality and durability 0,838 35 0,950 1

The contractor firm finishing the project within the budget scheduled 0,969 1 0,850 2

The contractor firm finishing the project on time 0,938 2 0,808 3

The coptractor firm’s attitude & commitment to the client’s needs during project 0.569 7 0,625 3

execution

The contractor firm’s personnel providing guidance to the client 0,369 9 0,400 9

The coptractor s success in understanding the client’s value system and acting 0554 3 0,742 5

accordingly

Responsiveness of the contractor firm

(willingness to help the client and provide a prompt service) 0,723 6 0,658 7

The cgntractor firm’s ability to deal with unanticipated problems during project 0,746 5 0.675 6

execution

The contractor firm working in harmony with the consultant firm 0,838 3,5 0,792 4

Average relative index 0,727 0,722

 Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient (r)) between engineers and architects = 0,83; the correlation is significant at 1 % level

veal that engineers’ and architects’ perspectives and ex-
pectations from contracting firms they worked with in
past projects vary as well.

6. Conclusions and recommendations

The contracting organisations in construction indus-
try have been focusing on three main criteria for satisfy-
ing clients. These are completing the work with a speci-
fied quality, within budget and on time. However, the
results of this study revealed that clients have much more
expectations and needs for achieving full satisfaction.

The results of this study also reveal that the con-
sultants’ needs and expectations on behalf of their cli-
ents vary very significantly from the clients themselves.
Considering the fact that consultants are experts of the
specified issue and clients almost always have no back-
ground or even knowledge in construction, this finding
may be actually expected. Consultants have very signifi-
cant roles during contractor qualification and selection
processes. Therefore, if the strategies of the contracting
organisations are based on input, which does not take
consultant’s perspective into consideration, they may not
serve the purpose completely. Hence, the complete re-
sults of this study will actually guide the related con-
tractor firms in formulating correct strategies.

Moreover, the responding clients belonging to dif-
ferent subgroups have assigned significantly different
importance ratings to the listed criteria. Hence, the
study’s results suggest that contracting organisations may
benefit from market segmentation and serve the clients
in a more effective manner in the chosen market seg-
ments. Additionally, the perspectives of different types
of consultants were found to be rather different regard-
ing the expectations from contracting organisations on
behalf of their clients. It seems that architects and engi-

neers have different expectations from contracting
organisations, which will be another important fact to be
taken into account by the contractors. Experience of con-
sultants was another control variable tested and interest-
ing results were found showing the different approaches
of consultants even with varying durations of experience
on building construction market.

In the second part of the study, the responding cli-
ents’ and consultants’ desires to continue doing possible
repetitive works with the same contractors were investi-
gated and high willingness of both parties were found.
This finding was another indication of the fact that rela-
tionship marketing is suitable to be applied in the con-
struction industry. It is also obvious from the findings
that the relevant elements of complete satisfaction for
private building construction clients do not only include
the three main criteria of finishing on time, within bud-
get and with a specified quality. Furthermore, the con-
sultants’ expectations, which are very different from the
clients, make this issue even more complicated. It seems
that contracting organisations should try to achieve the
potential available in ‘repetitive works’ sector by taking
into account various criteria, which are all identified and
discussed within this study.

To survive in the intense competition existing in
today’s construction markets, contractors need to fully
satisfy clients and their representatives. This is possible
only if the expectations of the clients and consultants are
identified in a correct and complete manner. This study
provided a complete framework for achieving that purpose.

This study included respondents from private build-
ing construction market only. Considering the variations
existing in different sectors of the construction markets,
this study can be extended for different types of sectors,
which will allow one to make comparisons among them.
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SKIRTINGAS KLIENTU IR KONSULTANTU POZIURIS | RANGOVO KVALIFIKACIJA IR ATRANKA
M. Egemen, A. N. Mohamed
Santrauka

Siandien uZsakovai tampa svarbiausia grupe beveik visose pramonés Sakose. Tatiau statybos pramoné unikali tuo, kad
joje svarbiu asmeniu laikomas dar ir konsultantas, kuris samdomas kaip uzsakovo atstovas. Pateikti 91 kliento ir 50
uzsakovy apklausos rezultatai, kurie parodé, kaip skiriasi klienty ir uzsakovy liikes¢iai dél rangovy kvalifikacijos ir
atrankos. Tyrimas parodé¢, kad konsultanty reikalavimai rangovams labai skiriasi nuo uzsakovo reikalavimuy, be to, skirtingi
konsultantai ir uzsakovai kelia skirtingus reikalavimus rangovams. Tyrimas parodé, kad uzsakovai ir klientai yra linke
testi bendradarbiavima su tuo paciu rangovu tvirtindami, kad yra patenkinti jo ankstesniu darbu. Nustatyti kriterijai,
kuriy atitikimas lemia uzsakovo ir(arba) konsultanto pasirinkimg ir galimybg ateityje laiméti konkursus. Pateikta sistema
leidZia konkursuose dalyvaujan¢ioms jmonéms suvokti ir palyginti uzsakovy ir konsultanty reikalavimus rangovo atrankos
metu. Konkursuose dalyvaujancios imonés gali naudoti tyrimo rezultatus tam, kad suvokty uzsakovo poreikius, atitinkamai
suformuluoty ir pritaikyty savo strategijas.

Raktazodziai: rangovo kvalifikacija, rangovo atranka, uzsakovo liikesCiai, konsultanto liikes¢iai, uzsakovo poreikiy
patenkinimas, pasikartojantys darbai.
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