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Marketing Characteristics of Project Management as a Service in Egypt: Buyers' Perspective
ABSTRACT: This paper aimed at identifying the marketing characteristics of project management service in Egypt as perceived by service buyers. The study was initialized by a problem-identification research which was conducted on service providers. An extensive literature review, on the other hand, was performed to identify the marketing characteristics of the service. These characteristics formed the theoretical basis for the core research of the study.  Others were also suggested by practitioners of the exploratory research. Structured interviews were then conducted with service buyers to test the applicability of the characteristics obtained to the profession of project management in the Egyptian construction market. 

Results revealed that project management, although physically intangible, is not conceptually intangible to the buyer. Significant findings were reactivity of the service to project existence and unidentifiable client needs. Furthermore, buyers of project management lack the satisfaction of ownership.
Keywords: Project management; Marketing characteristics; Buyers; Egyptian construction market. 

MARKETING CHARACTERISTICS OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT
The sections to follow present a synopsis of the marketing characteristics of the service as proposed in different service-marketing literature by different marketing scholars and professionals. 
The Unique Nature of Performance

Berry (1980) explained, "a good is an object, a device, a thing; a service is a deed, a performance, an effort". Bessom (1973) goes deeper by looking at the nature of services from the customer's point of view: an activity that he cannot perform for himself. 

Intangibility

Intangibility is considered "the traditional criterion for distinguishing between goods and services”, Johnson (1969). 
Inseparability
There are two faces to the coin of inseparability, as exhibited by (Stanton, Etzel and Walker 1991): first is the fact that the performance of the service cannot be separated from the creator/seller of the service; and the simultaneous creation, dispensing and consumption of service. Services are unlike goods, which are produced, marketed/sold and then consumed. Services are marketed/sold first then performed and consumed simultaneously. 

Satisfaction through Ownership

Johnson (1969) elaborates, “A good provides satisfaction through ownership and use, whereas a service usually involves something being done for or to the customer to provide satisfaction”. However, from a marketing communication standpoint, symbolism in the case of services derives from performance rather than from possession, Rathmell (1966).
Customer's Participation in Construction

Cowell (1986) mentioned that "It is impossible to separate the consumer from the production process of services". Zeithaml, Parasuraman and Berry (1985) found through their literature that customer's involvement in production is a marketing problem resulting from the feature of inseparability. 

Commitment

Blois (1974) described commitment as "the fact that many services are purchased on a basis which implies or contractually binds the purchaser to a commitment through time". Blois added that the time span of this commitment varied among different types of services. Goodfellow (1983) and Cowell (1986) also expressed commitment as one of the distinguishing characteristics of services.

Essentiality

Baker (1981) stated that “recognizing the need for a service is usually much more immediate than the need of a product". Further, Wilson (1972) found that the extent of essentiality varies among different types of services. 
Postponability 

According to Blois (1974) postponability means that the buyer starts utilizing the service a considerable time after purchase. From a different perspective (Wyckham, Fitzoty and Mandry, 1975) call it ‘deferred use/judgment’ in the sense that the consumer is unable to practically benefit from, or judge the provider’s performance until a later point in time after purchase. This is most evident when the buyer uses the service for the first time.

Unidentifiable Client Needs

Turner (1969) stated that "one of the major keys to marketing professional services lies in the identification of client's needs". Gonroos (1980) endorsed: "the customer in many cases has a rather vague idea of his actual needs”.

Limited Market Choice

Bessom (1973) proclaimed the limitation of client choice while searching for a service provider.  The author added that a service provider, due to the feature of localization of service marketing, may enjoy a local monopoly or oligopoly, which makes the choice limited for the client. 
No Measure/Control For Quality
Branton (1969) was the first who pointed out the feature of ‘no measure/control for quality’ in literature. "The first point which is necessary to make concerns is the assessment of the quality of services rendered". The author added that such difficulty is found to a greater extent in services than any type of goods.

Unidentified Service Category

Wittreich (1966) asserted that "whereas buying a good usually involves choosing from a finite number of alternatives within a well defined category; purchasing a service is often critically dependent on which category of services is chosen". This character, however, does not apply to all types of services. Business services are more likely to possess such character.

Formality of Service Marketing
Rathmell (1966) attested "there appears to be a more formal or professional approach to the marketing of many services (not all by any means); for example, financial, medical, legal and educational services”.

Assignment

Gummesson (1978) found that professional services take the form of an assignment from the buyer to the seller. The construction engineering business is a good example, such as contracts written between owners and consultants or contractors.

Qualification of Service Provider

Gummesson (1979) stated that "services should be provided by qualified personnel, be advisory and focus on problems solving".

