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Abstract: The characteristics, strategies, capabilities, and resources of an organisation contribute to 

its competitive advantage and superior performance. A model to explain performance differences 

in the New Zealand context will be developed by examining the relationships between construction 

organisational performance and these constructs. The information was obtained using a question-

naire survey. A total of 101 organisations participated in the research. For the instrument used to 

elicit data, the literature was used to identify indicators associated with characteristics of organisa-

tional strategies for competition, resources and capabilities, and performance of the organisation. 

Analyses of descriptive, parametric, and linear regression were conducted to examine the effects of 

these constructs on organisational performance. The results suggest that organisational characteris-

tics are significantly associated with internal business processes, learning, and the growth perspec-

tives of an organisation’s performance, while competitive strategies, resources, and capability per-

spectives are significantly related to financial perspectives. As a result, these findings add to the 

current discourse regarding organisational performance differentials in the construction industry. 

The study demonstrates that it is critical to take into account the different organisational character-

istics that are implemented within organisations and how they influence organisational perfor-

mance beyond rational processes. 

Keywords: organisational performance; organisational characteristics; competitive strategies;  

resources and capabilities; regression model 
 

1. Introduction 

The construction industry is dynamic and prone to unforeseen circumstances. A fluc-

tuating marketplace makes the industry more competitive, according to Lee et al. [1]. This 

contributes to New Zealand’s highly competitive construction industry because of its ex-

tensive infrastructure development plans. This has resulted in the construction industry 

becoming more fragmented and having marginal profitability [2]. A variety of parameters 

have added to the growth of New Zealand’s construction sector, while population growth 

has fuelled growth in the residential sector in the North Island. Post-earthquake recon-

struction accounts for the largest part of construction work in the South Island. In the 

residential, non-residential, and infrastructure sectors, the value of building permits has 

risen each year, and employment in these sectors has followed suit. There appears to be a 

construction boom in New Zealand, yet businesses are unable to meet market demands, 

and demand is at an all-time high. The demand for construction cannot keep up [3]. Sta-

tistically, organisations that started in 2015 and survived five years do not even reach 50 
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per cent. It is surprising to find that only 85% of the organisations survive after the first 

year [4]. 

The dynamic and hypercompetitive construction industry requires organisations to 

continually strive to enhance their performance to remain competitive [5]. Many factors 

shape organisational performance, which also explains the performance differentials be-

tween organisations [6–8]. A round of literature review shows that organisation perfor-

mance is significantly affected by three factors, including organisational characteristics 

[9,10] competitive strategy [10,11], and resources and capabilities [2,12]. 

An organisation’s structure and management style are critical to configuring organi-

sational resources, gaining a competitive advantage, and enhancing the organisation’s ef-

fectiveness [13]. Previous researchers have investigated the compatibility between the top 

managers of an organisation and their competitive strategy [14,15]. They discovered that 

a match between these two would lead to better organisational performance. 

Although strategic management theory suggests a link between various factors and 

organisational performance, little research has been conducted in the construction indus-

try to formulate these relationships. The lack of literature that has examined the effect of 

the relationship between the previously mentioned factors in construction is astounding 

given their importance in the work of organisations [7–9,16,17]. In relation to the strategic 

management of construction research, the present study contributes to the field. This pa-

per presents a theoretical framework of the factors contributing to performance heteroge-

neity. Through cross-sectional measurements of the organisational characteristics, com-

petitive strategy, resources and capabilities, as well as performance on an organisational 

level, this study aims to assess the associations between some key constructs and organi-

sational performance. 

2. The Proposed Framework and its Related Hypotheses 

The research introduces a conceptual framework as a summary of the literature re-

view, as is shown in Figure 1. This particular study tests the hypothesis that a company 

can attain optimal organisational performance and a sustainable competitive advantage 

by properly structuring, efficiently deploying resources within a proper environment, and 

pursuing an appropriate strategy. The following lines describe three hypotheses made by 

this research. 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework. 

2.1. Organisational Characteristics and Organisational Performance 

In terms of the characteristics of an organisation, Magnier-Watanabe and Senoo [18] 

view them as qualities derived from the specific style of management associated with a 

business’s structure or even strategies, as well as its organisation-specific culture as man-

ifested in its employees’ dispositions, engagements, and relationships with management. 

In the literature, different characteristics of organisations have been discussed, such as 

culture, structure, or leadership style, but many of these studies focus on the permanent 

structures of educational institutions, manufacturing businesses, or marketing research 

organisations [19,20]. However, just a few research pieces have particularly concentrated 

on the construction industry [10,20–22]. Building and construction organisations are dis-

tinguished by their fragmented nature and project-based approaches [20]. Construction 
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works are almost always awarded in competitive tendering systems, which determine the 

success or failure of the construction works in various competitive business environments 

[23]. 

This research explores three main organisational characteristics that are recognised 

to impact organisational performance: decision-making style, management style, and or-

ganisational structure [10,24,25] (Figure 2). 

 
Figure 2. Organisational characteristics measures. 

