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Abstract

Background:
This study examined the relationship between internal stakeholder engagement, organizational support, project team
eﬃcacy and project success among USAID projects in Uganda. The objectives were: to examine the relationship
between internal stakeholder engagement and project team eﬃcacy; organizational support and project team eﬃcacy;
project team eﬃcacy and project success; and to examine the mediating effect of project team eﬃcacy.
Methodology:
The study applied a cross-sectional research design with a quantitative research approach. A sample of 44 projects
was obtained by simple random sampling from a total of 50 ongoing projects. Data was collected using a structured
questionnaire. Validity of the instrument was determined by expert judgment and Cronbach Alpha for reliability. Data
was analyzed using SPSS v.25 to obtain frequencies, descriptive statistics, factor analysis and inferential statistics in
data presentation and interpretation.
Results:
Findings established a positive relationship between stakeholder engagement and project team eﬃcacy. The ﬁndings
also found a positive relationship between organizational support and project team eﬃcacy. There was a positive
relationship between project team eﬃcacy and project success. More so, ﬁndings obtained that project eﬃcacy is
a signiﬁcant mediator in the relationship between organizational support and project success, but not signiﬁcant
in mediating the relationship between internal stakeholder engagement and project success. The ﬁndings further
observed that the best predictor of project success is project team-eﬃcacy.
Conclusion:
Internal stakeholder engagement, organizational support and project team eﬃcacy are critical in project success. As
far as project success is concerned, the factors take center stage. Moreover, project managers should concentrate
most towards project team eﬃcacy.
Recommendations:a
Delegation of responsibilities; effective communication; understanding the strength and weaknesses of each team
member; leading by example; and holding meetings frequently.
a submitted:

26th/8/2021 accepted:
10th/9/2021 email: brendakanye@gmail.com
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Background

The project-based approach has become a primary
operational model for most organizations (Wu,
Zhao, Zuo & Zillante, 2018). To achieve their strategic goals, organizations have found it inevitable
to implement activities through projects (Anantatmula, 2010). Typically, such projects have predetermined time, budget, scope, and beneﬁciary satisfaction factors upon which success is gauged (Handzic,
Durmic, Kraljic & Kraljic, 2016; Lechler & Dvir, 2010).
However, what project implementers need to do
to fulﬁll these criteria remains has been voiced
as a perennial and troublesome problem among
projects (Williams, 2016). Some of the empirical
studies have highlighted that internal stakeholder
engagement, organizational support, and project
team-eﬃcacy are important in ensuring project success (Ahmed & Nawaz, 2015; Ojwang & Bwisa, 2014;
Yaakobi & Weisberg, 2018).
Internal stakeholders are considered to have a
direct linkage to activities that take place within
a project (Freeman, 2010). Due to their contractual obligation, it is indicated that their engagement is critical in ensuring that project activities
are implemented as planned to avoid delays and
alterations (Kaur & Lodhia, 2018). Internal stakeholder engagement enhances focus, commitment,
and determination among internal stakeholders to
fulﬁll tasks as planned. On the other hand, it is
highlighted that whenever organizational support
exists, project members develop a sense of belonging and attachment which makes them more accountable and highly determined to achieve project
goals within the appropriate time, scope, and budget (Newton, 2015).
Bandura (2000) also explains that team-eﬃcacy is
task-speciﬁc and is concerned with a team’s shared
belief in its ability to perform a designated task
or to meet a speciﬁed goal. Kähkönen, Keinänen,
and Naaranoja (2013) postulate that the perceived
capabilities of the team explain its achievement potential since it enhances conﬁdence and determination among members towards the project. Highly
eﬃcacious teams prefer to associate with success
work towards contributing to such success.
United States Agency for International Development (USAID) remains committed to aiding organizations as implementing partners to improve Ugandans’ livelihoods since 1962, in peace and security,
democracy and governance, health and education,