Specialty/identity
The distinct identity of a professional service provider, as proposed by Gummesson (1979) has basic advantages pertaining to the contract between the buyer and the provider, leading progressively to a more successful relationship between them. 
OBJECTIVES
The ultimate objective of this research is to define the marketing characteristics of project management service in the Egyptian construction market as perceived by service buyers. 
Realizing this objective will make recipients more acquainted with this newly developed professional service from the marketing perspective, rendering them capable of selecting the most apt providers.
METHODOLOGY
This study utilized the ‘Marketing Research Process’, (Malhotra, 1999 and Kaydo, 1997) as a research methodology. The sections to follow present a detailed procedural account of the steps followed throughout. 

Problem-identification Research

This research as its name suggests aimed at identifying problems facing project management service in Egypt. An exploratory research was initialized through open discussions with three local service providers of available contact information and personnel, using a set of seven preliminary questions, those described hereinafter. These discussions helped define the subjects and refine the wording of further questions. The absence of an official register of operating project management firms in Egypt constituted a serious limitation to locating and contacting further providers. Therefore, the only available method was that of referral. Each provider was asked to name five other competitors and all competitors named were interviewed and asked the following questions: 

1. How do you obtain project management work?

2. What problems face your obtaining work?

3. How frequent do you obtain project management work?

4. What is the average project size you are generally hired to manage?

5. Generally, what are the problems facing the practice of the project management profession in Egypt?

6. Please list five other project management firms operating in Egypt.

7. Please list five of the clients you worked for.

The final edition of this research was structured (multiple choice questions) rather than unstructured (open ended questions), and maintained more than thirty questions. 

A total of thirty-five providers were approached by this research. They were divided into:

 - Group 1: this was the focus of the problem identification research. It consisted of twenty-two service providers. They were specialized project management firms (i.e., no design or contracting services were offered besides project management). 

- Group 2: this presented the rest of the respondents (thirteen). It included providers of other services who do not consider project management as their core business, such as engineering consultants. These respondents were excluded from questions related to performance problems. This exclusion was deliberate due to the fact that project management service was auxiliary to their original scope of business; hence they were not directly affected by the problems facing group 1. 

Worthy of mention is that the exploratory research is not the core research of this study. However, as mentioned above, the research arrived at the main obstacle hampering the development of project management in Egypt, which was the poor communication of the service and its benefits to the market.  This was largely attributed to the lack of marketing knowledge and reluctance to make improvements in this aspect on both providers’ and buyers’ ends. Providers claimed that they were fully capable of selling the service. Some practitioners also alleged that project management could not be marketed.   Marketing literature recognized the first opinion as a phenomenon amongst different professional service providers and named it ‘the-do-it-yourself syndrome’ (Turner, 1969). 

Furthermore, this research added other features characterizing project management service, as will be described later in under the section titled ”Primary research questions”. 
Theoretical Framework 

Research in general, should be supported by an objective evidence of theory (Hunt, 1992). Through rigorous scanning of available literature of services marketing, the marketing characteristics of services are identified. They are then applied to the service of project management in the Egyptian construction market through the descriptive research of the study.

Primary Research Questions

A research question was primarily asked for each characteristic, based upon the theoretical framework obtained from the literature. Subsequently, as mentioned above, other research questions were also set for characteristics obtained by means of the exploratory research with service providers and industry experts.

Therefore, primary research questions were twenty–one. The first sixteen were related to those characteristics obtained from the literature, while the last five were pertinent to the five characteristics added by respondents of the exploratory research. Questions were unstructured and their numbering followed that of the characteristics under the section titled “Marketing Characteristics of Project Management”.
In some instances, more than one question might be asked regarding an individual characteristic. Therefore, supplementary research questions were developed in order to further elaborate the nature of such characteristics. 

Following are the supplementary questions, as well as the reason behind their formulation. Each question will take the number of its original research question with an added suffix (e.g., A, B, C…etc).

	Insert Table-1 around here


Relevant Data

Following are additional data items required for the study. Each data item has the same number of its corresponding research question, but with a different prefix, "D".

	Insert Table-2 around here


The above data along with other feedback of respondents to the exploratory research (those mentioned later in the analysis sections), helped a great deal visualize different questions to be asked, as well as possible measurement and scaling techniques to be used in the questionnaire. 
Final Research

Due to the descriptive nature of this study, a descriptive research design has been selected for conducting the final research. A questionnaire form was designed, and maintained three types of field questions (Appendix A).

The first type was titled ‘Identification information’ of the questionnaire filler. They requested general information concerning respondents. 

