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Abstract: Joint construction ventures are a global business partnership approach to accomplishing
jointly executed construction objectives. The success of joint ventures is not achieved without militat-
ing factors and complexity affecting the process. This study assessed the militating factors against
joint venture success in the construction industry in South Africa. A quantitative research approach
was adopted, using a purposive sampling technique to select participants for this study. In total,
190 copies of the questionnaire were sent out to construction stakeholders in Gauteng province,
South Africa, and 185 copies of the questionnaire were retrieved. Data analysis was conducted in
three stages: data reliability and validity, descriptive statistics, and exploratory factor analysis. The
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) returned seven factors that provided a relevant understanding of
the militating factors against joint venture success: differences in partners’ work values, ineffective
regulatory frameworks, undefined goals, clashes between partners’ cultural values, economic via-
bility, operational constraints, and conflicts of interest. This study recommends that joint venture
formulation requires due diligence from partners to understand policy, organisational culture, sharing
ratios, and economic viability to avoid unnecessary conflicts of interest and operational constraints.

Keywords: joint venture; construction projects; militating factors; South African construction industry

1. Introduction

Joint ventures are a business concept that describes alliances between construction
industry business partners to boost performance and project delivery [1]. They provide
many opportunities to respond to business, expand capacity, access new markets, meet
governmental policies, and transfer technology [2,3]. Joint ventures are project partnerships
or strategic partnerships that provide collaborative processes among partners based on
common goals, increased efficiency, shared resources, and continuous improvement [4,5].
In joint ventures, ownership is shared by the participants with more or less equal equity
distribution and without absolute dominance by one party. Still, one of the partners must
be an operating entity that wishes to broaden its activities to profit-motivated business [6,7].
Joint ventures in the construction industry are business partnerships to accomplish jointly
executed construction objectives [8]. They encourage unrelated businesses or professional
entities to share engineering, consulting, procurement, and construction management
services by consolidating the skills and resources of the participants [9,10].

The increasing magnitude, complexity, and risk associated with major construction
projects have brought together firms with diverse strengths and weaknesses to bid for and
execute construction projects jointly [11]. Minja [12] noted that the complexity of clients’
requirements and technological advancements in construction have increased the competi-
tiveness of construction projects. Recent construction projects have complex site natures,
take time, have imbalanced cash flows, and require complex contractual agreements [13].
Different risks prevent construction projects from being completed on time and within
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budget [6,14]. Hence, construction firms enter joint ventures in the construction industry at
varying levels to stay in business, pool resources together, share risks, complete large and
complex projects, complement strengths, and increase productivity and competitive edge
in ways they could not have managed alone [12,13,15].

Globally, there are several success factors of joint ventures within the construction
industry [16]. For instance, successful joint ventures for construction projects have included
the Three Gorges Dam in China, the Channel Tunnel between the United Kingdom and
France, the Taiwan high-speed railway, and Nigeria’s eastern railway and western narrow-
gauge rail line [17,18]. Joint ventures in the South African construction industry provide
groups of contractors that jointly accept to enter into contractual construction arrange-
ments [19]. These contractual arrangements exist between small and large firms working
mutually on construction projects where partners contribute knowledge in their field and
learn from others [20]. The current policy on procurement reforms by the South African
government has also explicitly inspired joint ventures between emerging and established
businesses as the prerequisite for awarding major construction-related contracts [12].

However, the success of joint ventures is not achieved without militating factors and
complexity that affect construction processes and procedures [21]. Ozorhon [22] concurred
that the complexity and dynamic environment (political system and market) in which
construction-related joint ventures operate and survive affect partnerships’ success. This
is because managing joint venture construction projects is much more difficult than the
usual projects undertaken by individual construction firms [23]. Lin [21] postulated that
the ineffective cooperation and management of joint ventures in the construction industry
usually leads to the poor performance of construction projects. It is important to note that
construction projects are highly vulnerable to external risks, which is an important factor
that needs attention for joint ventures to succeed in the construction industry [24]. Xuan [24]
attributed the external factors militating against joint venture success to influences of the
operating environments, such as government policies and foreign exchange.

Addressing the militating factors against joint venture success in the South African
construction industry, few studies have investigated the militating factors that could influ-
ence joint venture success in the construction industries of developing economies [23–25].
Holistically identifying these militating factors against joint venture operations from a
global view in the existing literature and validating the variables through statistical analy-
sis constitute gaps in knowledge among developing countries, including the South African
construction industry [23,24]. Thus, this study assessed the militating factors against joint
venture success in the South African construction industry. The South African construction
industry was chosen for this study because of its peculiarity compared to other develop-
ing countries’ construction industries and the high numbers of joint venture construction
projects that are ongoing in the South African construction industry [19,20,23]. The study’s
objective was established through a literature review of factors militating against joint
venture success in the construction industry. Further, the study’s practical and theoretical
implications were established to guide stakeholders in the construction industry, especially
those involved in joint ventures, and provide better guidance and predictions for future
joint ventures in terms of the execution and processes of construction projects.

2. Literature Review
2.1. The Construction Industry

The construction industry is one of the riskiest, most dynamic, most challenging,
and most rewarding fields [19,26]. In the construction industry, business risk is inherent
in every construction project and is normally assumed by the owner unless it is trans-
ferred to or assumed by another party (i.e., contractors, sub-contractors, etc.) for fair
compensation [19,27]. Akintunde [28] contended that the need for technical competence,
poor project financial appraisals and management, not embracing modern innovation, and
the shortage of managerial skills make indigenous construction lack competitive advantage
over foreign firms in developing countries. Firms in the construction industries of devel-
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oping countries lack adequate planning, making unpredictable economic and business
operations affect construction activities because of their inability to meet the requirements
for securing loans [29]. Helen [30] attributed the factors affecting these firms’ construction
projects to the skills shortage, ineffective site management, and poor leadership and su-
pervision. Construction firms experience economic disadvantages, insecurity, inferiority,
project delivery behind schedule, escalated material prices, project abandonment, and
unmet project goals [31].