The literature reports a variety of management and leadership styles adopted by the 

construction industry. According to Lansley [21], the success of this specific industry de-

pends on an authoritative and task-oriented management style. There is much uncertainty 

and contradiction in the business environment, which means that managers must make 

sound decisions in order to succeed in the turbulent market. Organisational performance 

is affected by the quality of managers’ decisions, and the quality of those decisions is a 

determinant of organisational performance [26]. Organisational performance is influ-

enced significantly by the decisions made by managers. In their research, Penrose [27] and 

Burke and Steensma [28] found that organisations’ performance was significantly related 

to their managers’ effectiveness in decision-making. This study, therefore, indicates that 

these features may boost the competitiveness of construction firms by evaluating their 

combined effects on strategy and performance. On this basis, this research hypothesises 

that organisational characteristics influence organisational performance positively [6,29]. 

On this basis, the study hypothesises that organisational characteristics’ influence on or-

ganisational performance [6,7,29] have the following effect: 

H1: Organisational characteristics (structure, management style, and decision-making style) have 

a positive effect on performance. 

2.2. Competitive Strategies and Organisational Performance 

Organisations develop a competitive strategy to achieve and attain their long-term 

objectives. It uses any tool that helps them evaluate and track the progress made in achiev-

ing those objectives and that make the required adjustments to keep them in line with the 

plan. Beard and Dess [30] claim that comparative strategies are essential for analysing 

profit margins and performance heterogeneities in organisations. A competitive strategy’s 

impact on the performance of construction organisations has gained attention [31–33]. Ac-

cording to Li and Ling [34], architecture, engineering, and construction companies in 

China employ fundamental strategies for their companies to be profitable. Rather than 

focusing on low-cost approaches, the researchers found that companies employ strategies 

that distinguish them from their competition. 

In this section, the study analyses strategy mainly through Porter’s pioneering work 

on strategy typologies (Figure 3). These strategies and their impact on organisational suc-

cess are briefly analysed in this research. 
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In order to achieve superior profitability, cost leadership strategies are actions taken 

to create distinctive features for products or services that are low-cost and favourable over 

those of competitors. There is little evidence that cost leadership strategy is associated 

with performance [7,35,36]. According to Dess and Davis [37], the low-cost segment of the 

overall economy has the greatest average return on assets. A low-cost construction strat-

egy can be adopted by organisations by utilising mass production, economies of scale, 

technical innovation, capital utilisation at maximum levels, and access to raw materials. 

 

Figure 3. Competitive strategy measures. 

Several other studies have shown that differentiation strategies are more effective as 

a strategy for gaining a sustained competitive advantage when compared to the popular 

cost leadership strategies [38–41]. Differentiation consists of creating a distinct brand or 

image or adding value to products and services, as well as competing with rivals on the 

basis of differentiation. Organisations that implement differentiation strategies do better 

than their rivals, according to Teeratansirikool et al. [42]. 

Furthermore, a focus strategy can be implemented by adapting a targeted cost lead-

ership strategy or a targeted differentiation strategy to a particular market segment. A 

cost-focused strategy, by definition, involves partnering in development activities, plac-

ing regional or provincial specialisations, reducing core competencies, and providing 

value-added skills [43]. 

Competition does not appear to influence organisational performance conclusively. 

In fact, cost-leadership and differentiation strategies positively affect performance in the 

contemporary world, according to Banker, Mashruwala, and Tripathy. The study by 

Banker et al. [44] concluded, however, that a differentiation strategy is more probable to 

help an organisation to maintain its ongoing performance when compared to a cost-lead-

ership strategy. However, Hill [45], Murray [46], Acquaah and Yassai-Ardekani [47], and 

Claver-Cortes et al. [48] believe that strategies that are hybrid contribute to higher perfor-

mance than conventional strategies. Consequently, the study reports that: 

H2: The performance of organisations is significantly influenced by competitive strategies (differ-

entiation, cost leadership, and focus). 

2.3. Organisational Resources/Capabilities and Organisational Performance 

A well-conceived strategic plan and a unique set of resources are associated with 

superior organisational performance [49]. According to Li and Ling [34], one of the only 

sources of superior performance depends on an organisation’s internal capability to take 

advantage of specific resources efficiently, rather than on the external environment when 

the competitive environment becomes intense. In order to achieve superior performance, 

Hamel and Prahalad [50] argue that effective strategies should be in line with distinctive 

organisational skills and capabilities (core competence). Barney [51] offers a different way 

of conceptualising structure conduct performance (SCP) by viewing it as a system that 

consists of both organisations’ specific resources and capabilities. The resources that 
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Barney [51] describes are organisational capital resources related to organisational char-

acteristics. In terms of organisational capital resources, they include the documenting of 

the organisation’s information, the setting of formal and informal goals, the control and 

coordination of activities, as well as how people are managed within and between organ-

isations, including the environment in which they operate. Chew et al. [52] divided or-

ganisation resources into physical, financial, human, organisational, and technological re-

sources, while organisation capabilities should be understood primarily in terms of man-

agement or organisational processes leveraged to allocate resources to facilitate produc-

tive operation [53]. 

