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ABSTRACT 
 
ID projects are characterized by a complex network of stakeholders that often lead to the tangled 
relationships among various parties. Different stakeholders therefore can exert the influence over 
an ID project in different ways resulting in both constructive and counter-productive impacts to 
the projects. The implementation stage, in many ways, is considered the most significantly 
important phase in the project life cycle where all the project activities are materialized. Thus, 
understanding the intricacy of the stakeholders’ impacts to the project implementation is critical 
to facilitate the project results.  
 
A multiple-case study of the two ID projects executed in Vietnam is undertaken with the aim to 
investigate the impacts of the key stakeholders on ID projects beyond the early phases of ID 
project life cycle, focusing in particular on the implementation phase. In order to have the whole 
picture of the key stakeholders’ impacts to the project implementation, this research also 
explores the contributing factors of the identified impacts as well as examines how powerful the 
key stakeholders are in controlling the decisions making and/or facilitating the project 
implementation represented through their different degrees of influence.  
 
Results of the findings suggest both similarities and differences in which the reported impacts of 
the key stakeholders tend to be more counter-productive than constructive to the project 
implementation. The similarities of the findings indicate that the two distinctive projects face 
common issues in the implementation phase whilst the differences can be explained by the 
specific circumstances that surround the projects. The representation of the counter-productive 
aspects in the findings signify the risks associated with the key stakeholders which is worthwhile 
considering in terms of the risk mitigation in the implementation phase of an ID project. 
 
Key words: ID project, Implementation phase, Key Stakeholders, Impacts  
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background 

International aid plays a pivotal role in fighting against poverty and hunger around the world. It 
is considered to be a way of redistributing income and “sharing resources within a much wider 
social setting,” (Martens, 2005:645). International aid to developing countries has been 
increasing since the 1990s (UNDP, 2007) and it reached USD72,881.12 million by 2007 and 
USD86,454.84 million in 2008 (OECD, 2009). The most common way of delivering aid is in the 
form of projects which go through a chain involving a complex web of stakeholders, from 
different backgrounds and representing different organizations. The international development 
(ID) agencies come into the picture with a key role to play. ID agencies can be multilateral 
development banks such as the World Bank, United Nations institutions, such as the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP), bilateral and multi-lateral government agencies, 
such as the Swedish International Development Agency (SIDA) and the European Commission.  
   
The ID sector is currently undergoing a number of changes in its ways of working as well as 
towards how the ID projects are managed, especially at the country level, owing to the 
commitment to the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness1 and the Accra Agenda for Action 
(AAA)2. The Paris Declaration and AAA are not about simplifying the development cooperation 
(e.g. just applying the national policies and systems), on the contrary, they require stepping up of 
the efforts by both ID agencies and partner countries. The aid business in reality, however, 
demonstrates that not all ID agencies take the Paris Declaration’s principles to heart and the 
efforts to date remain localised to each agency. This suggests that the level of stakeholder 
involvement would be context specific and thus not identical in every ID project.       
 
Furthermore, the composition of the stakeholders might vary from one ID project to another, 
subject to the institutional settings of the country where it operates and the agencies that fund the 
project. Each stakeholder nevertheless, holds a certain degree of power which could in turn 
impact on the project in one way or another. This poses a question about the exact nature of the 
impacts that the stakeholders would bring to ID projects and whether those impacts are 
constructive or counter-productive. No attempts have been made so far to answer these questions 
in the existing project management literature. Moreover, as suggested by Bryson (2004: 23), in 
projects “failure to attend to the information and concerns of stakeholders clearly is a kind of 
flaw in thinking or action that too often and too predictably leads to poor performance, outright 

                                                 
1 The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness was endorsed by OECD in March 2005. It is based on 5 key 
principles (i)Ownership by countries, (ii)Alignment with countries’ strategies, systems and procedures, 
(iii)Harmonisation of donors’ actions, (iv)Managing for results, and (v)Mutual accountability. (Wood et al. 
2008) 
2 The Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) was introduced at the third High Level Forum on aid effectiveness took 
place in Accra, Ghana in 2008. AAA is not a new approach but rather re‐emphasize certain aspects of the Paris 
Declaration such as  (i)Strengthening country ownership over Development,  (ii)Building more effective and 
inclusive  partnerships  for  development,  (iii)Delivering  and  accounting  for  development  results  (OECD, 
2008). 
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failure or even disaster”. We therefore find it worthwhile to look into the world of the 
international aid to investigate the possible impacts of the stakeholders on the projects.    
 
In addition, our own practical experience in ID projects suggests that when referring to the 
impact in the development sector, the parties involved tend to think about the impacts that the 
project could bring to the project stakeholders rather than the how the stakeholders could impact 
the project itself. Moreover, the stakeholder analysis during the early phases of project life cycle 
is the only aspect formally undertaken by the ID agencies. Given the dynamics of the 
stakeholders’ impact, a singular focus on the stakeholder analysis at the planning stage will never 
be sufficient to assure the success of a project. The changes in stakeholders’ impact seem to be 
more visible during the implementation phase where the project activities are materialized and 
during which the tangled relationships among different parties would have evolved. It is 
therefore interesting to investigate what impacts would occur in this stage – an aspect that many 
ID agencies fail to pay attentions to. 
 
1.2 Research question 
 
Based on the background presented above, the following research question has been formulated: 
 
“What are the impacts of the key stakeholders on the implementation phase of an ID project?” 
 
1.3 Aims and objectives of the research 
 
The aim of this research is to explore the impacts that the key stakeholders bring to the 
implementation phase on the specific context of ID projects. In order to achieve this we intend 
to: 
 

• Present a theoretical background to understand the concepts and context surrounding 
stakeholders and ID projects.  

• Conduct a thorough research of the two case studies in order to understand stakeholders’ 
impacts on the implementation phase of the project. 

• Draw conclusions from the empirical data gathered in order to shed light on the 
identified impacts and their contributing factors. 

• Provide suggestions for further research concerning ID projects. 
 

1.4 Scope of the research 
 
The research is undertaken through case studies of two projects implemented in Vietnam. One of 
the projects is co-funded by the World Bank (WB), European Commission (EC), Department for 
International Development (DFID), Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), 
Belgian Directorate General for Development Cooperation (DGDC)/Belgian Technical 
Cooperation (DGDC/BTC), New Zealand Agency for International Development (NZAID) and 
Spanish Agency for International Cooperation (AECI). The executing agency representing the 
government of Vietnam for this project is Ministry and Education and Training.  
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The other project is funded solely by the European Commission with Ministry of Industry and 
Trade representing the government of Vietnam as the executing agency. 
 
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the research focuses on the implementation phase of the 
project. In addition, the research only investigates the impacts caused by those stakeholders who 
have been identified as the key stakeholders for the two projects. They include (i) representative 
of ID agencies, (ii) representative from the line ministry, (iii) representative from Ministry of 
Planning and Investment (MPI) and Ministry of Finance (MoF), Project Director, Project 
Coordinator, Chief Technical Advisor, and Consultants.    
 
 
1.5 Structure of the report  
 
The aim of chapter 1 is to introduce the reader to the 
research topic by providing the background, objectives and 
scope of the research. 

 

In chapter 2 the reader will find a review of the literature 
concerning the relevant topics surrounding the research 
question. The chapter is divided into four main sections: (i) 
Project Management and the International Development 
Sector, (ii) Stakeholder Overview, (iii) Stakeholders and 
ID Projects, and (iv) Understanding Stakeholder Influence. 

In chapter 3 the chosen research strategy and underlying 
philosophy will be discussed. In this section the reader will 
find the research approach, the data collection method 
used, sampling methods and the ethical considerations 
taken while conducting the research. 
 
In chapter 4, the empirical results are presented in two 
parts: (i) findings and (ii) discussion of the findings. The 
findings section reports the results from the interviews 
whilst the discussion section focuses on comparing and 
analyzing the findings of two cases.  
 
Finally, in chapter 5 we present the conclusions, highlight 
the limitations of the research as well as provide 
suggestions for further research.  
 

Chapter 5. Conclusion

Chapter 4.  Findings and 
Discussions

Chapter 3. Research 
Methodology

Chapter 2. Literature Review

Chapter 1. Introduction
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Chapter 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature on stakeholders’ related aspects has burgeoned over the past two decades, much of 
which deems to have been inspired by R. Edward Freeman’s landmark publication, “Strategic 
Management - A Stakeholder Approach”, in 1984. Whilst the topic is widely discussed in both 
academic and practitioner communities, little research has been found that focuses specifically 
on international development projects. This positions us in a challenging situation when 
reviewing and selecting relevant literatures to be included in the theoretical background paper. 
This chapter is the result of a thorough review of scarce resources.  The aim is to provide a 
strong ground for the research project investigating stakeholder impact in the implementation 
phase of the selected international development (ID) projects.  

 
To gain an understanding of stakeholder impact on ID projects, a theoretical base will be 
developed throughout the chapter. The first section provides an overview of project management 
fundamentals pertaining to international development projects. Also, in this section the project 
life cycle will be discussed and described. This section will help set the specific background in 
which stakeholder influence develops. The aim of the second section is to provide a theoretical 
background on stakeholder theory and stakeholder management. This leads to the third section 
where stakeholder influence is discussed. In this section, the literature on stakeholder 
categorization as well as tools and techniques, will be presented. The fourth section focuses on 
the stakeholders in ID projects as well as how donor agencies devise a stakeholder management 
approach in the practice. Finally, a brief overview connecting ideas will be presented to help 
position the research.  

2.1 Project Management and the International Development Sector 

2.1.1 Characteristics of International Development Projects 
  
The PMBoK® Guide (2004: 5) states that “a project is a temporary endeavour undertaken to 
create a unique product, service or result.” In the international development sector, projects are 
ways of “clearly defining and managing investments and change processes” (AIDCO, 2004: 8). 
They are associated with official development assistance from bilateral and multi-lateral 
agencies and international non-governmental organisations to aid developing countries. 
According to Youker (1999: 1), ID projects are financed by the following types of institutions:  
 

• Multilateral Development Banks such as the World Bank and regional development 
banks including Asian Development Bank (ADB), African Development Bank (AfDB), 
Inter-American Development Bank (IADB), Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) etc. 

• United Nations including United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Food and 
Agriculture Organization (FAO), International Labour Organization (ILO), World Health 
Organization (WHO), United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) 
etc. 

• Bilateral and multi-lateral government agencies such as United States Agency for 
International Development (USAID), European Union etc. 

12 
 

http://www.usaid.gov/
http://www.usaid.gov/


• Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) such as CARE, Catholic Relief Services, Save 
the Children etc. 

• Government agencies in developing countries. 
 
ID projects often encompass a wide range of industry sectors, from civil works to education, 
health, capacity building etc., which vary in size, ranging from dozen to hundred millions of US 
dollars. As in other sectors, development projects can be classified as “hard” projects, which 
normally involve a clear cut implementation process and clearly defined goals and objectives, 
such as construction of infrastructure, or “soft” projects, which have a more complex nature and 
lack a clear cut implementation process or clearly defined and shared objectives, such as in the 
education and health service sectors (Youker, 1999). Even for “hard” projects involving physical 
infrastructure and facilities, the “soft” goals of serving sustainable social and economic 
development may be given the priority (Khang and Moe, 2008).  
 
ID projects are, by definition, carried out in developing countries, which may have turbulent 
environments, somewhat low levels of education and high levels of corruption (Youker, 2000; 
Abbasi and Al-Marmah, 2000; Khang and Moe, 2008). According to Bryce and Crawford 
(2003), the over-arching goal of these projects is “social transformation” achieved by reducing 
poverty, protecting the environment, providing humanitarian and disaster relief, and improving 
infrastructure in developing countries. They go on to say that aid intervention is highly political 
and deals with diverse stakeholders due to its social, economic and ecological impact. 
Furthermore, ID projects, in contrast with the commercial projects, commonly involve the 
funding agency who provides financial support but does not directly use the project outputs 
(Khang and Moe, 2008). Khang and Moe (2008) further consider that the project implementation 
unit and the target beneficiaries, who do not pay for the projects, actually benefit from the project 
outputs. However other stakeholders can also affect the ID project in different ways. This will be 
discussed in more detail later in the chapter.  
 
The international development sector can be seen as a loose network of professionals and the 
sector´s “best practices” are implicitly transferred through different interactions amongst ID 
organizations and the respective donor and recipient countries. Thus, compared to the private 
sector, definition of a well-delineated standard is problematic and it takes a longer period of time 
to achieve an accepted and shared level of best practice (Banerjeeet. al., 2002). Furthermore, 
international development projects are confined to defined durations for implementation. 
Therefore sustainability is often an issue, particularly after the assistance comes to an end.  

2.1.2 Project Management in the Development Sector 
 
Diallo and Thullier (2004) give a brief overview of how ID projects are managed. They observe 
that ID projects are managed, either by a matrix project team within the government institution 
that leads the project, or by an independent project team. These project teams normally function 
under Project Implementation Units (PIUs) or Project Management Units (PMUs) which are 
dedicated management units designed to support the implementation of development projects. 
While the separate PIUs have their own budget in which most staff members are paid from that 
budget and also sometimes have a separate legal status, the government integrated units operate 
without a special budget and no separate legal status (ADB, 2005). The PIUs can be commonly 
found in many development organizations. The World Bank, for example, has two thirds of its 
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projects in Latin America and the Caribbean and 80% of those in Europe and Central Asia have 
separate PIUs (ADB, 2005). According to the same source, ADB has 90% of its investment 
projects managed by PIUs. However, in a number of cases, an ID project is given to private 
companies or non-governmental organizations to implement. As stated by Diallo and Thullier 
(2004), according to multilateral agency guidelines, the project team is involved in the process of 
procurement, organization and control of project activities. The financial accountability by the 
project management team in the ID project is therefore often considered to be as important as 
their responsibility to complete the projects within the time and quality constraints (Khang and 
Moe, 2008). 
 
Furthermore, Ascher (1983) and later Bryce and Crawford (2003) point out, that the interface 
between the financing institution and the host government make it difficult to achieve effective 
project management. They suggest that the reason behind this is that the entities involved in this 
sector are highly bureaucratic, have large numbers of professional staff, complex process and 
procedures, and rigorous reporting requirements. In addition, like other commercial projects in 
other industries, the project manager (PM) role is sometimes fragile since the position is 
appointed only after financing is approved, thus the project manager is not involved in the first 
stages of the project (Youker, 2003). Diallo and Thullier (2003) further discuss that the 
position´s main objective is to see that implementation phase is done according to the budget, 
scope, and time constraints previously established by the ID organization and relevant 
government entity in the design phase. In addition, due to the organizational structure and 
reporting procedures the project manager lacks authority but bears the responsibility for carrying 
out the project.  
 
As Kerzner (2006) points out, even though top management knows the risks of appointing the 
less fit person to become the project manager, choice of project personnel is often restricted by 
availability, maturity or technical expertise. Also, in developing countries, the project manager or 
project team may not have been fully trained in project management tools and techniques, which 
could lead to poor management and decrease in benefits attainment. Thus, to successfully 
implement project management, the PM has to adapt practices to cultural, economical and 
political settings (Abbasi and Al-Mharmah, 2000). Muriithi and Crawford (2003) suggest that in 
order to achieve successful project management practices cultural values and the environment 
must be considered as part of generic project management fundamentals. Finally, the project 
manager has to be able, in this highly complex environment, to become an entrepreneur in order 
to achieve project success (Youker, 2003). 
 
In spite of many challenges to implementing project management, the different sectors of the 
international development industry are now coming together to address the issues that directly 
affect project results. The endorsement of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness by the 
OECD in March 2005 has shaped the changes towards the way in which international projects 
are managed, especially at the country level. This document is now recognised as a landmark 
document aimed at improving the quality of aid and its impact on development. The Paris 
Declaration is based on 5 key principles (i) ownership by countries, (ii) alignment with 
countries’ strategies, systems and procedures, (iii) harmonisation of donors’ actions, (iv) 
managing for results, and (v) mutual accountability (Wood et al, 2008:x). As a follow up of this 
initiative, in 2008 the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) was introduced at the third High Level 
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Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Accra, Ghana. The aim is to further delineate the broad goals set 
in the Paris Declaration. AAA is not a new approach but rather it re-emphasizes certain aspects 
of the Paris Declaration such as (i) Strengthening country ownership over Development, (ii) 
Building more effective and inclusive partnerships for development, (iii) Delivering and 
accounting for development results (OECD, 2008). It is hoped therefore that this will assist 
management of ID projects with further improvements in the future.    
  

2.1.3 Life Cycle of the International Development Project 
 
The concept of the ‘project life cycle’ is long established in project management practice and 
theory. According to Patel and Morris (1999), the concept of a life cycle is a unique point of 
distinction between projects and non-projects. A project possesses identifiable start and end 
points that are associated with a time scale (Archibald, 2003:27). Absent, however, is a single 
best way to define an ideal project life cycle and life cycle descriptions can be either very general 
or very detailed (PMI, 2004). Patel and Morris (1999) describe the project life cycle as a 
sequence of phases which significantly affect the way in which the project is structured. The 
distinct phases of the project life cycle help to provide the organizations with relevant 
information for decision making. They also argue that the project life cycle helps to clearly 
define the roles of concerned stakeholders.  
 
As expected the life cycle phases of a project are different from one industry to another. Kerzner 
(2009) explains that the schedule length, complexity, or just the difficulty of managing might 
lead to the presence of different definitions of life-cycle phases, even in the same company. PMI 
(2004) also suggests that the phases of the project life cycle can be standardized for all projects 
in an organisation or combined to suit the requirements of individual projects subject to the 
policies of each organization.  
 
Like commercial projects, ID projects also go through a typical life cycle with distinct stages. 
Phases include conceptualization, planning, implementation and closing (Youker, 2003; Khang 
and Moe, 2008; Muriithi and Crawford, 2003). The number of phases and the terms used to 
describe a project phase, however, varies from one organization to another (Khang and Moe, 
2008). For example, the names of the project phases used by the Swedish International 
Development Agency (SIDA) in which the initial and in-depth preparation phases can be 
referred to as the identification and formulation phases by the EuropeAID Cooperation Office of 
the European Commission (EC), Belgian Development Cooperation (DGDC/BTC), or 
identification and design phases by the New Zealand Agency for International Development 
(NZAID) or concept and design phases by the UK Department for International Development 
(DFID) (SIDA, 2005; AIDCO, 2004; NZAIDa; DFID, 2003). The interfaces between phases or 
the precise boundary points, however, are not clearly separated in the projects (Archibald, 2003; 
Khang and Moe, 2008).  
 
Rondinelli (1976:580-581) introduces ‘an integrated project cycle’ for international assistance 
comprising 10 steps, ie.(1) identification and definition; (2) formulation, preparation and a 
design; (3) appraisal; (4) selection, negotiation and approval; (5) activation and organization; (6) 
implementation and operation; (7) supervision, coordination and control; (8) termination and 
completion; (9) dissemination of output and transition to normal administration; and (10) post- 



 
 

Figure 1.  Youker’s ID project life cycle (Youker, 1989)
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-evaluation and follow-up. Rondinelli (1976) opts for this integrated life cycle since it provides 
an overview of tasks performed by a diversity of organizations as well as allowing stakeholders 
to see the complexity of the entire process from the point of view of a partner country. This 
integrated life cycle forms the basis for the ID project life cycle proposed by Youker (1989) and 
Ahsan and Gunawan (2009) as respectively shown in figure 1 and figure 2.        