economic growth, and humanitarian assistance. In
2014, USAID diverted funding for HIV/AIDS programs from the Inter-religious Council of Uganda.
This was because the organization’s top management deviated from the project’s goal to ﬁt in their
mandate which led to exclusion of some beneﬁciaries thus failing the project’s intended purpose
(Kwesiga, 2014). The internal stakeholders felt disengaged since they had different views from both
the implementing organization and the donor (USAID). This confusion led to beneﬁciary unsatisfactory that rendered failure to the project achieving
its intended purpose.
USAID Literacy Achievement and Retention Activity assessment, a project implemented by RTI international to support the early grade reading program of the Government of Uganda has been associated with dismal success (USAID Annual Report,
2017). Budget overruns in the teacher professional
development funds have consistently increased.
Headteachers are also not supportive enough in organizing sessions and ensuring staff attends much
as such programs have consistently been funded.
It is highlighted that absenteeism, inadequate dedication, and vigor to the project’s activities of headteachers and teachers could be primary in these
shortfalls (USAID Annual Report, 2017).
Much as project failures continue to be reported
across USAID-aided projects, limited empirical studies have been conducted to investigate the extent
to which factors of internal stakeholder engagement, organizational support, and project teameﬃcacy could be responsible. Instead, most of the
studies available have largely been conducted in
developing countries (Shah & Naqvi, 2014; Yong &
Mustaffa, 2013; Zhang & Fan, 2013), and are not
speciﬁc to donor-aided projects. It is against this
background that this study is conducted to that
effect.
The prevalent volatile environment has risen to
new prominence, and organizations have been
pressed hard to ensure project success in terms of
meeting the cost, time, quality requirements, and
ensuring beneﬁciary satisfaction (Prabhakar, 2009).
In Uganda, USAID has sponsored several projects
such as Strengthening Uganda’s Systems for treating AIDS patients nationally (SUSTAIN), Malaria Action Program for Districts (MAPD)/Malaria, literacy,
and Education Program, peace and security as well
as economic growth and development. This support is in form of training programs for projects
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teams, providing ﬁnancial assistance to facilitate
the project activities, providing opportunities for
Ugandan products to reach the American consumers, and developing a strong partnership with
the American military to build a professional force
that contributes to peace and security across the
region (Report to the Ugandan People, September
2016). However, some of these projects have been
characterized by cost and budget overruns. As a
consequence, USAID may be prompted to reduce
its support to Uganda. The inadequate project success among USAID aided projects may likely be
attributed to inadequate internal stakeholder engagement, organizational support, and low project
team eﬃcacy exhibited among such projects. Locally, there is scarce empirical data to show the extent to which this is true, impelling the researcher
to seek further inquiry.

Demographic Characteristics
The study used frequency tables to indicate both
individual and organizational characteristics which
participated in the study. The project characteristics on the other hand include the type of project,
project duration, number of beneﬁciaries, and the
cost per project. The results are shown in Table
1. The individual characteristics obtained include
sex, marital status, age bracket, education, years of
service, and the current position. These results are
summarized in Table 2.
Source: Primary Data
Table 2: Factor Structure for Project TeamEﬃcacy

2 METHODOLOGY
Research design
In line with Babbie’s (2010) observation that research needs to adopt a research design that is suitable to acquire and analyze data, a cross-sectional
survey design was adopted for the study. The design entails collecting data once without repeating
it in subsequent times, a quantitative approach
was applied. This approach involved collecting
data that is statistically analyzed and presented in
such forms of correlation and regression (Maxwell,
2012). The quantitative data was selected since it
addresses the nature of the relationship and the
magnitude of such a relationship (Field, 2009).
Study population
The population constituted 50 ongoing USAIDfunded projects in Uganda (F. Onyango, USAID Executive Director, March 19, 2018).
Sample Size
The study used a sample of 44 USAID-funded
projects and this was determined based on the
Krejcie and Morgan (1970) table of determining the
samples from a given population. These projects
were regarded as the unit of analysis. From each
project, a minimum of 4 respondents (two senior
oﬃcers and two low senior staff) were selected to
serve as the unit of inquiry.
Response rate
Out of 44 USAID-funded projects which were targeted, 34 were able to accept giving a response
rate of 77.3%.

Source: Primary Data
Results from Table 2 indicate that perceived team
capabilities are responsible for 26.487 % and perceived individual capabilities 24.753 % of the aggregated variance of 51.240% in project success resulting from project team eﬃcacy. From the Eigen total
values of perceived team capabilities (2.649) and
perceived individual capabilities (2.475), it is conclusive that the most signiﬁcant measure of project
team eﬃcacy is perceived team capabilities.
Inferential Statistics
The study used both correlation analysis and regression analysis to provide answers to research
questions.
Correlation Analysis
Correlation analysis was used to determine the
relationship between the indicated variables. A correlation analysis is a statistical function used for
testing a relationship between two or more variables. In this research, a positive and negative
correlation is used to indicate the nature of the
relationship. The study also indicates the signiﬁcance level of the relationship (95% or 99%). The
results obtained are summarized in Table 4.
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Table 1. Project Characteristics
Characteristic
Type of the project
Health
Education
Economic growth & Dev’t
Security & Governance
Environment & Climate
Total
Project Duration
1 year or less
2-5 years
Total
Number of beneﬁciaries
Less than 1000000
1000000-2000000
2000001-3000000
3000001 and above
Total
Cost of Project (in million $)
Between 1 and 50
51-100
Total

