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Abstract 

Interest in Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is growing in the construction sector. In response to societal changes, 
construction professionals and the businesses they work in are expected to contribute positively to the environments and 
communities in which they build. Hitherto, it appears that there has been little research in mapping out the CSR focuses and 
initiatives of construction and engineering firms. In addressing this gap, 104 professionals from across the construction supply 
chain in Australia and New Zealand was undertaken. The overall results reveal that many firms’ CSR focuses are mainly on 
occupational health and safety, ethical business practices and environmental management and that their CSR initiatives are very 
much internally focused. Companies have generally focused on their CSR workplace, supply chain and environmental initiatives 
and largely ignored the mutuality of interests between the community and business. In moving CSR in the construction sector 
forward, it is argued that the industry must move from altruism to strategy and from a client focus to a community focus. 
© 2017 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of the organizing committee iHBE 2016. 
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1. Introduction 

Over the past decades, the concept of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has attracted a great deal of attention 
from researchers across different disciplines. The World Business Council for Sustainable Development defines 
CSR as “the continuing commitment by business to behave ethically and contribute to economic development while 
improving the quality of life of the workforce and their families as well as of the local community and society at 
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large” (Watts and Holme [1]:3). Similarly, the International Organization for Standardization [2] ISO 26000 
describes CSR as the requirement of firms to act “in an ethical and transparent way that contributes to the health and 
welfare of society”. From these, it seems that a socially responsible firm is bounded by various core values, such as 
accountability, transparency, ethics, respect for stakeholder interests, respect for the rule of law and for human 
rights, and respect for international norms of behaviors. It has generally held that, by being socially responsible, a 
firm could increase turnover, improve public image, enhance employee loyalty, attract talented personnel; hence 
achieve sustainable competitive advantage and improved organizational performance.  

However, discussions of social responsibility in construction have been fragmented and confrontational. For 
example, Green’s [3] analysis of CSR discourse in the UK construction industry, Ness’s [4] critical discourse 
analysis of the UK government’s ‘Respect for People’ policy, Loosemore and Phua’s [5] analysis of CSR in the 
Australian construction industry – all pointing that CSR initiatives in construction are driven by a firm’s culture and 
are still primarily judged from a business case, rather than from the beneficiaries’ perspective whom it meant to 
serve. Furthermore, the concept of CSR in construction remain largely uncategorized and highly fragmented 
covering a diversity of issues such as: community engagement [6], corporate ethics [7], minority businesses [8], 
responsible sourcing [9], environment and sustainability [10], human resource management [11], discriminatory 
labor practices, equality and human rights [12], corruption [13] and fair business practices [14].  

From the above, while it is positive that CSR research in construction is moving forward on a wide range of 
fronts, it appears that little has been done to map out how construction firms implement CSR in practice. In 
addressing this gap, this study aimed to examine the current state of CSR implementation of construction and 
engineering firms in Australia and New Zealand and to identify the key CSR focuses and initiatives adopted by those 
firms. Such research is important because, as Carroll and Shabana ([15]: 89) state, one important way to start 
conceptualizing CSR is “to think about CSR is to identify the different categories of CSR and sort out companies’ 
activities in terms of different types, classes or kinds of CSR”.  

2. Literature review 

In the mainstream business literature, attempts have been made to categorize the types of CSR initiatives adopted 
by firms. For example, Ashridge’s [16] international study of businesses across a range of industry sectors has 
produced a framework which classified the most common forms of CSR activities into seven main categories. 
Leadership, vision and value activities relate to those actions that put CSR at the centre of a firm, its direction, 
purpose and mission. Stakeholder engagement activities are actions associated with those activities that the firm’s 
stakeholders (e.g. owners, employees, communities, customers, suppliers and authorities) think it should be doing to 
make the company socially responsible. Community activities refer to actions associated with promoting the health 
and wellbeing of local communities in which the enterprise operates. Environmental activities are those actions that 
involve mitigating environmental impacts of the firm’s operation. Supply chain activities involve actions that 
encourage responsible procurement practice through the enterprise’s supply chain. Workforce activities include those 
actions that relate to the fair treatment of employees. Finally, Marketplace activities include those actions undertook 
by the firm towards enforcing its marketplace responsibilities.  