  
Youker (1989) identifies a generic life cycle for ID projects, consisting of a series of steps 
separated by decision points (Figure 1). The author discusses the cycles of both the WB and 
United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) to highlight their differences. 
This complete project life cycle gives a clear picture on how a project comes about from the 
starting until the ending points. The project life cycle of five different international organizations 
are further explored by Ahsan and Gunawan (2009) resulting in a synchronized cycle as shown 
in Figure 2. What make this life cycle distinct from others lies in the fact that it takes into 
account the point of view of both donor agency as well as the partner country.  
 
 

 
Figure 2. Ahsan and Gunawan’s ID project life cycle (Ahsan and Gunawan, 2009) 

 
An average duration of a project life cycle can be as long as 10 to 12 years (Youker, 2003). The 
phases in this project life cycle model are progressive thus each successive phase can only be 
tackled with success if the preceding phase is completed (AIDCO, 2004).  In reality, however, 
the political commitments, responses to crises, emergencies, and external threats, or policies of 
foreign government and donor agency priorities give rise to a mixture of formal and informal 
processes, for example the identification phase (Rondinelli, 1976). Ahsan and Gunawan, (2009) 
argue that it is essential to ensure a close coordination between donor agency and partner country 
throughout the first three phases, i.e identification, preparation and/or design, appraisal and/or 
approval owing to the variations in the purpose and activity of both parties These three phases 
basically represent the planning stage of an ID project and normally take up about half of the 
total duration of a project life cycle (Youker, 2003). The close coordination between the donor 
agency and partner country helps to assure alignment and ownership which are considered to be 
vital for project success. 
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The activation phase starts once both parties, particularly the donor agency, agree to proceed 
with the project and confirm their funding positions. The commencement of the project is 
triggered with the establishment of a project management unit led by a project manager (Ahsan 
and Gunawan, 2009; Youker, 2003). The project life cycle ends at the evaluation phase aiming at 
answering questions such as “what did we do well” and “what do we want to improve next 
time?” to capture the lessons learnt for future activities (Lewis P.J., 2007).  
 
In practice, more emphasis may be put on certain phases such as design and implementation. 
Ahsan and Gunawan (2009), however, argue that one should not underestimate any stage in the 
life cycle but focus on all phases from identification through evaluation. As stated by Lewis P.J., 
(2007:12), this helps to prevent the “headless-chicken” project in which the project discovered to 
be dead only at the closure phase while the project was actually dead as early as the definition 
phase when its head was chopped off. At each stage, according to Youker (1989), a summary 
plan with the required activities, logical sequence, estimated durations and budgeted costs should 
be put in place with regular updating and revisions. Youker (1989) also states that the existence 
of a ‘rolling wave’ detailed plan for the next phase is also critical to enable the proceeding of 
decision making.  

 
In addition to examining the existing literature on the life cycle of ID projects, we examine the 
life cycles of some selected donor agencies covered under the scope of the current research. 
These include the World Bank (WB), European Commission (EC), Department for International 
Development (DFID), Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), Directorate 
General for Development Cooperation/ Belgian Technical Cooperation (DGDC/BTC) and New 
Zealand Agency for International Development (NZAID). It appears that while some donor 
agencies share identical project life cycles, such as EC and DGDC/BTC, there are variations in 
the number and the name of phases amongst the remaining donors. Table 1 presents the synthesis 
of the project life cycles proposed by Youker (1989:54), Khang and Moe (2008:76), Ahsan and 
Gunawan (2009:4) as well as the aforementioned donor agencies.



Common phase labels Purposes Key activities 

Conceptualizing 
Initiation 
Identification  

Problem definition, agenda setting 
and exploring viable options 

Alignment of development priorities of donors and partner countries  
Needs assessment and identification of potential target beneficiaries  
Development of possible project interventions and risk analysis 
Generating interests and gaining supports of key stakeholders 

Formulation 
Preparation  
Design 

Formulating the responsive and 
technically sound activity options 
and deciding on preferred options 
 
 

Development of project scope, detailed activities and risk management plan 
Resource estimation, project-schedule planning and organizational setup 
Submission of the project proposal to both parties for approval 

Appraisal and/or Approval 
 

Assessing the chosen options and 
making decision for funding 
 
 
 

Reviewing the project design in detail 
Negotiation for final approval 
Make public on the result of funding decision 

Implementation and/or 
Operation 
 

Ensuring smooth, efficient and 
effective implementation of the 
intervention and building 
commitments from all parties 
involved 
 

Setting up project management unit and mobilizing personnel 
Project kick off   
Carrying out project activities 
Controlling the project budget and expenses 
Undertaking monitoring and mid-term review, delivering the project progress 
reports 
Management of relationships with stakeholders 

Closing/Completion 
Evaluation and Audit  

Closing the project and organization 
evaluative activities  
 

Final test of the project outputs 
Development of the project final report 
Settling all financial transactions with contractor, suppliers, consultants etc. 
Organizing final external evaluation 
Bringing into public notice the project results and lessons learnt 
Handover of project output and asset 
Dissolving or transforming the project team 

Table 1. Synthesis of common phases of project life cycles. Source: Youker (1989), Khang and Moe (2008), Ahsan and Gunawan (2009), WB a, NZAID a,     
DFID (2009), CIDA (2009), AIDCO (2004), DFID (2003) 
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Implementation, in many ways, is the most important phase in the project life cycle. It is the 
phase where all the project activities are materialized. Furthermore, the planned benefits are also 
delivered during this phase , requiring all other stages to be supportive of the implementation 
phase (AIDCO, 2004). The implementation arrangements as well as implementation methods, 
however, may vary from one project to another, depending on the nature of the individual project 
as well as the procedures of the donor agencies. For many donor agencies, implementation is the 
responsibility of the partner country. This is in line with the terms of the agreement signed 
between the donor agency and partner country (CIDA, 2009; DANIDA, 2009). As indicated by 
AIDCO (2004:39), the implementation phase can be divided into three main periods: inception, 
main implementation and phase-out period (see figure 3). 
   

 
 Figure 3.  Periods within the implementation phase (AIDCO, 2004:39) 

 
Due to the importance of the implementation phase, effective management of inputs and 
outputs, effective monitoring and evaluation, the management of any significant risks, and 
continued close involvement of all key stakeholders are required (NZAIDa website; October 
2009). If the implementation phase is critical to project success then it might be valuable to 
examine the role of the stakeholders in this phase. 
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2.2 Stakeholder Overview 

2.2.1 Understanding the term “stakeholder” 
 

Webster´s dictionary (2009) defines a stakeholder as “one who is affected by a course of action”, 
restricting the term to anyone related to the consequence of an action. Freeman (1984:25) 
extends the definition to “those that can affect or are affected by the achievement of the 
organizations objectives”. According to Turner (2003:759) stakeholders are those who have “a 
vested interest in the success of a project as well as the environment within which the project 
operates and can significantly influence the success of a project”.  
 
In the public sector and international development arena, there is relatively little literature that 
exactly delineates and fully explores the term stakeholder (Bryson, 2004).  In his earlier work, 
Bryson (1988:73) states that a stakeholder is “any person, group or organization that can place a 
claim on an organization’s attention, resources or output, or is affected by that output”. Nutt and 
Backoff (1993:310) add to this that stakeholders are “individuals in a position to influence the 
organization or place demands on it.” 

   
Looking at some of the definitions given by donor agencies such as the World Bank, European 
Commission or NZAID, the term stakeholder seems to be used in a less rigorous manner, 
adapting it to the specific context of the project or policy being implemented or analyzed. One 
definition used by the World Bank (1995) is “all the interested parties that contribute to the 
effectiveness and sustainability of a project, be they powerful or important to the planning 
process or not”. In the same manner, AIDCO (2004) indicates that a stakeholder is any group 
affected by or has an overall view of policy or project impacts.  
 
This broad view is logical due to the wide range and nature of possible stakeholders. Provan and 
Milward (2001) acknowledge that unlike the private sector where stakeholders can be easily 
identified, the development sector is faced with not so clear cut a view. In the development 
sector it would be better to focus not on the range of stakeholders but on the “stake” or the main 
interest of the individuals or groups, since this will shape relations and level of influence 
(Mitchel et al., 1997). In addition to broad definitions, most donor organizations classify 
stakeholders as primary and secondary stakeholders. Primary stakeholders, are those being 
directly affected by the project, either positively or negatively (NZAIDb; DFID, 2003). 
Secondary stakeholders would be those having a stake, interest or intermediary role in the 
activity (DFID, 2003), who do not directly influence the project but have the ability to change 
the attitudes of the primary stakeholders (Turner, 2003). 
 

2.2.2 Stakeholder Theory: A Brief History  
 

Unlike the private sector, in the international development field there is not an established 
theoretical framework for stakeholder management and the methodologies and tools used have 
their basis in practice in the private sector. The following section will briefly illustrate some of 
the literature concerning stakeholder management.  
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Elias et al. (2000) divide the stakeholder literature into three major blocks, which they refer to as 
classical stakeholder literature, strategic management: a stakeholder approach and stakeholder 
dynamics. 
 
Classical Stakeholder Literature 

 
The term “stakeholder” was first used in the 1960´s in an internal memo at the Stanford Research 
Institute describing stakeholders as "those groups without whose support the organization would 
cease to exist" (Freeman, 1984; Mitchel et al. 1997). The literature that followed was based on 
the following streams of thought: 
 

 
Stream of Thought 

 
Description 

 
Corporate planning Acknowledges that the actions of stakeholders could restrict a firm range of action. 

Therefore, in order to maximize shareholder value the management team should 
understand the scope in which they can operate. It is important to note that all planning is 
in function of the main stakeholder which are the shareholders 

Systems theory Focuses on defining the firm not as a stand-alone unit but as part of a larger network. 
Therefore as “open systems”, firms are affected by the relations within the larger system 
and in order to optimize benefits, issues have to be solved taking into account the larger 
network 

Organizational 
Theory 

Similar to systems theory, this line of thought acknowledges that the firm is not a self 
sustaining entity. Thus, in order to understand its nature, it is not enough to describe it but 
also understand the different relations that affect it 

Table 2. Synthesis based on Freeman and McVea (2001) and Elias et al. (2000) 

 
Strategic management: a stakeholder approach 

 
Stakeholder theory initially did not have overwhelming acceptance during the next twenty years, 
however it gained emphasis and momentum in the turbulent decade of the 80´s when managers 
were faced with constant change and were in the firing line not only from the stockholders but 
from a wider range of groups. Conventional management and strategy frameworks were not 
sufficiently useful in dealing with the market (Freeman and McVea, 2001; Elias et al. 2000). In 
this environment, Freeman proposed a stakeholder approach to fill the gap left by traditional 
management theories (Freeman and McVea, 2001). He brought together the main elements from 
the previously mentioned four streams of thought and came up with what some consider to be his 
seminal work ‘Strategic Management: A Stakeholders Approach’ (1984). According to Philips 
(2003), the meaning of the word “stakeholder” moved from an intuitive idea that management 
should take into account, to a useful methodology for decision making. In this book, Freeman 
offers a sequential analysis of stakeholders. First he starts by identifying each stakeholder and 
defining what their interests are in the organization. Then he goes on to analyse how the 
stakeholder relationship is managed by the organization. Finally, the process ends in an analysis 
of the negotiation process, determining if it matches the priorities established in the first stage 
(Elias et al., 2000:175).  
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Stakeholder Dynamics 
 
A decade later after Freeman´s work, Donaldson and Preston (1995) criticized the diverse range 
of literature surrounding stakeholders. They pointed out that the concept was being interpreted in 
many ways and lacked cohesion. In their paper ‘The Stakeholder Theory of the Corporation: 
Concepts, Evidence and Implications’, they proposed that stakeholder theory should be viewed 
through the “perspective of: descriptive, instrumental, and normative justifications” (Donaldson 
and Preston, 1995:66).  From the descriptive perspective stakeholder theory defines the 
organization by the relationship it engages in. The instrumental perspective analyzes the effects 
of stakeholder management on the performance of the organization. Finally, the normative 
perspective, which according to the authors is the basis of the previous two approaches, deals 
with two assumptions. First, stakeholders are identified “by their interests in the corporation, not 
mattering whether the corporation has any corresponding functional interest in them”. The 
second assumption which is even more important is that: “…each group of stakeholders merits 
consideration for its own sake and not merely because of its ability to further the interests of 
some other group, such as the shareowners” (Donaldson and Preston, 1995:67). These two 
assumptions then lead the reader to evaluate the ethical nature of stakeholder relationships, since 
the authors state that the organization has to consider stakeholders not only because of their 
importance to the organization but also by the impact the organization has on them. 
   
Finally the work of Mitchell et al. (1997) in their article “Toward a Theory of Stakeholder 
Identification and Salience: Defining the Principle of Who and What Really Counts”, propose 
that the basic traits of a stakeholder are power, influence and urgency. Based on these 
characteristics they try to define the importance of each stakeholder. Their ideas will be 
discussed further in this paper as they will underpin the research approach taken in this study. 
 

2.2.3 Project Stakeholder Management  
 

Stakeholders are considered to be a major source of uncertainty in projects. Issues important to a 
project include: which stakeholders are relevant, how they might influence a project and what 
their project-related motives are (Ward and Chapman, 2008). Olander (2007) argues that 
stakeholders can be either proponents or opponents, it is thus essential to understand and 
evaluate the impact that they could bring to the project. To this extent, stakeholder management 
is considered part of project management. According to Hillman and Keim (2001), at the 
organizational level, effective stakeholder management may enhance the firms' ability to 
outperform competitors in the long-term.  
 
McElroy and Mills (2003), also highlight the importance of stakeholder management at the 
project level. The authors argue that inadequate management of the stakeholders in the project 
environment is detrimental to project success. Reasonable attention to stakeholders as part of the 
project management process would help to maintain the desired project implementation as well 
as avoiding unnecessary conflict and controversy (Olander and Landin, 2008). Aaltonen et al 
(2008) agree, arguing that managing the relationship between the project and its stakeholders is 
the key issue in project stakeholder management.  
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Stakeholder management is critical for projects, particularly those being executed in demanding 
and unpredictable institutional environments (Aaltonen et al, 2008). The same authors stress that 
the projects implemented in such environments involve a variety of actors, either those being 
affected by the project or those who can affect the project. Given the importance of stakeholder 
management, a number of researchers suggest steps for managing project stakeholders. McElroy 
and Mills (2003) pinpoint six key steps in the project stakeholder management process including 
(i)identify project success criteria, (ii)identify resource requirements, (iii)identify stakeholder 
groups and interest levels, (iv) conduct stakeholder analysis, (v)develop strategy for each 
stakeholder and (vi)monitor and review. Whilst Reiss et al (2006) merge those into three main 
steps, i.e. identifying stakeholders, analysing stakeholders and managing stakeholders, Karlsen 
(2002) opts for more generic phases in the process such as initial planning, identification, 
analysis, communication, action, and follow-up, arguing that these steps form a flexible process 
which allows the project team to revisit and perform the step again when necessary.  
 
Nevertheless many projects do not have in place a formal and systematic stakeholder 
management process and managing relationships with stakeholders is left entirely to the project 
manager (Karlsen, 2002). One view argues that in the absence of a clear strategy on how to 
manage the stakeholders during the project implementation, “the project manager will end up in 
a rearguard action, fending off claims from stakeholders” (Olander and Landin, 2008:557). 
According to Bourne (2005), stakeholder management should be therefore regarded as an 
important part of implementing a risk management plan to contribute to the success of project 
management as a whole. Sharing a similar stream of thought, Karlsen (2002) observes that 
spontaneity and causal actions are the typical characteristics of the project stakeholder 
management. He indicates that these characteristics lead to the lack of coordination and open 
discussion within the team. In response, Rowlinson and Cheung (2008) present a project 
stakeholder management model in which the concepts of empowerment, organizational culture, 
trust and commitment are used. In this model, stakeholder management provides the links from 
the project contextual factors through perceptual processes, influence empowerment and finally 
the outcomes of the project (Figure 4). The authors, through the model, aim to explain how a 
relationship management approach can generate both group empowerment and project 
satisfaction.  

 
Figure 4. Project stakeholder management model (Rowlinson and Cheung, 2008: 620) 
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Based on the literature, it appears that stakeholder management cannot be neglected in the 
project context due to its significant effect on the project outcome. Although the application of 
stakeholder management is driven by a range of factors such as the dedicated timing and 
resources available as well as the complexity of the operational environment (Reiss et al, 2006), 
the benefits that it could offer the project are of no doubt.  
 
2.3 Understanding Stakeholder Influence 
 
According to Olander and Landin, (2005; 2008), a stakeholder’s base of influence is not static. 
Therefore understanding the intricacy of stakeholder influence is critical to facilitate the 
performance of a stakeholder management process. Different stakeholders can have different 
opportunities to exert influence over a project (SIDA, 2004). The terms influence or impact can 
have both a positive and negative meaning. According to DFID (1995), influence can only be 
best understood as the extent to which stakeholders are able to persuade or pressurize others in 
the decisions making, to follow certain courses of action. The influence which stakeholders can 
exert is affected by many factors which DFID (1995:6) has identified as described in Table 3 
below. 
 

Within and between formal organizations For informal interest groups and primary 
stakeholders 

Legal hierarchy (command and control, budget 
holders) 

Social, economic and political status 

Authority of leadership (formal and informal, 
charisma, political, familial or cadre connections) 

Degree of organisation, consensus and 
leadership in the group 

Control of strategic resources for the project (eg. 
suppliers of hardware or other inputs) 

Degree of control of strategic resources 
significant for the project 

Possession of specialist knowledge (eg. engineering 
staff) 

Informal influence through links with other 
stakeholders 

Negotiating position (strength in relation to other 
stakeholders in the project) 

Degree of dependence on other stakeholders 
Assessing importance to project success 

Table 3. Variables affecting stakeholder’s influence (DFID, 1995:6) 

 
Moreover, the stakeholders’ influence can only be explicitly assessed with the support of 
tools/techniques as well as through categorizing stakeholders into specific types. For this reason, 
the following part will briefly present a summary of existing tools and techniques and ways in 
which stakeholders can be classified.    

2.3.1 Tools and Techniques 
 
Numerous researchers have developed tools/techniques and frameworks that help to determine 
the stakeholder’s position as well as assessing the degree of stakeholder impact/influence on the 
project. These include the power, legitimacy, urgency framework (Mitchell et al., 1997), the 
power/predictability matrix (Newcombe, 2003), the power/interest matrix (Johnson et al., 2005), 
the vested interest-impact index (Bourne and Walker, 2005), the stakeholder-commitment matrix 
(McElroy and Mills, 2003) and the stakeholder impact index (Olander, 2007).  
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Each of these approaches has strengths and weaknesses. The power/interest matrix, for example, 
yields four possible combinations: ‘keep satisfied’ for high power but low interest, ‘key player’ 
for high power and high interest, ‘keep informed’ for high interest but low power’ and ‘minimal 
effort’ for low interest and low power (Figure 5). It enables the interpretation of how the 
influence of various stakeholders has developed over the course of project implementation 
(Newcombe, 2003; Olander and Landin, 2005). The power/predictability matrix (Newcombe, 
2003), on the other hand, gives the opportunity to see how likely the stakeholders enforce their 
expectations on a project and whether they have the means to do so.  
 

 
 

 Figure 5. The power/interest matrix (Johnson et al., 2005:182) 

 
The stakeholder impact index, developed from the earlier work of Mitchell et al. (1997), Bourne 
and Walker (2005) and McElroy and Mills (2003), provides a scale of the overall stakeholder 
impact to a project by calculating the impact index for each stakeholder. It allows for analyzing 
and determining the claims of stakeholders and their possible effect upon project decisions 
(Olander and Landin, 2008). Similarly, the stakeholder-commitment matrix of McElroy and 
Mills (2003) with five different levels of stakeholder positions towards the project, i.e active 
opposition, passive opposition, not committed, passive support and active support, helps to set 
the direction of the stakeholders’ impact to the project so as to inform the decision-making 
process.      

