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Abstract
Purpose: This paper takes a critical look at the process of multi-stakeholder consultation and management in a PPP project environment and attempts to fill gaps in the existing literature. It considers the various problems encountered on PPP initiatives around the world that have eventually led to public opposition and failure of some PPP projects. The paper tackles two interconnected aspects: definition of the principal project stakeholder (PPS) and the management of the principal project stakeholder (MPPS), as a multi-stakeholder. 

Design/methodology/approach: The paper critically analyses the existing theory and practice on project stakeholder management through case studies and other sources and establishes the uniqueness of a PPP project environment, which influences PPP multi-stakeholder management approaches.

Findings: the paper highlights current tensions and public protests across Africa, North and South America, Australasia and Europe around PPP projects, which seem to be centred on public stakeholders’ marginalisation. It finds that the public outcry across continents is characterised by a marginalised public who are crying out for full information on the more widely used PPP projects. 

Social/Practical implications: The paper advocates for a paradigm shift by accepting multi-stakeholding as central to PPP project management. The paper proposes a multi-stakeholder management model, which will move the public from the margins of the PPP project space to the centre where fundamental decisions are made from conception to facility ownership and operation.

Originality/value: The paper takes a pragmatic approach to the problem of exclusion of the public in PPP projects. The paper is one of few publications in the PPP literature that bring the public to the centre of PPP project processes.  
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Introduction 
Rwelamila et al (2012) carried out a comprehensive review of the literature, which demonstrated the concept that the real principal in PPP projects, the general public, were often marginalised because of a takeover by subsequent delegated agents. They argue that the delegated agent recognise the public body but not the general public as a significant player, giving a lack of full (proper) consultation both in the objectives and the operational outcomes of the partnership. Consequently, the general public had developed a healthy sceptism about the effectiveness, value for money (VFM) and affordability of such projects (Henjewele et al., 2013 and 2012). In some cases, PPPs were regarded as failures due to a major shortfall in expected outcomes (Shaoul, 2005, Pollock and Vickers, 2000). Unison (2001) goes further to say the rules of PPP are set up by delegated players who also define the form of procurement that is used and the way in which VFM is measured. Other opposition entrenched against private partnership believe that market mechanisms are inherently inappropriate to properly deliver public projects.
The main incentive for the partnership between public and private sectors is the deficiency in skills and resources required to provide the public with the services they need to support economic activities and social well-being. The theory is that the lack of appropriate skills and resources for occasional, non-core activities made the public sector inefficient in terms of project delivery and investments in new infrastructure. Therefore, PPP is one of the ways to reduce deficiencies by sharing skills and resources for mutual benefits and spreading risk where it may best be managed. For the partnership to work there should be a nurtured trust between the demand side and the supply side, which is built in the understanding that both parties work towards a common goal. The central concern is the lack of information to all the stakeholders in order for the public to make proper decisions and gauge whether transfer of risks and opportunities to the private sector ensures continuing value for money for the general public. The frequent protests from the public and criticisms of PPP are a simple sign that their perception that delegated agents act equitably on behalf of the public in the PPP environment requires rethinking.
El-Gohary et al (2006) take a clear path towards identifying factors, which have contributed to PPP project failures across the world.  They argue that public opposition due to various factors has been reported as the main reason for failure of PPP projects in several instances. They cite for example major PPP transportation initiatives in the USA where PPP projects have reportedly failed due to stakeholder opposition. They list three main reasons for failure of PPP projects, which are primarily connected with stakeholder management: 
· Stakeholders lack of awareness in the concept of PPP; 
· Stakeholders’ insufficient education about PPP; 
· Stakeholders being denied access to detailed information contained in the consortium’s PPP proposals. 
This paper looks at the process of stakeholder consultation and management and applies this concept to PPPs  to see if objectives can be mutually beneficial, what and who needs to be consulted and how what is agreed may be implemented and agreed more effectively than seems to be the case in many PPPs. It also reviews existing theory and practice positions on project stakeholder management through case studies and other sources and establishes the uniqueness of a PPP project environment. Ultimately, the paper develops a conceptual model to advocate for paradigm shift in PPP stakeholder management.
Establishing a joint purpose 
Social claims and exclusion
PPPs are the ways to provide the public sector authorities with additional financial, but also people capital (e.g., private sector skills and motivation) to develop new social objectives in times of economic hardship when the government cannot raise enough resources to do so or needs to cut back. This argument is attractive for any type of economy to share scarce funding, but especially among the developing countries with a huge backlog of social infrastructure requirement and dwindling budgets. Among the more economically developed countries, the main argument is that PPP can share risk with another party and share innovative skills in providing public services, and the contract commits both to maintain quality over a substantial period which is agreed. The dangers are that social infrastructure needs may be dynamic and current perceived needs may change before completion of the contract term. Public stakeholders also need education in the long-term nature of PPPs when being consulted. PPPs have the potential for more or less acceptance depending on context, understanding and appropriateness. 
Hain and Koppen (2001:598) define a PPP as a “co-operation of some sort of durability between public and private sectors in which they jointly develop products and services and share risks, costs and resources which are connected with these products”. This definition stresses the issues of jointly producing something, which takes effort from all partners, including the private agent, the public body (agent) and the public or their representatives. It seems to argue  that the general public cannot simply be critical of the mutual benefits espoused, but must take account of conflicting needs within its own body through being part of real stakeholders. The symptoms of not being real stakeholders are clearly demonstrated in Example 1. The West Newcastle example espouses a lack of public involvement compared with the ideological approach of the Sao Paulo project. This was successful because it complied by fundamentally managing stakeholders’ objectives and interests which are central to transforming users experience so that there is a continuing synergy for the objectives to be met long after the private agency has disengaged. Subtly success is seen to be in the collective good and not individual goals. 