The second-type field questions were denoted ‘Basic information questions’. They were set to obtain prime information of the study. On each question, respondents were asked to indicate their opinions whether the subject service possessed one of the proposed service marketing characteristics or not. They were twenty-one questions.  The sequence and numbering system of the questions followed that of the primary research.  For instance, question number 3 relates to characteristic of inseparability mentioned in the third sub-section titled ”Inseparability”. The first eight questions dealt with ‘Major characteristics of project management service’. Those characteristics had high unanimity of occurrence in service marketing literature, (i.e. acknowledged by more than 50% of literature).  

The third-type questions were supplemental ones associated with the questions asked concerning major characteristics (questions 1-8). 

At the end of the questionnaire, respondents were offered a space to add other attributes they found characterizing the marketing or performance of the project management profession.

Selected Sample

The sampling design process Malhotra (1999) was employed for this research. Due to the novelty of the subject matter in the Egyptian market and as proven by the problem-identification research, prospect buyers were inadequately aware of the service. Only former and current buyers were therefore solicited as respondents. 
Further, service providers were unwilling to disclose the names of their clients. Moreover, not all disclosed buyers were reachable and keen to provide information. These two constraints inflicted the use of a Convenience Non-Probability Sampling, where the researcher obtained information from accessible and cooperative buyers. Therefore, the sample size was restricted to ten respondents. In addition, those buyers should have received the service at least once to ensure that their answers represented a perspective of the offer, transaction and the stages of the service delivered to them.
Interviews with Respondents 
Research questionnaire was first mailed/faxed to the respondents, succeeded by a telephone conversation for introduction and determination of time and place of a following personal interview. Interviewees were the project-owner individual or the person responsible for hiring or following up with the service provider at the project-owner entity. Further, interviews were conducted at points of business (office of buyer) as they provide a quieter and healthier medium for filling-out questionnaires, which in turn reduces error possibilities. Questionnaires were filled out during the interviews unless otherwise requested by respondents.

Questionnaire Editing

Questionnaires were reviewed and screened in order to identify illegible, incomplete, inconsistent, or ambiguous responses. Editing took place on a form-by-form basis. Furthermore, the notable interconnection and perhaps interdependence of some characteristics in nature, helped provide means of consistency checks in field questions. Following are the consistency checks built upon the noticeable relevance among different characteristics:

· Check # 1: Choosing answer # iv or v of question #FQ1 (i.e., choosing performance as a nature of project management) is inconsistent with choosing answer # i or ii of question # FQ4 (i.e., agreeing to the separation between the service and its producer). The nature of performance entails that the production process cannot be separated from the provider himself.

· Check # 2: Choosing answer # i, ii, or iii of question # FQ1 (i.e., choosing manufacture as a nature for project management) is inconsistent with agreeing to the statement questions # FQ2A (i.e., agreeing that project management is an intangible product). The manufacturing process essentially provides tangible products.

In case of any of the above mentioned inconsistencies, questions included in such inconsistency were repeated. Further, if a respondent suggested an additional characteristic, this characteristic was further tested by adding a corresponding field question to the questionnaire. Respondents who had already been interviewed were re-contacted again to give their opinion regarding the added characteristic.

ANALYSIS
Statistical Technique

A Univariate technique was an appropriate technique to be employed in this study as the study was mainly concerned with the degree (level of existence) of the proposed characteristics, rather than the interrelation of those characteristics. Therefore, for both structured and unstructured questions, measures of location (mean and mode), variability (standard deviation) and shape (skewness) were obtained. In case of comparison, the coefficient of variation was calculated to measure relative standard deviation.

	Insert Table-3 around here


Results

Table-3 reports results of the sample statistics calculated for each field question addressed to service buyers.

Analysis of Findings

As per Appendix A, several questions were measured on Likert scale. These questions were assigned the value of 1 for the category ‘strongly disagree" and that of 5 for the category "strongly agree". The calculated averages would then express the whole sample's tendency to agree or disagree to the statement before hand. An average of 1.5 for instance, reflects general disagreement, while that of 3.2 represents no clear-cut agreement or disagreement but with tendency for agreement. 

Worthy of mention is that Likert scale has been employed in previous marketing research, (Berry and Parasuraman, 1993); (Davis, Guiltinan and Jones, 1979); (McDougall and Sentsinger, 1990); (Moutinnho, 1989); (Rushton and Carson, 1985) and (Zeithaml et al., 1985). 