2.3.2 Categorizing Stakeholders  
 

Various ways of categorising the stakeholders can also be found in the literature, such as those 
by Savage et al., 1991; Mitchell et al., 1997; Friedman and Miles (2002); Reiss et al., 2006; 
Pajunen, 2006 and Walker et al, 2008.  
 
Whilst Savage et al., (1991) group the stakeholders into four types; supportive, marginal, non-
supportive, and mixed blessing. Mitchell et al. (1997:873) classify the stakeholders into seven 
types based on the attributes of power, legitimacy, urgency. These include:   
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- Dormant stakeholders who possess power but do not have any legitimate relationship or 
urgent claim.  

- Discretionary stakeholders who possess the attribute of legitimacy, but they have no 
power or urgent claim.  

- Demanding stakeholders who possess an urgent claim, but have no power or legitimate 
relationship.  

- Dominant stakeholders who are both powerful and legitimate.  
- Dangerous stakeholders who are lack of legitimacy, but possess power and urgency.  
- Dependent stakeholders who have urgent and legitimate claims, but possess no power.  
- Definitive stakeholders are those that possess both power and legitimacy who already a 

member of the dominant class.  
 
Differing from Savage et al., (1991) and Mitchell et al. (1997), Pajunen (2006) identifies two 
elements of stakeholder influence on organizational survival, including direct resource 
dependence and network position based powers. The author classifies the stakeholders into three 
main groups in accordance with their levels of influence on the organization’s survival. These 
consist of minor stakeholders that have no influence on organization’s survival, potential 
stakeholders that may have a potential influence on survival and governing stakeholders that 
have a direct influence on organization’s survival. This way of defining the most influential 
stakeholders shows why those stakeholders are influential and how they can be identified in a 
systematic manner (Pajunen, 2006). Friedman and Miles (2002:8), however, offer another way to 
categorize the stakeholders. These authors introduce a model aiming to address the questions such 
as (i)why different stakeholders influence organizations in different ways, (ii)why some 
stakeholders have more influence over organizations than others, (iii)why some stakeholders are 
regarded as legitimate and (iv)how and why the relationship between the organization and 
stakeholder changes over time. The model embraces the following configurations: 
 

- Necessary compatible relations between shareholders and corporations, top managers 
and corporations and among partners through a formal explicit contract  

- Contingent incompatible organization/stakeholder relations which do not involve a 
contractual relationship: implicit or explicit; recognized or unrecognized 

- Necessary incompatible configuration organizations which involve either implicit or 
explicit contract  

- Contingent compatible covering relations where there is no formal contract and no 
direct relationship between the parties   

 
The stakeholder classification frameworks proposed by Walker et al. (2008) and Reiss et al. 
(2006) are more project or programme focused. Whilst Walker et al, (2008) choose a more 
down-to-earth way of classification such as upstream stakeholders, downstream stakeholders, 
external stakeholders and the project team stakeholder Reiss et al. (2006:313) present five types 
of stakeholders represented by characters in the tales of The Arabian Nights:  
 

- Sultans are those engaging in the approval process which have great power and should be 
treated with care and respect 

- Grand Viziers are subordinate of Sultans who hold the power behind the throne and are 
key influencers 
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- Wannabes are those at the middle management position with authority at some level of 
the programme  

- Prophets are those who are not only supportive of a change initiative but will champion it 
within their work group 

- Followers are the people who are directly impacted by a change programme but who are 
not identified as Prophets.    
 

Categorizing the stakeholders either in relation to their roles or level of potential influence would 
help frame strategic choice for stakeholder management approach throughout the project life 
cycle.  

 
2.4 Stakeholders and ID Projects 

2.4.1 Who are the Stakeholders in an ID Project?  
 

As part of a search for a thorough understanding of the composition of different stakeholders in 
an ID project, it is important to explore how international aid is delivered in the real world. 
Ostrom et al (2002) describes aid delivery as a linear chain linking the donor government, 
partner country beneficiary and various intermediary organizations such as partner government 
ministries/institutions, non-governmental organizations, other donors and private contractors 
(figure 6).  
 

 
Figure 6. The chain of aid delivery (Ostrom et al, 2002:61) 

 
This chain shows a generic flow of funds and responsibilities from the donor to partner country. 
It also reflects a series of principal-agent relationships such as donor agency and contractors, 
partner government ministry and contractors, donor agency and partner government ministry etc. 
(Ostrom et al, 2002; Martens et al, 2002). It becomes clear that the aid industry encompasses 
several hierarchical layers within the donor agency and the partner country, and with the 
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involvement of public and private sector as well as NGOs as the contractors along the delivery 
process. The international aid finally reaches the beneficiaries who are positioned at the end of 
the chain after a long period of time. Contributing the discussion on the aid delivery process by 
Ostrom et al (2002) and Martens et al (2002), Ahsan and Gunawan (2009) construct an ID 
project network model to further explain the aid delivery process. The model indicates the 
interaction between the parties involved via various communication channels. The usual and 
ikely communication between parties involved is represented respectively by solid and dotted 
rrows as shown in figure 7.  

l
a
 

 
 

Figure 7.  ID project network model (Ahsan and Gunawan, 2009:4) 

 
It is obvious from the chain of aid delivery, as well as the network model, that an ID project 
engages a broad range of stakeholders. The distinction among different types of stakeholders in 
the ID project is however not black or white since the composition of stakeholders is context-
specific and thus may vary from project to project.  A detailed list of key stakeholders suggested 
by PMI (2004) comprising a project manager, customer/user, performing organization, project 
team members, project management team, sponsor, influencers, Project Management Office, 
therefore tends to fit the projects in commercial nature rather those of the development sector. To 
this end, Diallo and Thuillier (2004) identify a mixed pool of the stakeholders in the ID project 
comprising a project coordinator, a task manager from the development agency, a national 
supervisor, a project team, a steering committee, the beneficiaries and the population. However, 
the authors do not take into account the subcontractors and the consultants as do Khang and Moe 
(2008). The stakeholders in ID projects, according to Khang and Moe (2008), can be typically 
clustered into the following generic categories, such as representatives from funding agencies, 
representatives from the government of partner country, implementing agencies, project 
management team, target beneficiaries, local governments, consultant, sub-contractors and 
suppliers. This proves to be consistent with the ID project network that Ahsan and Gunawan 
(2009) come up the later stage.  
 
The complex network of stakeholders in an ID project implies that there are complicated 
relationships amongst the various parties. The principal-agent way of thinking in the aid delivery 
process, however, is not relevant in the current context and gives rise to the problem of 
ownership and aid effectiveness (Ostrom et al, 2002; Martens et al, 2002; Roland-Holst and 
Tarp, 2002). Each party involved in the ID project has a role to play thus may influence over the 
outcomes of the ID project to a larger or lesser extent. Understanding who they are is therefore 
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not enough. To this end, the following part examines common practices that are employed in ID 
projects in relation to stakeholders, to clarify the current research positioning.    

 

2.4.2 Stakeholder approach in the ID projects 
 
Like many projects in other industries, in practice we have found that ID projects lack a formal 
stakeholder management process. ID projects tend to focus on the stakeholder analysis as a way 
of managing the stakeholder rather than on the entire process as various authors recommend (see 
for example McElroy and Mills, 2003), Karlsen, 2002), Reiss et al., 2006). A stakeholder 
analysis in the ID project is normally undertaken at the Identification, Design and Appraisal 
stages of the project life cycle (DFID, 2003). A key purpose of stakeholder analysis in the 
context of ID projects is to identify and assess the interests of different groups, find ways of 
harnessing the support of those in favour while managing risks caused by those against it (DFID, 
2003). It also aims to understand and address the equity concerns (AIDCO, 2004).  

 
Many organizations perceive the stakeholder analysis to be a beneficial way to gain 
understanding or to build consensus among people holding different viewpoints (Start and 
Hovland, 2004). Moreover, a stakeholder analysis is considered to be an integral part of the 
design for ID projects (DFID, 2003) that helps administrators and advisors to assess the project 
environment, and inform the negotiating position for bilateral talks (DFID, 1995). There are 
various approaches to undertaking a stakeholder analysis in ID projects. EC and SIDA, for 
instance, integrate the stakeholder analysis as a stage in the Logical Framework Approach 
(AIDCO, 2004; SIDA, 2004). The stakeholder analysis in ID projects generally also follows 
specific steps, including (i)identifying the general development problem or opportunity; 
(ii)identifying all the groups having a significant interest in the project; (iii)investigating their 
roles, interests, power and capacity to participate; (iv)identifying the extent of cooperation or 
conflict in terms of  relationships among them; and (v)interpreting the findings from analysis and 
incorporating relevant information into project design (AIDCO, 2004:61).  
 
The process also entails the selection of tools and techniques suitable for stakeholder analyses for 
ID projects. A set of variables such as influence, importance, interest, impact, power, resources, 
legitimacy and urgency is employed for the analyses (DFID, 2003; WBb). Common tools, such 
as power and interest matrices, are used along with other tools and techniques, namely 
importance/influence matrix, impact/priority matrix, participation matrix, readiness / power 
matrix, problems / interests / linkages matrix, supportive/antagonistic/constructive/destructive 
matrix, stakeholder table (DFID, 2003; WBb). 
 
Amongst those tools, the participation matrix proves to be the only one that covers the entire 
project life cycle. It clarifies the roles to be played by key stakeholders at different stages (DFID 
1995; 2003). Table 4 illustrates different levels of stakeholder participation in the ID project, 
from being informed, being consulted, being partnership to being controlled.    
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   Inform Consult Partnership  Control  

Identification              

Planning              

Implementation              

Monitoring and Evaluation              

Table 4.  Participation matrix of the ID project (DFID 1995; 2003) 

In the context of the project environment, it is important to conduct and update the stakeholder 
analysis during the entire project life cycle to gain knowledge of the potential influence that 
various stakeholders may bring to the project at different stages (Olander and Landin, 2005; 
2008). McElroy and Mills (2003) also stress that the position, attitude and level of commitment 
of project stakeholders may change over time. Dealing with the stakeholders through the 
stakeholder analysis prior to the project commencement therefore would not be an optimal way 
as it does not deal with management of stakeholders throughout the project life cycle.  
 

Summary of findings from the Literature Review and research positioning  

The literature review illustrates the breadth and depth of the stakeholder arena which covers a 
broad range of research streams. Despite the diversity of those streams, ID projects are 
underrepresented, especially when it comes to the academic literature. 
 
The literature review reveals that stakeholders can be winners or losers, regardless of any sector 
and industry. They can be either proponents or opponents who contribute or are detrimental to 
the success of a business as well as a project. Stakeholder management is therefore a strategic 
approach to control the stakeholder’s influence/impact. This is even more important for ID 
projects which are characterized by complex webs of stakeholders. The stakeholder approach 
currently employed by many donor agencies, however, is fragmented and fails to address the 
changes of stakeholder impacts/influence throughout the entire project life cycle.  

 
The literature review demonstrates that there exist various tools and techniques which are 
commonly used across sectors and industries to help identify, assess and analyze the stakeholder 
influence/impacts. ID projects have appropriated those tools and techniques at the planning stage 
when stakeholder analysis is undertaken. None of the literature explored, either academic or 
practitioner, examine the impacts/influence of the stakeholders in the ID projects beyond the 
early phases of ID project life cycle. This opens a new window to further research.      
 
Therefore this research project will specifically investigate the impacts/influence of stakeholders 
on ID projects beyond the early phases of ID project life cycle, focusing in particular on the 
implementation phase. The research aims to explore a proactive and formal stakeholder 
management approach for the development sector in general and ID project in particular. 
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Chapter 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
We begin this chapter with the research philosophy that underpins our choice of research 
approach, research strategies as well as data collection method. We also describe how the data is 
collected and analysed. In addition, issues associated with sampling, validity and reliability and 
research ethics are discussed at each.           
 
3.1 Research Philosophy 

Before embarking on any type of research, it is important to understand the philosophical 
approach underpinning the research method. As Saunders et al. (2007) state, the research 
philosophy that one adopts encompasses assumptions about the way in which one views the 
world. A thorough understanding of the research philosophy therefore enables us to clarify the 
research strategy as well as determine the most relevant methods. 
  
Epistemology, ontology and axiology represent three ways of thinking about the research 
philosophy (Saunders et al, 2007). Epistemology is concerned with “how we know about reality 
and what is the basis of our knowledge” (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003:13). It is concerned with the 
question of what constitutes acceptable knowledge in a discipline (Bryman and Bell, 2007; 
Saunders et al, 2007) and how a researcher knows about reality (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003). 
Ontology, on the other hand, is concerned what we are, with nature of reality (Saunders et al, 
2007) or with nature of social entities (Bryman and Bell, 2007). It raises the question about what 
it is possible to know about the world, as opposed to the epistemology which looks into how it is 
possible to find out about the world (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003). Axiology, as suggested by 
Saunders et al (2007), is a branch of philosophy that studies value. Axiology is “the process of 
social enquiry” and “the role that your own values played in the research process is of great 
importance if you wish your research results to be credible” (Saunders et al, 2007:110). Saunders 
et al (2007) further state that the choice of one research topic, philosophical approach and data 
collection techniques reflect the researcher’s values.   
 
Each of the concepts, epistemology, ontology and axiology, describes a different position, which 
are presented in the table reproduced from Saunders et al, (2009:119).  
   
 
 



 Positivism Realism Interpretivism Pragmatism 

Epistemology: 
Nature of truth 

-Based on observation 
of phenomena to 
warrant the production 
of creditable data, facts 
-Focus on casuality and 
law like generalisations, 
reducing phenomena to 
simplest elements 

-Based on observation 
of phenomena to 
warrant the production 
of creditable data, facts 
-Insufficient data 
means inaccuracies in 
sensations (direct 
realism). 
-Phenomena create 
sensations which are 
open to 
misinterpretation 
(critical realism).  
-Focus on explaining 
within context(s) 

-Subjective 
meanings and social 
phenomena. 
-Focus on the details 
of situation, a reality 
behind these details, 
subjective meanings 
motivating actions 

-Either or both 
observable 
phenomena and 
subjective 
meanings can 
provide 
acceptable 
knowledge, 
depending on 
research question. 
-Focus on 
practical applied 
research, 
integrating 
different 
perspectives to 
help interpret the 
data 

Ontology:  
Nature of 
reality 

-External, objective and 
independent of social 
actors 

-Objective 
-Exists independently 
of human thoughts and 
beliefs of knowledge of 
their existence (realist), 
but is interpreted 
through social 
conditioning (critical 
realist) 

Socially constructed, 
subjective, may 
change, multiple 

External, 
multiple, view 
chosen to best 
enable answering 
of research 
question 

Axiology:  
Role of values 
in research 

-Research is undertaken 
in a value-free way,  
-Researcher is 
independent of the data 
and maintains an 
objective stance 

- Research is value 
laden 
-The researcher is 
biased by world views, 
cultural experiences 
and upbringing. These 
will impact on the 
research 

-Research is value 
bound 
-Researcher is part of 
what is being 
researched, cannot 
be separated and 
therefore will be 
subjective 

-Values play a 
large role in 
interpreting 
results 
-Researcher 
adopting both 
objective and 
subjective 
standpoints  

Table 5.  Research philosophies (Saunders et al, 2009:119) 

 
In the table reproduced above Saunders et al (2007:119) clearly reflect the similarities as well as 
differences between research positions. This also provides the basis for selection of a relevant 
research approach for a study. Saunders et al (2007) claim that the choice of research approach 
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depends on the research question to be answered. In addition, each research position employs 
different techniques for data collection as summarized in figure 8 below. 

  

Positivism

•Highly structured
•Large samples
•Measurement
•Quantitative, but 
can use qualitative

Realism

•Methods chosen 
must fit the subject 
matter

•Quantitative or 
qualitative

Interpretivism

•Small samples
•In-depth 
investigations

•Qualitative

Pragmatism

•Mixed or multiple 
method designs

•Quantitative and 
qualitative

Figure 8. Research stances and data collection techniques (Saunders et al, 2009:119) 

 
It can be seen from Figure 8 that the interpretivism requires in-depth investigations with small 
samples. Considering that we will seek to answer the research question: “What are the impacts of 
key stakeholders during the implementation phase of an international development project”, 
interpretivism is an appropriate epistemology. 
  
By adopting an interpretivist approach, we strive to enter the world of those involved in the 
international aid to interpret the impacts/influences from their own perspectives. Furthermore, 
this  approach would help us to explain what is going on in a complex environment surrounding 
the ID projects. This kind of approach, however, is subjective due to the influence of the 
researcher’s perspective in interpreting the data. This approach recognises that the researcher 
might use both the interviewees’ and researchers’ own understanding in exploring the world of 
the ID projects. Therefore, it is important that the researcher clearly declares his/her assumptions 
at the outset of the research.      
 
In our current research, in addition to attempting to identify and assess the impacts of key 
stakeholders associated with ID projects, we also aim to understand the reasons behind those 
influences. We explore the contributing factors of the identified impacts, in order to build 
knowledge of stakeholders’ impacts in the international development context. We therefore find 
that the constructivist approach might also be a useful underpinning for our research. 
“Constructivism is an ontological position which asserts that social phenomena and their 
meanings are continually being accomplished by social actors” (Bryman and Bell, 2007:23). At 
present, the international development community is undertaking various changes on the way in 
which an ID project is managed, hence the impacts of stakeholders may change accordingly. In 
this way, what is happening in reality mirrors the principle of the constructivist position which 
acknowledges that social phenomena are in a constant state of revision (Bryman and Bell, 2007).  
 
 
3.2 Research Approach 

There exist two research approaches, namely the deductive and the inductive approach. The 
deductive approach develops a theory or hypothese(s) and tests the hypothesis through empirical 
investigation (Saunders et al, 2007; Bryman and Bell, 2007; Lancaster, 2005). Evidence is 
normaly used in support of a conclusion in the deductive processes (Snape and Spencer, 2003). 
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By contrast, in the inductive approach, theory emerges from the research through data collection 
and analysis (Saunders et al, 2007; Bryman and Bell, 2007). Deductive and inductive approaches 
follow opposite pathways from each other as shown in figure 9. 
 

Deduction

Theory

Hypothesis

Data collection

Findings

Hypothesis confirmed or 
rejected

Revision of theory

Induction

Observation/Findings

Data collection

Data analysis

Theory
 

 
Figure 9.  Process of Deduction versus Induction (adapted from Bryman and Bell, 2007; Saunders et al, 2007) 

 
Deductive research is the predominant approach in the natural sciences (Lancaster, 2005) and it 
is considered to fall into the positivist paradigm (Saunders et al, 2007). This means that it is a 
highly structured approach in which the sample size must be sufficient to allow the 
generalization of conclusions (Saunders et al, 2007). Given the nature of our context-specific 
research topic, the deductive approach would not be appropriate. Our preference therefore goes 
to the inductive approach. With induction, we do not need to establish a pre-defined theories or 
hypotheses. An inductive approach allows us to construct or build theory on the basis of our 
empirical observations in the international development community. As claimed by Lancaster 
(2005), the empirical observations can be based on personal experience and that reflects the 
advantage that we have in doing the current research. An inductive approach enables us to look 
for patterns in the data, which we then use to develop a general theory related to stakeholders’ 
impacts in the realm of ID projects.    
 