However, yearning for a more holistic contractual approach has made construction
stakeholders seek innovative procurement systems around the globe. Mohammed [32]
posited that joint ventures are gaining attention in global construction markets as an
alternative and better procurement approach for successful construction project execution.
Sim [33] noted that joint venture strategies in developed and developing countries has
increased the number of construction projects procured. Kumaraswamy [11] asserted that
the increase in factors militating against construction firms in terms of quality, time, and
cost performance has led to the formulation of joint ventures within the industry, which
allow firms to collectively pull resources together and jointly secure and execute projects
together. Adnan [2] posited that joint ventures allow construction firms to enter new
markets and compete. For joint ventures to succeed within the construction industry, there
is a need for a critical analysis of the militating political, social, and cultural factors affecting
their success within the construction business environment.

2.2. Joint Ventures in the Construction Industry

Using joint ventures in the construction industry provides the concentration of eco-
nomic resources, skills, and knowledge required to negotiate bonds and complete large-
scale construction projects [34,35]. Joint ventures are carried out in the construction industry
to reduce the risk involved in construction processes and operations [35]. Most individual
construction firms often look at a project’s size and the capacity of their manpower, man-
agement, material, and equipment resources, financial capability, and technical ability [34].
Joint ventures enable stakeholders in the construction industry to participate in and create
innovative working methods, reducing the costs and project times of construction processes
and operations.

Kale [35,36] noted that forming joint ventures in the construction industry is based
on the following reasons: resource dependence theory, the transaction cost approach, tax
implications, technology transfer, the sharing of political risks, the sharing of commercial
risks, and competition strategy. Zirape [36] asserted that joint venture implementation in
the construction industry requires strategic planning, partner selection feasibility studies,
and incorporation. Joint ventures vary in type and economic development and are devel-
oped through business activities [37]. Howell [38] posited that partners in joint ventures
tend to share technological skills and easily obtain external capital for their construction
projects. Most construction organisations deploy joint ventures to align their business
strategies toward meeting current dynamic business environments on national and interna-
tional scales [39]. The nature of joint ventures that are entered into within the construction
industry is pivotal in determining whether they will yield fruitful and productive out-
comes. Organisations, including construction firms, gain resources and market information
through the establishment of joint ventures when bidding for projects or venturing into
new construction markets [38,39].

As in other sectors, joint ventures in the construction industry can be integrated,
non-integrated, or combined [35]. In integrated joint ventures, the parties involved in the
partnerships share profits and losses in proportion to their interests in the construction
projects, as agreed by the parties involved based on the use of their combined business
resources and personnel [35,40]. One positive point for this type of joint venture is that
they create strong and lengthy relationships among the parties involved. They are suit-
able for complex construction projects with highly structured planning and construction
processes [35,40]. On the other hand, in non-integrated joint ventures, partners are chosen



Buildings 2023, 13, 1299 4 of 21

for the precise scope of work in the construction projects and are responsible for profits or
losses linked with that scope of work [27,35]. Thus, each partner is solely responsible for
the essential resources for completing its specific scope of work within the construction
contract. Kale [35] asserted that there is a limitation to the relationships among partners
with distinct work scopes in non-integrated joint ventures for construction projects.

Further, combined joint ventures allow each partner to take on a specific scope of
work within projects and be accountable for profits or losses associated with that scope of
work [35,41]. Individuals in these joint ventures also agree to act as partners with respect
to portions of the essential work, which may include sharing the preliminaries and general
conditions, as well as the actual performance of the portions of work that are vital for
each member’s different scope of work within construction projects [41]. This type of joint
venture can be used in larger and more complex projects [35,41].

However, Kale [35] sustained that joint ventures used for construction projects could
be generally classified into equity and contractual joint ventures. Equity joint ventures
involve two or more parties setting up separate legal firms or creating new corporate entities
to act as the vehicle for carrying out projects [35,42]. Each partner owns a given share of the
equity capital and the redistribution of shares between the parties of existing firms can also
be shared with and transferred to other parties in the joint venture [41,43]. Partners’ inputs
can be staff, capital, plant, and other resources that need not be on an equal basis but the
sharing of profits and furnishing of bonds must be agreed upon [35,43]. In contractual joint
ventures, parties’ interests are aligned, which allows for relationships between two or more
parties who share the same objectives in carrying out certain project task(s) [33,43]. Parties
do not set up separate legal entities for projects but work in partnership to share losses
and profits on the conditions set out in the joint venture contract [35]. The weakness of
contractual joint ventures is that contract details must be negotiated, which may take time,
be expensive, and derail potential ventures as parties might not agree on every detail [27].
Thus, contractual joint ventures may not be appropriate for construction projects that need
to avoid litigation [6].

2.3. Factors Militating against Joint Venture Success in the Construction Industry

Joint venture activity in the construction industry has been seen as one of the major
changes in international business environments in the past decade as they are a popular
means of entry into the industry for multinational construction firms [44]. The benefits of
joint ventures are undisputed in the construction industry; however, construction firms
in developed countries have not witnessed many domestic and international joint ven-
tures [45]. Considering the current state of joint ventures in the construction sectors in
developing countries, there are factors militating against the success of joint ventures in
construction projects.

Kale [35] postulated that factors militating against joint venture success in construction
projects are unclear partner roles, the unequal sharing of risks and benefits, inevitable
crises, no exit mechanisms, inadequate training, and a misunderstanding of the partnering
concept. A common problem with joint ventures is a lack of clarity regarding the scope of
the partnership and how the two sides intend to work together [14]. Walker [46] noted that
in joint ventures with a clear majority owner, the other partner (minority) could contribute
a brand name, money, or patent right to technology with less interest in the day-to-day
decisions. Thus, a willing docile partner is key to the success of joint ventures. When both
partners bring 50-50, they are expected to put in roughly the same amount of effort into the
venture [46]. The key factor in 50-50 joint ventures is bringing unique skill sets together
with clear partner roles. However, to have clear partnership roles, the key partners in joint
ventures should be involved during negotiations to define the benefits they expect and
their contributions [35]. Value and gain generated by partners in joint ventures need to be
distributed between the partners as agreed to avoid conflicts in the operational processes
of the partnerships [45]. Conflicts deteriorate joint ventures beyond the capacity of the
partners where parties believe they cannot cope with working together again, so they must
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have formal exit mechanisms in place [47]. This helps both parties to avoid time-consuming
and costly litigation. It has been observed that many partners in joint ventures do not
pay adequate attention to managing partner relations [36]. Nonetheless, establishing exit
mechanisms in joint venture planning stages will help to avoid joint ventures from failing
without needing to negotiate the dangerous minefield of one measure or another. This will
also help to avoid operational issues in joint venture [35].