The nature of performance

Question # FQ1 followed Rathmell's (1966) concept as he offered five different categories of products and; a product could belong only to one of them, (Table-2).
Buyers showed large consensus (an average of 3.8) on answer # iv.  Answer # iv also adds that performance is assisted by the production of some physical objects to demonstrate the activities performed. Examples are: reports; contracts and miscellaneous presentations. Respondents differed in the size of contribution of the physical component, as expressed by answers iii and v. 
Therefore, the production of project management was dependent on the performance of the provider and this performance was supplemented by the production of physical objects (physical evidence).
Intangibility

The feature of intangibility was tested through questions # FQ2, 2.A. As service marketing literature suggested, tangibility can be recognized via two different human receptive modes: mental comprehension and physical sensation. The exploratory research confirmed that the two ways were not interchangeable to the respondent. Therefore, an independent question was assigned for each one. Results showed a tendency towards opposing the contention that project management could not be mentally perceived (an average of 2.5).  As a result, project management was not characterized by conceptual intangibility.
Physical intangibility, conversely, was generally accepted by buyers (an average of 4.5). Accordingly, project management was physically intangible to the buyers before purchase.
Inseparability

Questions # FQ3, 3.A, 3.B, 3.C tested the applicability of inseparability with its different connotations as pointed out in the literature. These were based on supplementary research questions RQ3.A, RQ3.B and RQ3.C of (Table-1). 
Buyers of project management generally disagreed on question # FQ3 to the provision that project management can be dispensed in the absence of the provider (an average of 1.8). Consequently, project management was characterized by being inseparable from its provider. 

Results of question # FQ 3.A showed a stronger disagreement (an average of 1.7). Accordingly, project management was regarded as inseparable from its delivery.
Question # FQ 3.B was met with significantly milder disagreement to the statement of separation (an average of 2.7). As a result, project management was regarded as inseparable from its consumption.
Results of question # FQ 3.C revealed that respondents agreed that the buyer placed himself in the provider's hands (an average of 3.3); according to Rathmell (1966) as the patient with his doctor. Those who disagreed relied on the owner's ability according to contract, to enforce changes and perhaps replace the project management firm or any of its key personnel. Therefore, it was concluded that, the buyer did place himself in the provider's hands.
Satisfaction through ownership

Questions # FQ 4.1 through 4.3 test this feature using Johnson (1969) conception of the method of providing satisfaction, (Table-1). Accordingly, respondents were offered the following alternatives:

1. The ownership of material items.

2. The experience of an activity done for his/her benefit.

3. The change in condition after the service has been rendered.

Further, the exploratory research revealed that project management actually involves the provision of physical items to the buyer such as reports, presentations and contracts; and that the exchange of physical objects symbolizes a need satisfier to the buyer. Therefore, the question was designed so that respondents were offered the different possible need satisfiers for service buyers, as brought up by (Habib and Kassem, 1989) in (Table-2). They were then asked to indicate their opinions on each one as applicable to project management on Likert scale. 
Answers to question # FQ 4.1 provided an average value of only 2.9. Therefore, no agreement could be claimed to the proposed statement. Therefore, it was concluded that project management service lacked the characteristic of ‘satisfaction through ownership’. Second, results of question # FQ 4.2 gave no clear indication for a tendency towards agreement (an average of 3.1).  Finally, respondents agreed on the need satisfaction of the question statement # FQ 4.3 (an average of 4.2).
In conclusion, the service of project management did not possess the characteristic of ‘satisfaction through ownership’.
Customer participation in production

Client's participation in production was the seventh highest frequently mentioned service characteristic in literature. Such participation, as literature shows, is rather informational than physical. In simpler words, it lies in the ‘knowledge, experience and motivation’ of the buyer (Johnson 1969). 

Results of question # FQ5 showed that 75% of the buyers acknowledged such participation (an average of 4.0). They agreed that the buyer is not isolated from the service delivery process. Actually, in some occasions the owner takes part in the progress of his project. For instance, if the owner delays giving site possession to the contractor, this will normally delay the whole construction phase, which in turn extends the utility period of the project management service. Therefore, the characteristic of ‘customer's participation in production’ was applied to the profession of project management.
Commitment

Literature has expressed commitment as being of financial nature. Thus, the sentence between brackets in question # FQ6, (Appendix A) elaborates on this meaning. Respondents agreed that the buyer was financially committed to the provider throughout the project lifetime. In other words, in no occasion would the provider receive full payment of his fees in advance.

Question # FQ 6.A decodes the preceding question. The question was based on question (RQ6.A; Table-1), as well as respondents’ judgment in the exploratory research, (Table-2). The results showed that respondents unanimously agreed that such commitment was not released until the end of the project. Consequently, the characteristic of ‘commitment’ was soundly applied to the service of project management.