[Insert Example 1]
Deficiencies in managing stakeholders should not be used to stop supporting the PPP if public benefits can outweigh risks on balance. There is a need therefore to address the recurring challenges in a situation where PPPs are a common choice and many are blind to the deficiencies, but to make partnerships still work in the sense that significantly more good than harm is done. 
Balloch and Taylor (2001:284) argue that partnership has become a political imperative for Government, but the challenge for the other stakeholders is “... the inability of agencies to address or even be prepared to address, issues of power”. By this, they seem to mean that the opinions of powerful partners dominate agendas, processes and funding, excluding users from the way a service is delivered and from any strategic decisions. This is probably a view shared by professionals trusted to lead PPP projects. For example, Anon at UK Trade and Investment Unit (UKTI) (2012) views the issues to do with PPPs as “too complex and changing for the general public to have any meaningful understanding in the development of the PPP” and that their elected parliamentary representatives speak for them, describing them as having “an enigmatic dichotomy”. The argument represents the view that leads to marginalisation of social interests whereby the agent assumes the role of judge, jury and executioner whilst missing the point on the issues of local impacts and the setting of social objectives for a public project, which require adequate transparency and information. This is a serious concern and very relevant to the authors’ point that real stakeholders are marginalised in partnerships. Others point to inadequate or rhetorical empowerment as having a limited customer emphasis (Byrne, 2001). It is also true that professionals can have essential cultural differences of outlook and interpret objectives according to their own perspective arising from “mutual stereotyping between professionals” involved in a partnership so that it is difficult to agree roles and responsibilities (Balloch and Taylor 2001:285). 
So, what are the common social claims for PPPs and how can we overcome social exclusions and poor understanding of objectives by agents and social groups? What are the real objectives for those who should benefit from the partnership? What groups should be consulted, if any, and how? These issues can be addressed by: (1) overcoming cultural conflict and stereotype; (2) identifying representative stakeholder groups; (3) agent and stakeholder education to understand key mutual objectives of social partnership for consultation; (4) relevant issues for consultation and visibility of objectives for all (Rwelamila et al., 2012). Through an appropriate multi-stakeholders management model, which is promulgated in this paper, it will be possible to provide answers to the questions around social claims and deal with their dynamics within their respective contexts.