The greatest strength of the inductive approach resides in possibility for the flexibility in research 
design,  including sample size and type of data (Lancaster, 2005). Whilst the deductive approach 
emphasizes measurement requiring the quantitative data, the inductive approach is suited to the 
collection and analysis of qualitative data (Bryman and Bell, 2007; Lancaster, 2005). Our 
research is qualitative which fits with interpretivitism, constructionsim and an inductive 
approach. Figure 10 below highlights our selected research position. 
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Figure 10.  From research philosophy to research approach (adapted from Bryman and Bell, 2007) 

 
Despite the fact that the features of qualitative and quantitative approaches are not always 
straightforward as such, qualitative research may be described as concerned with the theory 
generation rather than testing (Bryman and Bell, 2007). This fits with the qualitative data that 
will be collected through semi-structured interviews.   
 
3.3 Research Strategies: Case Study 

Previously we have discussed that for our research we are following an interpretivist philosophy 
using a constructivist orientation and following an inductive approach. The following section 
discusses our choice of the case study methodology as our research strategy.  
 
According to Saunders et al (2007: 106), research strategies that can be used include “…. case 
study, experiment, survey, grounded theory, ethnography, and action research”. From these 
strategies the one that best suits the purpose of our research is the case study. In our research we 
are trying to obtain a holistic vision of stakeholder impact on the implementation phase of two 
ID projects. In order to do so we need to understand the context and particularities of each 
project. According to Eisenhardt (1989:534), case studies will enable us to understand “the 
dynamics present within a single setting”. In a similar manner Adams et al (2007), states that 
case studies are used to analyze a particular event in a particular setting. Bryman and Bell 
(2007:62) also make emphasis on the singularity of the setting and add that the case can be a 
single “location, organization, person or event”. Furthermore, they continue, that the objective of 
the researcher is to shed light on the particular features of the case. 
  
According to Yin (1989:16), the effective use of the case study method depends on three 
conditions: (i) the type of research question, preferably a “how or why” question, (ii) the degree 
of control the researcher has over “behavioural events” (the less control, the more likely that case 
study method will be appropriate)(iii) the current or historical context of the setting is relevant. 
In the case of this research, the second and third conditions are clearly met. There is no degree of 
control over the actions taken by any of the stakeholders in the different case studies to be 
analyzed. Furthermore, the case studies in the context of ID projects are currently unfolding. For 
the first condition, the question addressed is “what”. However, in order to answer the “what” 
question a deep understanding of the context in which the different stakeholders act is needed. 
Furthermore, as Yin (1989) states, case studies are best used when links between different 
situations are needed.  
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Case study research can be conducted using a single case study or multiple case studies (Saunder 
et al, 2007; Bryman and Bell 2007; Adams et al 2007). According to Saunders et al (2007:140), a 
single case study is used “…where it represents either a critical case or a unique case”. They 
further continue to explain that multiple case studies can be used when the researcher´s aim is to 
compare setting or situations. In the same vein, Bryman and Bell (2007:62), suggest that by 
using multiple case studies “theoretical reflection” is promoted since researchers need to 
compare and contrast situations and ideas across the different cases being studied. However, 
Adams et al. (2007) point out that even in multiple case studies the scope can be narrow and 
generalization can be somewhat difficult. They add that “…case studies are to do with 
uniqueness, understanding and particularisation rather than generalisation. They are naturalistic 
and field oriented” (Adams et al., 2007:112). 
  
Nonetheless, they further state that case studies provide a powerful and insightful method to 
question theory. It is important to remember that the purpose of a multiple case study strategy, is 
to compare settings in a systematic way, exploring different aspects of the variables or issues 
being studied. As a result, the researcher can create new hypotheses or models that can be tested 
again later (Adams et al, 2007). Along the same lines, Yin (1989) and Bryman and Bell (2007: 
64) add that the aim of the case study is not to generalize but to create a “solid theoretical 
reasoning” by exploring in-depth a set of situations. By using a multiple case study strategy our 
goal is to construct a solid analysis of stakeholder impact on the implementation phase of ID 
projects in relation to existing theory. 
 
Case studies may use various data collection methods that can either be “qualitative, quantitative 
or both” (Eisenhardt, 1989: 534). Some examples include: archives, official reports, interviews, 
observations, or surveys. (Eisenhardt, 1989; Adams et al, 2007; Saunders et al, 2007). Due to the 
various sources of information, researchers should verify or triangulate data amongst the sources 
used in order to validate the data (Saunders et al, 2007). Triangulation is used in order to obtain 
the highest level of accuracy, therefore obtaining the closest representation of the truth and thus 
avoiding bias (Adams et al, 2007). In the case of this research, semi-structured interviews, as 
well as official project documents and reports will be used and the information collected will be 
triangulated and validated.  
 
3.4 Data collection method: Semi-Structured Interview  

There are many ways of collecting data from individuals within the case study. In our research, 
semi-structured interviews was found to be the most suitable tool for gathering data to evaluate 
the impact of stakeholders in the implementation phase of the ID projects. Various authors 
classify interviews in three main categories: structured, semi-structured and unstructured 
interviews (Saunder et al, 2007; Bryman and Bell, 2007; Adams et al, 2007). In a structured 
interview the researcher uses a questionnaire, questions are set in a given order and social 
interaction is minimal in order to prevent bias (Saunders et al; 2007). On the other end of the 
spectrum, in unstructured interviews there is no preset list of questions, the researcher knows the 
range of topics to be covered and the respondent is given the freedom to expand on the topics 
(Saunders et al, 2007; Bryman and Bell 2007). Finally in semi-structured, the researcher has a 
predetermined set of questions that the respondent has to answer. However, there is a greater 
flexibility on the order they are asked and the respondent has greater freedom to answer and 
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expand on each question (Saunders et al, 2007; Bryman and Bell 2007; Hair et al 2007). The 
structure provided by this type of interview will help us touch upon the different topics related to 
the research, such as stakeholder´s role in the project, overall impact in the implementation 
phase, and stakeholder perception of other key players. In addition, the flexibility given by the 
semi-structured interview will help us understand in-depth the perspectives of the different 
stakeholders. 
   
Bryman and Bell (2007:477) recommend a semi-structured interview in cases where the 
researchers want to “gain a genuine understanding of the world views of member of a social 
setting or of people sharing common attributes”. They further state that by allowing the 
respondent to expand on questions of interest, the researcher is allowed to get an in depth 
perspective of the topic being questioned and “…perhaps adjusting the emphases in the research 
as a result of significant issues that emerge in the course of in the interviews” (Bryman and Bell, 
2007:474).  
 
Warren (2001:91) indicates that the goal of most qualitative interviews is to “derive 
interpretations, not fact or laws, from respondent talk”. Adams et al (2007) further acknowledge 
that semi-structured interviews help gather more in-depth information regarding a specific 
setting. Thus, a semi-structured interview, unlike a structured interview, is flexible in the 
questioning structure and freedom of respondent´s answers. At the same time, in contrast with an 
unstructured interview, the researcher guides the respondents through specific lines of 
questioning (Saunders et al, 2007; Bryman and Bell 2007; Hair et al 2007; Warren 2001; Adams 
et al, 2007). Finally, an additional benefit of using the semi-structured interview is that it will 
help achieve “cross-case comparability” during the analysis. (Bryman and Bell, 2007)  
Therefore, the flexible yet structured nature of the semi-structured interview will allow us to 
explore and analyze in depth the impacts of each stakeholder and at the same time compare 
results. 
 
However, while semi-structured interviews are a helpful tool, they are a “time-consuming effort 
and sample sizes tend to be small” (Adams et al 2007:111). Also, Saunders et al (2007:318) 
emphasize that the researcher should be aware of issues related to “data reliability, bias, validity, 
and generalisability” when employing semi-structured interviews as a data collection method. 
They also state that bias can be introduced either by the interviewer or by the respondent. Adams 
et al. (2007:149) suggest that to offset issues of bias and reliability, the researcher has to 
understand where the sources of these issues might be coming form. They suggest that the main 
preventive measure is to create “rapport and trust with the respondent”. In the same manner, 
Saunders et al (2007) suggest that the researcher should be familiar with the respondent´s 
background and organizational context. Also, when necessary, or considered to be appropriate, 
the researcher can provide the respondent with the guideline of questions. Thus, in these two 
ways the researcher can increase reliability and reduce bias. Saunders et al (2007) further add 
that appropriate questioning methods such as repeating questions if the respondent strays, 
explanatory or focused probes, or giving ideas might be helpful in minimizing errors. Finally 
they suggest that, when possible, the researcher should verify answers with information from 
other sources. These issues have been addressed during the data collection process and will be 
further discussed in the next section.  
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3.5 Data Collection Process and Type of Data  

An interview guideline consisting of five sets of questions has been developed prior to the 
commencement of the actual interview. This list of questions was then sent to all of twelve 
interviewees to enable them to prepare beforehand. By sending the questions earlier, we received 
quite a lot of constructive feedback and comments for improvement from the participants. In 
response to this, we revised the questions. For example, this helped us to eliminate jargon where 
it was discovered. It also helped to ensure the clarity of a fine or questions (Appendix 1). Since 
most of the interviewees are working in Vietnam with some working in other countries around 
the world, we could not perform face-to-face interviews. Therefore we agreed that interviewees 
could choose to answer by telephone or via e-mail. We proposed these two options due to the 
fact that some of them were on mission out of the office and may not be able to be reached by 
telephone. In the end eight interviews out of twelve were conducted by telephone and the 
remainder via e-mail.  
 
For each telephone interview, we scheduled a duration of 50-60 minutes and most of the 
interviews fell within this time limit. All the telephone interviews were recorded and listened to 
repeatedly for analysis by both researchers independently. For those who preferred to answer via 
e-mail, we requested five calendar days for their response. Any ambiguity in their answers was 
then communicated for further clarification. We did not encounter any problems during the data 
collection process owing to the preparation described above. .  
 
When it comes to the type of data, we made use of both primary and secondary data in this 
research. The data we gathered through the telephone interviews as well as through the e-mails 
embody the primary data whereas the secondary data includes the information collected through 
scanning of selected official documents and reports of the selected projects. As we seek to 
understand the impacts of stakeholders in the ID projects, the primary data are the major source 
for our analysis. The primary data was then analysed based on the key themes that we have 
categorized through the findings of the collected data and verified against the secondary data.  
 
Two of the questions asked during the interview required interviewees to grade, according to 
their perception, the level of stakeholder influence, and stakeholder communication of needs. 
The questions were set up in order for each interviewee to rate the seven key stakeholders that 
were selected because they play fundamental roles in the projects implementation phase. The 
stakeholders that were rated include: representative of the donor agency, representative from the 
line ministry, representative from the Ministry of Planning and Investment (MPI) or the Ministry 
of Finance (MoF), Project Director, Project Vice-Director, Chief Technical Advisor, and 
Consultants. The scale for measuring each answer is shown in the following table: 
 

Weight Response Stakeholder 
Influence 

Response 
Communication of 
Stakeholder Needs 

1-2 Low influence Not Effective  
3 Med Influence Satisfactory 

4-5 High Influence Effective 
Table 6. Grading scale for Stakeholder Influence and Communication of stakeholder needs 
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The results gathered for the question regarding stakeholder influence were arranged in seven 
individual bar graphs for each key stakeholder studied. This would allow us to analyze and 
compare each interviewee’s perspective of the stakeholder being analyzed. Each graph shows the 
stakeholder investigated (i.e. representative of the donor agency, representative from the line 
ministry, representative from the Ministry of Planning and Investment (MPI) or the Ministry of 
Finance (MoF), Project Director, Project Vice Director, Chief Technical Advisor, and 
Consultants). On the Y-axis the interviewees are plotted, and on the X-axis the scores from 1 to 5 
are plotted. The colors of each bar represent the level of influence (i.e. low influence is blue, 
medium influence is red, or high influence is green). The use of bar graphs will help the reader 
visually grasp the perception of each interviewee regarding each stakeholder. Below (figure 11) 
an example of how the graphs were constructed:  
 

 
Figure 11. Example Graph of Findings Influence Level Graph 

For each project the results gathered for the question on stakeholder communication of needs 
was arranged on a table. In contrast to the previous question where the data was analyzed for 
each stakeholder, the aim of this question was to view interviewees’ results in a holistic way. The 
main reason is that communication is not a one, but a multiple way process therefore all of the 
results of the question were displayed in a table. Each interviewee was assigned a column. 
Likewise each stakeholder was assigned a row which was subdivided into three cells depicting 
each of the possible responses (not effective, satisfactory, and effective). The scores are plotted 
as per each interviewee´s response and colours are used in order for the reader to comprehend the 
information easily. Below (figure 12) an example of how the table was constructed: 
 

 
Figure 12.  Example Table of Findings Communication of Stakeholder Needs 

3.6 Sampling 

The current research is undertaken on the basis of a case study of two ongoing ID projects 
implemented in Vietnam. The projects were selected because of the availability of the 
interviewees and of information. In addition, our research only focuses on the key stakeholders 
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in the ID projects. This leaves us to solely consider who we might approach as well as being able 
to provide us with necessary information. To this extent, we employ are sampling method based 
on convenience, in which a researcher opts for the sample according to ease of accessibility 
(Bryman and Bell, 2007; Lancaster, 2005). The two selected projects are briefly presented below 
to provide an understanding of the research setting. 
 
Project 1: Targeted Budget Support (TBS) for National Education for All (EFA) Plan 
Implementation  
 
Budget: USD136 million (Component 1: USD131 million; Component 2: USD5 million) 
Duration: 5 years, 01/2006-12/2010 
Location: Nationwide (64 provinces) 
Implementing Agency: Ministry of Education and Training (MOET), Vietnam 
Funding agencies: EC, Belgium (through DGDC/BTC), Canada (through CIDA), New Zealand 
(through NZAID), the United Kingdom (through DFID), and the WB. 
Project description:   
The TBS is a multi-donor project with two components: 
 
Component 1 strives to accelerate implementation of Fundamental School Quality Level (FSQL) 
standards by channelling sector budget support (SBS) to five priority spending areas in the 
Education National Targeted Programme (NTP).  
  
Component 2 is jointly managed by all funding agencies strive to strengthen MoET’s 
institutional capacity to administer and implement the Education NTP.  However, this 
component is only co-financed by DFID and CIDA. This fund will be predominantly reserved 
for support to the central, provincial and district levels on planning, procurement, financial 
management and institutional strengthening issues as well as for enhancing community 
consultation and empowerment.  Funds will also be allocated to independent implementation 
progress reviews (including procurement and financial audits), local-level monitoring by social 
organisations  and commissioning case studies on Education NTP administration, monitoring and 
impact evaluation. 
 
Project 2: Multilateral Trade Assistance Project (MUTRAP) II 
 
Budget: Euro 5.35 million 
Duration: 4 years, 2003-2008  
Location: Hanoi, Vietnam  
Implementing Agency: Ministry of Industry and Trade (MIT), Vietnam 
Funding agency: EC (Euro5.1 million) and Government of Vietnam (Euro 0.25 million) 
Project description: 

MUTRAP II focuses on strengthening the capacity of the government of Vietnam and Vietnamese 
stakeholders for managing WTO accession as well as meeting their commitments and challenges from 
other international trade related agreements.  

 
The interviewees are selected not only based on their knowledge of their projects but also their 
levels of involvement during the implementation phase. Furthermore, the scope and budget of 
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each project also suggest us on the choice of the sample size. To this end, more interviewees 
were selected for the TBS program rather than the MUTRAP project. The composition and 
number of interviewees are illustrated in table 7.  
 

Projects Number of interviewees Positions 
TBS 7 - Vice Director of Department of Finance and 

Planning, MOET 
- Project Coordinator 
- Budget Support Advisor/Donor Coordinator, 

DGDC Vietnam 
- Team Leader, Social Sector (EC) 
- Team Leader, NZAID Wellington 
- Programme Officer, DGDC Vietnam 
- Senior Programme Officer, DFID Vietnam 
 

MUTRAP 5 - Project Director  
- Project Vice Director 
- Project Coordinator 
- Long term  International Expert 
- Programme Officer, EC Vietnam 

Table 7. The composition and number of interviewees  

Table 7 shows that the number of interviewees in our research varies from one project to another. 
This is due to the fact that all of them satisfy our pre-defined selection criteria thus we decided to 
keep them all to leverage the representation of our data. Although the difference in sample size 
may give rise to a more complicated task in analyzing the data, we strive to overcome this by 
first performing a within-case analysis, followed by an inter-case analysis to explore the 
occurrence of the possible common issues. This is to ensure a holistic approach before drawing 
the conclusions for our research.     
   
3.7 Validity and Reliability 

A good research design requires that the researchers pay attentions to the aspects of validity and 
reliability to ensure the strengths of conclusions as well as minimize the risks of deriving the 
wrong meanings from the informants. Traditionally, ‘validity’ refers to the ‘correctness’ or 
‘precision’ of a research outcome (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003). Validity assesses whether the 
researchers have gained full access to the knowledge and experience of informants (Saunders et 
al, 2007; Easterby-Smith et al, 2002) and can extract the meanings intended by the respondents 
(Saunders et al, 2007). ‘Reliability’, on the other hand, is concerned with the consistency of the 
findings and is concerned with whether similar observations would be obtained in another study 
(Easterby-Smith et al., 2002; Ritchie and Lewis, 2003; Adams et al, 2007).  
 
Given the importance of validity and reliability, the following will explain how they were dealt 
with in the current research. 
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Validity 
 
In the current research, a multiple-case study of two different projects were undertaken in which 
we made use of various sources of information such as twelve semi-structured interviews and 
official project documents, reports. By doing this, we strive to ensure that the conclusions of our 
research are supported and drawn from multi sources of evidence. Moreover, as mentioned 
earlier in this paper, we gained feedback from the interviewees to improve the quality of the 
questions prior to the actual interview. Furthermore, in addition to seeking clarification of any 
ambigous anwers during and after the telephone interviews and via e-mail, a summary of the 
answers from each interviewee was returned to the interviewee for verification. This helps us to 
avoid misinterpreting the informants. Our first draft analyses were also shared with some of the 
key informants for comments.  
 
Reliability 
 
Results from case study research are not generalisable in the same way as are results from 
methods involving large populations. However we argue that our research has obtained an 
acceptable level of reliability for the method chosen. The selection of interviewees is made on 
the basis of the set criteria and without any deliberate bias on the part of the researchers. As 
mentioned previously, four interviewees were on mission out of the office and may not be able to 
be reached by telephone. These interviewees received the set of questions via email and were 
contacted later to clarify some of the answers. In addition, as mentioned earlier in this chapter, 
all the interview data was recorded and repeatedly listened to individually by the two 
researchers. We then compared the results prior to the write-up of the analysis to make sure that 
we did not miss any important points in response to our research question. The questions are 
designed mostly in an open-ended form to allow the interviewees to express their opinions and 
openly discuss the aspect of stakeholders’ impacts based on their practical experience. The 
interviews were also conducted in an objective manner which is as free as practicable from our 
influence and imposed perceptions over the responses of the interviewees. Furthermore, the data 
analysis was systematically carried out to link the collected data to the theoretical background 
leading to a well-supported interpretation.     

 
3.8 Ethical Considerations  

It is important to highlight the ethical considerations in our current research. By this we refer to 
the behaviour related to the data collection methods, data analysis techniques and reporting 
research findings. In our research, prior to the actual interviews, all the interviewees were fully 
informed about the purpose of the research, the proccess that we followed to collect the data as 
well as how the data will be analyzed. Moreover, during the course of interviews, we respected 
the privacy of informants by not insisting that they give any information that they were reluctant 
to share. We also continued to seek their consent and commitment along the way. 
 