Essentiality

The definition employed for essentiality in this research looks at an essential product as one that is unfeasible to postpone purchasing. Answers of question # FQ7 showed that buyers (an average of 3.7) looked at project management as an essential service in such a way that purchasing it at a later stage of the project is not financially feasible to the owner. Two buyers disagreed and thought that the service could still be utilized for specific phases of the project. Another two buyers, although already contracted for the service at project inception, they were not convinced of their action. Accordingly, the characteristic of ‘essentiality’ was applied to the service of project management.
Postponability 

Service marketing literature designated two aspects of service provision as postponable after the time of purchase, namely: benefit recognition and performance appraisal by the service buyer.
The exploratory research indicated that phrasing the question only as per the literature’s definition would lead service providers to supply false information, as they would untruly consider their service as beneficial from its commencement. Therefore, the questions language has been pivoted on the time of project completion, which necessitated supplemental questions to find out when those events occurred. 
Another output of the exploratory research was that benefit recognition and performance appraisals do not necessarily occur in the same stage of the project. For this reason, the two aspects were not merged in one question as in (Table-1); rather, individual questions were formulated instead. Questions # FQ8 and 8.A were regarding the postponability of benefit recognition, while questions FQ8.1 and 8.B addressed the postponability of performance assessment. The percentage of a project lifespan corresponding to each stage was determined using the average percentages given by respondents to the exploratory research, (Table-2).
Questions # FQ8 and 8.1 were encountered with unanimity of agreement. Buyers' averages for both were at 4.3. All respondents found that the buyer's recognition of benefit and his ability to judge the provider's performance happen before project completion.

Respondents to Question # FQ8.A agreed that the client's benefit recognition takes place with the design phase of the project (15% of buyers). Thus, the client's recognition of his benefit from project management was postponable after purchase time.

Results of Question # FQ 8.B showed that buyers became able to judge the provider's performance in the design phase (15% of buyers). Hence, the client's ability to assess the provider's performance was postponable after purchase time. 
Unidentified client needs

Question # FQ9 addressed the feature of unidentifiable client needs using the literature’s definition, Gonroos (1980). Although this feature applies to the market rather than product, authors have considered it amongst other characteristics distinguishing services from goods and granted it the same interest.

With a sample average of 4.3, buyers endorsed the literature's proposition that buyers were not capable of identifying the needs that would be satisfied by the product of project management. Such needs were typically, saving time, cost and enhancing quality. Therefore, the need to project management service was not identifiable to clients.

Limited market choice
Question # FQ10 applied Bessom’s (1973) notion of limited client choice while searching for a service provider. Respondents' answers averaged at 4.4, indicating strong acceptance of the concept. Nevertheless, almost of them were keen to point out that this was not a long lasting characteristic. When asked about the number of providers existing in the market, the largest number given by a buyer was 10 firms.
Overall, the Egyptian construction market had a limited choice when purchasing project management service.

No measure/control of service quality

The exploratory research proved the clients' ability to measure the service quality and enforce a satisfactory level of it.  Answers to question # FQ12 averaged at 3.4. Rejecting respondents believed that owner-manager contracts specified not only the manager's duties, but also the manner of performing such duties and the measures entitled to the owner at the manager's default. Accepting respondents, conversely, saw that such manners and measures could neither prevent bad management nor timely detect a wrong decision made by the manager. Therefore, the characteristic of ‘no measure/control of quality’ was applicable to the service of project management.
Unidentified service category

Buyers agreed with considerable consensus (an average of 4.1) on question # FQ12, that the profession of project management does not have a well defined service category in the Egyptian construction market yet. Still, they did not find this feature a long-lasting one. They attributed it to the relative novelty of the service and the weak marketing background of providers. Accordingly, the feature of ‘undefined service category’ was applicable to the service of project management.
Formality of the service marketing

Buyers showed considerable consensus for agreement with the question statement # FQ13 (an average of 4.6). Consequently, the characteristic of ‘formality of service marketing’ was applicable to the service of project management. 
Assignment

Question # FQ14 was met with almost sweeping acceptance to the contention that the contracts between the owner and the manager took the form of an assignment from the former to the latter (an average of 4.2). Respondents elaborated that contracts usually refer to the owner as the employer. Therefore, the characteristic of ‘assignment’ was applicable to the service of project management.
Qualification of service provider

Results of question # FQ15 showed that respondents agreed to the necessity of service provider's qualification.  Therefore, the characteristic of ‘qualification of service provider’ was applicable to the project management service in Egypt.

Specialty/identity of the service provider

Question # FQ16 was met with fewer consensuses than its predecessor. Some respondents doubted the necessity that the provider should have the identity as specialized in project management. Still, the majority encouraged such proposition (an average of 4.4). As a result, the characteristic of ‘specialty/identity’ was found applicable to the service of project management.