Unique nature of PPP stakeholders 
So far, the discussion above has focused on the view that public-private-partnerships are business relationships between the public and private sectors on specific contractual terms towards a project that supports goals of both sectors. This contractual viewpoint does not clearly comprehend the uniqueness of PPP and the resulting institutional or organisational challenges about the principle stakeholder and its management. As Collin (1998) describes, PPP by its nature brings together the two institutionally different milieus to operate in single project organisation. According to Collin (1998), PPP is institutionally located in the boundary zone – exhibiting both public and private characteristics. The twilight position of PPP as Starr (1988) contends comes with an unimaginable challenge to reconcile the inherent contrast about what is public from what is private. Starr (1988) points out that the public spirit or public-mindset, which commonly describes governmental responsibilities, is concerned about the community as the whole. The public sector as the trusted agent of the greater public, acts for the whole society and therefore everyone within the society is a stakeholder. The opposite correctly describes what is private - which lies beyond the public boundaries. The private sector organisation is a business organisation in which stakeholding is driven by value exchange and market competitiveness - a stakeholder is one who can affect the transaction. The work of Collin (1998) and Starr (1988) reminds that stakeholding in the PPP environment should be as broad as the public itself but at the same time has to be relevant and manageable. This paper supports the need to adjust organisational culture and managerial mindset of both sectors, where the general public remains the principal stakeholder. 
The foremost challenge brought by the unique nature of PPP environment is on how to define its stakeholder’s structure. PPP projects could have benefited by subscribing to the Newcombe’s (2003) view of construction projects as multiple clients (multi-stakeholders). The authors argue from Newcombe’s (2003) view that the traditional stakeholder’s structure does not reflect the reality of the complex PPP stakeholder configuration. The existing structure of PPP stakeholding locates the public sector client as a single entity and the private sector’s consortium assumes the leading role in creating value for all stakeholders (Akintoye et al., 2003; Eaton and Akbiyikli, 2009). The public is being marginalised to an extent that they feel like they are outsiders during the PPP development and management processes but only regarded as customers of the finished product liable of paying tariffs (El-Gohary et al., 2006). 
According to El-Gohary et al (2006), the public, if involved, could provide viable design inputs required in the iterative processes of value creation to suit the needs of all stakeholders. As discussed later in this paper, the involvement of the general public should not be restricted at creating the physical assets but should be extended to the whole of life including the operational outcomes. Henjewele et al (2012) confirm this from the UK study, which established that early feedback from the stakeholders can reduce the need for late changes that causes cost overruns and result to poor value for money. They further found that PFI projects which positively responded to stakeholders’ pressures at the business case development phase had fewer changes during the operational phase. 
The principality of the general public as multi-stakeholders, which underlie the objectives of this paper, is captured in Figure 1, which shows what could constitute public sector holding in PPP (Rwelamila et al., 2012). 

[Insert Figure 1]

The figure does not only capture the complex composition of the public sector client or sponsor but also the multiplicity of interests. Within the public sector client, there are private sector stakeholders such as advisors, groups representing cross-sections within the public and government and other public bodies overseeing specific functions, which are likely to result into conflicting objectives. In the UK for example, the public sector project sponsor is expected to hire a team of expert advisors to deal with complex aspects such as financial, legal, and technical and project management. The role played by these private sector consultants comes with a string of commercial interests. Other public authorities such as PPP agencies and /or government ministries overseeing PPP implementations also hold a huge stake and without whose approval the project cannot go ahead. Henjewele et al (2012) found that recommendations made by the approving authorities in the UK were one of the major reasons for changes made to the project scope and design, delays and cost escalations. For any public infrastructure project and more to PPP projects, the success depends on meeting organisation’s business objectives, and the acceptance of the project and its solutions to the greater public. 
Setting the real objectives for PPP
Setting objectives is a real activity so that a problem is solved sustainably with support from stakeholders. Roloff (2008) and Savage et al. (2010) advocate for multi-stakeholder networks to extract the essence of collective concerns that affect a group of people who are prepared to work with each other to establish objectives which benefit all without exclusion of significant groups. Roloff (2008) strongly suggests that state, business and civil society organisations all need to co-operate and representative groups need to be chosen carefully and be willing to understand each other’s points of view. Meanwhile, Savage et al. (2010: 23) use both stakeholder management theory and negotiation theory to categorise strategies of managing multi-stakeholders into two groups: integrative and distributive strategies. According to Savage et al. (2010) integrative strategies are supportive and positive in nature and involve hand-holding with other stakeholders to achieve a ‘win-win’ outcome. On the other hand, distributive strategies are negative and the focal organisations use pressure and isolating strategies to achieve the project goals at the cost of other stakeholders’ benefits.  
Managing multi-stakeholders, such as those described in figure 2, is a complex and prolonged process, which needs honest “communication and trust building” and dialogue, which can only be achieved through integrative strategies.  Both Roloff (2008) and Savage et al. (2010) disapprove distributive strategies such as strategic orientation whereby different stakeholder groups can be viewed as being managed in order to persuade them into a common or proposed solution for project mission, while actually they are not. 
Construction projects may by default have fallen for the distributive strategies, for example, Winch (2002: 81), pragmatically believes that some interests will never be accommodated in infrastructure projects and that a further role of the project team is to outmanoeuvre or nullify those whose interests will inevitably be compromised by new construction. In embracing the integrative strategies, Savage et al. (2010) point to the need for a collaborative structure where partners commit to collaborate and perceive that they are interdependent. Structural features particularly power differential among stakeholders, which according to Savage et al. (2010) contribute to the strength of interdependency, are seen as a great challenge within the PPP project environment (Lonsdale, 2005). According to Lukes (1974) there are three faces of power deferential: the ability of A to directly influence the decision by B (overt power); the ability of A to set the range of choice available to B (agenda setting); the ability of A to create a culture in which B does not consider options unacceptable to A (hegemony). Lonsdale (2005:223) argues that this ability is influenced by the possession of superior resources on three fronts: utility, scarcity and information. In the PPP environment, utility could refer to the extent of interdependency between stakeholders whereby each stakeholder value what the other is offering within the relationship. Scarcity refers to the ability of each party to obtain satisfaction outside of the relationship. Information is a resource that balances between clarity of the boundaries and interdependency between stakeholders, however a skewed information resource brings uncertainty and irreconcilable conflicts (Warner, 2010). Lonsdale (2005) warns that if PPP stakeholding is characterised by customer-supplier relationships, the impact of power relations will affect the ability of the two parties to acquire the value created by the relationship. 
At an umbrella level, the collective concerns of multi-stakeholders coupled with strategic orientation and power imbalance (Lukes, 1974; Lonsdale, 2005; Roloff, 2008) may lead into some stakeholder groups, especially external ones to disagree with client or agent’s proposals even though the project mission may be agreed. The disagreement could be on issues, which have a great influence in the development of objectives such as degradation of marine environment (as in Example 2). Other issues relevant to PPP projects could include sustainability in the sense of long-term relevance, affordability and health, ethical compliance with issues such as fair labour and working conditions, social responsibility objectives in employment and support for local community and transparency of the objectives themselves. 