In the recent literature, particularly regarding those who contributed to the RBV ap-

proach, many constructs have been proposed to denote various purposes, including re-

sources, capabilities, competencies, skills, factors, and assets [54]. This study will use the 

term “organisational resources” to include all financial, human, and technological re-

sources [52] (Figure 4). Technology, capital resources, and other sources of competitive 

advantages have traditionally been slightly ineffective in terms of demonstrating a com-

petitive advantage, since they can be simply replicated, according to advocates of the re-

source-based organisational approach [51]. Resource-based competitive advantages can 

only be achieved by transforming them into capabilities and the performance-based di-

mensions of competitiveness that give rise to competitive advantages [52]. Therefore, 

businesses use resources to formulate strategies, respond to competitive environment ex-

igencies, and acquire capabilities that are tailored to their dynamic operational environ-

ments. 

 

Figure 4. Resources and capabilities measures. 

H3: Organisational resources/capabilities influence performance positively. 

2.4. Organisational Performance 

Construction companies are experiencing great difficulties around staying in busi-

ness and competing due to the highly competitive environment of the construction indus-

try [33,55]. Accordingly, the value of measuring organisational performance has become 

evident. It necessitates the use of a set of equally supportive indicators that will explain 

how the strategies translate into performance levels [56,57]. 

In order to investigate organisational performance, it cannot be limited to one field 

of study or one method [58]. In Richard, Devinney, Yip and Johnson’s view [59], this com-

plex construct is crucial to allowing researchers and managers to evaluate companies over 

a period and contrast them with their counterparts. Organisational performance is a meas-

ure of how well an organisation fulfils its objectives. Organisational performance has been 

conceptualised and assessed in multiple ways [6,60]. As reported by Yesil and Kaya [61], 

a large body of research was conducted in the last 30 years on how to measure organisa-

tional performance by management researchers, business managers, and strategy re-

searchers involved with performance measurement issues. Organisational characteristics, 

strategies, resources, and capabilities are often examined in association with performance 
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through a number of performance measures. Measures of an objective (return on invest-

ment, return on capital employed), as well as a subjective nature (objective achievement, 

customer satisfaction), have their proponents [6,61]. The use of non-financial and financial 

measures of organisational performance has been verified by several scholars (see Table 

1). 

Table 1. Some performance measures used in the research. Modified and adapted from Richard et 

al. [59]. 

Author(s) and Year Method 
Industry Fo-

cused 

Country of 

Research 
Measures of Performance Subjective\Objective 

Kale and Arditi, 

2002, 2003 [31,32] 
Survey Construction USA 

Contract award and profit 

growth 
Subjective 

Goerzen, 2007 [62] 
Survey and 

secondary 
Large MNEs Japan 

Operating return on sales, re-

turn on assets, operating re-

turn on capital 

Objective 

Elbanna and Child, 

2007 [63] 
Survey 

Textiles and 

clothing, chemi-

cals, and food 

and beverage 

Egypt 

Relative financial perfor-

mance, relative non-financial 

performance 

Subjective 

Crossland and 

Hambrick, 2007 [64] 
Secondary 

Manufacturing 

and service firms 

German, Ja-

pan, and USA 

Return on assets, return on 

sales, sales growth, market-to-

book value 

Objective 

Collis, Young, and 

Goold, 2007 [65] 

Survey and 

secondary 

Corporate head-

quarters 

Europe, the 

U.S., Japan, 

and 

Chile 

Return on capital employed, 

total shareholder return, 

growth in sales turnover, 

overall effectiveness and cost-

effectiveness 

Objective, quasi-objec-

tive 

Chen and Miller, 

2007 [66] 
Secondary 

US manufactur-

ing firms 
US Return on assets, Altman’s Z Objective 

Ho, 2016 [23] Survey Construction Hong Kong Profit margin on turnover Subjective 

3. Research Methods 

This study covers the determinants of differentials in the performance of New Zea-

land construction companies. A comprehensive literature review was used as a basis for 

the quantitative approach used in the study. Through the analyses of the population sam-

ple, the questionnaires provide quantitative or numerical information about de-

mographics, behaviour, and opinions [67]. A sample of construction companies in the 

New Zealand industry was used to determine population size in this study [68] by relying 

on a non-response bias technique. For the purpose of sampling, construction organisations 

involved in construction were obtained. From the 65,320 construction organisations reg-

istered in New Zealand [69], 320 samples were chosen based on simple random sampling 

methods. The data was collected in the period between June 2020 until March 2021. The 

sample size (320) for this study was determined from minimum sample size estimates, 

following Ankara’s [70] Equation: 

�� =  
���(1 − �)

��
 (1)

where ss  is the sample size, z is the standardised variable, p is the percentage picking a 

choice (expressed as a decimal), and c is the confidence interval (expressed as a decimal). 
CEOs, directors, and practitioners with extensive knowledge of their organisations’ 

strategic goals completed a questionnaire. A link on Qualtrics was provided to the organ-

isations that were invited to complete a questionnaire survey online. The internet-based 
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tool Qualtrics assists in conducting and evaluating surveys [71]. There were 101 responses 

at the end of the survey, which is equivalent to an approximately 30% response rate. This 

rate of response is considered sufficient for generalising the results of a construction man-

agement study [72]. The demographic data of the participating businesses are presented 

in Table 2. A measurement scale that has been thoroughly tested in other countries was 

used to make sure that the survey questions could not be interpreted as incorrect or correct. 