Furthermore, we have also paid attention to the treatment of confidentiality, although this was 
not requested by the informants. Although we clearly mentioned the composition of the 
interviewees for each project, the responses of individual interviewees have not been specified.  
Anonymity has been achieved to a level, which is acceptable to the respondents concerned. In 
addition, all the data gathered through interviews and e-mail was used without any manipulation.  
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Chapter 4: FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
In this chapter, the empirical results gathered are presented in two parts: (i) findings and (ii) 
discussion of the findings. The findings are grouped according to the two projects that were 
studied. For each case, we describe the project organizational structure in order for the reader to 
have a better understanding of the different roles and responsibilities of the people involved in 
the implementation phase of the project. The results of the influence level of the different key 
stakeholders to the projects are also included to enable the readers to have a graphical 
representation of the perceptions of the different key players. The next section focuses on the 
different impacts of the key stakeholders perceived by the interviewees of both projects 
investigated and this is followed by a discussion of the contributing factors reported by the 
interviewees for these impacts. The discussion section of this chapter focuses on comparing the 
findings of two cases and analyzing the findings as well as creating a linkage to the literature in 
order to further support our research results.  
 

4. 1. FINDINGS 
 
In this section, we present the findings in response to the three main subjects: the degree of the 
key stakeholders’ influence on the projects, the possible impacts they might bring and the 
contributing factors of those identified impacts. It is important to note that by degree of influence 
of the key stakeholders, we refer to the level of interference and/or involvement of the key 
stakeholders in the project activities during the implementation phase. By identifying the 
stakeholder´s perceived degree of influence on the project´s implementation phase we intend to 
understand the relations and interactions amongst the key stakeholders. We then proceed to 
present the findings regarding the key stakeholders’ impacts on the projects. It is also important 
to note that by stakeholder impacts we refer to both constructive and counter-productive aspects. 
It is however interesting to observe that most of the interviewees tended to interpret influence in 
a negative way and therefore mainly reported on the counter-productive aspect of the key 
stakeholders’ impacts to the project implementation. In our opinions, this might be due to the 
fact that the interviewees may find it more difficult to remember the constructive aspects in 
comparison with counter-productive aspects of stakeholders’ influence on the project. This will 
be further discussed when we compare the results of the findings from two projects in the next 
section.  
 
 

4.1.1 Case 1: Targeted Budget Support Project (TBS)  
 

4.1.1.1 Stakeholders’ Composition in the Implementation Phase 
 

The following section presents an overview of how the TBS project was organized. The National 
Targeted Program Steering Committee for Education and Training (NTPSC) is established by the 
executing authority, in this case the Ministry of Education and Training (MoET) of Vietnam, in 
order to provide the policy guidance and co-ordination and facilitate the project implementation.   
The NTPSC is composed of: (i) ) the Vice Minister of the MoET, who will act as chair of the 
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committee, (ii) representatives of  the TBS partners (EC, Belgium (through DGDC/BTC), 
Canada (through CIDA), New Zealand (through NZAID), the United Kingdom (through DFID), 
and the WB), (iii) representatives from Ministry of Finance (MoF), Ministry of Planning and 
Investment (MPI), State Bank of Vietnam (SBV), and the Committee of the National Assembly 
on Culture, Education and Youth.  
 
A secretariat unit is appointed by the NTPSC and its main purpose is to cover the technical, 
administrative, financial and human resources aspects related to project coordination, 
implementation and management. It is composed of the head of the secretariat unit (for the 
purpose of our research he is referred as the project director) who is responsible to the executing 
authority, in this case the MoET, for delivering the project results and for making the most 
effective use of resources made available to the project. The project coordinator helps the 
project director to oversee the daily operation of the project. Both of these positions are occupied 
by Vietnamese government officials. The chief technical advisor, is jointly appointed by the 
government side and TBS partners and is responsible to provide advice on policy and legislation 
matters as well as expertise in other areas as required. He also manages and organizes donor 
partner´s efforts in order to work with the government. An accounting officer, provides support 
on the administrative and accounting matters related to the project. Finally, an interpreter and 
administrative assistant provide supporting services to the project team on the daily basis. A 
group of international and national consultants provide technical expertise on the project.  
   
 

4.1.1.2 Degree of Influence on the Project by the Key Stakeholders 
 

In the following section we present the findings from the seven interviews carried out with the 
stakeholders participating in the TBS project. The interviewees were asked to rate the level of 
influence (1-2: low influence, 3: medium influence, 4-5: high influence) of seven key 
stakeholders: representative of donor agencies, representative from the line ministry, 
representative from MPI and MoF, Project Director, Project Coordinator, Chief Technical 
Advisor, and Consultants. Each graph in this section refers to one particular stakeholder and the 
scores on the X-axis represent the level of influence of that stakeholder during the 
implementation phased as perceived by each of the interviewees (nominated on the Y-axis). The 
aim of this section is to familiarise the reader with the names and roles of the different 
stakeholders as well as their perception of the level of influence during the implementation 
phase. The results indicate that there was some consistency across those interviewed regarding 
perceptions of the level of stakeholder influence interviewees. However we could also see some 
difference that are at least partly attributable to varying levels of contact between stakeholders 
and interviewees resulting in differences in the interviewees’ roles which are also discussed 
below. The discussion section of this chapter includes a more in-depth analysis and comparison 
of the results presented in this first section. 
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- ID Agency  

 
The ID Agencies investigated included 
the representatives from the seven 
funding agencies: European Commission, 
Belgium (through DGDC/BTC), Canada 
(through CIDA), New Zealand (through 
NZAID), the United Kingdom (through 
DFID), Spain (through AECI) and the 
World Bank.  
 

Graph 1. TBS: Interviewee Ratings for ID Agency  

The ratings given to the ID Agencies by 
the interviewees reveal some differences. 
Five out of the seven interviewees 
perceived that the ID Agencies had a 
medium level of influence. However there 
were two interviewees with opposite perceptions. Interviewee D perceived that the stakeholders 
had low level of influence, while Interviewee F perceived that the ID Agency had a high level of 
influence. During the interview, interviewee D was critical of the level of influence when rating 
the ID agencies. Interviewee D had had extensive experience in the implementation of similar 
projects and considerably more experience than other interviewees. Because of his/her 
experience, Interviewee D was more critical of the level and effectiveness of the involvement of 
the ID Agencies with regard to this project. By contrast, interviewee F seemed to have regular 
contact with ID agencies and perceived that the ID agencies remained powerful in the decision 
making process during the implementation. Interviewee F’s experience quite was different from 
D’s because this was the first project of this nature that he/she had been involved in as a 
manager. This might help to explain the different standpoints between interviewee F and 
interviewee D.     
 

- Line Ministry 
 

The line ministry includes 
representatives from the ministry that is 
responsible for executing the project, in 
this case the Ministry of Education and 
Training. They also act as chair to the 
project steering committee and appoint 
the project team members. 
 

Graph 2. TBS Interviewee Ratings for Line Ministry 

From the graph we can see that the 
majority (five out of seven) of the 
interviewees shared the same view that 
the line ministry exercised a high level 
of influence in the project 
implementation phase. Nevertheless, 
like the results from the ID Agencies 
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graph two interviewees had contrasting perceptions. Interviewee C perceived a medium level of 
influence and the interviewee G perceived that the line ministry had a low level of influence 
whilst the remaining five interviewees gave them a high level of influence. Based on content of 
the interview, interviewee G did not seem to have been intensively involved in the daily project 
activities and might not have fully grasped how the project worked or might not be satisfied with 
the level on influence exerted by the line ministry.  
 

- Ministry of Planning and Investment and Ministry of Finance  
 
The representatives of the Ministry of 
Planning and Investment (MPI) and 
Ministry of Finance (MoF) are part of 
the project steering committee which 
provides guidance to the project 
execution.  
 

Graph 3. TBS Interviewee Ratings for MPI and MoF 

The results obtained vary amongst the 
interviewees, ranging from low influence 
level (score 1) given by interviewee A to 
a high level of influence (score 4) given 
by interviewee B. However, four out of 
seven of the interviewees agreed that the 
MPI and MoF had a medium level of 
influence on the project implementation. 
The fact that interviewees A and E rated 
MPI as having a low influence on the 
project might be owing to the fact that their positions in the project did not allow them to see the 
active engagement of MPI and MoF in the implementation. Interview B, on the other hand, 
might have interacted more frequently with those two ministries because of the activities they 
worked together and therefore have found them to be more powerfully engaged in the project 
implementation.   
 

- Project Director 
 
As mentioned in previous section of 
this chapter, the project director is 
responsible to the executing authority 
for delivering the project results and 
for making the most effective use of 
resources made available to the project. 
The project director was appointed by 
the line ministry and is a government 
employee.  
 

Graph 4: TBS Interviewee Ratings for Project Director 

Like the previous results there is 
disparity amongst interviewees´ 
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perceptions. The majority of the interviewees (five out of seven) perceive that the Project 
Director had medium level of influence. However, interviewee B and interviewee E had different 
views. While interviewee B perceived that the Project Director had a low level of influence 
Interviewee E perceived that the project director had a high level of influence. Interviewee B 
might have rated the project director on his level of involvement during the implementation 
phase of the project. On the other hand, Interviewee E seems to base his/her score more on the 
hierarchical level of the Project Director position and not so much as to the overall involvement 
of the Project Director in the implementation phase of the project.  
 

- Project Coordinator 
 

The project coordinator is appointed 
by the line ministry to help the 
project director in the day-to-day 
project operation. The project 
coordinator is a government 
employee. 
 

Graph 5. TBS Interviewee Ratings for Project Coordinator 

The Project Coordinator is the key 
stakeholder that received the most 
diverse scoring from the seven key 
stakeholders being investigated. Four 
out of the seven interviewees 
perceived this stakeholder as having 
a low level of influence. Two of 
them perceived that the Project 
Coordinator had a medium level of 
influence while only one interviewee 
gave a high score to rate highly the influence level of the role of the project coordinator. 
Interviewee G was not either interactive with the project coordinator or was in close contact with 
the  Project Coordinator and therefore gave him/her higher score than others.     
 

- Chief Technical Advisor 
(CTA) 
 

The chief technical advisor is 
responsible to provide the technical 
expertise and advice on the 
implementation of the project 
activities. The chief technical advisor 
is the international position which are 
paid from the project budget but 
contracted by the line ministry.   
 
Most of the interviewees (five out of 
seven) perceived that the CTA had a 

Graph 6. TBS Interviewee Ratings for Chief Technical Advisor 
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medium level of influence in the implementation phase of the project. However, two 
interviewees perceived that the CTA had a low level of influence. None of the interviewees rated 
CTA with high level of the influence on the project implementation which is a reflection on how 
the CTA was perceived in reality. 
 

- Consultants 
Consultants provide technical 
expertise on specific activities in 
the implementation phase of the 
project. Consultants include both 
international and local experts 
which are paid through the project 
budget and contracted by the line 
ministry. 

G

With exception of Interviewee B, 
the majority of respondents 
perceived this stakeholder as 
having the lowest level of 
influence. The predominance of 
the low level of influence of the 
consultants to the project 
implementation reflects that the 
consultants play much less 
important roles than the other key 
stakeholders in the TBS project. The interviewee B rated the consultants with high level of 
influence because he/she wished that having qualified consultants with strategic vision would be 
useful to the project and therefore would possess high influence on the project results. The 
results above suggest that with the exception of interviewee B, almost all interviewees rated 
consultants as having a low level of influence on the implementation of the project.  

 

raph 7. TBS Interviewee Ratings for Consultants 

 
 

4.1.1.3 Impacts of the Key Stakeholders over the Project Implementation 
 
In this section, the key stakeholders’ impacts to the project implementation are arranged into 
specific themes based on the frequency of the related responses from the interviewees. These 
impacts are categorized into four major themes which are presented and analyzed as follows. 
  
Ways of working 
 
Six out of seven interviewees considered a new way of working as an impact that the key 
stakeholders brought to the project. The interviewees stressed that TBS is a multi-donors 
supported project which employs a sector wide approach therefore it was implemented in a 
different way compared to traditional projects. This budget support modality increases the 
ownership of the key stakeholders from the government side and allows those from the donor 
side to have a closer look at the budget and the internal systems of the line ministry as well as the 
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government. However, according to three out of seven interviewees, the existence of different 
opinions amongst the donors concerning a ‘hands-on’ or ‘hands-off’ approach had an impact on 
the implementation of the project. One of the interviewees stated: 
 
“This is a targeted budget support project, the international donors should not have to bother 
themselves with how to carry out day-to-day operations of the project but rather, they should pay 
attention to policy issues such as how targeted funds should be channelled and managed 
properly and smoothly within the framework of the now-existing budget management system.” 
(Interviewee E) 
 
This comment suggests that there might have been a level of micro-management or a lack of 
shared understanding regarding the roles and their associated responsibilities.   
 
Another interviewee added that  
 
“The greater the focus on the nitty gritty, the less ability there is to see the project progress. It is 
also a way to rob the Government lead approach in implementing the project.” (Interviewee F) 
 
The interviewee further explained that the donor agencies, on some occasions, got involved too 
much in the daily operation of the project which was designated as the responsibilities of the 
government and the project team.  
 
A number (five out of seven) of the interviewees emphasized the importance of a hands-off 
approach in which the government is empowered to take the leading role in implementing the 
project. When a more “hands-on” approach by donor agencies is permitted, the way in which a 
project is executed and monitored changes accordingly. This is to say that if the key stakeholders 
do not share the same mindsets and standpoints on how the project should be performed, the 
effect on the project might be counter-productive.  
 
Disbursement of funding 
 
Efficient disbursement of funding was highlighted as another impact of the key stakeholders on 
the project. Most of the interviewees experienced delays in disbursement of the project funding 
and they believed that this is partly due to the influence of key stakeholders. According to all of 
the interviewees (seven out of seven), the donors had to delay disbursement of funding because 
of the delays in submission of the required documents by the donor agencies, such as 
procurement audit and financial assessment reports, work plans, reports on the budget allocation 
to Education National Targeted Programme, etc. The interviewees suggest that the key 
stakeholders from the donor agencies were often under pressure to disburse funds from their 
headquarters and therefore pushed things forwards against the agreed schedule and the set work 
plan of the project activities. The key stakeholders from the government side, however, did not 
pay careful enough attention to the deadlines. This led to late submission of the requested 
documents needed as benchmarks for releases of funds from the participating donors. In 
addition, the project team did not appear to be proactive to take the lead on the basic 
implementation issues thus affecting the disbursement schedule.  
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Performance of the project 
 
As claimed by five out of seven interviewees, the key stakeholders can also affect the 
performance of the project activities. They indicated that timely and close monitoring and 
supervision of the key stakeholders could help keep the project on track thereby ensuring the 
timeliness of the project implementation. If the key stakeholders fail to do so it might negatively 
influence on the overall performance of the project.  
 
Furthermore, three out of seven interviewees were of the opinions that the key stakeholders had 
very different interests during implementation and therefore might push the project towards the 
direction that they think is right for them. Some focused heavily on the financial management, 
procurement and fiduciary aspects during the implementation phase whilst others were more 
concerned to see the improvement of the educational outcomes as a result of the project 
interventions. One of the interviewees added: 
 
“Very strong emphasis was being placed at various times on an inter-ministerial circular 
guiding implementation of the overall TBS programme (and in fact, National Targeted 
Programmes). It took three years to get this and a huge amount of time which could possibly 
have been spent targeted on much more achievable goals.” (Interviewee E)  
   
The interviewee explained that the inter-ministerial circular guiding the implementation of 
National Targeted Programmes (NTPs) should have been issued by the government at the time of 
project commencement as an effective condition to launch the project. It was however delayed 
for nearly three years. During those three years, donor agencies kept repeatedly raising this issue 
in every review mission and overemphasized during the project implementations.  
 
In addition,  three out of seven interviewees pointed out that some decisions in relation to the 
project activities were made based on the key stakeholders’ deliberations, but those deliberations 
were not always well-judged and objective enough. One example is concerned with contracting 
the international consultants in which the government side did not extend some of the contracts 
because they claimed that those consultants did not deliver a good job whilst the donors had a 
contrast opinion. Moreover, they also emphasized the importance of the project progress in 
relation to the overall performance of the project. According to them, the delay of the project 
signals low performance of any project. Finally, three out of seven interviewees believed that the 
qualified staff as well as their devotion in terms of time and efforts to the project is an important 
factor to ensure good performance of the project.  
 
Working environment 

 
Four out of seven interviewees pointed out that the key stakeholders’ had an effect on the 
working environment, of the project during implementation. According to one of the 
interviewees: 
 
“Not every day is a paradise when working in an ID project like TBS. Disappointments can 
happen every day and sometimes you can feel a tense atmosphere surrounding the project. If I 
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am asked to single out one disappointment it rests with the conflicts between the line ministry 
and the donors”. (Interviewee F)    
 
Two out of seven interviewees also stressed that the tension can be avoided if the dysfunctional 
relationship between donors and different ministries is removed and that the roles and mandates 
of each key stakeholders are clearly defined. The absence of a favourable working environment 
and support from the key stakeholders would be expected to put more pressure and burden on the 
project team in delivering their assignments.  
 
 

4.1.1.4 Main Contributing Factors to the Key Stakeholder’s Impacts 
 
A number of the stakeholders’ impacts to the project have been identified by the interviewees. 
The following focuses on the main contributing factors to those impacts that the interviewees 
suggested.   
 
Understanding of the project modality 
 
According to five out of seven interviewees, a lack of understanding amongst the donors and 
other key stakeholders of the sector budget support modality3 contributes to the stakeholders’ 
impacts to the project. For the government, a sector wide approach like TBS was one of a series 
of national targeted programmes and for some donors it was an attempt at targeting support 
through the government budget into a NTP – conceptualised as targeted budget support. The 
interviewees pointed to the fact that not all stakeholders were properly aware of the project -or 
thoroughly understood the core principles of TBS implementation. Even amongst those who 
could be considered the most actively involved in the project there was quite a rift in 
understanding of the project objectives between the government and the donors. One interviewee 
said that  
 
“A clear understanding across stakeholders of what the objectives were for the TBS project– 
which in the minds of donors was different from a NTP!” (Interviewee A)    
 
This means that some of the key stakeholders understood that the objectives of the TBS project 
were different from the NTP. In fact, the TBS helps the government implement the NTP by 
pooling the donor funds with the government budget for the NTP thus it shares the same 
objectives but getting there in different channel. 
  
The variations in understanding of the funding modality therefore could affect the project 
performance and the ways of working.  
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3 Budget support is the transfer of financial resources directly to partner governments’ national budget. Thus 
the  funds are spent using  the country’s own public  financial management, procurement and accountability 
systems (EC, 2007). 



Communication 
 
Communication is perceived to be very important in contributing to a success or failure of a 
project. Six out of seven interviewees were of the view that the impacts caused by the 
stakeholders relate to the level of effective communication. One interviewee stated that  
 
“There are times when donors had different views about how to interact with Government, which 
led to some disruption and miscommunication between donors and Government. TBS partners 
did not understand the motivation of the line Ministry (MOET) or their particular needs and 
constraints.  TBS partners also did not understand the limitations of MOET in delivering on their 
expectations. The reason behind all these resides in the lack of communication.” (Interviewee F)    
 
In some Ministries such as MPI and MoF, no focal contact person was assigned to the TBS 
project so it was very difficult to contact them. Moreover, some of the key stakeholders were 
reluctant to communicate with donors or international experts because of the language barrier. 
Many of the key stakeholders from the government side cannot speak English hence it hindered 
effective communication between the key stakeholders from the government with the 
international staff from the donor side. The interpreters were available but working through 
interpreters was not always convenient.   
 