Zirape [36] posited that insufficient staff training is one reason for joint venture failures
in the construction industry. Most partners and participants in joint ventures do not under-
stand the concept. Thus, they are not able to implement partnering successfully in joint
ventures. Misunderstanding the joint venture concept militates partnering implementation.
Zirape [36] opined that a poor partnership approach with limited experience affects the
knowledge and understanding of project participants in joint ventures. Misunderstanding
and unfamiliarity among partners with the partnering concept could cause irrevocable
failure. Adnan [27] opined that the militating factors affecting joint venture project success
include a lack of mutual understanding, a lack of inter-partner trust, a lack of proper
agreement on the contract, poor commitment, poor cooperation, financial instability and
incoordination, and poor communication and management control.

Moreover, Gale [48] noted that the selection of unsuitable partners, unclear statements
in joint venture agreements, poor information on partners before negotiations, and a lack
of the clear identification of partners’ objectives affect the success of joint ventures in the
construction industry. Ikuabe [23] identified 28 risk factors for joint venture success in
the construction industry. These militating factors include, but are not limited to, poor
inter-partner trust, a lack of proper agreement on the contract, poor commitment, a lack
of mutual understanding, a clash of personalities, unchanging attitudes, and a lack of
planning, among others.

The study by Ozorhon [22] aimed to investigate the performance and risk of joint
ventures in the construction industry. The findings showed that the study was based on
statistical procedures for examining the effects of inter-partner fit/relations, structural
characteristics, host country factors, and project-related factors. On the other hand, the
study by Razzaq [49] analysed the impact of the risks of joint ventures in the construction
industry on the project success criteria of time, cost, and quality using factor analysis as
an identifier tool. The contributions of this study differ from both of these studies because
we assessed the factors militating against the success of joint ventures in the construction
industry based on the perspectives of professionals in the construction industry. Further, the
retrieved data in this study were analysed using descriptive and exploratory factor analysis.

It is pertinent to note that the success of joint ventures in the construction industry can
be affected by different factors, leading to issues affecting project output rate or actualisa-
tion [14]. One important aspect of joint ventures within construction is that transparency
and trust is vital among partners, and the early identification of militating factors can
predict performance, which must be established from the onset. Consequently, as shown in
Table 1, our synthesis of the views developed by various authors provided a more holistic
outline to guide this study. Thus, detailed in Table 1 are the factors militating against the
success of joint ventures that guided this study, as extracted from the relevant literature. As
seen in the literature review, the factors represented in the different studies have primarily
focused on factors militating against the success of joint ventures in construction projects.

Table 1. Militating factors against joint venture success in the construction industry.

Militating Factor against Joint Venture Success References

Lack of mutual understanding [23,27,35]
Lack of inter-partner trust [1,23,27,36]
Lack of proper agreement on the contract [5,23,50]
Poor commitment from partners [23,27,36,51]
Poor cooperation from partners [5,27,52]
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Table 1. Cont.

Militating Factor against Joint Venture Success References

Financial instability [27,53,54]
Communication breakdown [5,51,55]
Poor management control [23,51]
Economy fluctuations [5,43,56]
Losses incurred due to corruption and bribery [23,56]
Excessive demands by clients [23,27,56]
Excessive variations in projects [5,23,27,56]
Unfavourable government regulations [27,56,57]
Breach of contract by partners [5,27,53,56]
Disputes among partners (sharing of work, profits, and losses) [14,50,56]
Clash of organisational cultures [35,50,52]
Poor project relations among partners’ teams [23,27,35,56,57]
Inexperience with joint venture projects [23,35,50]
Special roles not clearly defined [23,35,50,51]
Special responsibilities not clearly defined [35,50,53,56]
Unresolved disputes [23,27,50],
Corruption (local and international) [23,35,36]
Costly coordination of inter-partners [14,27,35,55,56]
Inadequate compensation for proprietary [5,35,43,45]
Lack of belief in the system [23,35,46,47]
Clash of personalities [27,31,35,47,50]
Unchanging attitudes [23,43,50,56]
Lack of planning [23,50,56]
Varying financial objectives [27,31,45,56,57]

Source: Author’s compilation (2023), as reviewed from the literature.

3. Research Method

This study adopted a quantitative research approach to assess the militating fac-
tors against the success of joint ventures in the South African construction industry (see
Figure 1). According to Babbie [58], quantitative research approaches unbiasedly analyse
mathematical and numerical data. Quantitative research designs use structured question-
naires, voting polls, survey studies, or computational techniques to treat or validate existing
statistical data [59]. Thus, the South African construction industry was used for this study
because of the high numbers of construction professionals involved in joint ventures in the
construction industry in the country [23,60,61]. Additionally, the construction industry in
South Africa is at the edge of a digital revolution, with countless technologies providing
innovative answers to the age-old issues of executing construction projects to meet clients’
budgets, quality, and timing [60,61]. Further, the South African construction industry plays
a critical role in creating enabling business environments for joint ventures in construction
operations and processes [14,20,23]. It is also a vital sector for the country’s economy and is
responsible for stimulating investment, creating jobs, and improving infrastructure [23,61].