Frequency

Percent

16
13
2
1
2
34

46.2
37.9
6.1
3.0
6.8
100.0

4
30
34

12.1
87.9
100.0

1
2
5
26
34

3.0
6.8
13.6
76.5
100.0

11
23
34

33.3
66.7
100.0

Table 2. Pearson Correlation Results
Variable/Construct
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Internal Stakeholder
1
Engagement (1)
Vigor (2)
.785∗∗ 1
Dedication (3)
.800∗∗ .608∗∗ 1
Absorption (4)
.814∗∗ .365∗∗ .532∗∗ 1
Organizational Support
.420∗∗ .492∗∗ .321∗∗ .312∗∗ 1
(5)
Managerial Support (6)
.459∗∗ .515∗∗ .366∗∗ .330∗∗ .472∗∗ 1
Resource Allocation (7)
.523∗∗ .618∗∗ .453∗∗ .335∗∗ .772∗∗ .676∗∗ 1
Job Condition (8)
.380∗∗ .446∗∗ .340∗∗ .220∗ .525∗∗ .788∗∗ .644∗∗ 1
Project Team Eﬃcacy (9) .391∗∗ .422∗∗ .289∗∗ .282∗∗ .425∗∗ .281∗∗ .459∗∗ .233∗∗ 1
Perceived Individual
.371∗∗ .361∗∗ .287∗∗ .263∗∗ .350∗∗ .223∗ .357∗∗ .201∗ .888∗∗ 1
Capabilities (10)
.335∗∗ .398∗∗ .236∗∗ .246∗∗ .411∗∗ .280∗∗ .463∗∗ .217∗ .912∗∗ .620∗∗
Perceived Team
Capabilities (11)
Performance Feedback
.053 .095 .041 .048 .197∗ .113
(12)
.027
.017 .041
.001
Project Success (13)
.423∗∗ .394∗∗ .311∗∗ .367∗∗ .548∗∗ .316∗∗ .544∗∗ .253∗∗ .732∗∗ .626∗∗
**. Correlation is signiﬁcant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), *. Correlation is signiﬁcant at the 0.05
level (2-tailed).

11

12

13

1
.235∗∗ 1
.688∗∗ .141 1
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Source: Primary Data
Internal Stakeholder Engagement and
Project Team Eﬃcacy
Table 3 Indicates a signiﬁcant positive relationship between stakeholder engagement and project
team eﬃcacy (r=.391, p<0.01). According to these
statistics, having internal stakeholder engagement
in place is likely to enhance project success. Worth
noting, internal stakeholder engagement has subcomponents of vigor, dedication, and absorption.
The result reveals a signiﬁcant positive relationship
between vigor and project team eﬃcacy (r=.422,
p<0.01). Further, a correlation (r=.289) at a significant level of 99% was obtained about dedication
and project team eﬃcacy. The results further reveal a signiﬁcant positive relationship between absorption and project team eﬃcacy (r=.282, p<0.01).
These statistics signify that vigor, dedication, and
absorption are all necessary for enhancing project
success. The above results address research question one.
Organizational Support and Project Team Efﬁcacy
Correlation results in Table 3 indicate a signiﬁcant
positive relationship between organizational support and project team eﬃcacy (r=.425, p<.01). The
results imply that project success among donorfunded projects would be enhanced with organizational support. Organizational support also has
sub-variables of managerial support, resource allocation, and job condition. The results obtained a
signiﬁcant and positive relationship between managerial support and project team eﬃcacy (r =.281,
p<.01). Similarly, a signiﬁcant and positive relationship was exhibited between resource allocation
and project team eﬃcacy (r =.459, p<.01) and job
condition and project team eﬃcacy (r =.233, p<.01).
These results signify that each of the constructs
for organizational support is necessary for enhancing project success. The above results address research question two.
Project Team Eﬃcacy and Project Success
Table 3 Indicates a signiﬁcant and positive relationship between project team eﬃcacy and project
success (r=.732, p<.01). In this regard, the results
imply that enhancing project team eﬃcacy is likely
to enhance project success. Worth noting, project
team eﬃcacy is explained by constructs of perceived individual capabilities, perceived team capabilities, and performance feedback. The results
indicate a signiﬁcant positive relationship between

perceived individual capabilities and project success (r=.626, p<.01). In addition, the results indicate a signiﬁcant and positive relationship between
project team capabilities and projects success with
a correlation of (r=.688, p<.01) at a signiﬁcance level
of (p<.01). On the other hand, the statistic reveals
that the relationship between performance feedback and project success is positive although not
signiﬁcant (r=.141, p<.01). These results imply that
only perceived individual capabilities and perceived
team capabilities components are necessary for enhancing project success. The above results address
research question three.
Testing the Mediation Effect
This study used a hierarchical multiple regression
model to examine the mediating effect of perceived
team eﬃcacy in the relationship between individual
stakeholder engagement, organizational support,
and project success. We apply the normal theory
approach developed by Sobel (1982) and Baron
and Kenny (1986). Sobel test was conducted using
Jose’s Medigraph for each variable to conﬁrm the
mediation. According to Baron and Kenny (1986),
four conditions must be fulﬁlled to conclusively
state a signiﬁcant relationship. First, the variations
in the independent variable signiﬁcantly account
for variance in the presumed mediator. Secondly,
the variations in the mediator signiﬁcantly account
for variance in the dependent variable. Thirdly, the
variations in the independent variable signiﬁcantly
account for variance in the dependent variable.
Lastly, the effect of the independent variable on
the dependent variable signiﬁcantly reduces when
the mediator is included in the equation.