Reactivity 

Answers to question # FQ17 showed a slight tendency to agree with the contention that the existence of the subject matter (project) must precede the provision of the service (an average of 3.5). Opposing visions claimed that the project manager could suggest and even persuade the owner to start a project that had not existed in the first place, which makes the manager rather proactive than reactive. Therefore, the service of project management could be described as reactive to project existence (project managers got involved only after a project concept had existed).

High involvement

A high involvement product is that which the buyer devotes substantial investments to. Real estate is an example of a high involvement product. Applying this concept to project management, not only is the provider's fee of considerably high financial interest to the owner, but also most importantly are the outcomes of the service. Buyers expect time, money savings and quality enhancement to be equivalent to or even greater than the provider's fee. Question # FQ19 was met by considerable consensus of acceptance (an average of 4.0). The majority agreed and added that bad quality service could cause the owner significant losses and vice versa. Therefore, the service of project management was characterized as a high involvement product.

Utilitarian buying decision
Majority of buyers agreed that the decision of contracting for project management and choosing a provider must be rational and utilitarian (an average of 4.1). Those who agreed to the high involvement of project management also agreed to this notion.  They considered that the former feature was the basis for the latter. Therefore the decision making process regarding the service of project management was utilitarian.
Provider's financial interest

The issue of the provider's financial interest in the project was suggested by more than one participant in the exploratory research. They found it a suitable way to guarantee optimum management of the project. This concept was proposed, however, in many ways. One suggested that the provider's fee should be a percentage of the amount saved by good management, while another proposed receiving a percentage over his stipulated fee. Consequently, if the project turns out to be a loss, the first opinion leaves the provider with no fee, while the other deducts the same percentage from his fee. 

Buyers' average was 3.0 on question # FQ20, which showed somewhat reluctance to support this opinion. Therefore, in aggregate, the ‘provider's financial interest’ could not be claimed as a characteristic for the service of project management.
Impeded demand
The characteristic of impeded demand was identified by practitioners participating in the exploratory research. The majority (an average of 4) confirmed that they did not easily translate their needs in saving time and money and enhancing quality into an act of purchasing a project management service. Accordingly, the market of project management was characterized by an impeded demand.

The above findings were translated into percentages of applicability of the proposed characteristics to project management, and plotted in Figure-1. The statistical mean value (x) representing the extent to which each characteristic resided in the subject service was converted to a percentage. However, the   following was considered: 
· Percentages of applicability were calculated for basic questions only.

· For questions measured on Likert scale, the percentage was calculated using the following equation:

             % = (x-1) x 100 / (x max – x min), where, 

            X max = 5, and X min = 1. 

	Insert Figure-1 around here


CONCLUSIONS
As mentioned previously, this research was mainly targeted at delineating the marketing characteristics of the profession of project management in Egypt as perceived by service buyers. Following are the characteristics drawn:

Applicable Characteristics

The following characteristics were found to be applicable to project management as a service in the Egyptian construction market. 

· The nature of performance: project management exists through the performance of the service provider and is supported by the production of the physical product.

· Physical intangibility: project management cannot be felt by any of the five senses before it is provided.

· Inseparability: performance of project management is inseparable from provider, delivery and consumption.  

· Customer's participation in production: the input of the buyer of project management through production affects the performance of the service provider.

· Commitment: the buyer of project management is financially committed to the provider through the project lifetime.

· Essentiality: the postponement of obtaining the service of project management after the project starts is not feasible to the buyer.

· Postponability: both the benefit recognition from obtaining project management and the buyer's ability to judge the provider's performance are postponed later in time after purchase.

· Unidentified client needs: clients of project management in general do not have a clear idea of their actual needs.

· Limited market choice: the Egyptian construction market has a limited choice when purchasing project management.

· No measure/control of quality: project management cannot be easily measured/controlled.

· Undefined service category: project management does not have a well-defined service category in the Egyptian construction market.

· Formality of marketing: the marketing of project management is performed in a personal/formal way.

· Assignment: project management contract takes the form of assignment from the buyer (owner) to the seller (project manager).

· Provider's qualification: project management should be provided by qualified personnel.

· Provider's specialization: the provider of project management should have the distinct identity as specialized in this field of business.

· Reactivity: the project must exist before the project manager's role starts.

· High involvement: project management involves substantial financial interest to the owner.

· Utilitarian purchase decision: the buyer's decision-making process regarding project management is rational and utilitarian. 

· Impeded demand: buyers of project management find difficulty translating their needs into an act of purchasing project management service.

Inapplicable Characteristics

The following characteristics were found to be inapplicable to project management service in the Egyptian construction market:
· Conceptual intangibility: project management cannot be conceptually perceived before it is provided.

· Satisfaction through ownership: the buyer of project management lacks the satisfaction of ownership.