This study surveyed the opinions of professionals within the construction industry, in-
cluding architects, construction managers, project managers, engineers, project controllers,
contract managers, quantity surveyors, and planners/schedulers. The stakeholder prefer-
ences were based on their experiences in joint venture construction projects in the South
African construction industry. Hence, Table 1 summarises the militating factors against
joint venture success identified in the literature, which was used to design a Likert scale
survey questionnaire that was in line with the research objective.
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A purposive sampling technique was used to select participants for this study. Ac-
cording to Creswell and Plano-Clark [62], purposive sampling is a non-probability method
that uses the subjective method to select individual participants who have knowledge or
experience of a phenomenon. Wilkins [63,64] maintained that non-probability sampling
allows for the selection of research participants based on their willingness to participate
in a survey when a random sampling method could not be used to choose respondents.
The respondents in this study were requested to signify their level of agreement with each
identified militating factor against joint venture success in the South African construc-
tion industry. A five-point Likert scale was used as follows: 5 = strongly agree (S.A.);
4 = agree (A); 3 = neutral (N); 2 = disagree (D); 1 = strongly disagree (S.D.). Using the
purposive quota sampling technique, 190 questionnaires were administered to construction
professionals within the study area. Out of the administered questionnaires, 185 copies
were retrieved from the respondents for the analysis. This represented 97.36% of the total
questionnaires administered. Around 28,000 registered construction professionals work
within the study area [20]. Thus, Yamane’s [59] equation, as cited by [60], was used to
calculate the sample size that could represent the total population of 28,000 construction
professionals in the Gauteng province of South Africa. Yamane’s [59] equation provides a
simplified formula to calculate sample sizes, allowing inferences and conclusions drawn
from surveys to be applied to the complete population from which the sample was drawn.
Hence, Equation (1) was used to calculate the sample size for this research with respect to
the population under study.

n = N/[1 + N(e)2] (1)

where n is the random sample size, N is the population size, and e is the level of precision.
In Yamane’s equation (1967), the level of precision is set at a 95% significant level and is
equivalent to p = 0.05, which was adopted for this equation in this research.

n = 8792/1 + (8792) (0.075)2 = 174 (2)

According to Equation (1), the sample size required for this study was 174 respondents.
However, the actual number of respondents was 185. The 185 responses used for this
study were in line with the recommendations in [65]. Hence, the retrieved data were
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analysed using descriptive and exploratory factor analysis (EFA). We used IBM SPSS
Statistics version 26 to analyse the data obtained from the field survey. The study also
conducted descriptive analysis, including percentage, frequency, mean item score (MIS),
and standard deviation. The descriptive analysis using the mean item score (MIS) was
conducted to examine the outcomes of the Likert inquiries about this research questionnaire.
Manikandan [66] maintained that the mean is often used to measure data-central tendencies.
The computation of MIS was based on the weighted responses from the survey participants
for each question. It was also aligned with the scores chosen by the respondents’ that
were deemed collectively as the analytically agreed indicators of comparative significance.
Thus, the MIS index was the overall actual score (applying a 5-point Likert scale) indicated
by each respondent as a fraction of the entirety of each of the more significant probable
outcomes on the Likert scale, which each respondent could add to that criterion. The
standard deviation explains the sample through a descriptive statistic that computes the
numbers spread across the mean [67].

The descriptive analysis conducted included percentage, frequency, and standard
deviation. The data adequacy for the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was determined
using Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s sphericity tests. EFA helps to reduce large
data into small components by discovering their levels of relationship [68]. Cronbach’s
alpha test was conducted to determine the data reliability and the interrelatedness of the
variables in each component [68]. Tavakol [69] posited that Cronbach’s alpha test explores
the scale reliability of data through their internal consistency. The data collection instrument
reliability test returned a value of 0.910 for the coefficient of Cronbach’s alpha scale, which
was higher than the 0.6 value recommended by [70]. As noted by Yong and Pearce [71], a
0.40 loading cut-off is considered a significant variable in exploratory factor components
based on pragmatic reasons. Thus, this study retained underlying variables with loadings
of less than 0.5. This explained the reliability of the data collection instrument and the
validity of the field survey responses. The results of the analysis were presented in figures
and tables.

4. Discussion of Findings
4.1. Respondent Background Information

Table 2 shows the demographic information of the respondents. In terms of years of
experience, the results showed that 26% had above six years of experience, 22% had five
years of experience, 18% had four years of working experience, 15% had three years of
working experience, while 13% had two years working experience, 5% had one year, and
1% had less than one year of working experience. The professional designations of the
respondents comprised 21% construction managers, 21% project managers, 15% engineers,
12% project controllers, 10% contract managers, 8% quantity surveyors, 7% architects,
and 6% planners/schedulers. The respondents’ academic qualifications comprised 33%
honours degrees, 23% master’s degrees, 19% bachelor’s degrees, 16% diploma degrees, and
8% professional certificates. Just 1% of respondents had the highest academic qualification
(doctorate). Table 2 further shows the number of joint venture projects that the respondents
had been involved with in the construction industry. The results indicated that 13% of
respondents were involved in more than six joint venture projects, 7% were involved in five
joint venture projects, 21% were involved in four joint venture projects, 19% were involved
in three joint venture projects, 27% were involved in two joint venture projects, while 7% of
the respondents were involved in less than one joint venture project in the construction
industry. Hence, the respondents had good knowledge of joint venture operations in the
construction industry.
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Table 2. The respondents’ background information.

Respondent Background Information Frequency (n = 185) Percentage (%)

Years of Experience
Above 6 Years 49 26
5 Years 40 22
4 Years 34 18
3 Years 28 15
2 Years 24 13
1 Year 9 5
Total 185 100
Less than 1 Year 1 1
Professional Designation
Construction Manager 40 21
Project Manager 39 21
Contract Manager 20 10
Planner/Scheduler 11 6
Engineer 27 15
Architect 12 7
Quantity Surveyor 14 8
Project Controller 22 12
Total 185 185
Academic Qualification
Honours Degree 61 33
Master’s Degree 42 23
Bachelor’s Degree 36 19
Diploma Degree 29 16
Professional Certificate 15 8
Doctorate Degree 2 1
Total 185 100
Involvement in Joint Venture Projects
Above 6 Projects 24 13
5 Projects 13 7
4 Projects 39 21
3 Projects 35 19
2 Projects 49 27
1 Project 25 13
Total 185 100

4.2. Descriptive analysis of Militating Factors against Joint Venture Success in the
Construction Industry

As shown in Table 3, the results revealed the mean item score and standard deviation
of the descriptive analysis of militating factors affecting joint venture operations in the
South African construction industry. The respondents indicated their level of agreement
with the identified militating factors against joint ventures using the following 5-point scale:
5 = strongly agree (S.A.); 4 = agree (A); 3 = neutral (N); 2 = disagree (D); 1 = strongly disagree
(S.D.). The militating factors against joint venture success in the South African construction
industry were ranked using the mean item score (MIS) and standard deviation (σ).