Source: Primary Data
Source: Primary Data
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Figure 1. Mediating Effect of Project Team Eﬃcacy in the relationship between Internal Stakeholder Engagement
and Project Success

Figure 2: Mediating Effect of Project Team Eﬃcacy in the relationship between Organizational
Support and Project Success

Source: Primary Data
From Table above, the study indicates ∆r2
=.14 about internal stakeholder engagement and
project success. The results imply that 14 percent
of the variance in project success would emanate
from internal stakeholder engagement. In addition,
∆r2=.16.8 obtained about organizational support
signiﬁes that a potential 16.8 percent in project
success results from this variable while ∆r2=.278
corresponding to project team eﬃcacy suggests
that 27.8 percent of the variance in project success
emanates from project team eﬃcacy. Henceforth,

the result signiﬁes that project success is mostly
explained by project team eﬃcacy.
About testing the mediation, studies reveals that
there exists a relationship between the variables
meant to be mediated. Notable, r2=.194, F =6.075,
p<0.01 about internal stakeholder engagement and
r2 =.362, F =11.832, p<0.01 about organizational
support is obtained in this regard. In addition, the
results indicate that there exists a relationship between internal stakeholder engagement, organizational support, project team eﬃcacy, and project
success (r2= .640, F= 31.459, p<0.01). The beta coeﬃcient of the mediator is also signiﬁcant in regression model 3 (β=.615; p<0.01) when all variables
are regarded as independent. More so, the model
indicates that the impact of organizational support
declines (β=.455 to β=.273) as well as internal stakeholder engagement (β=.418 to β=.133) once the
mediator is included in the model. In this regard,
the results suggest that project team eﬃcacy is a
signiﬁcant mediator.
Figures 1 and 2 both reveal that project team
eﬃcacy signiﬁcantly mediates the relationship between organizational support and project success
as well as the relationship between internal stakeholder engagement and project success. Overall,
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the results indicate a ratio index of 68.6 percent
given by (0.290/0.432*100), signifying that 68.6 percent of the effect of internal stakeholder engagement on project success goes through project team
eﬃcacy while 31.4 percent of the effect is direct. On
the other hand, Figure 4.2 reveals that 50.2 percent
of the effect of organizational support on project
success is direct while 49.8 percent is indirect.

3 DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION,
AND RECOMMENDATION OF
FINDINGS
Introduction
This chapter presents the discussion, conclusion,
and recommendation of ﬁndings based on the
study objectives of the study.
Discussion of Findings
The ﬁndings of this study are compared and contrasted with previous scholarly literature to indicate
the addressed knowledge gap.
Internal Stakeholder
Project Team Eﬃcacy

Engagement

and

The ﬁndings obtained that there exists a positive
relationship between internal stakeholder engagement and project team eﬃcacy. In this regard, it is
conclusive that improving project team eﬃcacy necessitates the improvement in internal stakeholder
engagement. These results are in line with Missonier and Fedida (2014) who revealed that internal stakeholder engagement stimulates individual
commitment hence driving employees’ conﬁdence
towards the project. In the same line, Beringer et
al., (2013) concluded that the heart of any project is
purely vested in internal stakeholder engagement.
The consistency exhibited suggests that when internal stakeholder engagement is stimulated, stakeholders would exhibit more dedication, vigor, and
absorption in their work to which would improve
their overall knowledge and competencies. This
would improve their perceived individual capabilities and perceived team capabilities which are critical components for project team eﬃcacy. This is
in line with Bal et al., (2013) who expressed the
need for internal stakeholder engagement indicating that its manifestation drives conﬁdence and
belief among team members. Henceforth, the ﬁndings signify the need for projects to take considerable attention to practices that could improve