[Insert Example 2]

This paper’s proposed model which is discussed later needs to address the dynamics of stakeholders’ interests, conflicts and expectations described above.
Theory and Practice of Stakeholder Management - a review 
Adopting stakeholders theory into PPP project environment
The history of ‘stakeholder theory’ starts from the word ‘stakeholder’ which first appeared in the management literature in an internal memorandum at the Stanford Research Institute (SRI) (present SRI International, Inc.) in the USA in 1963 (Freeman, 1984). Freeman et al. (2010) further argue that the term was meant to generalize the notion of stakeholder as the only group to whom management need be responsive. After SRI, the historical trail diverged into a number of directions: in the strategy literature; with the work of Ackoff and Churchman (Ackoff, 1970 and 1974; Churchman, 1968 and 1971) and systems theorists; in the literature on corporate social responsibility; and finally in the work of Rhenman (1968 and 1973) and others on organisation theory. Historical debates which for lack of space and brevity are considered as outside the theme of this paper locate the use of the word in the 18th Century (Silbert, 1952; Slinger, 1998). 
Stakeholder management in stakeholder theory helps to solve or at least reconceptualise three specific problems in capitalism (Freeman et al., 2010): the nature of value creation and trade; the ethics of capitalism and business managerial mindset, which are particularly relevant to PPPs. However, it cannot be applied to both business organisations and public or state organisations without contextualising the dynamics of both sectors. Although the stakeholder concept was defined within an organization framework, it is equally important in a PPP project environment where, as Starr (1988) points out (see above), it brings together two paired opposites: public and private organizations and their stakeholding. The public organisation, which enters into a PPP contract, cannot achieve its objectives if it works contrary to the expectations of the public and thereby risking its very existence. However, stakeholder theory needs some refinements before it can be applied to hybrid projects such as PPP, which combine governance of both sectors in one PPP contract setting. Where the refinement is absent or too minimalistic, critics and opponents will accuse the government of surrendering to capitalist pressure in the provision of public services to benefit business corporations. The attempt to customise stakeholder’s management theory to fit into PPP environment requires an understanding of the unique nature of PPP governance that the dynamics and multiplicity of roles, influences and power of the public can be addressed. 
Fundamentals of construction stakeholder management
According to Amaeshi (2010) public interest is mainly driven by the understanding that organisational practices are not only determined by managerial rationality, but are also constrained and enabled by their institutional configurations and social conditions. Amaeshi’s argument is extensively supported by a number of researchers, including DiMaggio and Powell (1983) and Crouch (2005), therefore, will be critically examined in this body of research to assess its relevance to the construction industry (CI) and to the complex arena of managing PPP projects in particular.
The concept, theory and practices of stakeholder management are covered in Amaeshi’s (2010) framework, which is divided into 5 interrelated areas and described around the corporate domain. These areas include: Stakeholding practices; micro and macro level of stakeholding behaviour; influence of micro level stakeholding on CSR; influence of micro level stakeholding on accountability and stakeholder salience from an institutionalist perspective. For the purpose of this paper, the commentary focuses on stakeholding practices, which underpins the multi-stakeholder management model developed in the coming sections.
Stakeholding practice has been viewed from the following groupings of perspective:
· The broad and narrow perspective to stakeholding takes a closer look at definitions and use of stakeholding in management literature. The narrow view, according to Carrol (1993:22) refers specifically to those stakeholders that have vested ‘stakes’ in the firm (or in the venture or project). The broad view of stakeholders goes beyond those stakeholders that have explicit stakes and vested interests in the firm (or venture) to extend to those stakeholders that could affect and/or affected by the venture or firm activities (Starik 1994 and 1995).  The broad view is multidimensional in terms of space and time to cover all relevant interest groups over the whole of life of the project as suggested in figure 1.     
· Varieties of stakeholding paradigms view the stakeholder concept based on three main perspectives (Donaldson and Preston, 1995), which are: descriptive; instrumental; and normative.
(i) Descriptive perspective – describes what the organisation is (or what a project is) and who are the possible stakeholders and interactions between organisations and stakeholders. According to Amaeshi (2010), its justifications are to show that theory corresponds to observed reality and it is neither judgemental nor prescriptive.   
(ii) Instrumental perspective – is about examining the consequences of corporate stakeholding (Amaeshi, 2010). Jones et al. (2007) believe that this perspective is underpinned by the paradigm that meeting stakeholder needs could be driven by instrumentalists’ goals and objectives. The instrumental form of stakeholder relationship therefore, according to Crane and Livesey (2003), doesn’t necessarily give voice to stakeholders and is often characterised by a one-way communication and unequal balance of power.
(iii) Normative perspective – views stakeholder theory (to a large extent) as fundamentally and originally rooted in norms and traditions. Morality under this perspective is seen as principles (Donaldson and Preston, 1995) that could be referred to as general standards for evaluating conduct, standards that people apply to all behaviours and rules (Amaeshi, 2010).    

· Nesting of paradigms perspective argues that the three perspectives above are not independent of each other but nested, and mutually supportive. (Donaldson and Preston, 1995). They explain this by arguing that the theory’s descriptive accuracy is supported by its instrumental and predictive value and if certain practices are carried out, then certain results will be obtained. They place the normative perspective as the central core of the theory.
However, Donaldson and Preston’s (1995) work on the paradigms is considered to be predominantly managerialistic and they seem to maintain that managers have an essential role in the identification of stakeholders. The managerialist view is driven by its emphasis and dependency on the centrality of manager’s perceptions in stakeholder-related decisions (Amaeshi 2010). This school, according to Michell et al. (1997) and Agle et al. (1999), looks at stakeholder salience as the degree to which managers give priority to competing stakeholder claims.  From the foregoing, it could be argued that the managerialist view of corporate stakeholder salience exhibits the following three characteristics in common:
(i) Managers are placed at the centre of stakeholding – traditional strategy frameworks were neither helping managers to develop new strategic directions nor were they helping them to understand how to create new opportunities in an environment of change (Freeman and McVea, 2005).
(ii) Managers are framed and positioned as autonomous independent actors – according to Freeman and McVea (2005), here a stakeholder approach emphasizes active management of the business environment relationships and the promotion of shared interests. 
(iii) Managerial perceptions are emphasised more than institutional influences- the influence of a wider social system on stakeholder salience is under-emphasised (Amaeshi, 2010).  
Central to the organisational level view, there are two predominant works: first, the work of Jawahar and McLaughlin (2001) on decisions on stakeholder salience, which are influenced by where the organisation is on its organisational life cycle and second, the work of Jones et al. (2007) on organisational shareholder culture influences on stakeholder salience decisions.  Drawing on Jawahar and McLaughlin (2001) and Jones et al. (2007), Amaeshi (2010) provides a summary on the organisational level view and argues that instead of placing managers at the centre of corporate stakeholding, the organisational level view places the organisation at the centre. However, Roloff’s (2008) work on multi-stakeholder network is more persuasive on who should be the centre of attention in complex and multiple stakeholding environments such as PPP and construction. She concludes that all participating organisations have to be prepared to compromise with other stakeholders and demonstrate commitment to open communication, fair interaction and contributing towards a solution.  