The following table shows the scores given by the seven interviewees when asked to rate the 
effectiveness of communication in terms of the seven key stakeholders’ needs : representative of 
donor agencies, representative from the line ministry, representative from MPI and MoF, Project 
Director, Project Coordinator, Chief Technical Advisor, and Consultants. The scale is as follows: 
needs not effectively communicated (1-2); needs satisfactorily communicated (3); needs 
communicated effectively (4-5). In the top row the reader will find the Interviewee being 
questioned and on the first column the key stakeholders being rated.  
 

 Table 8.  TBS Project: Communication of Stakeholder Needs 
 
If each stakeholder is analyzed separately there is no clear pattern amongst the scores given by 
the interviewees to the stakeholders. Each stakeholder investigated received scores from each of 

53 
 



the categories (needs not effectively communicated (1-2); needs satisfactorily communicated (3); 
needs communicated effectively (4-5). The results from table 8 demonstrate that 49% of the 
responses indicate that interviewees perceived that needs from the different stakeholder were not 
communicated effectively. Only 24% of the responses indicated that needs were communicated 
effectively and 27% of the interviewees perceived that needs were communicated satisfactorily. 
Taking into account first, that each stakeholder investigated received diverse scores by each 
interviewee and second, that almost half of the scores correspond to the category of “needs not 
communicated effectively” we could conclude that stakeholders perceived that communication 
did not run smoothly during the implementation phase of the project. Further analysis and 
comparison of these results will be presented in the discussion section of this chapter. 
 
Project design 
 
The success or failure of a programme is partly determined by the quality of the project design. 
With this mindset, four out of seven interviewees referred to the project design as another factor 
contributing to the stakeholders’ impacts to the project implementation. The interviewees were 
of the opinion that the inclusion of the beneficiary in the design phase, the readiness of 
beneficiaries and in the case of budget support, the capacity of donor agencies are critical 
elements contributing to a good project. In the case of TBS, there was a clear indication that 
neither side was sufficiently prepared for the implementation of the project. One interviewee also 
added that  
 
“When you design the project, you firstly need to put more emphasis on the quality institutional 
analysis to understand the institutional setup of Vietnam. Secondly, you need a better risk 
assessment in order to avoid all of the potential problems. Moreover, it is essential to have all 
the required legal documents prior to the implementation phase. You do not wait to get into the 
implementation phase and then you think about the legal documents required to implement it. I 
also think that you need more quality and participative dialogue between the donor agencies and 
the government side during the design phase.”(Interviewee B) 
 
The interviewee continued by emphasizing the importance of a thorough institutional analysis, 
risk assessment, availability of legal documents supporting the project implementation and 
dialogue between the government and donor sides in the design phase. In addition, the fact that 
the TBS partners set in place a system of review and reporting which was not the system that the 
government had or normally used reveal another pitfall of the project. One interviewee also 
commented that 
 
 “It was a rather naïve view (as viewed with the benefit of hindsight) that change could result 
from a three year intervention when change takes much longer in any administrative system. The 
TBS failed to recognise that a budget support initiative should take a minimum of 5 years.” 
(Interviewee D) 
 
This comment reflects the reality since it is hard to see any changes in a government system 
within three years. A number of researches on the budget supports have also come to the same 
conclusion. Four out of seven interviewees were all of the opinions that the weak design of the 
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project affected the way in which the project was executed by the key stakeholders resulting in a 
number of negative impacts on the project as a whole.  
 
Commitment and Interests  
 
Four out of seven interviewees identified varying levels of commitment and interests as 
contributing factors to the key stakeholder’s impacts. They stated that the level of commitment 
varied from one stakeholder to another, which highly influenced on the progress of the project 
implementation. The decision making levels from the government side, for example, suggested 
insufficient commitment to the project activities by the fact that they only showed up at the 
important meetings and did not closely follow up the project after each review mission. The 
international and local experts also exhibited low levels of commitment. This was probably the 
result of their interim status in the project. Donor agencies, on the other hand, might have 
appeared to have had low levels of commitment because they had to oversee a number of other 
projects in addition to the TBS.  
 
The level of interest exhibited by some of the key stakeholders is also an issue in the project. 
Whilst some key stakeholders participated practically in almost every specific issue of concern, 
others were just concerned with project outcomes and impact and not how the project owner 
implemented the project. Moreover, the level of interests and commitments of the key 
stakeholders in the project might also reflect political interest contributing to changes in their 
priorities. One interviewee said: 
 
 “Some of the donors were very active in the project at the outset of the implementation phase 
but this was diminished along the way. In my opinion, the limitations in the level of commitment 
as well as interests of the stakeholders derive from their various priorities. They used to be 
highly interested in this project because the education sector was their priorities. This is 
however not the case anymore and that is why they said goodbye to us!” (Interviewee B) 
 
According to the interviewees, all these factors have limited the active engagement of the 
stakeholders in the project activities thereby inhibit potentially useful influence on various 
aspects of the project implementation. 
 
Coordination  
 
Four out of seven interviewees mentioned that the key stakeholders were not coordinated very 
effectively during the project implementation. These interviewees claimed that lack of 
coordination was a cause of counter-productive impacts of the stakeholders to the project. One of 
the interviewees stated that the key stakeholders participated in the project in the way they 
thought was most effective but it was not always the case with all the stakeholders involved. In 
spite of the fact that the small donors had an equal voice compared with the bigger donor 
agencies, the donor agencies still demonstrated the inability to agree on how to oversee the 
project, support the beneficiary and engage in the required dialogue to achieve the expected 
results. The Vietnamese side, on the other hand, could not manage to perform effective inter-
ministerial and intra-ministerial coordination. One of the strong points in terms of the project 
coordination resides in the fact that TBS offers a useful vehicle to coordinate assistance in 
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support of a government programme. Furthermore, the participating donor agencies speak with 
“one voice” to the government although the difference of opinions amongst them was still 
apparent during the project implementation.  
 
Time constraint 
 
Three out of seven interviewees considered time constraints to contribute to stakeholders’ 
impacts on the project. One interviewee of these three interviewees mentioned that  
 
“We always cover several projects and do not oversee just one programme full time. We 
therefore do not find enough time to have full eyes on this project” (Interviewee C) 
 
The key stakeholders of the government side, in turn, did not engage on a regular basis with the 
TBS Partners because they reported they were too busy with other projects and programmes that 
they funded. All of the project designated staff from the line ministry were assigned to the NTP 
Education on a part-time basis thus they also could not entirely devote to the project. The key 
stakeholders at the higher level were even more constrained in time. One interviewee 
commented: 
 
“This is a new aid modality so there is no Project Management Unit. Minister of Education and 
Training/Deputy Prime Minister is responsible for the project but he is super busy. They 
sometimes participated in the six and twelve month reviews as chairs of the opening and closing 
meetings and nothing more!” (Interviewee G) 
 
This reveals that some of the key stakeholders only show up in the meetings but do not engage in 
the actual implementation of the project activities. 
  
Based on the perceptions of the interviewees the combination of these factors, ie. understanding 
of the project modality, project design, communication, commitment and interests, coordination 
and time constraint during the implementation phase contributed to preventing the project form 
achieving its main objectives. Amongst these factors, understanding of the project modality, 
communication and project design appear to be the most important ones as reported by the 
interviewees.      
 
 

4.1.2 Case Study 2: Multilateral Trade Project (MUTRAP) 
 

4.1.2.1 Stakeholders Composition in the Implementation Phase 
  

This section presents an overview of how the MUTRAP project was organized. The Project 
Steering Committee (PSC) is established by the executing authority, in this case the Ministry of 
Industry and Trade (MIT), in order to provide guidance and coordination between all the 
institutions and groups involved in the project and oversee the Project Task Force (PTF) 
progress. It is composed of (i) a representative from the executing authority, who will act as chair 
of the committee, (ii) European Commission representatives who will act as observers (iii) 
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technical advisory board composed by private sector representatives, who will provide input and 
advice to the committee. (iv) project director who will serve as secretary to the committee. 
   
The PTF is appointed by the PSC and its main purpose is to cover the technical, administrative, 
financial and human resources aspects related to project coordination, implementation and 
management. In our study, the PTF is considered as the project team. It is composed by the 
project director, is responsible to the executing authority, in this case the ministry of trade, for 
delivering the project results and for making the most effective use of resources made available 
to the project. The project coordinator helps the project director in all his/her responsibilities 
throughout the project. Both of these positions are occupied by Vietnamese government officials. 
The chief technical advisor, also called European technical assistance team leader, is 
responsible to provide technical expertise and advice on policy and legislation matters as well as 
expertise in other areas as required. This position reports directly to the project director, however 
every six months he/she has to submit a progress report to the project steering committee. A 
local technical advisor, assists in the design, implementation and supervision of the project. 
Finally, an accounting officer, provides support on administrative and accounting matters related 
to the project.    
 

4.1.2.2 Degree of influence by the key stakeholders 
 

In the following section we present some of the findings from the five interviews carried out with 
stakeholders participating in the MUTRAP project. Like the case of TBS, the interviewees were 
asked to rate the level of influence (1-2: low influence, 3: medium influence, 4-5: high influence) 
of seven key stakeholders: representative of donor agencies, representative from the line 
ministry, representative from MPI and MoF, Project Director, Project Coordinator, Chief 
Technical Advisor, and Consultants.  
 

- ID Agency  
 

Graph 8. MUTRAP: Interviewee Ratings for ID Agency  

The ID Agency herein includes the 
representatives from the European 
Commission (EC) which is major donor of 
this project. During the implementation 
phase, this key stakeholder supervises as 
well as provides guidance to the Project 
Task Force.  
 

Graph 8. MUTRAP: Interviewee Ratings for ID Agency 

The responses seem to be uniform across 
all the interviewees, who assigned a high 
rating to the influence of the ID Agency in 
the implementation phase of the project. 
This result was expected because this 
project is mainly funded by the EC with 
some minimal counterpart fund from the 
government of Vietnam. Unlike the TBS 
project, the number of stakeholders is 
smaller therefore the relations between 

57 
 



stakeholders might have been easier to manage.  
 

- Line Ministry 
 

The line ministry includes 
representatives from the ministry that is 
responsible for executing the project, in 
this case the Ministry of Industry and 
Trade. They also act as chair to the 
project steering committee.   
 
All the interviewees graded this 
stakeholder as having a high level of 
influence during the implementation 
phase of the project. This reveals that 
the line ministry was perceived as 
having a similar level of influence on 
the project activities as of the ID 
agency.  Graph 9. MUTRAP: Interviewee Ratings for Line Ministry 
 
 

- Ministry of Planning and Investment and Ministry of Finance  
 
As mentioned earlier, the 
representatives of the Ministry of 
Planning and Investment (MPI) and 
Ministry of Finance (MoF) are part of 
the project steering committee which 
provides guidance to the project 
execution. 
 

Graph 10. MUTRAP: Interviewee Ratings for MPI and MoF 

Three out of the five interviewees rated 
the MPI and MoF as having a medium 
level of influence during the 
implementation phase. Only two 
interviewees rated the stakeholder as 
having high influence level. During the 
implementation phase, the 
interviewee D and E did not have 
daily contact with the MPI and MoF 
thus their score might have been based on their perception at earlier stages of the project when 
the interviewees had more involvement with the ministries.  
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- Project Director 

 
As was the case for the TBS project, the project director was appointed by the line ministry and 
is a government employee who is responsible for delivering the project results. 
  

Graph 11. MUTRAP: Interviewee Ratings for Project Director 

The findings show that all 
interviewees (five out of five) 
perceive this stakeholder as 
having a high level of influence. 
Three out of the five 
interviewees graded the project 
director with the highest score 
(5) and only two gave them (4). 
This is similar to the scores 
associated with the ID agency 
which suggests that the project 
director is also exerting a strong 
influence in controlling the 
project activities as well as 
during the project 
implementation.  
 
 

- Project Coordinator 
 

The project coordinator helps the 
project director in all his/her 
responsibilities throughout the 
project. The project coordinator is 
also a government employee. 
 

Graph 12. MUTRAP: Interviewee Ratings for Project Coordinator 

The interviewees indicated some 
difference in perception regarding 
the influence level of the project 
coordinator. Two of them 
perceived that this stakeholder 
had a medium level of influence 
while three of them regarded the 
project coordinator´s participation 
as being highly influential. The 
interviewees D and E might have 
rated the project coordinator based on the superior’s view thus seeing them at a lower level of 
influence than other.   
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- Chief Technical Advisor (CTA) 

 
The chief technical advisor is responsible for providing technical expertise and advice on policy 
and legislation matters as well as expertise in other areas as required. The chief technical advisor 
is an international position, which is appointed by the donor agency and endorsed by the line 
ministry. 
 

Graph 13. MUTRAP: Interviewee Ratings for Chief Technical 
Advisor 

Overall the majority of interviewees 
perceived that the CTA had a high 
influence level. Four out of the five 
interviewees gave the key stakeholder 
a high score. However, one of the 
interviewees graded the CTA as 
having a medium level of influence 
with a score of 3. This might be due to 
the fact that the interviewee D did not 
join the project until the 
commencement of implementation 
thus might had a different view on the 
CTA as compared to others.  
     

- Consultants 
 

Consultants provide technical 
expertise on specific project activities 
in the implementation phase of the 
project. They include long-term and 
short-term international experts and 
short-term local experts. 
 

Graph 14. MUTRAP: Interviewee Ratings for Consultants 

Consultants were the stakeholders that 
received the lowest scores, being 
perceived by the interviewees as 
having medium level of influence (by 
three out of five interviewees). Only 
two of the interviewees perceived 
them as having high level of 
influence. It is possible that these two 
interviewees rated the consultants 
from the perspective of their technical 
expertise like one of the interviewees in the case of TBS.  
 
In contrast to the TBS results, the majority of interviewees showed a high degree of uniformity 
in their perception of the different stakeholders. In the discussion section of this chapter we will 
make a comparison and compare the results the findings of the TBS with those from MUTRAP.  
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4.1.2.3     Impacts of Key Stakeholders over the Project Implementation 

 
 

Like the case of the TBS, the interviewees tend to report on the counter-productive aspects of the 
key stakeholders’ impacts rather than the constructive aspect. The following section presents a 
thematic analysis of the findings. 
  
Disbursement of the project budget 

 
Disbursement of the project budget was raised by three out of five interviewees as one of the 
impacts that might be attributed to the key stakeholders during the implementation phase. 
According to the interviewees, this impact is strongly associated with the key stakeholders due to 
their differing levels of control over the project. As for the donor and sector ministry, their 
control is restricted to the approval of the overall budget for the annual work plan as well as 
other documents such as the tender dossiers, the procurement etc. With regard to the project 
team, the quality of the work plan and the inconsistency with the rules and procedures of the ID 
agency during the life of the project implementation are considered to trigger the slow or quick 
disbursement. In addition, these four interviewees were of the opinion that intervention by the 
donor and sector ministry, in relation to the project expenses can significantly influence, both 
positively and negatively, the pace of the project disbursement.   

 
Progress in delivering the project activities 

 
Four out of five interviewees pointed to the progress in undertaking the project activities as 
another impact of the key stakeholders on the project. Two of the interviewees further explained 
that although there are many other factors influencing the progress of the project activities, the 
key stakeholders still play a critical role because they can either block or speed up the 
implementation of the project activities. These three interviewees emphasized that a smooth and 
timely delivery of the project activities cannot be ensured without a clear understanding of the 
objectives, the contents, the scope of the project as well as the procedures to be followed by all 
of the concerned stakeholders. By saying this, the interviewees highlighted the importance of 
clearing the knowledge gap about the project among the key stakeholders so as to minimize the 
risk of the project delay. 
 
Staffing 

 
It was mentioned by three out of five interviewees that the key stakeholders impact staffing. 
According to these interviewees, the national key staff are normally seconded by the line 
ministry to work for the project, either on fulltime or part-time basis. This results in the problem 
of staff availability as well as selection of people who possess relevant profiles for the project. 
These national staff are sometimes called away by the line agency, subject to the level of 
urgency. Two out of five interviewees further stated that the ID agency always considered the 
international experts to be an integral part of the project and that the project activities could not 
be delivered effectively without them. This often leads to the conflicts of ideas between the key 
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stakeholders because those from the government side have a different perspective. One of the 
interviewees suggested that 

 
“The donor often imposes their ‘one shape fits all’ attitude which is counter-productive, 
particularly in Vietnam. Bringing the international expertise is important for the project but they 
need to have certain knowledge about the country prior to come here. Moreover, selection of the 
experts from both international and local sources based only on their CVs is not the right way. 
Staffing, including the use of expertise, is always an issue which is highly influenced by the key 
stakeholders.” (Interviewee E)   
 
This implies that, perceived by the government side, the international experts participating in the 
project did not always perform their jobs at a satisfactory level. In addition, the government side 
desired to change the way in which the international experts were recruited in order to ensure 
that the quality of the international experts meets the expectation of both donor and government 
sides.       
 
Working environment 

 
Three out of five interviewees pointed out that the key stakeholders can have an impact on the 
working environment of the project. They explained that if the working relationship between 
various stakeholders is on good terms, it will create an enabling working environment for the 
project implementation. According to these interviewees, the existence of tensions amongst the 
key stakeholders would impede the delivery of the project activities and thereby be detrimental 
to the project outcomes. One interviewee said: 

 
“I enjoy working in this project partly because of its atmosphere. Enabling working environment 
makes me feel at ease when delivering my tasks. I have witnessed a number of projects in which 
conflicts between the key stakeholders escalated every day. I could not imagine how to work in 
such an environment and how to perform the project activities.” (Interviewee A)  
 
These three interviewees found the stakeholders’ impact on the working environment of the 
project very obvious. They were of the opinion that a tense working environment would drive the 
projects to some paradoxical situations which deter the key stakeholders from contributing to the 
delivery of project activities. 
 
Project reputation 

 
The reputation of the project was considered to be partly impacted by the key stakeholders. 
Three out of five interviewees indicated that a good reputation for the project is a result of the 
joint efforts by the key stakeholders. The involvement of the key stakeholders could make the 
project activities outreach a wider public, not only the government agencies but also universities 
and private sector. These interviewees also emphasized the important role of the key 
stakeholders in building a strong network for the project. They further added that the key 
stakeholders could either promote the visibility of the project or, if sufficiently powerful, damage 
the image of the project. The interviewees reiterated the effect of the key stakeholders on the 
project reputation, either in positive or negative way. 
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4.1.2.4     Main Contributing Factors to the Key Stakeholder’s Impacts 
 
Communication 
 
All of the interviewees (five out of five) stressed the significance of communication in 
facilitating the project implementation. Communication is considered to be associated with most 
of the identified impacts such as disbursement, project progress, staffing, working environment 
and project reputation/visibility. Lack of communication between the project team, the ID 
agency and the representatives of the government agencies cannot guarantee success for the 
project. According to two out of five interviewees, the communication in the project has been 
very good to date and that really helps the project move forward. One of the interviewees also 
commented that ‘word of mouth’ is one of the important means of communication during the 
implementation phase. The other two interviewees however were of the opinions that in some 
cases, the key stakeholders were not fully aware of what is going on in the project because they 
were not well informed. One interviewee stated that 
 
“Having close and frequent communication with the key stakeholders would ensure that 
activities are implemented as planned and regularly updated so as to be responsive to the 
demands and expectation of all stakeholders.” (Interviewee C) 
 
Another interviewee added: 
 
“It was really a great disappointment to me to know that even between different ministries there 
is not an adequate communication of data and information. I feel that the absence of a clear 
communication system among the key stakeholders would drive the project to failure”. 
(Interviewee A) 
 
In saying this, the interviewee emphasizes the importance of a formal communication system 
which allows all the parties concerned to be able to get access to the information and data 
necessary for any project. 
 