internal stakeholder engagement as far as improving project team eﬃcacy is concerned.
Worth noting, internal stakeholder engagement
is a multidimensional concept explained in terms
of vigor, dedication, and absorption. The ﬁndings
obtained that each of the dimensions is necessary
for enhancing project team eﬃcacy. These ﬁndings supplement Fulton et al., (2013) who revealed
that engagement promotes perceived individual
capabilities which emanate from a series of tested
performances by the individual contributing significantly to project team eﬃcacy. Within the same
context, this study postulates that the eﬃcacy of
team members is more likely to occur where there
is vigor, dedication, and absorption. This is in line
with Tengan and Aigbavboa (2017) who emphasized that vigor, dedication, and absorption tendencies are more likely to build mutual trust among
individual members directed towards one objective.
Likewise, Heravi et al., (2015) viewed that internal
stakeholder engagement promotes togetherness
and collectivism in approaching tasks of the project
which increases the conﬁdence of members. While
this is the case, the ﬁndings observe that perhaps,
projects should put much emphasis on practices
that drive stakeholders to become vigorous. Unlike
other studies, this study comprehensively scrutinizes the relevance of the internal stakeholder engagement components, which is a value-adding to
the existing research.
Speciﬁcally, the ﬁndings elaborate that vigor
would drive project team eﬃcacy. These ﬁndings
are consistent with Ojwang and Bwisa (2014) who
revealed that vigor stimulates the desire to execute
tasks and responsibilities of the project, minimizes
conﬂict of interest, promotes a sense of ownership,
and facilitates partnership among group members.
Based on this ﬁnding, the study postulates that
whenever stakeholders feel passionate, resilient,
and determined to persevere at work, they are
likely to gain self-conﬁdence and trust the team
in which they are part and parcel. In addition, the
study reemphasizes that vigor would increase the
zeal of the group and a spirit of togetherness. This
is in line with Beringer et al., (2013) who emphasized that project managers should direct much attention towards enhancing employees’ vigor since
absorption and dedication are more likely to prevail in such circumstances. Similarly, Tengan and
Aigbavboa (2017) established that once employees have vigor it is important in enhancing per-
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ceived individual capabilities which subsequently
contributes to overall project team eﬃcacy. It could
therefore be concluded that vigor is a critical engagement indicator and whoever contains it, is
more likely to associate with others driven by the
perceived individual capabilities.
From the dedication perspective, the study highlights that project team eﬃcacy is more likely to improve whenever stakeholders are dedicated. This
is a communication to all projects to implement
dedication enhancers to improve project team efﬁcacy. The study concludes so because dedicated
people are more enthusiastic, inspired, and proud
in the job than the less dedicated people. They are
more likely to feel conﬁdent in themselves as well
as the people they deal with. In the same context,
Schaufeli (2013) mentioned that people who are
highly dedicated get motivated so easily. Therefore,
they tend to ﬁnd all possible means of executing
tasks to fulﬁll both their individual and organizational objectives. In the same line, Missonier and
Fedida (2014) aﬃrmed the need to stimulate dedication as a conduit for enhancing project team
eﬃcacy. Therefore, the communication that this
study communicates is the fact that once stakeholders are dedicated, the more they would feel
conﬁdent to work individually or in groups. They
would perceive their work as full of meaning and
purposeful; and they will consider tasks challenging
but not diﬃcult, something which would enhance
collectivism in workplaces.
The ﬁndings further reveal that the absorption
of stakeholders is necessary for enhancing project
team eﬃcacy. These results demonstrate that both
perceived team and individual capabilities are more
likely to mushroom whenever stakeholders are engaged. The ﬁndings are in line with previous works
of Heravi et al., (2015) who concurred that the trilogy of engagement is fundamental in increasing
conﬁdence, creating a positive attitude and belief among individual members. Bal et al., (2013)
pointed out that project team eﬃcacy has an inclement on whether people are absorbed or not.
This study argues that since absorption makes employees feel happy when working intensely, feel immersed in their work and ﬁnd it diﬃcult to detach
from the job, it is from such attitude that is likely
to drive perceived team eﬃcacy. It is equally important to note that people who exhibit absorption
behavior ﬁnd it diﬃcult to detach from their work,
and in this study’s perspective, such determina-

tion is more likely to make people believe that they
can still bounce back even when they fail to meet
speciﬁc project obligations or even complete tasks
without any form of guidance. Kaur and Lodhia
(2018) also commented that internal stakeholder
engagement, especially absorption increases the
active participation of stakeholders which makes
them more conﬁdent and eﬃcaciously determined
to work as a team. This is because such stakeholders would be sure of their ability to add value
through contributing. In conclusion, the ﬁndings
propose that projects should seek the best strategies for enhancing absorption, dedication, and
vigor to enhance project team eﬃcacy.
Organizational Support and Project Team Efﬁcacy
The ﬁndings ascertained that organizational support is one of the factors which are necessary for
enhancing project team eﬃcacy. The ﬁndings suggest that projects can be hopeful that perceived
team capabilities and perceived individual capabilities would be stimulated as long as people perceive
that their organizations are offering them the best
support depicted in managerial support, resource
allocation, and job condition. This is consistent
with Drouin and Bourgault (2013) who emphasized
that organizational support increases supervisors’
conﬁdence in the team which reinforces their conﬁdence. In addition, Ibrahim et al., (2016) stated
that intensive organizational support is an important strategy for developing a team’s eﬃcacy because it changes the perception of individual team
members towards their organization. This message
portrayed by this study is that projects should offer organizational support to employees whenever
they seek to project team eﬃcacy.
Organizational support is a multifaceted component explained by subcomponents of managerial support, resource allocation, and job condition,
and this study reveals that the existence of each
of these attributes has a direct linkage with project
team eﬃcacy. Jain et al., (2013) and Ahmed and
Nawaz (2015) equally explain organizational support as a potential contributor to project team efﬁcacy. They concur that organizational support
makes employees believe that they are resourceful
and encourages people to work in teams to match
the expectations of their supervisors in the shortest
period possible. Therefore, the study emphasizes
that projects should not just consider offering organizational support through just one attribute but
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rather seek the right mechanism through which
all three issues could be addressed. This has a
backing of literature, especially Winter and Weng
(2015) who pointed out that when supervisors are
conﬁdent that their team can deliver even under
minimum supervision, they offer employees some
level of freedom to execute tasks the way they feel
would stimulate eﬃciency. The motive of this is to
improve job conditions for employees.
Notable, the ﬁndings demonstrate that project
team eﬃcacy is more likely to manifest where
project managers are willing to provide equipment
whenever requested or where the other team members are willing to support colleagues. Indeed, this
could be the reason why Kennedy et al., (2009) suggested that organizational support is indispensable
in promoting project team eﬃcacy. In the same
regard, Newton (2015) emphasized that organizational support stimulates commitment, aggressiveness and stimulates conﬁdence and trust amongst
individual members within a given team. More still,
the ﬁndings indicate that whenever supervisors
are willing to provide team members with time-off
whenever they request for one, take into consideration the goals and values of team members and
where co-workers are willing to contribute handsomely to the happiness of others, the more likely
perceived team eﬃcacy. This is consistent with
Wikhamn and Hall (2012) who asserted that organizational support enhances affective commitment
and collectivism of members where they relate to
the company with a “we” as opposed to “I” attitude.
These ﬁndings, therefore, suggest that emphasis
should be directed towards two critical issues; creating a platform where team members are made
to believe that they are known to become more
aggressive and where supervisors are willing to listen to their team members in their subsequent
submissions.
Furthermore, the ﬁndings ascertained that it is
necessary to provide team members with managerial support to enhance project team eﬃcacy.
Notable, ﬁndings demonstrate that whenever the
project cares about the opinions of team members
and where supervisors frequently encourage subordinates as they execute tasks and responsibilities,
the more they would enhance their perceived individual and team capabilities. On the contrary,
Afzali et al., (2014) revealed that irrespective of the
high levels of organizational support, eﬃcacy is
bound to improve among individuals who strongly