Table 2. Demography of organisations surveyed. 

Demographic Information Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Yeas in business    

1–5 years 22 21.8 21.8 

6–10 years 34 33.7 55.5 

>10 years 45 44.6 100 

Number of employees    

Less than 20 employees 29 28.7 28.7 

20–50 employees 30 29.7 58.4 

More than 50 employees 42 41.6 100 

3.1. Measures 

3.1.1. Independent Variables 

Among the independent variables, this research included the characteristics of the 

organisation, competitive strategies, and the capabilities and resources relevant to the con-

struction industry [73,74]. As is shown in Table 3, adequate measurements have been es-

tablished for the structures described in the conceptual model of this study. Participants 

were asked to use a Likert scale of 1 (very low) to 5 (very high) to score the impact of these 

characteristics on their organisational activities. 

The strategies for competitive advantage were compared using Porter’s [16] generic 

strategies: differentiation, cost leadership, and focus. Our study was consistent with other 

studies’ approaches to considering generic typologies as dimensions rather than as mutu-

ally exclusive classifications [75,76]. On a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very low 

emphasis) to 5 (very low emphasis), respondents were asked to indicate the degree of 

significance they assigned to each of 11 items (differentiation-4; cost leadership-4; and fo-

cus-3). Financial, human, and technological resources were employed in the study to ex-

amine the capabilities and resources of organisations. Five items measured technological 

resources, while four measured financial capital and human resources. 

Table 3. Variables of the study. 

Variables Measures 

Organisational Characteristics 

Organisational structure 

Management style 

Decision-making style  

Competitive Strategies 

Differentiation 

Cost leadership 

Focus 

Resources and Capabilities 

Financial 

Human resources 

Technology 

Organisational Performance 

Financial perspective 

Customer perspective 

Internal business perspective 

Learning and Growth perspective 
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3.1.2. Dependent Variable 

On the topic of strategy research, there are a variety of viewpoints regarding how to 

conceptualise and assess organisations’ performance [77]. Subjective measures are consid-

ered more appropriate by some researchers than objective measures [78,79]. 

Allen et al. [80] suggest that both measures have positives and negatives; however, 

this study includes both measures to examine performance determinants [81]. According 

to Robinson et al. [82], construction companies evaluate performance using a mix of fi-

nancial and non-financial measures. 

A balanced scorecard (BSC) is a tool commonly used in business management for 

measuring performance using a combination of objective and subjective measures [83]. 

BSC is a strategic management tool used for the evaluation of construction performance, 

and a wide variety of companies have used it to evaluate their performance aiming at 

significant enhancements. The BSC complements conventional financial measures with 

non-financial measures that are distributed within three additional perspectives. Using 

the BSC, managers can see the business from four essential perspectives. This includes 

answering four basic questions [84]: 

 Customer perspective: What is the customer’s perspective? 

 Internal business perspective: What are the areas in which the business can excel? 

 Learning and growth perspective: Is it possible to keep on improving and creating 

value? 

 Financial perspective: What does the company look like from the viewpoint of share-

holders? 

By explaining performance in four proposed perspectives, the BSC allows decision-

makers to generate potential value. The BSC structure helps companies to customise a 

relevant set of indicators for their strategy, vision, and realistic work environments for 

each perspective. The BSC involves creating a strategy map that provides performance 

objectives and expectations. It outlines how the strategy can be effectively implemented. 

The BSC identifies the relationships between indicators in the four perspectives involving 

different operations and relates them to the expected outcomes [85]. This study adopts a 

balanced scorecard as a tool to measure the dependent variable. It measures financial and 

customers perspectives using four items each, learning and growth using three items, and 

internal business processes using five items. 

3.2. Data Analysis 

In this study, component factor analysis (CFA) was employed to assess the validity 

of the measurement scales as suggested by Hair et al. [86]. Statistical tests were conducted 

using SPSS to investigate both the reliability and validity of constructs. Furthermore, in 

various research studies [86], Cronbach’s alpha, variance percentages, factor loadings, and 

eigenvalues have been cited to be useful for constructing reliability measures using factor 

analysis. By reviewing the literature, the study ensured that the questionnaire items were 

valid by separating them from each other. This study examines the reliability of a scale 

that was leveraged to investigate the degree of consistency of multiple measurement var-

iables [86]. Tables 4–6 show the results of this test using the Cronbach alpha coefficient, 

with some of the components having a threshold above and below 0.70. Some researchers 

have proposed that Cronbach’s alpha should be at a minimum of 0.70, but Nandakumar 

[87] suggested that, for exploratory research such as the current study, a recommended 

value is 0.60. 