Also, the International Standards Organization (ISO) operationalized CSR into seven categories in its voluntary 
international standard for social responsibility (ISO 26000) [2] and Kritkausky and Schmidt [17] have described the 
typical types of activities in each category. The first category is ‘organizational governance’ involving activities that 
promote:  accountability and transparency in decision making;  responsible use of financial, natural and human 
resources; effective management of key stakeholders in decision making including minority groups;  ethical 
monitoring and reporting of business activities. The second category is related to ‘human rights’ such as establishing 
fair mechanisms for:  promoting human rights, equity and diversity policies, responsible sourcing and supply chain 
management; respecting individuals’ rights to freedom of association, opinion and expression; and respecting 
economic, social and cultural rights. The third category is about ‘labor practices’ such as providing a just, safe and 
healthy work environment for employees which involves: good wages and working conditions; support dialogue 
between employers and employees; and equal employment opportunities for human resource development. The 
fourth category is ‘environmental practices’ that promote: pollution prevention; emissions reduction; use of 
sustainable renewable resources; life-cycle management; use of environmentally sound technologies and practices; 
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and sustainable procurement. The fifth category is “fair operating practices” such as: respecting the law; practicing 
accountability and fairness in business relationships; social procurement; and responsible sourcing. The sixth 
category relates to ‘consumer issues’ such as: providing healthy and safe products, giving accurate information, and 
promoting sustainable consumption; designing products which can be reused, repaired or recycled; reducing 
packaging waste; and protecting consumer privacy when handling personal data. The seventh and final category is 
about ‘community involvement and development’ activities that: promoting community engagement; supporting 
local charities and causes; and; providing opportunities for community members through local purchasing and 
employment. 

More recently, Battaglia et al.’s [18] survey of 213 small and medium sized enterprises in the Italian and French 
fashion industry showed that CSR strategies could also be classified into four main categories. These include: (1) 
Environment-related CSR that refers to actions taken to mitigate a company’s negative operation impacts on the 
environment; (2) Workplace CSR that refers to actions around treatment of employees including work-force 
diversity, pay and working conditions, health and safety and human rights; (3) Community-related CSR that refers to 
actions relating to the relationship between a company and the communities affected by its operations; and (4) 
Marketplace CSR that refers to actions around the relationships with a company’s supply-chain which includes 
responsible advertising and marketing, dealing with customer complaints, ethical commercial practices and imposing 
social and environmental requirements on suppliers.  

The review above reveals that CSR could take various forms in construction and that different sizes and 
ownerships of companies could have different CSR focuses and adopt different CSR initiatives. As such, an attempt 
had been made in this paper to examine if there are significant difference in the CSR focuses and initiatives between 
small, medium, large size companies, and between those public and privately held companies.  

3. Research method 

The findings reported here is part of a larger study undertaken towards examining the implementation of CSR in 
construction. We undertook an on-line survey of management from firms across the Australian and New Zealand 
construction and engineering sector. The survey questionnaire comprised several sections. The first section required 
respondents to provide general information about the nature, size, location, turnover of their company and the 
international reach of their organizational activities. Subsequent sections asked about the nature and extent of their 
firm’s CSR strategy and initiatives using the categories produced by Ashridge [16], ISO 26000 [2] and Battaglia et 
al. [18]. For this, respondents were requested to rate 66 measurement items based on a seven-point Likert Scale, 
ranging from 1(Never) to 7 (Always). The questionnaire was pretested, validated and amended before an industry-
wide survey was undertaken.  

For the survey, probability sampling was employed whereby respondents were randomly selected from a 
sampling frame generated from Building Construction Information Australia (BCI)’s database of architects, 
contractors, consultants, subcontractors and suppliers (For further information about BCI see 
http://www.bciaustralia.com/). We recognize that many companies in the construction industry do not have formal 
CSR positions and thus the ‘key informant approach’ was adopted in this study where each firm in our sample was 
asked to self-nominate a person who they saw as having responsibility for CSR. Initial email invitations with the 
survey link were sent to the owner or management of respective targeted companies via BCI’s central emailing 
system, explaining the aim of the study and assuring anonymity and confidentiality. Overall, a total of 104 valid 
responses were collected. Of these, about 54% of the respondents were from medium size companies, 35% and 11% 
were from small and large size companies, respectively. Furthermore, most of the respondent companies (72.5%) 
had an annual turnover of $1-50 million and were privately held (87.5%).  