endorse the norm of reciprocity as applied to the
employee-employer relationship. Notwithstanding,
this study is more comprehensive in the manner
that it examines component by component. Perhaps, the conclusive remarks by Afzali et al., (2014)
are based on an aggregate of many aspects of organizational support, yet employees react differently
depending on how organizational support is rendered. This study, therefore, provides a platform
upon which project managers can intensify managerial support. For most of the studies, much as
managerial support has highly been hailed, there
are relatively few studies that have gone further
to highlight managerial support enhancers. This
serves as the gist upon which this study capitalizes
to add value to the existing literature. Except for
most scholarly works, this study highlights that the
best mechanism through which project managers
should provide good job conditions, allocate resources and offer managerial support to enhance
organizational support and subsequently project
team eﬃcacy.
Project Team Eﬃcacy and Project Success
Findings obtained a positive relationship between project team eﬃcacy and project success.
In the context of these ﬁndings, it is revealed that
enhancing project team eﬃcacy is likely to improve project success. Therefore, as project managers are actively seeking how best they can deliver
projects within time, scope, budget, and meet beneﬁciary satisfaction, this study provides a partial
solution to this. These ﬁndings concur with ﬁndings such as Aronson (2015) who postulated that
project team eﬃcacy increases innovativeness with
much respect from each team member which to
a very large extent enables projects to succeed.
Worth noting, Kähkönen et al., (2013) indicated that
project team eﬃcacy stimulates conﬁdence among
individual team members which prompts them to
devote extra time in whatever they do for successful project execution. In other words, there is a
need to give special attention to project team eﬃcacy to increase project success.
Speciﬁcally, the study postulate that both perceived team capabilities and perceived individual
capabilities are necessary as far and project success enhancement is concerned. Likewise, Braun
et al., (2012) suggest that with team eﬃcacy in
place, the focus of the group is to ensure that the
project is executed as expected. The notable, ﬁndings highlight that whereas it is important to en-
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hance both perceived individual capabilities and
perceived team capabilities, putting much emphasis on the latter is more likely to intensify project
success. These ﬁndings communicate that project
managers should prioritize practices that are aimed
at stimulating perceived team capabilities as opposed to perceived individual capabilities to intensify project success. Moreover, the ﬁndings postulate to project managers that they should also
seek for perceived individual enhancers to stimulate project success. A comparative analysis of
the ﬁndings of the current study along with other
subsequent studies reveals that almost no study
has scrutinized the potential of sub-constructs under project team eﬃcacy. Notable, Salas et al.,
(2015) conclusive remarks were general suggesting that project team eﬃcacy increases team cohesion which subsequently enhances project success.
On the other hand, Kraus and Insurance (2016)
also asserted that project teams with considerable
levels of eﬃcacy experience greater focus, determination, and engagement in what they do to increase project success. Therefore, this study is exceptional in the sense that project team eﬃcacy is
not just concluded as a block, but rather in subcomponents.
For instance, the study reveals that where the
team believes that even when things are not well,
they can perform, where they enjoy working together as a group or where they consider their
team as resourceful, the more they are likely to
meet deadlines, effectively monitor spending, fulﬁll deadlines and the more likely they would work
closely to fulﬁll the problems of beneﬁciaries. This
is in line with Azmy (2012) who postulated that
perceived group eﬃcacy increases encourage individual members to work together and share views
that can enable the project to fulﬁll its objectives
within the required time, cost, scope and meet the
expectations of beneﬁciaries. In the same context,
the ﬁnding asserts that it is necessary for team
members to believe that they are an effective team
and to believe in success rather than failure as
such attitude is bound to increase the aggressiveness of teams and hence project success. With
the same view, Young and Samson (2009) indicated
that team eﬃcacy further promotes capability to
handle project tasks within schedule which subsequently contributes to the overall project success.
On the other hand, the study aﬃrms that perceived individual capabilities are essential in en-