Nearly all of the current study variables were adopted or adapted from the scales 

previously studied, but some of the measurement elements involved refining and testing 

the different reliability aspects before the data analysis. Therefore, the scale items were 

purified and optimised using an exploratory principal component analysis (PCA) or a 

factor analysis of common scale generation and purification techniques described in pre-

vious studies [88]. In addition, the researchers used the PCA to decrease the number of 
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variables that measured each of the constructs as empirically as possible while maintain-

ing the original information. Unlike factor analysis, PCA assumes no particular variance 

and that the total variance is equal to the common variance. This assumption is necessary 

to simplify data by reducing the number of variables included in regression models. Sim-

ilarly, Ho [23] argued that the original set of variables must be transformed into a smaller 

set of linear configurations that contribute to the majority of the variance. The current 

study lends itself to regression analysis, as the focus is to examine linear relationships 

between the dependent variable and one or more independent variables. Furthermore, it 

is an approach that is preferred when the dependent variable is discrete [89]. Thus, the 

focus is on the strength and direction of the relationship between the variables. Structural 

equation modelling is an alternative approach, but involves a more complex examination 

of the relationships between variables and the impact of one variable on another in a 

causal sense [90]. 

Table 4. Results of principal component analysis for organisational characteristics measures. 

Items Component h2 

Structure of the organisation 1  

Each employee’s work is mapped out by management. 0.583 0.340 

In order to align employee activities with company strategies, managers ensure 

that individual employee activities are integrated and coordinated 
0.833 0.694 

Organisational structures encourage strategic improvements and delegating au-

thority 
0.787 0.619 

Total (Eigenvalue) 1.653  

% of Variance 55.094  

Cronbach’s alpha value  0.583  

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy.  0.571 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 34.606 
 Df 3 
 Sig. 0.000 

Style of Management 1  

Upon consultation with employees, management makes decisions that are in the 

employee’s best interests 
0.845 0.713 

The employee and the manager exchange ideas, ask questions, listen to the feed-

back, and provide suggestions 
0.802 0.644 

In business, efficiency, excellence, openness, social skill, and participation in de-

cision-making are recognized and rewarded 
0.829 0.687 

If management sets the goals, employees are more likely to work toward them 0.702 0.493 

Total (Eigenvalue) 2.537  

% of Variance 63.436  

Cronbach’s alpha value  0.805  

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy. 0.742 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 135.267 

 Df 6 

 Sig. 0.000 

Methods for Making Decisions 1  

It is the responsibility of management to instruct employees in key techniques, 

encourage independent thinking, and encourage initiative in solving problems. 
0.818 0.669 

An analytical approach to problem-solving is encouraged by management. 0.855 0.730 

Creative management and positive self-direction (conceptual) are emphasized 

by managers 
0.860 0.740 

Occupational psychologists guide managers in creating an enabling environ-

ment for employees by understanding the sociocultural attitudes of the individ-

ual. 

0.748 0.559 

Total (Eigenvalue) 2.699  

% of Variance 67.471  

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.839  
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Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy. 0.787 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 158.766 

 Df 6 

 Sig. 0.000 

Table 5. Measures of competitive strategy under principal component analysis. 

Items Component h2 

Strategy for Differentiation 1   

Quality construction in excess of specifications and above the requirements 0.761 0.579 

A high level of responsiveness to clients’ requests 0.664 0.441 

Delivering completed facilities on schedule and achieving on-time performance 

in construction operations 
0.677 0.459 

Financing methods that are innovative 0.682 0.465 

Total (Eigenvalue) 1.944  

% of Variance 48.611  

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.637  

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy.  0.556 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 61.493 
 Df 6 
 Sig. 0.000 

A cost-leading strategy 1  

A focus on utilizing production capacity 0.816 0.667 

Production efficiency (e.g., productivity) is the focus. 0.763 0.583 

Cost-saving measures are emphasized 0.754 0.569 

Competitive pricing as a priority 0.691 0.478 

Total (Eigenvalue) 2.296  

% of Variance 57.399  

Cronbach’s alpha value  0.750  

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy. 0.632 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 105.661 

 Df 6 

 Sig. 0.000 

Focus strategy 1  

Focusing on a specific segment (such as a province or a consumer group) 0.818 0.451 

Product innovation (e.g., unique functionality or design) 0.855 0.796 

Providing high-end products 0.860 0.655 

Total (Eigenvalue) 1.901  

% of Variance 63.382  

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.703  

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy. 0.572  

Bartlett’s test of sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 70.216 

 Df 3 

 Sig. 0.000 

Table 6. Results for the primary component analysis of resources and capabilities. 