The factors that were ranked highly as militating factors against joint venture success
in the construction industry included “lack of inter-partner trust”, which ranked first with
an MIS of 4.16 and a σ of 0.870, “corruption (local and international)”, which ranked second
with an MIS of 4.09 and a σ of 0.893, “lack of proper agreement on the contract”, which
ranked third with an MIS of 4.08 and a σ of 0.840, and “economy fluctuations”, which
ranked fourth with an MIS of 4.06 and a σ of 0.894, while “poor management control”, with
an MIS of 3.97 and a σ of 0.843, and “financial instability”, with an MIS of 3.97 and a σ of
0.902, were ranked fifth. “Poor commitment from partners”, with an MIS of 3.96 and a σ of
0.856, “poor cooperation from partners”, with an MIS of 3.96 and a σ of 0.946, and “costly
coordination of inter-partners”, with an MIS of 3.96 and a σ of 0.937, were ranked seventh.
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Table 3. Factors militating against joint venture success in the construction industry.

Factor Militating against Joint Venture Success Mean σ Rank

Lack of inter-partner trust 4.16 0.870 1
Corruption (local and international) 4.09 0.893 2

Lack of proper agreement on the contract 4.08 0.840 3
Economy fluctuations 4.06 0.894 4

Poor management control 3.97 0.843 5
Financial instability 3.97 0.902 5

Poor commitment from partners 3.96 0.856 7
Poor cooperation from partners 3.96 0.946 7

Costly coordination of inter-partners 3.96 0.937 7
Inexperience with joint venture projects 3.95 0.886 10

Communication breakdown 3.94 0.760 11
Poor project relations among partners’ teams 3.93 0.879 12

Unresolved disputes 3.91 0.883 13
Losses incurred due to corruption and bribery 3.89 0.896 14

Special responsibilities not clearly defined 3.89 0.840 14
Varying financial objectives 3.89 0.787 14

Inadequate compensation for proprietary 3.89 0.787 14
Special roles not clearly defined 3.88 0.895 18

Lack of belief in the system 3.74 1.108 19
Excessive demands by clients 3.71 1.118 20
Lack of mutual understanding 3.71 1.079 20
Excessive variations in projects 3.68 1.054 22

Clash of personalities 3.62 1.136 23
Unchanging attitudes 3.57 1.155 24

Clash of organisational cultures 3.57 1.031 24
Unfavourable government regulations 3.57 1.077 24

Disputes among partners (sharing of work, profits, and losses) 3.56 1.160 27
Lack of planning 3.48 1.064 28

Breach of contract by partners 3.44 1.067 29

The factors that ranked above average as militating factors against joint venture
success in the construction industry included “inexperience with joint venture projects”,
which ranked tenth with an MIS of 3.95 and a σ of 0.886, and “communication breakdown”,
which ranked eleventh with an MIS of 3.94 and a σ of 0.760, while “poor project relations
among partners’ teams”, with an MIS of 3.93 and a σ of 0.879, and “unresolved disputes”,
with an MIS of 3.91 and a σ of 0.883, ranked thirteenth. The factors ranked fourteenth
included “losses incurred due to corruption and bribery”, with an MIS of 3.89 and a σ

of 0.896, “special responsibilities not clearly defined”, with an MIS of 3.89 and a σ of
0.840, “varying financial objectives”, with an MIS of 3.89 and a σ of 0.787, “inadequate
compensation for proprietary”, with an MIS of 3.89 and a σ of 0.787. Meanwhile, “special
roles not clearly defined” ranked eighteenth with an MIS of 3.88 and a σ of 0.895, “lack
of belief in the system” ranked nineteenth with an MIS of 3.74 and a σ of 1.108, and
“excessive demands by clients”, with an MIS of 3.71 and a σ of 1.118, and “lack of mutual
understanding”, with an MIS of 3.71 and a σ of 1.079, ranked twentieth. Then, “excessive
variations in projects” ranked twenty-second with an MIS of 3.68 and a σ of 1.054 and
“clash of personalities” ranked twenty-third with an MIS of 3.62 and a σ of 1.136. The
twenty-fourth ranked factors were “unchanging attitudes”, with a mean score of 3.57 and
a σ of 1.155, “clash of organisational cultures”, with an MIS of 3.57 and a σ of 1.031, and
“unfavourable government regulations”, with an MIS of 3.57 and a σ of 1.077. The last
three militating factors against joint venture success in the construction industry, ranked
twenty-seventh to twenty-ninth, were “disputes among partners (sharing of work, profits,
and losses)”, with an MIS of 3.56 and a σ of 1.160, “lack of planning”, with an MIS of 3.48
and a σ of 1.064, and “breach of contract by partners”, with an MIS of 3.44 and a σ of 1.067.
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4.3. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results

The exploratory factor analysis of militating factors against joint venture success in the
South African construction industry revealed 29 established militating factors against joint
venture success in the South African construction industry using the IBM SPSS statistics
version 26. The exploratory factors analysis used principal component analysis to check
the data suitability for factor analysis.

Table 4 shows the KMO and Bartlett’s tests for the militating factors against joint
venture success in the construction industry. The 0.832 value of the KMO test for sample
adequacy obtained from the results in Table 4 was higher than the 0.6 recommended value
for exploratory factor analysis [70,72]. Significant values for Bartlett’s test of sphericity
(represented by “Sig”) show the measure of the multivariate normality of dataset distribu-
tions. Our data returned a 0.000 significance value, indicating the acceptability of the data
for factor analysis. According to George [73], a significant value less than 0.05 represents
research data that could be accepted for EFA because the data do not generate an identity
matrix. Therefore, the correlation coefficient of >0.3 supported the KMO and Bartlett’s tests
for the factorability of the dataset.

Table 4. The KMO and Bartlett’s tests for factors militating against joint venture success.