4. Data analysis 

We used the relative prevalence indexing (RPI) method to facilitate the relative comparisons of items within 
respective CSR initiatives and to provide further insights about the existence of CSR initiatives in construction. The 
RPI method was preferred over the arithmetic average method because the former is able to derive relative indices 
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within the range of 0-1 for each item and therefore enable researchers to undertake relative comparisons of items. 
This is an outcome that could be not achieved by directly comparing the arithmetic average of each items 
considering that items could have different maximum mean values [19]. Equation 1 below shows the formula for 
calculating the Relative Prevalence Index (RPI) of each item.  

 (1) 

Where: i and n represent a respondent’s choice along the lowest (1) and the highest (7) points in the 7-point Likert 
scale, respectively. “Frequency” is the number of respondents who provided the respective ratings; and the 
“maximum rating” is the highest point that could be given by the respondents, i.e. 7. In this study, a higher RPI 
indicates that an item is more prevalent than other items with relatively lower RPIs.  

Next, Kruskal-Wallis H (KH) and Mann-Whitney U (MU) tests were conducted to determine if there were 
significant differences between groups of companies on their CSR initiatives. The KH and MU tests are deemed as 
the non-parametric alternatives to the one-way ANOVA and independent t-tests, respectively. In this study, The KH 
and MU tests were chosen because the studied groups were of non-equal sample size and thus could bring about 
unequal variance of measurement items – violating the assumptions of parametric t-tests. Furthermore, the Levene's 
Test for Equality of Variances results revealed that some measurement items have unequal variances. For the KH 
test, as more than two groups were studied, a post hoc test (i.e. a multiple pairwise comparison test) was performed 
to ascertain which of specific groups differed so as to provide further insights about variation of CSR 
implementation. 

5. Results and Discussions 

Interestingly, the results reveal that our respondent companies have strategized their CSR focuses into two main 
priorities.  From table 1, it can be seen that most of the companies have placed high priorities on their  occupational 
health and safety policy and practices (F1; RPI= 0.96), following by their ethical business practices (F12; RPI= 
0.87); environmental management (F2; RPI= 0.85), harassment and bully (F9; RPI= 0.84); discrimination and unfair 
treatment (F10; RPI= 0.81); corruption (F11; RPI= 0.81); and racism/cultural diversity and equity (F6; RPI= 0.80). It 
is notable that about 50% of the respondent companies had scored 7 for this group of priorities, and that these key 
focuses are a reflection of the regulatory obligations which drive the construction and engineering sector, which are 
very much focused on safety, environmental impact, equity, diversity and discrimination.  

 The second group of priorities given by our respondent companies are around social impact (F3; RPI= 0.79), 
gender equity and diversity (F5; RPI = 0.76), community interaction (F4; RPI=0.73) and disable and aged (F7 and 
F8 with corresponding RPIs of 0.68 and 0.67). However, very little focus has been placed on the political 
contribution (F13, RPI = 0.37), with less than 20% of the respondent companies had scored more than 4 for this 
item.  

Table 1. CSR strategy focus  

Item code/ Description 
Never 

(1) 
Rarely 

(2) 

Quite 
rarely 

(3) 

Some-
times 
(4) 

Quite Often 
(5) 

Usually 
(6) 

Always 
(7) 