Items Component h2 

Capital Resources 1  

Financing construction with company funds/finance 0.753 0.567 

Ability to acquire equity-selling company parts 0.766 0.587 

Improving profitability ratios and cash-on-cash returns by obtaining debt or 

loans in order to finance expansion 
0.877 0.768 

Ability to secure surety bond or insurance policy 0.729 0.532 

Total (Eigenvalue) 2.454  

% of Variance 61.350  

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.787  
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Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy.  0.659 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 132.007 
 Df 6 
 Sig. 0.000 

Human Resources 1  

Enhance the recruitment, training, and promotion procedures for all levels of 

employees 
0.837 0.700 

Boost employee motivation and challenge by enhancing the reward program 0.844 0.712 

Enhancing the capabilities of the organisation by giving top managers and tech-

nical personnel an opportunity to participate in the development process 
0.711 0.505 

Maintain a moderate level of staff turnover while reducing absenteeism 0.745 0.555 

Total (Eigenvalue) 2.472  

% of Variance 61.798  

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.790  

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy. 0.768 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 118.786 

 Df 6 

 Sig. 0.000 

Technical Resources 1  

Analyse technological threats and opportunities effectively 0.821 0.674 

Resource allocation is ensured by R&D at the company 0.867 0.752 

Innovation and creativity are encouraged 0.761 0.579 

Market share and equipment quality are affected by technology. 0.871 0.759 

Incorporating new technologies into business processes and systems is done 

well at the company 
0.887 0.786 

Total (Eigenvalue) 3.551  

% of Variance 71.010  

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.896  

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy. 0.871 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 290.070 

 Df 10 

 Sig. 0.000 

According to Norušis [91], more than one criterion is widely used when determining 

how many factors to retain by excluding components with eigenvalues of less than one. 

This criterion is the result of the requirement that all parameters have a variance of one; 

thus, any variable with a variance less than one is excluded. Ho [23] suggested another 

solution is to search for a position in which there is a reasonably large gap between values, 

usually referred to as a screen test. Thence, the number of factors retained can be illus-

trated by calculating the curve above the horizontal path created by smaller eigenvalues. 

Using the main component solution, since variables are eliminated to minimise magni-

tude, the main factors will emerge first, followed by several minor factors, each of which 

takes up merely a small proportion of the overall variance. As a result, visual judgment is 

used without consideration of the predictive value. 

Thus, the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) test for measuring data sampling adequacy 

(MSA) and the Bartlett sphericity test for each construct of the study were conducted to 

assess their suitability for further research. PCA considers data satisfactory when they 

meet the minimum requirements set out by the test. KMO values can range from 0 to 1, 

with a minimum of 0.50 suggested [92]. Accordingly, all KMOs for the study’s constructs 

were higher than 0.5, which is well above the threshold. Next, the Bartlett test was applied. 

This test determines if the correlation matrix differs substantially when compared to the 

identity matrix. There was a significant relationship between the variables, which indi-

cated that the data was suitable for analysis [93]. It is visible from the structure of the 

eigenvalues in Tables 4–6 that the constructs are valid and reliable, even though the or-

ganisational structure construct shows little reliability [94]. 
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4. Results 

In Table 7, the study presents descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients be-

tween the variables employed. Pearson’s analysis of the product–moment correlation co-

efficient was leveraged to further assess the nature of the relationship between the varia-

bles. As demonstrated in Table 7, the results of the correlations indicate that all research 

variables had significant correlations. This implies a strong link between competitive 

strategies, organisational characteristics variables, and organisational performance 

measures. In absolute values, the correlation between latent variables was between 0.238 

and 0.705. A high coefficient of correlation indicates a strong relationship between varia-

bles. According to Dancey and Reidy [95], a correlation of 1 indicates perfect correlation, 

0.70 to 0.90 indicates a strong correlation, 0.40 to 0.60 indicates a moderate correlation, and 

0.10 to 0.30 indicates weak correlation. However, following Field [92], the effect of these 

indicators suggests a correlation of ±0.10 to a small effect, ±0.3 to a medium effect, and 

±0.5 to a significant effect. Correlation coefficients between an organisation’s financial re-

sources and the customer perspective were revealed to be the highest (r = 0.705, p < 0.01). 

Management styles and decision-making styles were found to be significantly and posi-

tively correlated (r = 0.703, p < 0.01). This result conforms to those of Oyewobi et al. [10], 

who argued that an organisation’s management style influences decision-making. 

Table 7. Descriptive statistics of the measures used in the study. 

Measures Mean Std. Dev 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. OS 3.9604 0.68522 1             

2. MS 3.9431 0.81844 0.568 ** 1            

3. DMS 3.8837 0.87790 0.487 ** 0.703 ** 1           

4. DS 3.7896 0.66119 0.489 ** 0.470 ** 0.581 ** 1          

5. CLS 3.9183 0.69292 0.541 ** 0.577 ** 0.548 ** 0.560 ** 1         

6. FS 3.6997 0.78670 0.326 ** 0.245 * 0.446 ** 0.593 ** 0.321 ** 1        

7. FR 3.7228 0.83359 0.487 ** 0.508 ** 0.534 ** 0.532 ** 0.581 ** 0.421 ** 1       

8. HR 3.7847 0.75914 0.430 ** 0.547 ** 0.531 ** 0.389 ** 0.440 ** 0.339 ** 0.567 ** 1      

9. TR 3.6614 0.88351 0.269 ** 0.332 ** 0.337 ** 0.549 ** 0.359 ** 0.397 ** 0.430 ** 0.599 ** 1     

10. FP 3.7401 0.67075 0.300 ** 0.292 ** 0.338 ** 0.450 ** 0.407 ** 0.444 ** 0.473 ** 0.328 ** 0.468 ** 1    

11. CP 3.8680 0.68973 0.280 ** 0.238 * 0.342 ** 0.569 ** 0.434 ** 0.530 ** 0.478 ** 0.329 ** 0.481 ** 0.705 ** 1   

12. IBP 3.7010 0.72808 0.197 * 0.329 ** 0.396 ** 0.542 ** 0.416 ** 0.401 ** 0.496 ** 0.423 ** 0.510 ** 0.644 ** 0.679 ** 1  