hancing project success. This study strongly believes that individual productivity emanates from
what they believe and feel conﬁdent about. Earlier,
Kent and Giles (2017) asserted that aggressiveness,
determination, perseverance, and patience as well
as a positive attitude towards executing tasks and
responsibilities depend upon individual capabilities.
In essence, this study argues that for projects to
improve executing activities timely, within the budget, scope, and meet beneﬁciary expectations, they
should have project members who have a positive
attitude regarding their ability to complete tasks
even when there is no one to monitor them. More
so, such individuals should believe that their skills
are valuable to the project and believe that they can
complete tasks as expected, then the likelihood of
completing projects within time increases. This concedes with Kraus and Insurance’s (2016) earlier observation where they stated that considerable levels of eﬃcacy are dependent upon individual focus,
determination, and engagement in what they do,
yet these actions are critical in stimulating project
success. Overall, the ﬁndings here suggest that
project success is a matter of perception. Such perception is either inclined to speciﬁc individuals or
overall teams, and accordingly project managers
should bear this in mind if they are to increase the
likelihood of ensuring that the projects not only fulﬁll the traditional time, cost, and scope objectives
but also stretch further to satisfy the beneﬁciaries.
Mediating Effect of Project Team Eﬃcacy
This study obtained that project team eﬃcacy
is a signiﬁcant mediator in the relationship between internal stakeholder engagement, organizational trust, and project success. Furthermore, the
ﬁndings obtained that project team eﬃcacy signiﬁcantly mediates the relationship between internal
stakeholder communication and project success
as well as the relationship between organizational
support and project success. The mediation effect of project team eﬃcacy is relatively limited,
and this study is potential value-adding research.
Instead, most of the prevailing literature is for direct inﬂuence towards project success. Notable, a
study by Aaltonen and Kujala (2016) aﬃrms that
internal stakeholder engagement directly predicts
project success. Kivits (2013) also complement that
when stakeholders are engaged, the project is in a
position to eliminate conﬂicts and increase cooperation between the ﬁrm and the stakeholders which
reduces time redundancy. About organizational
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support, Lancaster and Di Milia (2014) indicate that
its potential lies mainly in its ability to determine
the level of commitment, low intention to leave,
and increased employee performance. This, therefore, signiﬁes that the potential for organizational
support to inﬂuence project success is more indirect. Similarly, Egriboyun (2015) revealed that organizational support results in positive employee
outcomes which serve as a precondition for attitudinal, behavioral tendencies. The current study,
therefore, reveals that both internal stakeholder engagement and organizational support signiﬁcantly
predict project success, although indirectly through
project team eﬃcacy.
Although, literature is not clear about the indirect relationship that exists between organizational support and project success as well as internal stakeholder engagement and project success, most of their presentations impliedly recognize the same. For instance, a study by Ahmed and
Nawaz, (2015) stated that organizational support
potentially changes attitude and behavior to work
hard, but does not necessarily improve project success. Similarly, previous work by Ojwang and Bwisa
(2014) indicates that engaged stakeholders support project activities, create among other stakeholders, and advise project managers on how best
the project activities can be implemented within
the communities for a sustainable project. On the
other hand, Ojwang and Bwisa (2014) highlighted
that much as engaged stakeholders’ supports are
necessary for project success, it may require the
intervention of other factors. Therefore, it is conclusive that much as organizational support and internal stakeholder engagement is critical in project
success, with the intensiﬁcation of project team
eﬃcacy, projects are bound to meet time, scope,
budget, and beneﬁciary satisfaction much easily.
Notwithstanding, the ﬁnding observed that much
as all variables of internal stakeholder engagement, organizational support, and project team efﬁcacy are signiﬁcant in stimulating project success,
project managers need to direct most emphasis
towards project team eﬃcacy. These ﬁndings are
exposed to more debate as different scholars have
expressed different views. Notable, Bal et al., (2013)
expressed that the most important component of
project success is internal stakeholder engagement.
They suggested that internal stakeholders have a
direct inclination to the project activities and are
supposed to actively participate in executing activi-