RPI Rank 

F1  Occupational Health, Welfare and Safety 1% 0% 0% 0% 6% 11% 83% 0.96 1 
F2  Environmental management/impacts 2% 1% 2% 13% 9% 22% 50% 0.85 3 
F3  Social responsibility/impacts 3% 2% 5% 12% 21% 24% 34% 0.79 7 
F4  Community interactions 2% 6% 8% 20% 16% 23% 25% 0.73 9 
F5  Gender equity and diversity 6% 4% 6% 13% 12% 25% 35% 0.76 8 
F6  Racism/cultural diversity and equity 4% 5% 3% 14% 11% 17% 46% 0.80 6 
F7  Disabled 7% 5% 11% 27% 9% 19% 23% 0.68 10 
F8  Aged 9% 9% 9% 20% 12% 20% 22% 0.67 11 
F9  Harassment and bullying 4% 5% 1% 9% 11% 17% 54% 0.84 4 
F10  Discrimination and unfair treatment 6% 3% 4% 10% 11% 16% 51% 0.81 5= 
F11  Corruption 7% 3% 5% 10% 10% 13% 53% 0.81 5= 
F12  Ethical business practices  2% 2% 3% 5% 12% 22% 55% 0.87 2 
F13  Political contribution 48% 13% 11% 13% 4% 3% 9% 0.37 12 
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For the CSR workplace initiatives, it can be seen from Table 2 that most respondent companies’ top priorities are 
to ensure that their employees are treated with fairness and equity in work (W3; RPI= 0.90), that their privacy is 
respected (W4; RPI= 0.88) and that they are given ample opportunities to develop their knowledge, skills and careers 
(W5; RPI= 0.87). Apart from these, it is notable that companies are increasingly becoming aware of the mental 
health and wellbeing of their workforce (W8; RPI = 0.79), by: attuning to the needs of different societal groups (W6; 
RPIs = 0.79); helping them to balance their work-life responsibilities (W7; RPI = 0.78); and investing in their 
personal training and development (W14; RPI = 0.78). The results further reveal that employers have taken 
initiatives to consult employees of their key business activities (iW1, PRI = 0.77) and have encouraged and assisted 
their employees to balance their work and other responsibilities through management of their annual (W15; RPI = 
0.75) and community service leaves (W9; RPI = 0.72) and career progression (W16; RPI = 0.72), and flexible work 
arrangements (W11; RPI = 0.72). This positive and interesting trend contradicts the long-standing concerns about 
work-life balance and flexible work practices in the construction and engineering sector ([20]). While flexibility and 
work-life balance did not appear to be an issue, our results support Bell et al.’s [21] conclusions that construction 
and engineering companies should place greater emphases on configuring and implementing employee assistance 
programmes and other formal mechanisms to support their workers. As showed in Table 2, most of our respondent 
companies have not placed much consideration in implementing company-wide health programmes and counselling 
services (W11 and 12; both with RPIs = 0.55), organising wellness and stress prevention programmes (W19; RPI = 
0.40) for their employees and offering them child care (W18; RPI = 0.32) and aged care (W17; RPI = 0.33) 
assistance. The overall picture that emerges from there is that most companies have adopted an accommodative, 
rather than a proactive, approach for the health, safety and wellbeing of their employees.   

Table 2. CSR workplace initiatives  

Item code Never 
 (1) 

Rarely 
(2) 

Quite 
rarely  

(3) 

Some-
times 
(4) 

Quite 
Often 

(5) 
Usually 

(6) 
Always  

(7) 
RPI Rank 

W1 Consulting employees about key business activities 2% 6% 3% 5% 24% 44% 16% 0.77 6 
W2 Respecting rights to free assembly and collective 

bargaining including recognition of trade union 
activities and representation 

3% 10% 9% 20% 13% 36% 10% 
0.68 9 

W3 Ensuring people are treated fairly at work regardless 
of race, gender and disability 

0% 2% 0% 4% 6% 39% 49% 
0.90 1 

W4 Respecting people’s privacy 0% 1% 0% 3% 12% 47% 38% 0.88 2 
W5 Providing ample opportunities for people to develop 

their knowledge and skills 
0% 2% 1% 4% 13% 42% 38% 

0.87 3 

W6 Is aware of and attuned to the needs of differential 
societal groups in its workforce 

1% 4% 1% 14% 18% 41% 20% 
0.79 =4 

W7 Helping employees to balance their work life 
responsibilities 

0% 7% 2% 12% 21% 37% 22% 
0.78 =5 

W8 Looking after the mental health and wellbeing of 
our workforce 

0% 5% 4% 12% 20% 36% 24% 
0.79 =4 

W9 Allowing employees to volunteer in the community 7% 5% 5% 25% 9% 20% 30% 0.72 =8 
W10 Implementing mentoring and coaching schemes to 

support employees 
8% 9% 6% 28% 14% 21% 15% 

0.65 10 

W11 Implementing flexible work arrangements for 
employees 

1% 6% 8% 21% 20% 25% 19% 
0.72 =8 

W12 Implementing company-wide health programmes 14% 15% 15% 21% 7% 17% 11% 0.55 =11 
W13 Implementing employee counselling services 14% 15% 14% 21% 9% 19% 8% 0.55 =11 
W14 Investing in staff training and development 2% 2% 2% 21% 21% 21% 31% 0.78 =5 
W15 Monitoring and encouraging employees to take 