There is an implied comfort in using most of the generic corporate stakeholding literature as a basis of dealing with CI stakeholding issues. For example, El-Gohary et al. (2006); Jergeas et al. (2000); Olander (2007); Rwelamila (2010), seem comfortable with adoption of corporate stakeholding underpinning philosophies with easy adjustment to suit construction industry nomenclature and frameworks, issues of roles and influences of stakeholders and other aspects connected with institutional configurations to the CI. 
Jones and Fleming (2003), Yang et al. (2009) and Amaeshi (2010) form a foundation of adopting current stakeholding fundamentals into the CI, and specifically to stakeholders’ management in PPP projects. They specify weaknesses in existing generic and CI specific stakeholder literature which include: very few methods and tools are available to identify stakeholders and their interests; lack of clear mechanisms of addressing changes in project stakeholders’ influence and relationship; and absence of established approach in reflecting on the influence of stakeholder management on the entire project relationship network. 

Stakeholder management in PPP Projects – current thinking
The above weaknesses, which seem to dominate PPP projects across continents, are demonstrated in Examples 3 and 4. In both examples, the public used its inherent power to influence politics or governments to step in against the terms of the contract. The examples further demonstrate that the CI literature has not adequately dealt with mechanisms to manage lifecycle relationships and interdependency vital for operational success.          
[Insert Example 3]

[Insert example 4]
One aspect which is clear from Jones and Fleming (2003), Yang et al.(2009) and Amaeshi’s (2010) is the prevailing challenge of answering the question for every PPP project of who is to count as a stakeholder in a “boundary organizational setting” as discussed by Collin (1998). Hence the need to choose appropriate project stakeholders in a power game environment brought about by PPP complexities. Two strategies are available. One is to follow a broad definition, with the advantage of inclusiveness and the disadvantage of what could be called ‘imprecision’. The other is to adopt a narrow definition, based on some limited criteria, which allows for ‘higher accuracy’, but at the risk of ignoring important aspects deemed essential by the theory. There are strong indications to suggest that in most PPP and other construction projects, the narrow definition of stakeholders has been a norm and a number of protests against PPP projects across the world are as a result of this (Rwelamila et al., 2012) 
The arguments provided in Rwelamila et al. (2012) strongly suggest that a significant part of PPP complexities are more to do with stakeholders’ management issues, especially the marginalisation of the public. They agree with Amaeshi (2010) that it is incorrect to take a narrow definition of stakeholding when dealing with projects of greater public interest and impact. A good example adopting the broad definition of project stakeholding is the Bristol schools project - Example 5) where the public, including schoolchildren, were involved. The proposed model embraces this broader public user approach. PPP project stakeholding need to be approached from a broad definition of stakeholders since the general public that elect those taking a leading role expect high levels of transparency and accountability and involvement not only during the short conception and development period of the project but also the long-term operation of the project. The new question then is: How do you manage stakeholders in a broad definition construct? In the coming sections, an appropriate multi-stakeholder management model is proposed to address the challenge.    

[Insert example 5]

