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Influence path of transaction costs in construction projects
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2. North China University of Water Resources and Electric Power, Zhengzhou 450011, China)

Abstract: The actual cost of a construction project is composed of not only project construction costs, but also transaction costs.
An influence path model was constructed to illustrate the influence path of the transaction costs borne by the project owner. T he
model was tested by the structural equation model (SEM) with the data collected from construction project owners. The find
ings indicated that the transaction environment and mechanism are at the core of the model as they determine in large part the
transaction costs and affect the owner s behavior, contractor s behavior, and project management efficiency. T he uncertainty of
the contractor’s behavior affects project management efficiency positively. The certainty of the owner s behavior can reduce the
uncertainty in the transaction environment and mechanism, increase the efficiency of project management, and reduce the trans
action costs of a construction project.
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Fig. 1 Hypothesis model of influence path of transaction

costs in construction projects
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Tab.3 Goodness of fit indices for the measurement model
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Tab.4 Goodness of fit indices for the structural model
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Tab.5 Testing results of paths in structural equation model
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