· Provider's financial interest: project manager does not share the gain/loss in the project. 

APPENDIX A
Questionnaire Form  

 Marketing Characteristics of Project Management as a Service in Egypt: Buyers' Perspective

I. Identification Information

Kindly, fill in the information requested below:

Date Filled-out: 








    

Organization: 










Address: 










Telephone Number:       










Fax Number: 









Web page:  










Questionnaire Filler:     








 

Position (Optional): 










E-mail Address: 









II. Basic Information

Please fill-out the questionnaire according to your overall experience with PM service providers.

A. Major characteristics of the project management service

This question tests the nature of PM as a product. Please choose only one answer.

	1. How is project management (PM) being provided?

  i. Only by manufacturing of physical goods (as with detergents, stationary and jewelry)   

  ii. Mainly by manufacturing of goods supported (followed) by some activity performance (as with after sale maintenance)  

  iii. By manufacturing of goods and performing activities to provide these goods (as in restaurants and gas stations)

  iv. Mainly by performing some activities and supported by producing some physical  goods (as with air travel, architecture, education and health care)

  v. Only by activity performance, not supported by any physical goods (as with insurance, theatre)
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	Please indicate your opinion of the following statements by checking one of the corresponding answers
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2.
PM is an intangible product (i.e., cannot be mentally perceived before it is provided).

2. A
PM is an intangible product (i.e., cannot be touched, felt or seen before it is provided). 

[image: image6.emf]
3.
The provision of PM can be separated from the producer (i.e., like goods produced by the manufacturer and provided in his absence).

3.A
PM is produced at one point in time and delivered to client at another point in time (i.e., like goods).

3.B
PM is produced at one point in time and used by client at another point in time (i.e., like goods).

3.C
The client of a PM service places himself in the provider's hands (like the patient with his doctor).

[image: image7.emf]
[image: image8.emf]4.      The source of satisfaction for the client of PM service is:

4.1     The ownership of a physical object.

4.2     The experience of an activity done for his /her 

            benefit.

4.3     The change in condition after the service has    

           been rendered.

[image: image9.emf]5.
The client has an input during the production of PM services.

[image: image10.emf]
6.
The client is financially committed to the provider throughout the project (i.e., payment of service price is not fully made in advance).

[image: image11.emf]6.A
When is the client released from his financial commitment with the provider (i.e., when is the payment complete?) – Please draw a circle at the selected %.

[image: image12.emf]
7.      The postponement of purchasing PM is not 

          feasible (i.e., to purchase it at a later stage of 

          the project).

[image: image13.emf]8.
The client recognizes the benefits of hiring a PM service before the project is complete.

8.A
When does the client start receiving benefit from a PM service?

[image: image14.emf]
[image: image15.emf]
8.1
The client is able to judge the provider's performance before the project is complete.

8.B
When is the client able to judge the provider's performance?

[image: image16.jpg]



B. Other characteristics of PM Service
9.
Clients have vague ideas of their actual needs regarding project management.

10.
The client choice is limited due to the small number of providers compared to the providers of goods.

11.
Clients of PM find difficulty controlling the quality of the provided service.

12.
PM does not have a defined service category (i.e., clients do not know exactly where to go to solve their problems).

13.
The marketing of PM is performed in a formal/personal way.

14.
The deal between the client and the provider takes the form of assignment by the former to the latter.

15.
PM should be provided by qualified personnel.

16.
The provider should have an identity as specialized in providing the service.

17.
Service providers cannot persuade owners to start projects (i.e., projects must exist first).

18.
Providing the PM service involves high financial interest of the owner.

19.     The decision–making process of purchasing PM is   rational.
20.
The PM provider should have a financial interest In the contract subject matter (i.e., the project).

21.
Clients do not easily translate their needs – in saving time and money and enhancing quality – into an act of buying a PM service.

Please add any other characteristics you find distinguishing the performance of PM from other services.
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Table-3:   Results of the buyers' sample
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Table-1 Supplementary research questions

	Reason
	Question wording
	Supplementary research

question 

number

	To test inseparability according to different visions exhibited by Stanton et al. (1991)
	Can the production of project management be separated from its delivery? 
	RQ 3.A

	To test the inseparability according to different visions exhibited by Stanton et al. (1991)
	Can the production of project management be separated from its use/consumption?
	RQ 3.B

	To test the inseparability of buyers and sellers through describing the state of the buyer as presented by Rathmell [(1966)
	By purchasing project management, is the buyer placing himself in the provider's hand throughout the production period?
	RQ 3.C

	To elaborate on the feature of lack of ownership from the buyer’s standpoint, Johnson (1969)
	What is the source of satisfaction for the buyer of project management?
	RQ 4.A