A multi-Stakeholder management model
There is enough evidence from the literature discussed in the preceding sections that a dominant group of researchers, government and public organisation officials and private consultants seem to have taken a narrow perspective to stakeholding. This approach, according to (El-Gohary et al. (2006); and Rwelamila et al. (2012)) has contributed significantly to PPP projects failures. Existing stakeholder management models have followed the same narrow definition of stakeholding and thus inadequate for PPP projects.
The need for an appropriate PPP project stakeholder’s management model is fundamental in order to regain the lost strength of PPP as one of the viable dynamic approaches in infrastructure development. El-Gohary et al. (2006) work should be considered as significant pioneering undertaking in finding an appropriate stakeholder management model in PPP projects. Although grounded on all fundamental aspects of a broader perspective to stakeholding, their proposed semantic model, which includes stakeholder involvement processes and stakeholder involvement products, seems too complex in practice and it was primarily developed to capture and incorporate stakeholder input in the design and not across the whole PPP project lifecycle. 
Even if the semantic model is critically assessed around its primary focus area of project design, it fails to provide a typical PPP project framework. The model provides umbrella requirements for stakeholder management. It does not provide the would be PPP project manager or practitioner specific requirements in terms of stakeholder management processes; standards or rules on which judgement or decisions can be based (criteria) for each process; tools/techniques to be employed when dealing with stakeholders; and the identification of those responsible with stakeholder management. The alternative model proposed by the authors presented in Figure 2 and described in Table 1 provides missing parts in El-Gohary’s and et al. (2006) semantic model and covers all the PPP project phases to bring the public into the forefront.
The model in Figure 2 provides a clear framework for managing stakeholders in a PPP project procurement set-up. It is based on two inter-connected processes: 
· the process of managing a PPP project through four phases (conception, business case development and financial close, design and construction and operation and maintenance); and 
· stakeholder management activities which are defined through five interrelated clusters of processes for each stage

[Insert Figure 2]

[Insert Table 1]


The 5 processes shown in Figure 2 are: identification of stakeholders, prioritisation of stakeholders, building relationships, identifying and managing concerns and conflicts, and managing communication. Stakeholder management five clusters are appropriately adjusted post the conception phase to reflect the changing nature of the project during the three remaining phases.
As shown in Table 1, the process of stakeholder management through the PPP project life cycle takes a systematic approach within each phase. It formulates cluster of process where a standard on which judgement is based (criteria) and suggests appropriate tools or techniques best able to generate information and aid decision-making. 
A number of tools or techniques are suggested which are necessary in order to allow stakeholders to participate in the process of real ownership of the project. These tools or techniques can be used in conjunction with the more traditional forms of public consultation that are already built into various working systems in non PPP projects, such as exhibitions, and calling for formal written submissions and appeals. The authors recognise this will not work for every project or every type of PPP, but should form a basis for more inclusion of the public and their greater involvement. As indicated in Table 1, prominent possible tools or techniques include search conferences, brainstorming, mapping, charrette, dinner parties, workshops, consensus conferences, focus groups, storyboarding etc, which are generally regarded as broad tools for engagement. These are proposed under various locations across the project life cycle based on their relative characteristics, merits and demerits. Some of the tools are defined in Appendix A. For reasons of space and brevity, detailed particulars of each of these tools or techniques are not provided in this paper and could be found from the provided references and through the examination of case studies. Each stakeholder’s management process cluster is described below. 
Identification/review of stakeholders (Process I)
Based on the criteria (primarily dictated by the project phase deliverable as indicated in Figure 2 and Table 1), the role leaders during the conception phase (Government/Agency Project Manager), will employ appropriate broad stakeholder tools/techniques in order to develop a list of stakeholders – with a specific emphasis on public representation, understand expectations of each group and document each stakeholder influence. From the foregoing, it will be essential to generate a large project stakeholder list and transparently giving representation to different relevant categories. The latter is likely to require neutral facilitation. It is important to note that as the project moves from conception phase to business case development and financial close, design and construction phase and finally operation and maintenance phases, the process of identification becomes more of a review process of a list already established during conception. The review process might include checking, for example if the categorization of stakeholders in terms of direction of influence on the project is sound or not.  