KMO and Bartlett’s Tests

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.832
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Squared 5306.359

Df 276
Sig. 0.000

Table 5 reveals the communalities for the militating factors against joint venture
success in the construction industry. The extraction value of the results in Table 4 was >0.3,
which meant the listed militating factors against joint venture success in the South African
construction industry fit well in their components without any signs of variance. The factor
grouping was reliable because none of the factors had low extraction values.

Table 5. Communalities.

Factor Militating against Joint Venture Success Initial Extraction

Lack of mutual understanding 1.000 0.636
Lack of inter-partner trust 1.000 0.569
Lack of proper agreement on the contract 1.000 0.828
Poor commitment from partners 1.000 0.796
Poor cooperation from partners 1.000 0.546
Financial instability 1.000 0.913
Communication breakdown 1.000 0.669
Poor management control 1.000 0.724
Economy fluctuations 1.000 0.873
Losses incurred due to corruption and bribery 1.000 0.824
Excessive demands by clients 1.000 0.823
Excessive variations in projects 1.000 0.788
Unfavourable government regulations 1.000 0.849
Breach of contract by partners 1.000 0.817
Disputes among partners (sharing of work, profits, and losses) 1.000 0.623
Clash of organisational cultures 1.000 0.829
Poor project relations among partners’ teams 1.000 0.677
Inexperience with joint venture projects 1.000 0.760
Special roles not clearly defined 1.000 0.798
Special responsibilities not clearly defined 1.000 0.797
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Table 5. Cont.

Factor Militating against Joint Venture Success Initial Extraction

Unresolved disputes 1.000 0.620
Corruption (local and international); 1.000 0.807
Costly coordination of inter-partners 1.000 0.838
Inadequate compensation for proprietary 1.000 0.890
Lack of belief in the system 1.000 0.764
Clash of personalities 1.000 0.879
Unchanging attitudes 1.000 0.849
Lack of planning 1.000 0.819
Varying financial objectives 1.000 0.822

Extraction method: principal component analysis.

Table 6 explains how the latent root, or Kaiser’s criterion, was used to retain com-
ponents with eigenvalues > 1.0 for the total variance explained of the militating factors
against joint venture success in the South African construction industry. There were seven
components with eigenvalues > 1.0: 10.759, 3.886, 2.346, 1.568, 1.405, 1.279, and 1.181,
which explained 37.100%, 13.401%, 8.901%, 5.405%, 4.846%, 4.410%, and 4.074%, respec-
tively. Hence, these seven components explained a cumulative percentage of 77.328 of the
variance, highlighting the significance of the variables within the seven components.

Table 6. Total variance explained.

Component Initial Eigenvalue Extraction Sum of Squared Loadings Rotation Sum of
Squared Loadings a

Total % of Var. Cum. % Total % of Var. Cum. % Total

1 10.759 37.100 37.100 10.759 37.100 37.100 6.659
2 3.886 13.401 50.501 3.886 13.401 50.501 4.312
3 2.346 8.091 58.592 2.346 8.091 58.592 5.983
4 1.568 5.405 63.997 1.568 5.405 63.997 2.048
5 1.405 4.846 68.844 1.405 4.846 68.844 3.194
6 1.279 4.410 73.253 1.279 4.410 73.253 6.595
7 1.181 4.074 77.328 1.181 4.074 77.328 5.538
8 0.881 3.039 80.366
9 0.756 2.606 82.972

10 0.614 2.118 85.090
11 0.575 1.983 87.073
12 0.471 1.623 88.696
13 0.435 1.500 90.196
14 0.389 1.343 91.539
15 0.366 1.263 92.802
16 0.326 1.124 93.926
17 0.304 1.048 94.974
18 0.263 0.905 95.879
19 0.229 0.790 96.669
20 0.194 0.668 97.337
21 0.178 0.615 97.952
22 0.147 0.509 98.461
23 0.129 0.445 98.906
24 0.095 0.328 99.234
25 0.083 0.285 99.520
26 0.057 0.197 99.717
27 0.047 0.163 99.880
28 0.022 0.077 99.957
29 0.012 0.043 100.000

Extraction method: principal component analysis. a When components were correlated, the sums of the squared
loadings could not be added to obtain the total variance.
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The scree plot graph (see Figure 2) used the Oblimin method of rotation to further
highlight the eigenvalues of the 27 identified militating factors against joint venture success
in the South African construction industry. The scree plot graph shows how the seven
components correlated with one another to a certain degree. The scree plot shows how the
seven components were clustered, before the break in the steep slope, as factors that needed
interpretation via factor analysis, according to the direct Oblimin rotation of the correlations
between the 27 variables. The steep slope shown in Figure 2 represents the significant
factors, while the gradual trailing represents the rest of the factors with eigenvalues < 1.0.
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4.4. Discussion of Exploratory Factor Component Report

The pattern matrix for the 29 militating factors against joint venture success in the
South African construction industry is presented in Table 7. The 29 militating factors
against joint venture success were clustered into seven components. The components were
interpreted based on the inherent relationships between the variables in each component
before common names were assigned to the components. Additionally, a further inspection
of the scree plot revealed the last significant break on the plot was on the seventh factor,
which confirmed the extraction of seven factors. The steeper portion of the slope shows the
large factors, while the gradual trailing shows the rest of the factors that had eigenvalues
lower than 1. Hence, Factor 1 was named “differences in partners’ work values”, Factor 2
was named “ineffective regulatory frameworks”, Factor 3 was named “undefined goals”,
Factor 4 was named “clashes between partners’ cultural values”, Factor 5 was named
“economic viability”, Factor 6 was named “operational constraints”, and Factor 7 was
named “conflicts of interest”.

Table 7. Pattern matrix (a).

Component

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Inadequate compensation for proprietary 0.88
Varying financial objectives 0.88
Lack of proper agreement on the contract 0.81
Poor commitment from partners 0.61
Lack of belief in the system 0.60
Lack of inter-partner trust 0.43
Unfavourable government regulations 0.92
Breach of contract by partners 0.91
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Table 7. Cont.