annual leaves 
5% 2% 6% 17% 19% 25% 26% 

0.75 7 

W16 Offering promotion opportunities to advance 
employees’ careers 

4% 2% 10% 20% 17% 30% 17% 
0.72 =8 

W17 Offering aged care assistance to employees 40% 21% 15% 15% 3% 5% 0% 0.33 13 
W18 Offering childcare assistance to employees 46% 18% 16% 11% 5% 3% 1% 0.32 14 
W19 Organising wellness and stress prevention 

programmes 
29% 20% 14% 23% 6% 5% 3% 

0.40 12 

                           Average RPI = 0.68 
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Turning to the CSR supply chain initiatives, it is notable from Table 3 that most respondent companies’ top 
priority is to uphold their business ethics and social responsibility by treating their product and service providers 
fairly and with respect (S2; RPI = 0.86), listening and working collaboratively with them to resolve issues (S1; RPI 
= 0.82), and working with them to implement standards of acceptable social and environmental performance (S3; 
RPI = 0.73). Furthermore, our respondent companies have shown preference for local businesses (S8; RPI = 0.72), 
with further efforts to integrating CSR criteria in the selection process of their product and service providers (S4; 
RPI = 0.64), and working collaboratively with their customers to make their products and service more responsible 
(S12; RPI = 0.64). Despite these, we found that there some degrees of reluctance by our respondent companies: to 
make specific reference to their CSR record during marketing (S10; RPI = 0.52); to set and measure CSR standards 
against their product and service providers (5e; RPI = 0.51) to turn away product and service providers (S9; RPI = 
0.54) and clients (S13; RPI = 0.48) with bad CSR records; to prioritise CSR performance over price given by 
product and service providers (S6; RPI = 0.47); and to screen their customers for CSR record (S11; RPI = 0.43). 
These results tend to support Loosemore and Phua’s [5] analysis of Australian firms’ CSR practices which shows 
that there is little accountability for CSR performance, that most claims of concern for CSR are rhetorical and that 
employment practices and behavior in the industry will always be driven by the bottom line until clients create a 
market where social and environmental credentials are valued.  

Table 3. Supply chain initiatives and activities 

Item Code 
Never 

(1) Rarely (2) 
Quite 

rarely (3) 

Some-
times 
(4) 

Quite 
Often (5) 

Usually 
(6) 

Always 
(7) 

RPI Rank 

S1  Listening and working collaboratively 
with our product and service providers to 
resolve issues 

0% 2% 0% 5% 25% 44% 24% 0.83 2 

S2  Treating our product and service providers 
fairly and with respect 

0% 2% 0% 5% 16% 44% 33% 0.86 1 

S3  Working with our product and service 
providers to implement standards of 
acceptable social and environmental 
performance 

1% 4% 6% 20% 20% 34% 15% 0.74 3 

S4  Integrating CSR criteria into our selection 
process for product and service providers 

6% 11% 6% 25% 23% 21% 9% 0.64 =5 

S5  Requiring product and service providers to 
set and meet acceptable social and 
environmental performance targets 

13% 23% 7% 34% 5% 15% 4% 0.51 8 

S6  Placing greater emphasis on the social and 
environmental performance of our 
product and service providers than their 
price during the selection process 

16% 25% 12% 22% 12% 12% 2% 0.47 10 

S7  Favouring product and service providers 
run by minority groups 

18% 24% 7% 37% 11% 3% 1% 0.44 11 

S8  Preferring purchasing products and 
services from local businesses than from 
overseas businesses 

5% 7% 6% 15% 17% 30% 20% 0.72 4 

S9 Turning away product and service 
providers with poor CSR records 

14% 9% 6% 46% 12% 7% 7% 0.54 6 

S10 Making specific reference to our CSR 
record during marketing 

12% 22% 4% 35% 13% 11% 5% 0.52 7 

S11 Screening our customers for their CSR 
record 

17% 30% 4% 38% 10% 2% 0% 0.43 12 

S12 Working collaboratively with our 
customers to make our products and 
services more responsible 