Profiling and prioritising of stakeholders (Process II)
The process of profiling and prioritizing project stakeholders deals with issues of understanding ‘who is important?’ and around the criteria which is based on the respective phase deliverable (Figure 2). Traditional ratings based on three transactional aspects of power, proximity and urgency (Mitchell et al., 1997) may not effectively explore interdependency between stakeholders - interdependency is important to foster collaboration and joint ownership of a project (Roloff, 2008). It may therefore prove helpful to use the various tools/techniques suggested on Table 1 to make decisions and select the trusted and influential individuals to represent the public. The task managers should avoid influences by political leaders representing public views, which are neither practical nor beneficial to the stakeholders. Finally, a project ranked list of stakeholders sorted by priority will be produced. 
As under Process I, as the project moves from conception phase to business case development and financial close, design and construction phase and finally operation and maintenance phases, the process of profiling and prioritising of public stakeholders becomes more of a re-prioritising process of a ranked and sorted list.
Building/managing relationships and knowledge (Process III)
This process will include a number of activities based on the criteria around the respective project phase deliverable as shown in Figure 2. Tools/techniques suggested in Table 1 will be used in order to implement various activities. One activity, which will take place under the auspices of role managers, will be revealing project stakeholders. It will be important to show the project stakeholder community in ways that can highlight who at that time (especially during the conception phase) in the project have been rated as the most important stakeholders. Furthermore, it will be important to gauge support – by assessing the actual attitude and describing the target attitude (level of support and receptiveness). Training programmes (depending on stakeholder feedback) will be provided in order to empower stakeholders to understand the anatomy of a PPP project and allow them to make informed decisions. The methods to be used will depend on stakeholders’ levels of understanding and literacy levels. It is during this cluster process that role managers should put more effort in building real trust and making sure that all stakeholders (especially those ranked highly) buy-in the relationship being created..      
Updating/managing concerns and conflict (Process IV)
According to Moura and Teixeira (2010), identifying potential conflicts between project stakeholders is an important step towards conflict anticipation and conflict management. It is important therefore that during this cluster process, the role managers build on what has been established from the three preceding processes. Like other preceding cluster processes, the criteria around the respective project phase deliverable as shown in Figure 2, will in most situations influence possible concerns and conflicts. It is during this cluster process that role managers should make sure that tools/techniques (in Table 1) are used to understand the root causes of concerns and conflicts including those influenced by political rivalry. Non-consensual processes of resolution of disputes should be a last resort. The role managers should apply the necessary tools/techniques and negotiate accordingly.
As the project moves from conception phase to business case development and financial close, design and construction phase and finally operation and maintenance phases, the process of updating/managing public concerns and conflict will take more of an ‘updating’ environment as information will become clearer. The role managers will revisit previous concerns and provide more information for clarity, which needs to be properly disseminated to the public.  
Managing communication (Process V) 
Criteria for communication under each project phase will be dictated by a respective deliverable as shown in Figure 2. Once the communication plan has been developed (especially during conception) role managers should convert the strategy into action. Monitoring the effectiveness of this communication effort and providing essential data for corrective actions if required to complete the loop in managing project stakeholders.  It is during this cluster process that role managers should practice the fundamentals of transparency and make sure that stakeholders trust role managers and consequently trust what is communicated. Tools should be used to reach the public at all stages of the life cycle and mechanisms for feedback and brokering the conflicting comments in terms of the original objectives. To facilitate timely and two-way communication a dedicated customer centre will be required (see Table 1). Roles and activities will be agreed between both sectors but will aim at ensuring a synergy of outcomes achieved from project activities are communicated accordingly. 