The following table shows the scores given by the five interviewees when asked to rate the 
effectiveness of communication of needs of the seven key stakeholders: representative of donor 
agencies, representative from the line ministry, representative from MPI and MoF, Project 
Director, Project Coordinator, Chief Technical Advisor, and Consultants. The scale is as follows: 
need not effectively communicated (1-2); needs satisfactorily communicated (3); needs 
communicated effectively (4-5). In the top row the reader will find the Interviewee being 
questioned and on the first column the key stakeholders being rated. 
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   Table 9. MUTRAP Project: Communication of Stakeholder Needs 

 
It is evident from the table that most of the interviewees agree that stakeholder needs were 
communicated effectively. Three out of the five interviewees gave the seven key stakeholders the 
highest ranking (4 to 5). However, Interviewee D and Interviewee E assigned a score of 3, since 
they perceived that the needs of the Project Coordinator, Chief Technical Advisor and the 
Consultants were less than satisfactorily communicated. Unlike the TBS project where 49% of 
the interviewees rated 1 to 2 (needs not effectively communicated), in the MUTRAP project 91% 
of the responses of the interviewees  gave a 4 to 5 rating (needs communicated effectively). 
Furthermore, the remaining 8% corresponds to the needs satisfactorily communicated (3) 
category and none of the interviewees graded the stakeholders with the 1 to 2 rating (needs not 
effectively communicated). Overall from the results we can conclude that the interviewees 
perceived that stakeholder needs were communicated effectively during the implementation 
phase of the project. Further analysis and comparison of these results will be presented in the 
discussion section of this chapter.  
 
Coordination/Cooperation 
 
The levels of coordination and cooperation are perceived as another contributor to the 
stakeholders’ impacts. Four out of five interviewees mentioned the strong coordination and 
cooperation as a significant factor for positive impacts of the key stakeholders. They are of the 
view that good progress of the project activities as well as the project’s ‘brand name’ both derive 
from the strong coordination and cooperation amongst various stakeholders. On the contrary, 
weak coordination and uncooperative attitudes of the key stakeholders would create challenges 
for the project management team to drive the activities. One interviewee commented: 
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“I sometimes find very difficult to get access to the data from the government ministries. I cannot 
understand why they were so reluctant to share the information with us even though those data 
deem to be public and beneficial to the project activities.” (Interviewee A)   
 
When talking about the coordination and cooperation, these four interviewees were referring to 
both external and internal aspects. According to them, the representatives from some ministries 
do not have an effective internal coordination therefore one unit can not represent and reflect the 
real needs of others. One interviewee further explained that  
 
“If the project employed a demand driven approach which take into account the opinions of 
different parties, this would enable all the key stakeholders address their real needs and jointly 
implement project activities.” (Interviewee E) 
 
The flexibility of the ID agency was also pointed out as an enabler for good coordination and 
cooperation among various parties.    
  
Leadership 
 
Three out of five interviewees pointed to leadership as a factor contributing to the impacts on 
project implementation. Two of the interviewees suggested that a strong leadership could make 
the project run smoothly and ensure that the activities are undertaken as planned. A weak 
leadership, by contrast, proved to be one of the major reasons for project delays as well as 
conflicts within the project key stakeholders. One interviewee added that the absence of a strong 
leadership could place the project in a difficult position with respect to integrating the project 
outputs into the mainstream government plan. In addition, each key stakeholder tended to pursuit 
their own way in leading the project. One interviewee said: 
 
“Each key stakeholder possesses different leadership style thereby claim their requests on the 
project in different ways. Sometimes, what required by one stakeholder was contradictory to that 
of other stakeholders.” (Interviewee D) 
 
This means that the requests by the key stakeholders to the project were sometimes not in the 
same line with each other due to their different leadership styles. An ID project like MUTRAP 
involves a number of ‘managing’ positions such as project director, project vice-director, project 
coordinator, international project team leader etc, resulting in inconsistency in the way and 
which the project , it is this aspect is not managed.    
 
Motivation and Interests 
 
Different levels of interests and motivation of the key stakeholders were believed to result in 
different degrees of impacts on the project implementation. Three out of five interviewees stated 
that the interests and motivation vary from one stakeholder to others. For some of the key 
stakeholders the project activities are considered to be less important than the tasks assigned by 
their employers thus priority is not always given to the project itself. This is however not the case 
for all the key stakeholders because some of them acknowledged the benefits that the project 
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could bring to the concerned parties and therefore were devoted to performing their assignments. 
One interviewee mentioned that  
 
“It is not that easy to find the right way to make all the key stakeholders interested about the 
project activities. Every time the beneficiaries seem not being interested in my advice I felt very 
demotivated to continue my work. My genuine intention is to put all my experiences and 
knowledge at the service of the country thus the greatest satisfaction is when I see that my advice 
has been taken into consideration by the beneficiaries.” (Interviewee A) 
 
In saying this, this particular interviewee highlighted the importance of the level of interests and 
motivation of the stakeholders as having an on affect the project, either in a constructive or 
counter-productive manner.  
  
Time Constraints and Workload 
 
Four out of five interviewees raised time constraints and workload as contributors to 
stakeholders’ impacts on the project. One interviewee stressed that  
 
“The government seconded staff are too busy with many other things on top of the 
responsibilities in relation to the project. This limited them to fully engage in the project 
implementation thereby influence on the quality of the project activities.” (Interviewee B) 
 
Three interviewees are of the opinion that it is essential for the key stakeholders from the 
government side to strike a balance between the objectives set out by the projects, donors as well 
as the unpredictable needs raised by the executive agencies, i.e line ministry, and the 
government. With regard to the donor side, two interviewees emphasized that more efficient time 
should be allocated to the project to enhance the monitoring of the project activities and provide 
timely support to the project activities.    

4.2. DISCUSSION AND COMPARISON OF THE FINDINGS   
 
This section compares the findings from TBS and MUTRAP projects. We begin our discussion 
with the impacts reported by the interviewees and move on to the factors contributing to those 
impacts. The findings will then be compared with the theory from the literature.  
 

4.2.1 Comparison of the findings between the two projects 
 
 
Degree of influence 
 
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the degree of influence of the key stakeholders refers to 
their levels of interference and/or involvement (positive or negative) in the project activities. 
This aims to understand how powerful the key stakeholders might influence or control the 
decision-making and facilitate or interfere with the project implementation. The following will 
compare and analyze the results from the findings of the two projects. A Likert type scale is used 
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to demonstrate the degree of influence including 1-2: low influence, 3: medium influence, 4-5: 
high influence. 
 
We begin the discussion with the results on the degree of the influence of the ID agencies in both 
projects.    
 
 
TBS project       MUTRAP project 

Graph 15. Comparison of the degree of influence of ID agencies 

 
It can be seen from the bar graphs above that five out of seven (70%) interviewees in the TBS 
project rated the ID agencies at the medium level of influence to the project whilst 100% of those 
in the MUTRAP perceived the ID agencies to have a high level of influence. This can be 
explained by the fact that TBS employed a budget support modality in which the funding of ID 
agencies are dealt with as part of with the government budget thus, from the project perspective, 
the funds from the ID agencies and the budget of the government are indistinguishable. In this 
case the government is given a full ownership to decide on how the budget is spent and took the 
leading role in project implementation. This is different from the MUTRAP, which is a single 
donor funded project bound by the procedures of the donor. Although the daily project operation 
rested with the executive agency, Ministry of Industry and Trade, through a Project Task Force, 
the ID agency remains a strong influence in decision making processes throughout the project 
implementation.   
 
Graph 16 below, indicating the influence of the line ministry, demonstrates that the results for 
the two projects are similar. The majority of the interviewees (five out of seven) of the TBS and 
five out of five interviewees of the MUTRAP project rated the line ministry as having a high 
level of influence. 
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Graph 16.  Comparison of the degree of influence of the line ministries 

These results suggest there is a higher degree of consistency in the ratings of both projects in 
comparison with the rating of the ID agencies presented earlier. Whilst the changes in rating of 
TBS is clear, that of the MUTRAP still reveals differences in the sense that the degree of 
influence of the line ministry is rated lower than the ID agency (four out of five interviewees 
rated the line ministry at 4 scores and one remaining with maximum scores of 5 whereas three 
out of five interviewees rated the ID agencies at maximum scores of 5 and two others with 4 
scores). This suggests that the ownership of the line ministry, i.e the executing agency, is being 
reinforced and they are becoming more active in the implementation of the project activities, 
regardless of the different projects in nature.    
 
Regarding the degree of influence on the project implementation of the Ministry of Planning and 
Investment and the Ministry of Finance, the findings of the two projects demonstrate some 
differences as rated by the interviewees.  
 
TBS project       MUTRAP project 

Graph 17. Comparison of the degree of influence of MPI and MoF 

 
Three out of seven interviewees (approximately 60%) in TBS and three out of five interviewees 
(60%) in MUTRAP rated the MPI and MoF at the medium level of influence on the project 
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implementation. Whilst two out of seven interviewees rated MPI and MoF with low level of 
influence and only one out of seven with high level of influence on TBS implementation, two out 
of five interviewees in the case of MUTRAP gave them with high level of influence on the 
project. It is quite interesting because MPI and MoF are only powerful at the early stage of the 
project life cycle, for example identification and design. Without their approvals, none of the 
projects with international funding can be launched. Their interference is however diminished at 
the implementation phase and to the position of ‘being informed’ or ‘being consulted’. In the 
case of TBS, the combination of the low and medium degrees of influence on the implementation 
might be explained by the fact that some of the interviewees worked more closely with MPI and 
MoF than the others, especially in the activities related to the capacity building and public 
financial management. Therefore when rating the MPI and MoF, some interviewees gave higher 
scores than the others resulting in the mixture of result which covers all three levels, from low to 
high influence. In the case of MUTRAP, MPI and MoF involved more actively in the project as 
compared to the TBS because each of these ministries appoints a desk officer who is in charge of 
EC funded projects and programmes. These focal points from MPI and MoF maintain close 
contact with EC office as well as the project team and they gather every six months at the project 
steering committee meeting to review the project progress. Thus this explains the higher rating 
compared to that of the TBS.  
 
It is interesting to note that the results of the influence level of the project director in both 
projects are different (graph 18).  
 
TBS project       MUTRAP project 

Graph 18. Comparison of the degree of influence of Project Director 

 
The findings show that five out of seven interviewees of the TBS rated the project director with 
the medium degree of the influence to the project implementation and only one with the high 
level whereas five out of five interviewees of the MUTRAP rated him/her at high degree of 
influence. It might be due to the fact that there did not exist a Project Management Unit in the 
TBS as opposed to the case of MUTRAP thus there was no project director officially assigned to 
work for the project like the project director of the MUTRAP. The project director in the TBS 
was firstly deputy minister and then minister of education and training thus they were hardly 
involved in undertaking the project activities. The project director of the MUTRAP project also 
holds the departmental management position of the Ministry of Industry and Trade but was 
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seconded to head the project task force thus involved more intensively in the project activities 
than the one of the TBS.  
 
Concerning the degree of influence of the project coordinator on the project implementation, the 
findings of the two cases also reveal the differences. It can be seen that four out of seven and two 
out of seven interviewees rated the project coordinator low and medium degrees of influence on 
the TBS implementation respectively (graph 19).  
 
TBS project       MUTRAP project 

Graph 19. Comparison of the degree of influence of Project Coordinator 

 
The findings from the MUTRAP show that none of the interviewees rated the project coordinator 
with low degree of influence to the project implementation. The contrasting picture of the results 
can be explained by the fact that the project coordinator did not join the project at the beginning 
of the implementation and he did not hold a senior position in the ministry of education and 
training. He also did not work full-time for the project thus it was very challenging to push the 
project forwards. This is not the case of the MUTRAP because the project coordinator was 
seconded on the full-time basis to the project and she is a senior official of the ministry of 
industry and trade. 
 
When it comes to the chief technical advisor, the results of the two cases once again were not on 
the same line. His/her degree of influence on the TBS implementation was rated at medium level 
(five out of seven interviewees) whilst only one out of five interviewees of the MUTRAP gave 
the chief technical advisor this level (graph 20). In addition, the majority of the interviewees 
(four out of five) rated the chief technical advisor high level of influence whereas this degree was 
not rated by any of the interviewees in TBS but with low level instead (two out of seven 
interviewees). This is because there have been three turnovers of this position during the life of 
TBS implementation and each of them only had a contractual duration of one year without 
extension. The interim status of the chief technical advisor of the TBS lessened his/her 
influential level during the project implementation. In the case of MUTRAP, the chief technical 
advisor was involved with the contract during the whole duration of the project implementation. 
Moreover, he/she received full support from the project team as well as line ministry in 
delivering the project activities because of his/her profound knowledge and experience in the 
WTO. A good relationship with the project team, line ministry and the ID agency would be 
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expected to result in higher levels of influence with regard to the MUTRAP implementation in 
comparison with his/her counterpart in the TBS.      
 
TBS project       MUTRAP project 

0 1 2 3 4 5

Interviewee G

Interviewee F

Interviewee E

Interviewee D

Interviewee C

Interviewee B

Interviewee A

2

2

3
3

3

3
3

Score

St
ak
eh

ol
de

r 
In
te
rv
ie
w
ed

Stakeholder Investigated:
Chief Technical Advisor

Graph 20. Comparison of the degree of influence of Chief Technical Advisor 

It is not surprising to see the contrast in rating of the degree of influence of the consultants 
between the two projects (graph 21). In the case of TBS project, most of the international and 
local experts were involved on short-term bases whilst those of the MUTRAP worked on a long-
term basis, i.e the whole duration of the project implementation and short-term, i.e specific 
activities, contracts. 
 
TBS project       MUTRAP project 

Graph 21. Comparison of the degree of influence of Consultants  

The interviewees from the TBS reported that the consultants to the project, especially the 
international experts, received minimal support from the line ministry as well as the project team 
and only some support from the ID agencies. Their advice was not always taken into 
consideration by the parties involved and that pushed them into a challenging situation when 
working for the TBS. In the case of MUTRAP, the situation was better and that also helps to 
explain why the degree of influence of the consultants on the project implementation was rated at 
both medium and high level.  
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The comparison between the two projects in terms of the degree of influence on the project 
implementation reveals that the differences in findings exceed the similarities. It is however as 
we expected because the projects are implemented in two different circumstances.   
   
Impacts 
 
With the exception of findings from the Consultant stakeholder groups, results from the findings 
reveal that the interviewees of both projects tend to primarily focus on the counter-productive 
aspect of the key stakeholders’ impact rather than the constructive side. However, it is very 
interesting to note that the results drawn from two cases show both similarities and differences. 
The list of impacts is as follows: 
 

TBS project MUTRAP project 
Disbursement and Funding Disbursement and Funding 
Working Environment Working Environment 
Performance of the project Progress in delivering the project activities 
 Ways of working Staffing 
 Project reputation 
Table 10. Summary of Project Implementation Phase Impacts 

 
In spite of the fact that the TBS and MUTRAP projects employed different funding mechanisms 
with different funding flows, the interviewees of both projects pointed out that disbursement of 
funds as an impact of the key stakeholders to the project implementation.. This implies that when 
it comes to financially related aspects, the key stakeholders retain a decisive role, regardless of 
any project modality or different project circumstances. The impact on the disbursement might 
be associated with the administrative procedures and approval mechanism of both ID agencies as 
well as the partner country. Our own personal experience with these types of projects suggests 
that disbursement challenges may well exist in many projects for which the timely intervention 
of the key stakeholders might help speed up the process to ensure that the projects can be 
complemented on schedule.  
 
In addition to the impact on disbursement, working environment is considered to be another 
stakeholder impact in both projects. In the case of TBS, the diverse composition and large 
number of the key stakeholders increase the complexity of the project management resulting in a 
counter-productive influence on the working environment being more visible. Conflicts of 
opinions are understandable in this setting, especially when every stakeholder wants a voice and 
intervenes into the daily operations of the project in their own way. Though the findings from the 
MUTRAP project do not yield this tension, the working environment was still perceived to be 
important to the effectiveness and efficiency of the project implementation. The common views 
of the interviewees in both cases reveal that an enabling and supportive working environment 
plays a critical role in contributing to every success of a project.  
 
Whilst the findings of the two projects agree with each other with regard to the impacts on the 
disbursement and working environment, the interviewees of the two projects also highlighted 
some different impacts. The interviewees of TBS stressed the significance of ways of working 
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and performance of the project as impacts brought by the key stakeholders whereas those from 
MUTRAP mentioned the progress in delivering the project activities, staffing and project 
reputation in the list of impacts. However, it should be noted that the performance of the project 
and the progress in delivering the project activities are closely linked. Although the project 
performance embraces a wider sense compared with the project progress, it covers aspects of the 
project progress, such as timely disbursement and completion of the project activities etc. Our 
practical experience has shown that overall project performance cannot be rated high without 
good progress. This implies that the project progress plays a key role in determining the project 
performance thus one cannot go without the other when referring to the impacts of the key 
stakeholders. This was also mentioned by the interviewees in both cases and therefore showing 
no contradictions to the extent of the stakeholders’ impacts. With regard to the staffing, although 
the interviewees of the TBS project did not list this as an impact of the key stakeholders, they 
tended to incorporate them in the project performance. One placed staffing as a stand-alone 
impact whilst others considered it as an attribute of a bigger picture.  
 
Key differences in emphasis between the two sets of interviewees were in regard to the project 
reputation and ways of working. This difference in emphasis can be explained because a single 
donor-funded project like MUTRAP needs to pay special attentions to the visibility of the project 
in order to promote the image and reputation of the ID agency. In the case of the MUTRAP 
project, there was a separate budget line for this kind of activity. The successful reputation of the 
project, however, seems to partly depend on the key stakeholders. Key stakeholders can boost or 
spoil the project reputation through either official statements or unofficial communication 
because they understand and have insight into the project. In contrast to the MUTRAP project, 
the interviewees related to the TBS placed particular emphasis on the ways of working as a 
stakeholders’ impact. This is probably related to the fact that TBS embodies a new aid modality 
in which the seven donors pooled their funding together and mingled it with the government 
budget. The key stakeholders from both donor and government sides did seem to appreciate the 
need for a specialised project management unit and therefore the line ministry had to take the full 
responsibility for and lead the whole process. The complex web of the stakeholders makes this 
project even more complicated and this helps to explain why the key stakeholders have a high 
affect on the ways of working.  
 
 
It is evident that the interviewees incline to mainly report the counter-productive aspects of the 
key stakeholders’ impacts that they experienced during the project implementation. 
Psychological studies have demonstrated that emotionally arousing stimuli, such as those 
produced by negative or counter-productive impacts, can result in enhanced memory for details 
(Burke et al., 1992). This is a source of bias that was impossible to control. Although one-sided 
because of this effect, the information is still useful however because it indicates potential risks 
associated with the project implementation that need to be considered when developing the 
project plan.   
 
 
 

     
 

73 
 



 Main contributing factors to stakeholders’ impacts 
 
The findings on the main contributing factors of the identified impacts in both cases suggest that 
the interviewees exhibit many similar concerns. All of the interviewees referred to 
communication, coordination, level of interests and time constraints as contributing factors of the 
impacts of key stakeholders. They highlighted those factors based on more or less the same 
underlying matters but at different levels of concern.  
 