Component

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Excessive variations in projects 0.88
Excessive demands by clients 0.87
Disputes among partners (sharing of work, profits, and losses) 0.77
Special roles not clearly defined 0.90
Inexperience with joint venture projects 0.86
Poor project relations among partners’ teams 0.80
Special responsibilities not clearly defined 0.70
Unresolved disputes 0.68
Clash of organisational cultures 0.85
Lack of mutual understanding 0.71
Costly coordination of inter-partners 0.88
Corruption (local and international) 0.76
Economy fluctuations 0.77
Unchanging attitudes 0.75
Lack of planning 0.75
Losses incurred due to corruption and bribery 0.74
Communication breakdown 0.47
Financial instability 0.89
Clash of personalities 0.86
Poor management control 0.49
Poor cooperation from partners 0.44

Extraction method: principal component analysis. Rotation method: Oblimin with Kaiser normalisation.
(a) Rotation converged in 18 iterations.

4.4.1. Factor 1: Differences in Partners’ Work Values

In total, six variables were clustered into the first factor, including inadequate compen-
sation for proprietary (88%), varying financial objectives (88%), lack of proper agreement on
the contract (81%), poor commitment from partners (61%), lack of belief in the system (60%),
and lack of inter-partner trust (43%). The variables explained a cumulative percentage
of 37.100 of the variance. The variables in this factor explained the complexity of joint
ventures, which is one of the main problems affecting joint venture success in construction
processes and procedures [21]. Managing differences between partners is one of the most
challenging aspects of joint venture operations [23]. This study’s findings also aligned
with the conclusion of Kale [35], who asserted that the factors affecting the success of joint
ventures in construction projects are the misunderstanding of the partnering concept and
legal agreements between both partners. Adnan [27] concluded that poor commitment, a
lack of inter-partner trust, and financial instability and incoordination affect the success of
joint ventures. Thus, partners involved in joint ventures in the construction industry need
to understand their individual differences in terms of personal work ethics, experience,
organisational values, legal conditions, commitment, trust, and financial capability.

4.4.2. Factor 2: Ineffective Regulatory Frameworks

In total, five variables were clustered into this factor, which included unfavourable
government regulations (92%), breach of contract by partners (91%), excessive variations in
projects (88%), excessive demands by clients (87%), and disputes among partners (sharing
of work, profits, and losses) (77%). The variables explained a cumulative percentage of
13.401 of the variance. The variables in this factor were related to the regulatory frameworks
guiding internal and external operations in joint ventures within the South African construc-
tion industry. Xuan [24] concurred that the external factors militating joint venture success
are mostly due to operating environment influences, such as government policies and
financial regulations. Kale [35] opined that the failure of joint venture partners to set clear
partnership roles during negotiations affects joint venture success. Joint venture regulatory
frameworks are also needed to guide agreements, profit sharing, and partner operations.
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These findings collaborated with the submissions of Samanta [45], who stated that the
sharing of value and gain generated by partners in joint ventures needs to be agreed upon
to avoid conflicts during the operational processes of partnerships. Hence, joint venture
regulatory frameworks are needed to guide agreements, profit sharing, and operations,
which could reduce conflicts of interest and litigation among joint venture partners.

4.4.3. Factor 3: Undefined Goals

In total, five variables were clustered into the third factor, as follows: special roles
not clearly defined (90%), inexperience with joint venture projects (86%), poor project
relations among partners’ teams (80%), special responsibilities not clearly defined (70%),
and unresolved disputes (68%). These variables explained a cumulative percentage of 8.091
of the variance. The undefined goals of joint venture partners are the common relationships
linking the factors in this component. Gale [48,52] attributed the militating factors affecting
joint venture success to the selection of unsuitable partners, unclear statements in joint
venture agreements, poor information on partners before negotiation, and the ambiguous
identification of partners’ objectives. Kale [23,35] posited that the long-term sustainability
of joint ventures depends on defining justifiable risk–benefit ratios and exit policies for
non-performing partners. Zirape [36] also noted that many partners in joint ventures do
not pay adequate attention to managing partner relations, which could later affect their
contractual relations. These findings also agreed with the submission of Abdulrahman [56],
who identified breach of contract by partners, excessive demands and variations by clients,
and poor project relations among partners as factors affecting construction firms involved
in joint ventures. Hence, for efficient joint ventures in the construction industry, clarity
in the goals of partnerships is essential, which must be established from the beginning of
the partnerships.

4.4.4. Factor 4: Clashes between Partners’ Cultural Values

In total, two variables were clustered into the fourth factor, which were the clash of
organisational cultures (85%) and lack of mutual understanding (71%). These variables ex-
plained a cumulative percentage of 5.405 of the variance. This was in line with the findings
of Kale [35,55], who found that clashes in organisational cultures affect the operation of
joint ventures. These problems can be due to differences in the cultures and languages of
organisations [52]. Similarly, Xiong [57,73] contended that the factors affecting the opera-
tion of joint ventures in Africa include the national culture of joint venture performance
(complexity, ambiguity, and uncertainty) and cultural differences in knowledge transfer.
This clearly shows that international partners should more understanding of their partners’
cultures and values to achieve efficient and successful joint ventures in the construction
industry, especially when partners are from different cultural backgrounds or countries.

4.4.5. Factor 5: Economic Viability

In total, two variables were clustered into the fifth component, which were the costly
coordination of inter-partners (88%) and corruption (local and international) (76%). These
variables explained a cumulative percentage of 4.846 of the variance. The factors in this
component were related to the economic viability of partners involved in joint venture
businesses. These findings were supported by Ikuabe [5,51], who expressed that the
economic benefits of joint venture partnerships contribute to the successful operations of
joint ventures in the construction industry. Zhang [74,75] maintained that differences in the
economic importance of joint venture partners significantly impacts joint venture success
in the construction industry. Thus, the economic viability of the country or each partner
in joint ventures is an essential condition that needs critical consideration by all partners.
Economic viability is important in joint ventures because it helps businesses, including those
in the construction industry, grow faster, generate greater profits, and increase productivity.
Further, it helps to create access to new markets and increase partners’ capacity. This
shows that capitalising on the financing of new infrastructural developments, products,
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innovations, technologies, and processes by companies involved in joint ventures will
positively impact national economies and social well-being.