13. LGP 3.9967 0.86730 0.329 ** 0.521 ** 0.578 ** 0.448 ** 0.526 ** 0.272 ** 0.457 ** 0.447 ** 0.338 ** 0.474 ** 0.430 ** 0.651 ** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 

(two-tailed). OS: Organisational Structure; MS: Management Style; DMS: Decision-Making Style; 

DS: Differentiation Strategy; CLS: Cost Leadership Strategy; FS: Focus Strategy; FR: Financial Re-

sources; HR: Human Resources; TR: Technological Resources; FP: Financial Perspective; CP: Cus-

tomer Perspective; IBP: Internal Business Process Perspective; LGP: Learning and Growth Perspec-

tive. 

Organisational characteristics, competitive strategy, resources, capabilities, and or-

ganisational performance are plotted in Table 8. The results from Model 1 indicate a sig-

nificant positive relationship between financial and technology resources and financial 

measures of the performance of an organisation. Furthermore, focus strategy alone was 

significantly related to an organisation’s performance in terms of finances. According to 

Model 2, financial and technological resources, as well as differentiation and focus strate-

gies, had a positive influence on customer perceptions of organisational performance. The 

results of regressing the internal business process perspective with the competitive strat-

egies, organisational characteristics, and resources and capabilities are reported in Model 

3 in Table 8. The organisational structure had a negative but significant relationship with 

the internal business process measure of the organisational performance. Finally, Model 

4 represents the regression relationships between the predictors mentioned above and the 

organisational performance’s learning and growth perspective. Only two predictors had 
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a significant and positive relationship, namely, decision-making style and cost leadership 

strategy. 

Table 8. Regression analysis result between variables and performance measures. 

 Financial Customers Internal Business Proc Learning and Growth 

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Organisational structure 0.013 −0.053 −0.250 ** −0.150 

Management style 0.003 −0.096 0.012 0.122 

Decision-Making style −0.003 −0.032 0.018 0.298 ** 

Differentiation strategy −0.014 0.234 * 0.309 ** 0.111 

Cost leadership strategy 0.139 0.179 0.117 0.293 ** 

Focus strategy 0.192 ** 0.227 ** 0.059 −0.057 

Financial resources 0.192 ** 0.158 * 0.191 * 0.069 

Human resources −0.115 −0.044 0.079 0.114 

Technology resources 0.0233 ** 0.159 * 0.164 * 0.031 

R 0.608 0.678 0.660 0.654 

R2 0.370 0.460 0.436 0.428 

∆F 5.935 *** 8.597 *** 7.803 *** 7.571 *** 

* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01. 

5. Discussion 

In Models 2, 3, and 4, altogether subjective measures were used, which demonstrate 

support for Kaplan and Norton [56] and Hoque [96], whose studies established that non-

financial measures function as more effective indicators of performance of companies. 

However, the results of Model 1 were in agreement with prior reports that correlated fi-

nancial measures of organisational performance with organisational characteristics, re-

sources, competitive strategies, and capabilities [2,42,97,98]. The regression results indi-

cate, however, that hypothesis 1 cannot be entirely ruled out, given that organisational 

characteristics (such as organisational structure and decision-making style) were signifi-

cantly related to two measures (the internal business process and the learning and growth 

perspectives for organisations, respectively) of organisational performance. Neither the 

financial measure of performance nor the customer perspective was significantly associ-

ated with the characteristics. Those findings are contrary to those of an earlier study by 

Oyewobi et al. [10], who discovered significant relations between subjective and objective 

measures of performance and organisational characteristics. 

It is possible to accept hypothesis 2, since competitive strategies (differentiation, cost 

leadership, and focus strategies) contributed significantly to organisation performance. 

The findings of the study align with those reported by Gosselin [97] and Olson and Slater 

[99], who found that cost leadership organisations were driven by financial performance 

measures. Additionally, previous research showed that competitive strategies (differenti-

ation and cost leadership) were associated with return on capital employed (ROCE) as a 

way to measure organisational performance [2,38]. An organisation’s competitive tactics 

determine how it achieves its goals by creating competitive advantages. By implementing 

competitive strategies, the company enhanced customer value compared to its competi-

tors. It is possible to differentiate yourself, gain cost advantages, or focus on a particular 

niche market as a competitive strategy. A company’s goal when selecting one or more 

competitive strategies, for instance, cost leadership, differentiation, or focus, is to create 

an advantage so they can achieve their business goals. Oyewobi et al. [2] concluded that 

the performance of a large organisation is contingent on their competitive strategies. 