10% 8% 9% 21% 17% 23% 13% 0.64 =5 

S13 Turning away business from customers 
with a bad CSR record 

15% 25% 4% 32% 13% 9% 3% 0.48 9 

      Average PRI = 0.61 

Table 4 shows our respondent companies’ community engagement initiatives. We generally found that, apart 
from moderately donating cash (C8; RPI = 0.62) and asset (C1; RPI = 0.54) to community or charity organisations 
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and sponsoring to events, arts or sports (C2; RPI = 0.52),  our respondent  companies have shown a reluctance: to 
volunteer and match-fund employee donations (C3; RPI = 0.45); form partnership with charity or community 
organisations (C4; RPI = 0.41); loan facilities and assets to communities (C5; RPI = 0.32); help promoting social 
cohesion (C6; RPI = 0.30); and provide loans below commercial interest rates for community initiatives (C7; RPI = 
0.21). These further agree with the earlier finding about the lack of interest of construction firms to support product 
and service providers run by minority groups (see S7 in Table 3). Interestingly, the low average RPI score of 0.41 for 
community initiatives also supports Close and Loosemore’s [22] findings that the construction industry is often cut-
off from the communities in which it works.  

Table 4 Community engagement initiatives 

Item code Never 
(1 

Rarely 
(2) 

Quite 
rarely  

(3) 

Some-
times  

(4) 

Quite 
Often  

(5) 
Usually  

(6) 
Always 

(7) 
RPI Rank 

C1 Donating cash in support of community or 
charity organisations 

9% 11% 4% 33% 14% 18% 12% 0.54 2 

C2 Donating assets to community causes (e.g.  by 
giving old office furniture or equipment such 
as old PCs) 

12% 16% 10% 32% 11% 14% 6% 0.52 3 

C3 Match-funding employee donations to chosen 
causes 

25% 17% 17% 20% 6% 9% 6% 0.45 4 

C4 Sponsoring events, arts or sports clubs 18% 11% 10% 36% 9% 8% 10% 0.41 5 
C5 Providing loans below commercial interest 

rates for community initiatives (e.g. for start-
up businesses in socially deprived 
communities etc.) 

74% 13% 6% 5% 1% 1% 0% 0.32 6 

C6 Partnering with charity or community 
organisations 

36% 14% 9% 23% 8% 7% 4% 0.30 7 

C7 Loaning facilities and assets to communities 
(e.g. allowing a community group to use our 
premises or in-house facilities) 

50% 20% 8% 13% 1% 7% 2% 0.21 8 

C8 Helping to promote social cohesion in the 
community (e.g. by offering immigrants and 
refugees points of contact to their new culture 
by visits to the premises of the enterprise etc.) 

54% 19% 11% 8% 2% 5% 2% 0.62 1 

Average RPI = 0.41 

Turning to the CSR environmental initiatives, Table 5 reveals that most of our respondent companies have shown 
strong commitment to effective waste management (E9 and E11; with RPIs = 0.80) and energy conservation 
practices on their construction projects (E2; RPI= 0.80).  This phenomenon could be explained in relation to the 
increasing demand of green buildings, and in that these practices are relatively well-established in firms and 
documented in the construction industry. The results also show that companies do care for the environment and 
society, through: assessing and managing the impact of overall business activities (E1; RPI = 0.79); and looking for 
opportunities to minimise air, water, noise, odour, vibration and undesirable visual impacts on the environment and 
local community (E8 and E10; with RPIs = 0.79). They have also shown moderate effort in; purchasing green 
materials (E3; RPI= 0.72); using green technologies (E7; RPI= 0.69); managing the transport of their people, goods 
and services (E13; RPI= 0.68); educating their people about sustainability and efficiency energy use (E6; RPI= 
0.66); and using green certified products with the use of independent third parties (E12; RPI= 0.66). Less attention 
was then given to the land use and bio-diversity (E5; RPI= 0.61), and use of renewable energy (E4; RPI= 0.59). 
Overall, the findings point out that companies’ environmental initiatives are very much internally focused and that 
supply chain impacts and imbedded energies and behavioural factors which could lead to reduced environmental 
impacts are less used. This supports Upstill-Goddard et al.’s [23] analysis of responsible sourcing in the construction 
sector which shows that the knowledge and awareness of how the supply chain impacts critically on environmental 
and social sustainability is low. 