Conclusions
Current tensions and public protests across Africa, North and South America, Australasia and Europe around PPP projects seem to be centred on public stakeholders’ marginalisation. The public outcry across continents is characterised by a de-marginalised public who are crying out for full information on the more widely used PPP projects. The challenge is that PPP projects are failing and the public have developed mistrust in the objectives, want to know how PPP projects were conceived, and are looking for more transparency in the beneficial use of private partners. In short, the general public as the principal stakeholder is requesting a more influential place in the procurement process of PPP projects.
This paper has taken a closer look at the marginalisation of the public and how it can be resolved. First, it reflects on the essence of PPP projects, and current stakeholders’ involvement in projects. Second, it reviews stakeholder theory and practice and identifies weaknesses in existing models used and their lack of application to the unique issues of a public-private alliance. Furthermore, it takes a closer look at the unique nature of PPP stakeholders and the process of setting the real objectives for PPP projects.  The presented multi-stakeholder management model brings the public to the centre of PPP project planning, construction and operation of the public service, and finally it presents some justification for the method and the tools proposed to reduce later conflict and enhance better effectiveness throughout the PPP project life cycle. 
If genuine introspection of the current approaches in managing PPP projects takes place by both public and private sector  institutions involved in PPP projects and accept the argument advanced in this paper that the public stakeholder has been marginalized, the way forward will be to start from embracing the PPP structure of public sector holding as indicated in Figure 1. It is through understanding the structure of public sector holding and its complexity, that it will be possible to see the true picture of the need for a paradigm shift by accepting multi-stakeholding as central to PPP project management. Embracing the proposed multi-stakeholder management model (Figure 2) through the PPP project lifecycle (Table 1) will clearly move the public from the margins of the PPP project space to the centre where fundamental decisions are made from conception to facility ownership and operation 
It is expected that the proposed model will help PPP project managers and other experts to have a focussed framework to involve the greater public in PPP projects and thus eliminate the element of marginalisation.
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