Given that financial, customer, and internal business process measures of organisa-

tional performance had a significant relationship with financial resources and technology, 

hypothesis 3 cannot be totally dismissed. When measuring the performance of an organ-

isation, resources and capabilities were related to learning and growth, but not signifi-

cantly. These results align with the findings of Isik et al. [100] with regard to the greatest 
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impact on a company’s performance being resources and capabilities. The resources and 

capabilities of a company must be valuable, rare, unique and should lack alternatives in 

order to improve its performance according to the resource-based approach outlined by 

King and Zeithaml [101] and Barney [51]. In order to realise superior performance, the 

conditions need to be met in order to transform resources and capabilities into competitive 

advantages. In this study, resources and capabilities positively predicted organisational 

performance. This result contrasts the fact that Chew et al. [52] and Newbert [102] argued 

that organisations need to align their resources and capabilities with competitive strate-

gies in order to improve performance levels. 

The primary goal of the implementation of competitive strategies is to enable an or-

ganisation to attain enhanced performance and a competitive edge over others. In strate-

gic management, however, there is no one-size-fits-all strategy, because no one strategy 

can sustain competitiveness in a company forever or under all conditions [33]. Based on 

empirically explored hypotheses associating competitive strategies and organisational 

performance in the New Zealand construction sector, this study explored financial and 

non-financial variables to provide insight into what factors influence competitive strate-

gies and business performance. Taking into account that different performance objectives 

may be associated with different strategies, the study used both objective and subjective 

methods to assess performance [81,95]. The results of this study showed that construction 

companies in New Zealand have adopted all three generic strategies (differentiation, cost 

leadership, and focus strategies) to gain competitive advantages. It corroborates the re-

sults from those undertaken in other countries (such as the UK, Hong Kong, and South 

Africa), including Betts and Ofori [103]; Price and Newson [104]; Tan et al. [33]; and 

Oyewobi et al. [2]. 

This finding implies that New Zealand construction companies consider the focus 

strategy as a means to improve their financial performance. Previous studies have dis-

cussed this matter in a different setting than the New Zealand construction industry; that 

gap was covered in this study. The result is consistent with the findings of Nandakumar 

et al. [76], but in the context of manufacturing enterprises in the United Kingdom. It high-

lights the inadequacies of generic strategies in explaining performance eclecticism. How-

ever, according to Spanos et al. [75], organisations that use a differentiation strategy are 

less profitable than organisations without a distinct strategy. For expanding market shares 

using technological resources, differentiation strategies could be more efficient relative to 

focus strategies. Given the negative relationship found between differentiation strategy 

and the financial measure of organisational performance, this may be applicable in the 

New Zealand context. 

The research implications from the proposed model can be used for enhancing stra-

tegic decision making within construction organisations that could ensure their continual 

improvement. They are critical for attaining competitive advantages and ensuring long-

term survival in the construction industry. The study proposes the integration of strategic 

analysis as an essential part of the business plans used by construction organisations. For 

example, an internal assessment of resource capacities could help ascertain how well an 

organisation can achieve its strategic objectives. 

Also, this study provides empirical justification on the impact of organisational char-

acteristics and strategies on the overall performance of construction companies. An em-

phasis on strategic analysis would help in the assessment of decision-making structures 

for achieving sustainable competitive advantages. By revealing the association between 

resources, capabilities, and competitive strategies, as well as how these could create sus-

tainable organisational performance, the study extends theoretical knowledge in strategic 

management within construction organisations. 
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6. Conclusions 

As critical players in the New Zealand construction industry, construction companies 

struggle to stay competitively relevant for their long-term survival and significant growth. 

The current study provides insights into strategic management approaches that are avail-

able to construction organisations by investigating the determinants of organisational per-

formance. This study demonstrated that organisational characteristics (decision-making 

style and management style) are essential predictors of organisational performance. These 

results have theoretical and practical implications for business managers who need to un-

derstand the need to combine appropriate approaches to improve their performance. 

Hence, performance will be influenced by the sense in which capabilities are imple-

mented. For example, the study theorises that competitive strategies are significantly and 

positively linked to performance. 

Among the predictors of organisational performance that must be of concern to or-

ganisation-level management are the characteristics, capabilities, and resources of an or-

ganisation. As the results show, all these determinants have a strong connection to organ-

isational performance. 

This findings have limitations that could mitigate the generalizability of the overall 

results. First, since the information was obtained within a short time span, the analysis 

was cross-sectional. Secondly, despite the theoretical backing and empirical validity of the 

variables and constructs used, the analysis provides no guarantee that the measures used 

are faultless. Finally, the results’ generalisability could be limited due to sample size lim-

itations, as a larger sample could have provided more practical conclusions. Further re-

search is required on this subject to ensure that the representation of determinants or or-

ganisational performance affect the industry. The current results will serve as the founda-

tion for future studies. 
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