	To evaluate the time span of the client's commitment with respect to the time span of the project. This, in turn, indicates how complex would be the buyer's decision making process, Pyle (1931)
	How long is the buyer's financial commitment to the project manager?
	RQ 6.A

	To evaluate the degree of utility postponement of  the product of project management according to each of: Blois (1974) and Wyckham et al. (1975) 
	How postponable is the utilization of project management?
	RQ 8.A 


Table-2: Additional data items

	Data

Set 

number
	Data items

	D.1
	According to Rathmell's (1966)  goods-services continuum presented in subsection, five main natures of products exist:

1. Pure manufactured physical items.

2. Essentially manufactured physical items amended by following activity performance.

3. A mix of physical items and activities.

4. Mainly performed activities, amended by manufacturing of physical evidence.

5. Pure performed activities.

	D 4.A
	Habib and Kassem (1989)] offered the following alternative sources of satisfaction for the buyer of a service:

1. The ownership of a physical good.

2. The experience of having an activity performed on his behalf.

3. The change in condition as a result of such performance.

	D 6.A
	Respondents of the exploratory research stated that the definition of commitment implies that regardless of the type of service rendered, the buyer's commitment continues throughout the utility period of the service. Therefore, the project lifespan (i.e., from contract with project manager until complete handover) becomes an appropriate scale length for answering the corresponding question.

	D 8.A

&

D 8.B
	The following phases of construction projects were most agreed upon by respondents to the exploratory research:

1. Contract signature

2. Feasibility study

3. Planning

4. Design

5. Construction

6. Post-construction periods: commissioning; operation and maintenance and warranty.


	Skew-ness
	Variation Coefficient
	Standard

deviation
	Mode
	Mean
	Brief description
	FQ number

	0.2
	0.105
	0.40
	4
	3.8
	Project management is  dependent on the provider’s  performance
	1

	-0.5
	0.367
	0.922
	2
	2.5
	Conceptual intangibility
	2

	0.5
	0.205
	0.922
	5
	4.5
	Physical intangibility
	2.A

	-0.8
	0.484
	0.872
	1
	1.8
	Provisions separated from producer
	3

	-0.7
	0.591
	1.05
	1
	1.7
	Provisions separated from delivery
	3.A

	0.3
	0.333
	0.9
	3
	2.7
	Provisions separated from usage (i.e., consumption)
	3.B

	0.7
	0.333
	1.1
	4
	3.3
	Client in provider's hands
	3.C

	1.1
	0.36
	1.044
	4
	2.9
	Satisfaction through ownership
	4.1 

	-1.1
	0.443
	1.374
	2
	3.1
	Satisfaction through experience
	4.2

	-0.2
	0.208
	0.872
	4
	4.2
	Satisfaction through final change in condition
	4.3

	1.0
	0.296
	1.183
	5
	4.0
	Client's input in production
	5

	3.0
	0.098
	0.458
	5
	4.7
	Client's commitment
	6

	0
	0
	0
	100%
	100%
	Release from commitment
	6.A

	0.3
	0.297
	1.1
	4
	3.7
	Essentiality
	7

	-0.3
	0.107
	0.458
	4
	4.3
	Postponability of benefit recognition
	8

	-0.3
	0.107
	0.458
	4
	4.3
	Postponability of performance appraisal
	8.1

	-10.0
	0.775
	11.619
	5%
	15%
	Stage of benefit recognition
	8.A

	-10.0
	0.775
	11.619
	15%
	15%
	Stage of judgment
	8.B

	0.7
	0.209
	0.9
	5
	4.3
	Unidentifiable client needs
	9

	0.6
	0.208
	0.917
	5
	4.4
	Limited market choice
	10

	0.6
	0.377
	1.281
	4
	3.4
	No control of quality
	11

	-0.1
	0.17
	0.7
	4
	4.1
	Undefined service category
	12

	0.3
	0.144
	0.663
	5
	4.6
	Formality of marketing
	13

	0.8
	0.233
	0.98
	5
	4.2
	Assignment from buyer to provider
	14

	0.2
	0.125
	0.6
	5
	4.8
	Quantification of provider
	15

	0.6
	0.232
	1.019
	5
	4.4
	Specialized identity of service provider
	16

	0.5
	0.367
	1.285
	4
	3.5
	Reactivity to project existence
	17

	4
	0.25
	1
	5
	4
	High involvement
	18

	-0.1
	0.203
	0.83
	4
	4.1
	Utilitarian buying decision
	19

	0
	0.471
	1.414
	2
	3
	Provider's financial interest
	20

	0
	0.194
	0.775
	4
	4
	Impeded demand
	21


Table-3:   Results of the buyers' sample
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