Added to the above, we found that there are statistically significant differences on F1, F2, F5 and F6 (with KH 
values ranging from 6.468 to 10.989, p< 0.05) among small (with mean ranks ranging from 44.07 to 49.57), medium 
(with mean ranks. ranging from 50.00 to 56.30), and large size firms (with mean ranks ranging from 61.50 to 75.09). 
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Table 5. Environmental initiatives  

Item code Never  
(1) 

Rarely  
(2) 

Quite 
rarely  

(3) 

Some-
times  

(4) 
Quite 

Often (5) 
Usually  

(6) 
Always 

(7) 
RPI Rank 

E1 Assessing and managing the  
environmental impacts of our business 
activities 

4% 2% 3% 10% 20% 36% 26% 0.79 =2 

E2 Seeking to improve energy efficiency 
in our products and services 

2% 1% 3% 11% 19% 40% 24% 0.80 =1 

E3 Purchasing ‘green' materials (e.g. using 
timber from sustainable sources) 

3% 5% 4% 24% 20% 25% 19% 0.72 3 

E4 Using renewable energy to supplement 
an enterprise’s primary source of 
energy (e.g. by fitting photovoltaic cells 
to buildings etc.) 

4% 17% 8% 35% 15% 9% 13% 0.59 8 

E5 Considering land use and  bio-diversity 
in its business decisions 

8% 10% 8% 37% 12% 15% 12% 0.61 7 

E6 Encouraging and educating employees 
about sustainability and efficiency 
energy use 

4% 8% 10% 22% 29% 13% 15% 0.66 =6 

E7 Using ‘green' technologies that use 
fewer resources 

3% 12% 7% 24% 19% 20% 15% 0.69 4 

E8 Acting to minimise air, water and other 
forms of pollution in our business 
activities 

1% 3% 6% 12% 15% 39% 24% 0.79 =2 

E9 Acting to minimise the treatment and 
disposal of hazardous waste 

1% 3% 2% 17% 13% 32% 33% 0.80 =1 

E10 Acting to minimise noise, odour, 
vibration and undesirable visual 
impacts of our business activities on the 
local community 

2% 3% 5% 13% 16% 34% 28% 0.79 =2 

E11 Encouraging the reuse and recycling 
of materials and minimisation of waste 

2% 2% 2% 14% 14% 37% 29% 0.80 =1 

E12 Using certified products  with the use 
of independent third parties to verify 
how products are produced 

4% 12% 7% 26% 15% 18% 18% 0.66 =6 

E13 Considering and managing the 
environmental impacts from transport 
of our people, goods and services 

5% 6% 7% 26% 19% 21% 16% 0.68 5 

               Average RPI 0.72 

The findings generally indicate that larger size firms have shown greater commitment than their smaller size 
counterparts to their occupational health, welfare and safety (F1), environmental management (F2), gender equity 
(F5) and cultural (F6) diversity policies. This is further reinforced by the post-hoc test results that small size firms 
are significantly less committed than their large ( 2 = -17.432, = 0.032) and medium size ( 2 = -12.236, = 0.011) 
counterparts on their occupational health and safety policy. One possible explanation here is that large size firms 
have to put in more efforts than their smaller size counterparts in managing their employees’ health, safety and 
wellbeing due to the greater diversity of their workforce. Other post-hoc test results further add weight to this 
explanation, by highlighting that both small ( 2 = -25.523,  = 0.024) and medium size firms ( 2 = -25.091, = 
0.020) have shown significantly lower commitment than their large size counterparts in their environmental 
management, gender equity and cultural diversity policies. Of these, we also found that small (with corresponding 
mean ranks of 46.78 and 43.53), medium (with corresponding mean ranks of 52.09 and 52.08) and large size firms 
(with corresponding mean ranks of 73.83 and 84.82) have significantly different level of commitment in minimising 
the impact of their business activity on the environment (E1; KH= 7,360, p=0.025), and offering counselling services 
to their employees (W13; KH= 16.346, =0.000). The post-hoc test findings further reveal that large size firms are 
more commitment than their small size counterparts on E1 ( 2= 27.034, =0.020) and W13 ( 2= 41.291, =0.000). 
Similarly, in terms of CSR community engagement initiatives, small (with mean ranks ranging from 37.62 to 50.61), 
medium (with mean ranks ranging from 49.87 to 56.80) and large size firms (with mean ranks ranging from 72.27 to 
80.64) have shown significantly different level of commitments on C3, C6, C7 and C8 (with KH values ranging 
from 6.345 to 20.428, p<0.05). The post-hoc test results reveal that large firms are more committed than their small 
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counterparts in match-funding employee donation (C3; 2 = 43.015, = 0.000), partnering with charity organisations 
(C6; 2 = 29.537, = 0.010), and loaning facilities and assets to communities (C7; 2 = 24.388, = 0.034). Besides 
this, they also showed significantly higher commitment than medium size firms in helping their local community to 
promote social cohesion (C8; 2 = -22.407, = 0.041). Interestingly, these findings contradict Loosemore and 
Phua’s [5] findings that smaller firms are more imbedded in their local communities. For their CSR supply chain 
initiatives, the KH test results show that small, medium and large size firms have significant different level of 
preferences for local businesses (KH= 7.350,  = 0.025; with the corresponding mean ranks of 62.30, 45.48, 55.27). 
It is notable that small size firms have shown higher preference over their medium size counterpart ( 2 = 16.815, = 
0.021) in procuring materials and services from local over overseas businesses. Given trends towards social 
procurement in the construction sector, which are increasingly requiring firms tendering for government contracts to 
give back to the communities in which they operate through project-linked employment and business opportunities 
([24]), large and medium size firms will have to change their off-shoring procurement practices in the future.  