TBS project MUTRAP project 
Communication Communication 
Commitment and Interests  Motivation and Interests 
Coordination Coordination/Cooperation 
Time constraint Time Constraint and Workload 
Understanding of the TBS modality Leadership 

 Project design 
Table 11. Summary of contributing factors of the key stakeholders’ impacts 

Communication was, for example, stated in both projects as the major contributing factor of the 
key stakeholders’ impacts. The interviewees from the two cases stressed the importance of the 
communication and claimed that lack of communication during the project implementation can 
negatively affect on the project outcomes.  During the interviews, we also asked the interviewees 
to rate the effectiveness of the communication on the stakeholders’ needs in the project 
implementation. Our intention is to cross-check whether the key stakeholders understand each 
other on what they want and expect from the project implementation and whether they 
communicate effectively to make it work. By doing this, we also strive to seek if there would be 
any possible linkages with the key stakeholders’ impacts. A Likert scale once again was used 
with the following scale: 1-2: not effective; 3: satisfactory, 4-5: effective. Table 12 below 
illustrates the results from the two projects.   
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Table 12. Communication of key stakeholder needs in both projects 

Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C Interviewee D Interviewee E Interviewee F Interviewee G
Not Effective 2 2
Satisfactory 3 3 3
Effective 4 4
Not Effective n/a n/a
Satisfactory n/a n/a
Effective 5 4 5 4 4 n/a n/a
Not Effective 2 1 2 2 1
Satisfactory 3 3
Effective
Not Effective n/a n/a
Satisfactory n/a n/a
Effective 4 4 5 4 4 n/a n/a
Not Effective 1 2 1 1 1 2
Satisfactory 3
Effective
Not Effective n/a n/a
Satisfactory n/a n/a
Effective 4 4 4 4 4 n/a n/a
Not Effective 2 1 2 1 2 1
Satisfactory
Effective 4
Not Effective n/a n/a
Satisfactory n/a n/a
Effective 5 5 5 5 4 n/a n/a
Not Effective 2 1 2 2 2
Satisfactory 3 3
Effective
Not Effective n/a n/a
Satisfactory 3 n/a n/a
Effective 4 4 4 4 n/a n/a
Not Effective 1 2
Satisfactory 3 3
Effective 4
Not Effective n/a n/a
Satisfactory 3 n/a n/a
Effective 5 5 4 4 n/a n/a
Not Effective 2 1 1 2
Satisfactory 3
Effective 4 4
Not Effective n/a n/a
Satisfactory 3 n/a n/a
Effective 4 4 5 5 n/a n/a

Consultants

TBS

MUTRAP

Project coordinator

TBS

MUTRAP

Chief Technical Advisor

TBS

MUTRAP

MPI and MoF

TBS

MUTRAP

Project Director

TBS

MUTRAP

Scores

ID Agency

TBS

MUTRAP

Line Ministry

TBS

MUTRAP

3 3

 
It can be seen from the table 12 that the level of effectiveness in communication of the 
stakeholders’ needs varies between the two projects. All the interviewees of the MUTRAP (five 
out of five) rated the ID agencies, line ministry, and project director with effective 
communication in addressing the key stakeholders’ needs whilst the project coordinator, chief 
technical advisor and consultants were also rated at the same level by five out of five 
interviewees. This level of the communication on the key stakeholders’ needs was not well 
represented in the TBS indicating ineffective communication instead. Despite this there was a 
mixed rating of the effective and satisfactory communication on the key stakeholders’ needs, the 
results suggest that the key stakeholders in the TBS did not communicate effectively with each 
other concerning what they need and expect from the project. This seems not to have been the 
case with MUTRAP since none of the interviewees rated the key stakeholders at a low level of 
effectiveness in communication when it comes to the key stakeholders’ needs. This implies that 
the stakeholders’ needs were communicated effectively during the implementation phase of the 
MUTRAP project. 
 
While the interviewees from TBS singled out stakeholder commitment as being important, those 
from MUTRAP mentioned motivation, cooperation as part of coordination and workload, 
contributing to time constraints. These added factors are complementary to one another because 
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commitment, motivation and interests, cooperation and coordination as well as workload and 
time constraint are interrelated. Lack of motivation, for instance, might lead to the lack of 
commitment and work overload might derive from the time constraint. The interviewees from 
both cases are therefore relatively aligned when referring to these aspects as contributors to key 
stakeholders’ impacts. 
 
The discrepancies between the results from the two projects lie in how they perceived the 
modality; project design being cited as the main contributing factor for the key stakeholder’s 
impacts in TBS, with leadership as the main cause cited by MUTRAP. The poor understanding 
of the key stakeholders in the TBS modality triggered many difficulties in implementing the 
project and contributed to a number of counter-productive stakeholder impacts for the project. 
Most of the parties involved, particularly from the government side, seemed not to be familiar 
with the budget support principles embedded in the TBS project. When it comes to the design, 
TBS reveals some pitfalls in which the line ministry’s capacity was overestimated with respect to 
implementation of such an ambitious project. The absence of basic minimum requirements for 
country systems in the project design also meant that the key stakeholders spent too much time 
and energy getting the fiduciary systems right at the expense of sector strategic dialogue. These 
factors were not raised by the interviewees of MUTRAP because they did not face similar 
challenges.  
 
As mentioned earlier, leadership was added as a contributing factor to the key stakeholders’ 
impacts in the case of MUTRAP whereas it was not raised by the interviewees of the TBS 
project. Although the interviewees from TBS did not perceive leadership issues to be a 
contributor to the key stakeholders’ impacts, a number of the aide memoires jointly prepared by 
donors to the government and the reports of the mid-year and annual reviews prepared by the 
government to the donor side highlighted leadership as a critical issue during the 
implementation. This suggests that leadership is not an issue unique to MUTRAP but might be 
common to other projects. This aspect needs to be explored in future research. 
     

4.2.2 Comparison of the findings with the literature  
 
Results of both projects compare favourably with the discussion on stakeholders in SIDA (2004) 
and Turner (2003) who state that different stakeholders can have different opportunities to exert 
significantly influence on the success of a project. Results of the research also join DFID (1995) 
in indicating the factors that could affect the level of the stakeholders’ influence to the projects 
such as control of budget, possession of specialist knowledge, strength in relation to other 
stakeholders in the project etc. These explain the varying degrees of influence of the stakeholders 
to the two projects investigated. In addition, the findings compare support Olander (2007) in his 
argument that the stakeholders can be either proponents or opponents to a project. The key 
stakeholders who hold different positions in the two projects, bring impacts which can be 
constructive or counter-productive to the projects. This is clearly reflected through the list of 
impacts to the projects that have been reported by the interviewees in both cases. The identified 
impacts are diversified, ranging from the managerial to administrative aspects depending on the 
context of each project, but are all important to help understand the success or failure of the 
projects under research.  
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The findings of both projects compare favourably with Diallo and Thullier (2004) on the 
discussion concerning how ID projects are managed. Both projects were managed by a project 
team of which one was functioned under a project task force, similarly to a project management 
unit and the other was under a secretariat unit set up by the line ministry. Although the difference 
in the implementation arrangements of the two projects has led to different impacts of the key 
stakeholders to the projects, the project team of each project had a role to play in the process of 
procurement, organization and control of project activities.  
 
The findings are also consistent with Muriithi and Crawford (2003) who suggest that the 
environment be considered as part of generic project management fundamentals. The 
environment in which the two projects operate plays a critical role in ensuring the smooth 
implementation. The emphasis on an enabling working environment as a result of the key 
stakeholders’ impacts in both projects also complies with Muriithi and Crawford’s perception. In 
addition, to the results of this research give support to the project stakeholder management model 
presented by Rowlinson and Cheung (2008) that incorporate the project environment as an 
overarching stimulus.  
 
Similarly, the findings on the communication issues in both cases are compatible with Diallo and 
Thuillier (2004; 2005) which state that the quality of communication is a determinant in the 
efficiency of the project management and strongly linked to the project success. On the other 
hand, the findings are also in line with Muriithi and Crawford (2003) who indicate that effective 
communication helps lessen uncertainty leading to improved resourcing. Furthermore, the 
importance of the cooperation between the stakeholders is also highlighted by Diallo and 
Thuillier (2005) whilst the coordination issue during the project implementation is underlined by 
Karlsen (2002).  
     
The findings of our research and the literature are interesting particularly in the areas of 
commitment and motivation. Whilst the commitment and motivation were considered by the 
interviewees as contributing factors to the stakeholders’ impacts in the two cases studied, 
Rowlinson and Cheung (2008) refer to commitment and motivation as outcomes of the project 
contextual factors embodied by the project environment stimuli through the empowerment 
process. This does not reflect a contradiction between the results of our research and that of 
Rowlinson and Cheung (2008). It is merely indicates a difference in research focus as well as 
context. Our research aims to explore the stakeholders’ impact and thus strives to understand the 
contributing factors of those impacts whereas Rowlinson and Cheung (2008) focus on the 
stakeholder management process to examine the relationship management aspects.  
 
In the absence of a pre-defined theoretical framework on the impact of the key stakeholders in 
the past research, it is not possible for us to compare the whole picture of our findings and link 
the aspects of the literature that pertain specifically to the implementation phase. It highlights the 
need for further research in this area.        
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Chapter 5: CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter presents general conclusions of the current research based on the empirical findings 
from the two projects investigated. This section is followed by the discussion on the limitations 
of the research. The possible suggestions for future research come as the final section of this 
chapter.   
  
5.1 General Conclusions 

Even though the two projects were set up under different circumstances and using different 
funding modalities, it is intriguing that the analysis shows not only differences but also 
similarities between the impacts perceived by the key stakeholders during the implementation 
phase of each project. The impacts shown by the analysis to be similar are the disbursement of 
funding and the working environment. The different impacts mentioned were how stakeholder 
impacted on the ways of working for the TBS project and the project reputation for the 
MUTRAP. The impact on the performance of the project as suggested by the interviewees of the 
TBS also covers the aspects of project progress and staffing in the MUTRAP, which are 
interrelated rather than different from each other. When it comes to the contributing factors or 
causes of these impacts, the similar root causes in both projects include communication, 
interests, coordination and time constraint. Additional causes from the TBS sample comprise 
commitment, understanding of the project modality and project design whereas the MUTRAP 
project includes motivation, cooperation, workload and leadership. Figure 13 below summarizes 
these findings and highlights the similarities as mentioned before.  
      
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 13.  Summary of Findings TBS and MUTRAP projects 
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Also of interest is the level of influence of the key stakeholders on the project implementation, 
which widely varies between the TBS and the MUTRAP. The variations in the degree of 
influence, the impacts and the contributing factors may be traced to the specific circumstances 
that surround the projects, including the level of complexity of the project operation as well as 
the implementation arrangements amongst the key stakeholders embedded in each project. These 
differences are not unexpected, especially since the TBS project has a much wider web of the 
stakeholders involved than the MUTRAP project. The similarities between the findings from the 
two case studies however suggest that although the two projects are different in many aspects 
they face many shut common issues in the implementation phase.    
 
When undertaking this current research, we aim to identify both constructive and counter-
productive impacts that the key stakeholders would bring to the project implementation. The 
results however mainly show the counter-productive aspect of the stakeholders’ impacts. The 
same happens with the contributing factors of those impacts. Nevertheless, this indicates the 
risks associated with the key stakeholders which might be worthwhile considering in terms of the 
risk mitigation plan for the implementation phase of a project in the development sector. It also 
merits further investigation on the identified impacts by the ID agencies involved so as to make 
sure that the counter-productive impacts of the key stakeholders on the implementation of these 
projects can become constructive impacts in the future. A stakeholder management process does 
not appear to be in place during the implementation phase of the projects investigated. It is 
therefore worthwhile considering that such a plan be developed for future or ongoing projects 
funded by the ID agencies as well as the ministries.       
   
5.2 Limitations of the Research 

It is important to highlight the limitations of this research. One of the limitations is concerned 
with the generalization of the research results. The small sample size and the specific contexts of 
the two projects investigated do not allow us to generalize the reported impacts of the key 
stakeholders to the other ID projects in the development community. Moreover, the two projects 
investigated under this current research were implemented in Vietnam, with particular cultural 
factors influencing the working style of the key stakeholders involved as well as the difference in 
the institutional settings, compared with other countries. In generalisation of these results to 
other country contexts, therefore, may not be appropriate.   
 
It also should be mentioned that our research employs the qualitative method thus the data 
analysis was made in a subjective manner. This might result in certain biases as we interpreted 
the data. Possible sources of bias include: change of meaning when some of the interviews were 
translated from Vietnamese into English; interviewees tendency to report only on what they 
remembered based on their practical experiences during the project implementation, therefore , 
potentially missing some certain aspects;  validity and reliability issues were carefully considered 
whilst undertaking this research, our limited research experience still bring about some shortfalls 
in organizing the semi-structured interviews as well as handling the data.     

 
Finally, it is worthwhile mentioning that the absence of any similar research in the past and the 
scarce literature focussing on the stakeholders’ impacts on ID projects has restricted 
development of a realistic linkage between the practice and theory as our expectation.  
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5.3 Suggestions for Future Research 

Our suggestion for future research would be to repeat similar research but in different context 
and with a larger sample size. The context we refer herein not only confines to the content of the 
project and the way in which a project is executed but also the country where it is implemented 
as well as the ID agencies involved. A quantitative survey of the results of that research 
combined with those of our research should be the next step. This is to enable the generalization 
of the findings to a wider population. 
 
Another suggestion for the future research is concerned with the risks related to the stakeholders 
in the ID projects. This topic came up when the findings of our research revealed that there are a 
number of counter-productive impacts of the stakeholders to the project implementation.  
 
Finally, we also suggest that it would be very useful to commission a research project concerning 
the perception of what actually constitutes stakeholder management in ID projects because not 
every stakeholder involved in the ID project is aware of this term as well as understand how it 
works. This is what we realized when undertaking the interviews with the key stakeholders in the 
two projects under our investigation. 
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APPENDIX I. INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 
THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS. WHEN 
ANSWERING THE QUESTIONS WOULD YOU PLEASE THINK ABOUT THE 
.......PROJECT WITH WHICH YOU HAVE RECENTLY BEEN INVOLVED. 
  
INTRODUCTION 
 
1. Would you please briefly describe any project experience before coming to this project. How 

many years have you been involved in these kinds of projects? 
 

2. When did you start participating in this project; at what stage in the project? 
  
3. Would you please describe your roles/responsibilities in this project? 

 
4. Did you roles/responsibilities change at any stage during this project?  

 
5. If yes, in what way did they change?   

 
 

I. PERCEPTION OF IMPACT OF OTHER STAKEHOLDERS  
 

6. In your opinion, how do key stakeholders affect the implementation phase of this kind of 
project/programme? Could you please list those impacts? 
 

7. In your opinion, what would be the reasons/causes for those positive/negative impacts? 
 

 
II. PERSONAL CONTRIBUTION AND PERSPECTIVE ON THE PROJECT  

In the following questions I would like you to focus just on the implementation phase of the 
project, rather than the project cycle as a whole 
 
8. Would you please describe your greatest contribution to the implementation phase of the 

project to date?  
                        

9. Focussing on the implementation phase in particular, what has been your greatest satisfaction 
during the time you have been involved? Would you please describe it/them? 

 
10. Still focussing on the implementation phase, have there been any disappointments during 

the time you have involved in the implementation phase of the project?  Would you please 
describe it/them? 
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III. PERCEPTION OF STAKEHOLDER ATTRIBUTES 

LEGITIMACY 
 

11. In your opinion, during the implementation phase of the project who were the key 
stakeholders? 

 
12. Focussing on the implementation phase, in particular; in your opinion, did all key 

stakeholders participate in the most effective way to achieve the project needs?  
 

13. If no, how did stakeholder participation differ? 
 

14. If no, what would you have preferred to have seen, in relation to stakeholder participation? 

 
INFLUENCE 

 
15. One would expect different stakeholders to have difference levels of influence in a project of 

this nature. From your perspective, and comparatively speaking, how would you rate the 
degree of influence achieved by the following key stakeholders during the implementation 
phase of the project: 

Representatives of ID agencies 
 very little influence  little influence  medium influence  great influence  very great influence 

Representatives from the line ministry 
 very little influence  little influence  medium influence  great influence  very great influence 

Representatives from other ministries such as MPI, MoF 
 very little influence  little influence  medium influence  great influence  very great influence 

Project Director (if applicable) 
 very little influence  little influence  medium influence  great influence  very great influence 

Vice Director/Project Manager/Project Coordinator (if applicable)  
 very little influence  little influence  medium influence  great influence  very great influence 

Project Team Leader/Chief Technical Advisor 
 very little influence  little influence  medium influence  great influence  very great influence 

Consultants 
 very little influence  little influence  medium influence  great influence  very great influence 
  
 
URGENCY 
 

16. From your perspective, during the implementation phase what key stakeholder claims were 
prioritized?   

 
17. Were you surprised by this? Did this reflect your initial expectations? 
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IV. PERCEPTIONS ABOUT STAKEHOLDER NEEDS 
 

18. Focussing on the implementation phase in particular, in your opinion, which stakeholders’ 
needs were effectively communicated? List them below and give a ranking 

Representatives from the ID agency 
 not communicated effectively  some needs communicated   about half needs communicated satisfactorily   
 most major needs communicated satisfactory  all needs communicated satisfactorily 

Representatives from the line ministry 
 not communicated effectively  some needs communicated   about half needs communicated satisfactorily   
 most major needs communicated satisfactory  all needs communicated satisfactorily 

Representatives from other ministries such as MPI, MoF 
 not communicated effectively  some needs communicated   about half needs communicated satisfactorily   
 most major needs communicated satisfactory  all needs communicated satisfactorily 

Project Director (if applicable) 
 not communicated effectively  some needs communicated   about half needs communicated satisfactorily   
 most major needs communicated satisfactory  all needs communicated satisfactorily 

Vice Director/Project Manager/Project Coordinator (if applicable)  
 not communicated effectively  some needs communicated   about half needs communicated satisfactorily   
 most major needs communicated satisfactory  all needs communicated satisfactorily 

Project Team Leader/Chief Technical Advisor 
 not communicated effectively  some needs communicated   about half needs communicated satisfactorily   
 most major needs communicated satisfactory  all needs communicated satisfactorily 

Consultants 
 not communicated effectively  some needs communicated   about half needs communicated satisfactorily   
 most major needs communicated satisfactory  all needs communicated satisfactorily 

 
19. Focussing on communication of stakeholder needs during the implementation phase, can 

you identify any barriers to effective communication experienced by each of the following 
groups? 

Representatives from the line ministry 
Representatives from other ministries such as MPI, MoF 
Project Director (if applicable) 
Vice Director/Project Manager/Project Coordinator  
Project Team Leader/Chief Technical Advisor 
Consultants 

 
20. Focussing on communication of stakeholder needs during the implementation phase, can 

you identify any enablers that might assist communication for each of the following groups?  
 

Representatives from the line ministry 
Representatives from other ministries such as MPI, MoF 
Project Director  
Vice Director/Project Manager/Project Coordinator  
Project Team Leader/Chief Technical Advisor 
Consultants 
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V. LESSONS LEARNED 

 
21. If you were to participate in a similar project again, what would you do differently during 

the implementation phase? 
 

22.  Could you please suggest any changes which would maximize the benefits gained from 
your involvement as a key stakeholder? 
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