4.4.6. Factor 6: Operational Constraints

In total, five variables were clustered into this factor, which were economy fluctuations
(77%), unchanging attitudes (75%), lack of planning (75%), losses incurred due to corruption
and bribery (74%), and communication breakdown (74%). These variables explained a
cumulative percentage of 4.410 of the variance. The factors in this component were linked to
operational constraints affecting successful joint ventures in the South African construction
industry. Oswald [51,55] expressed that inappropriate planning, unchanging attitudes, and
communication breakdowns are major operational constraints affecting joint ventures in
the construction industry. Similarly, Abdulrahman [56] maintained that joint ventures are
influenced by economic fluctuations and foreign exchange. The factors in this component
are significant for the successful operations of joint ventures. Thus, this shows that the aim
of forming joint ventures in the construction industry is for partners to combine resources
to offer better construction services that individual firms could not achieve.

4.4.7. Factor 7: Conflicts of Interest

In total, four variables were clustered into the seventh factor, as follows: financial
instability (89%), clash of personalities (86%), poor management control (49%), and poor
cooperation from partners (44%). These variables explained a cumulative percentage of
4.074 of the variance. Mba [50] postulated that issues related to the operation and formation
of joint ventures have been the subject of considerable review among construction firms.
Thus, certain issues, such as a clash of personalities among joint venture employees, could
affect joint venture success. Lonsdale [52] contended that conflicts of interest are inevitable
when joint venture management teams are not collaboratively set up at the start of partner-
ships. Therefore, joint venture partners must jointly design their business agreements and
articles of memorandum to avoid conflicts of interest among their employees.

The existence of positive relationships between the variables within the component cor-
relation matrix is shown in Table 8. The values of the relationships between the component
variables were around 0.30.

Table 8. Component correlation matrix.

Component 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 1.000 0.200 0.261 0.189 0.183 0.428 0.327
2 0.200 1.000 0.021 0.047 0.102 0.117 0.094
3 0.261 0.021 1.000 0.156 0.268 0.324 0.391
4 0.189 0.047 0.156 1.000 0.101 0.114 0.041
5 0.183 0.102 0.268 0.101 1.000 0.182 0.232
6 0.428 0.117 0.324 0.114 0.182 1.000 0.349
7 0.327 0.094 0.391 0.041 0.232 0.349 1.000

Extraction method: principal component analysis. Rotation method: Oblimin with Kaiser normalisation.

A reliability test was conducted on the variables in each component, which indicated
that the measured variables were valid for each component. Table 9 shows that the Cron-
bach’s alpha value for each component of militating factors affecting joint venture success
in the South African construction industry ranged between 0.575 and 0.921.
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Table 9. Reliability of clustered factors.

Component Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient

1. Differences in Partners’ Work Values 0.921
2. Ineffective Regulatory Frameworks 0.919
3. Undefined Goals 0.888
4. Clashes Between Partners’ Cultural Values 0.575
5. Economic Viability 0.858
6. Operational Constraints 0.916
7. Conflicts of Interest 0.875

4.5. Conclusions and Recommendations

This study assessed the militating factors against joint venture success in the con-
struction industry in South Africa. A quantitative research approach was adopted, using
a purposive sampling technique to select participants among construction professionals
in Gauteng province, South Africa. The EFA clustered the 29 identified militating factors
against joint venture success in the South African construction industry into seven com-
ponents. The seven components of militating factors against joint venture success were
differences in partners’ work values, ineffective regulatory frameworks, undefined goals,
clashes between partners’ cultural values, economic viability, operational constraints, and
conflicts of interest. The empirical findings from the study aligned with the theoretical
review. According to the ranking of the variables, lack of inter-partner trust, corruption,
lack of formal agreement, economic fluctuations, and poor management control were the
top-ranked factors militating against joint venture success in the construction industry.
Therefore, without establishing adequate working conditions with predictable systems,
the operations of joint venture partnerships will be affected. This study showed that joint
ventures in the construction industry require due diligence from all partners to understand
policy, organisational culture, sharing ratios, and economic viability to avoid unnecessary
conflicts of interest and operational constraints that could undermine joint venture success.

The critical outcome of this study showed that it has theoretical and practical im-
plications. Empirically, the study affirmed the need to understand the factors militating
against joint venture success in the construction industry. The seven identified components
could assist construction professionals and partners in the design of joint venture contracts
and operations/processes to achieve joint venture success. The study could theoretically
advance our knowledge of the factors militating against joint venture success in the con-
struction industry, as represented in the seven components. Among the vital components
were economic viability and ineffective regulatory frameworks for joint ventures, indicating
that viable economy systems and efficient policy frameworks are key to successful joint
ventures in the construction industry. On a practical note, the study findings could provide
a relevant understanding of the militating factors against joint venture success before the
commencement of partnerships. These identified militating factors could help to improve
trust and prevent stakeholders, professionals, construction firms, and individual partners
involved in joint ventures from paying excessive compensation due to unforeseen issues
in partnerships.

The study concluded that successful joint ventures in the construction industry re-
quire due diligence from all partners to understand policy, organisational culture, sharing
ratios, and economic viability to avoid unnecessary conflicts of interest and operational
constraints. Therefore, the study recommends that the seven components of militating
factors against joint venture success should guide stakeholders, professionals, construction
firms, and individual partners involved in joint ventures within the construction industry
to avoid conflicts and the abandonment of projects. Similarly, the study recommends that
different strategies are required to improve the success rate of joint venture and the long-
term sustainability of partnerships in the South African construction industry. Potential
strategies include establishing guiding principles and effective management frameworks,
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exploiting partners’ technical ability, effective communication and monitoring systems,
and the agreement of the memoranda of incorporation.

Due to time constraints, this study was limited to construction professionals within
Gauteng province, South Africa, which meant the findings could not be generalised for the
whole South African construction industry. Notwithstanding, it is important to emphasise
that the construction stakeholders in Gauteng Province who were surveyed in this study
fairly represented stakeholder activities within the South African construction industry.
Hence, further research should be designed with samples collected from all provinces to
examine whether the knowledge and success rate of joint ventures in the South African
construction industry could be generalised.
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