ties timely, eﬃciently, and effectively if projects are
to be successful. Nevertheless, Ibrahim et al., (2016)
as well as Ahmed and Nawaz, (2015) suggest organizational support if project success is to be achieved.
These studies suggest that intensive organizational
support is an important strategy for creating good
working conditions where people can easily contribute to the project through decisions. Although
this is the case, none of such studies derives such
a conclusion after evaluating project team eﬃcacy.
This study is unique in the sense that it ascertains
ﬁndings in a study in which the weaknesses of previous studies are addressed. The study’s conclusive
remarks are based on internal stakeholder engagement, organizational support, and project team efﬁcacy in a single study. These ﬁndings could ﬁrmly
be relied upon for more realistic decisions.
The implication of these results is that project
success is dependent upon the team members who
are directly involved in the execution of tasks and
responsibilities. As long as they are conﬁdent and
believe in success, the projects are more likely to
follow suit. This is in line with Yaakobi and Weisberg
(2018) who revealed that individuals with greater
self-eﬃcacy exhibit more willingness to work extra time and are creative enough to make contingent decisions to ensure that the project sticks to
plan. Further still, Braun et al., (2012) assert that
project team-eﬃcacy prompts commitment and acceptance of diﬃcult and challenging tasks which ultimately enhances project success. In other words,
it is revealed that much emphasis should be directed towards the perception of team members
because it determines the attitude and behavioral
tendencies of members as they execute project
tasks and obligations. Therefore, as they put into
practice the decisions of top and middle managers,
they should have the conﬁdence and belief that
they can turn things around. This is so because
one’s perception is a precondition for determining aggressiveness and self-drive towards project
objectives.
Notable, the ﬁndings indicate that it is important
to maintain team members with high perceived
individual capabilities. In this case, such individuals
would keep a high working spirit, feel conﬁdent
about their skills and bounce back easily, and this
is bound to increase eﬃciency and effectiveness
in the implementation of project activities. This
concurs with Aronson (2015) who revealed that
project team eﬃcacy increases innovativeness with
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much respect from each team member which to
a very large extent enables projects to succeed.
Similarly, Braun et al., (2012) suggest that with team
eﬃcacy in place, the relationship and focus of the
group increases which prompts a collective effort to
execute project activities as planned. This explains
why it is necessary to consider uplifting perceived
team capabilities in project management.
In addition, when team members are conﬁdent
that they can complete project tasks as expected
and work effectively without the guidance of any
supervisor, the more they would perform, and such
performance would have a triple-down effect on
project success. These ﬁndings are in line with
Kent and Giles (2017) who postulate that perceived
team capabilities are a precondition for a project
team’s ability to set goals and aspirations, outcome
expectations, and effective tendencies. van Emmerik et al., (2011) equally revealed that greater
perceived team eﬃcacy not only depicts individual
self-eﬃcacy but also provides much expectation
that the project objectives would be executed as
expected. Precisely, the level of perceived team
capabilities increases conﬁdence, promotes innovativeness, quality, and eﬃciency, which are necessary for guaranteeing project success. Based on
the perceived team capabilities, the ﬁndings emphasize that when the project team is composed
of members who consider other team members as
resourceful and effective no matter how challenging the task are bound to enjoy working together
and supporting each other to collectively execute
project goals within the set time targets, budget,
and scope. Such team members are also bound to
ensure that their actions satisfy beneﬁciaries.
Conclusion
The study identiﬁed key concepts of relevance
including; internal stakeholder engagement, organizational support, and project team eﬃcacy
and how they inﬂuence project success. It proved
that projects need to have internal stakeholders
who are highly vigorous, dedicated, and fully absorbed to promote the realization of project success. Therefore, the project manager should pay
signiﬁcant attention to identifying and putting into
action the engagement enhancers. Similarly, the
ﬁndings ascertained that organizational support is
not an exception either as far as seeking project
success is concerned. This prompts project managers to ensure that they avail good working conditions, supervisory support, and fair allocation of

resources to stimulate the aggressiveness and commitment of team members. Findings also hailed
project team eﬃcacy as the most ideal solution
to signiﬁcantly inﬂuencing project success. In this
essence, it is recognized that perceived individual
capabilities, perceived team capabilities, and performance feedback of members are necessary.
Precisely, the study communicates that perception drives aggressiveness, belief, and attitude that
members would rely on, to either feel conﬁdent
or not. In the mediation effect relationship, the
study aﬃrmed that project team eﬃcacy is only
signiﬁcant in the relationship between organizational support and project success. On the other
hand, project team eﬃcacy was found not signiﬁcant in mediating the relationship between internal stakeholder engagement and project success.
This postulates that where vigor, dedication, and
absorption prevail, so does project team eﬃcacy
because they are both emotionally driven. Organizational support only creates satisfaction, but
not conﬁdence and belief as far as execution of
projects is concerned. In sum, the study indicates
that where internal stakeholders are engaged, they
are bound to work eﬃcaciously, while they provide
organizational support and they should seek further means of stimulating team eﬃcacy to succeed
in projects.
Recommendations
Based on the ﬁndings, the following recommendations are put forward;
Delegate responsibilities to team members.
Increase communication within teams and ensure that a two-way approach is applied.
Team leaders should understand the strength
and weaknesses of each team member and seek
how to capitalize on their strengths.
Lead by example so that team members can easily emulate.
Hold meetings frequently to update team members of the progress, their achievements, and their
expectations.
Limitations of the Study
The questionnaire was structured with closedended questions which suppressed the views and
opinions which would have enabled the study to
understand the subject matter more.
This study adopted a cross-sectional research
approach where all results contained herein were
based on data that was obtained just once or in
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a snapshot. Some of the responses views held by
individuals may change over the years.
Areas for further study
i.) Relationship between work-life balance and
project success among donor-funded projects.
ii.) Longitudinal analysis of the relationship between internal stakeholder engagement, organizational support, project team-eﬃcacy, and project
success among USAID donor projects in Uganda
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