Turning to company ownership, the MU test results reveal that public companies have placed higher focuses than 
privately held companies on gender equity and diversity (F5; MU = 311.5, with corresponding mean ranks of 74.04 
and 49.42), racism/cultural diversity and equity (F6; MU = 401.5, with corresponding mean ranks of 67.12 and 
50.41), disabled (F7; MU = 380.5, with corresponding mean ranks of 68.73 and 50.18) and corruption (F11; MU = 
293.5, with corresponding mean ranks of 75.42 and 49.23). Another interesting trend noted from the MU test results 
is that public companies had shown higher commitment than privately held companies in implementing employee 
counselling services (W13; MU = 293.5 with corresponding mean ranks of 75.42 and 49.23), match-funding 
employee donations to chosen causes (C3; MU = 348 with corresponding mean ranks of 71.23 and 49.82) and 
partnering with charity or community organisations (C6; MU = 340 with corresponding mean ranks of 71.85 and 
49.74). As suggested by Rangan et al. [25], this trend could be driven by public companies towards enhancing public 
relations in the local communities and boosting their brand reputation. In particular, their economic return is often 
related to their public image and value.  

6. Conclusion 

The aim of this paper was to explore how firms implement CSR in practice through an online survey of 104 
professionals from across the construction supply chain in Australia and New Zealand. The overall results indicate 
that CSR in construction is largely informal, unsophisticated and compliance driven and in its early stages of 
development. We found that most companies have shown strong commitment to their environmental initiatives 
(average RPI = 0.72) over their workplace (average RPI = 0.68), supply chain (average RPI = 0.61) and community 
engagement initiatives (average RPI = 0.41). Furthermore, the results reveal that large size companies have shown 
greater commitment than their smaller size counterpart in configuring and implementing different CSR initiatives. 
This could probably due to the fact that as companies grow bigger, they tends to seek a more disciplined and 
strategic approach to create public value and look after their social responsible image for gaining competitiveness. 
This is indeed reinforced by our MU results that reveal the different focuses and strategies adopted by public and 
privately held companies.  

In summary, although there is clearly interest in CSR, it seems that firms are not willing to put it at the centre of 
their business and that there is a fear that if they did so, they would lose rather than gain competitive advantage in 
the market. Furthermore, CSR initiatives that do exist appear to be internally focused and reflect an ‘old school’ 
philosophy and to largely ignore the mutuality of interests between the community and business.  

Lastly, we acknowledge that there are limitations in our research and our findings are indicative and not 
conclusive. First, the sample size of 104 is relatively small and thus future studies should attempt to collect a larger 
sample size of generalization purpose. Further analyses should be conducted to examine and confirm the categories 
of those CSR initiatives and thereafter, determine the relationship between those categories of CSR initiatives 
adopted by different sizes and ownership of construction firms.  
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