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projects 2 

Abstract 3 

Social responsibility implementation in construction projects relies on the active 4 

involvements by multiple internal and external stakeholders. Stakeholder influences are an 5 

important driving force for resolving or alleviating the social and environmental problems in 6 

construction activities. To provide a better understanding of the complex stakeholder 7 

inter-influence, this research adopted an inductive qualitative method to investigate distinct 8 

influence strategies used by project stakeholders in achieving social responsibility goals. The 9 

corpus of twenty-five in-depth semi-structured interviews with construction practitioners 10 

from the Australian and Hong Kong construction industries was analyzed by a text-mining 11 

software, Leximancer. The findings identified the influence strategies of eight stakeholder 12 

groups and revealed that all stakeholders used both cooperative and aggressive strategies to 13 

influence. In contrast with the statement that power can determine stakeholders’ 14 

aggressiveness, this research found that the perceived legitimacy and urgency of the 15 

concerned issues are the main determinants for stakeholders’ aggressive strategies. The 16 

implications for project managers and policy makers are further discussed in the article. 17 

Keywords: social responsibility, stakeholder influence, stakeholder interactions, cooperative 18 

and aggressive strategies, construction project 19 

1. Introduction20 

The lack of social responsibility (SR hereafter) in the highly fragmented and dynamic 21 

environments in construction projects is an obdurate problem that can hinder the sustainable 22 

development of the industry (Lin et al., 2017a; Ma et al., 2017). The construction lifecycle is 23 
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often associated with adverse images such as environmental pollution, ecological disturbance, 24 

resource exploitation, community conflicts, and corruption and bribery (Moodley et al., 2008). 25 

Although some major construction companies are starting to embrace the concept of SR 26 

(Barthorpe, 2010; Ye and Xiong, 2011), it remains in an isolated and reactive mode that lacks 27 

systematic analysis of stakeholders interactions (Loosemore and Lim, 2017).  28 

SR of megaprojects, according to Zeng et al. (2015), means the policies and practices 29 

undertaken by project stakeholders for the benefits of the environment and broader society. 30 

Construction projects involve a complex network of stakeholders including internal 31 

stakeholders such as developers, main contractors, consultants, and subcontractors, as well as 32 

external ones, such as governments, NGOs and local communities (Aaltonen and Kujala, 33 

2010). Implementing SR in projects is not simply “selling the idea” to the investors or 34 

developers (Alberg Mosgaard et al., 2016). Since SR issues in construction projects mostly 35 

refer “mega-problems” that are beyond a single organization’s capacity, the shared resources 36 

and collaborative endeavors are needed from multiple stakeholders (Peloza and Falkenberg, 37 

2009). However, such endeavors are not easy to achieve because project participants are 38 

self-sufficient and interest-oriented (Cheng et al., 2001). Stakeholder influence, according to 39 

Liu et al. (2011), is the driving force to arouse companies’ awareness and motivations to 40 

respond to the concerned social and environmental issues.  41 

Current studies mostly focus on the influence of a single public stakeholder on firms’ 42 

sustainable decision makings, such as NGOs (Jamali and Keshishian, 2009; Jonker and 43 

Nijhof, 2006), policymakers (Doh and Guay, 2006), and mass media (Apostol and Näsi, 44 

2013). Studies are limited, especially in construction project contexts, in investigating the 45 

complicated interactions among stakeholders in regards to social and environmental issues. 46 

Lin et al. (2017b) found that stakeholders’ power to impose influence on project SR differ. 47 
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Governments, contractors, and developers are the most powerful ones, while communities, 48 

NGOs, and end users hold limited power to influence. However, how the stakeholders 49 

practice their power in achieving desired goals remains unclear (Derakhshan et al., 2019; 50 

Elijido‐Ten et al., 2010).  51 

Also, stakeholders’ choices of influence strategies have different impacts on project 52 

implementation (Olander and Landin, 2005). Stakeholders’ aggressive influences, such as by 53 

local community and social media, are threatening project implementation by causing 54 

significant delay and cost overrun (Liu et al., 2016; Shi et al., 2015). It would be beneficial 55 

for project managers to predict potential aggressiveness by stakeholders better so they can 56 

respond to and alleviate potential conflicts in advance (Boutilier and Zdziarski, 2017).  57 

Addressing the research gaps, this study explored the stakeholders’ diverse influences on SR 58 

implementation in construction projects through in-depth interviews and computer-assisted 59 

semantic analysis. The research objectives of this paper are twofold: First is to identify the 60 

different influence strategies adopted by multiple project stakeholders to influence each other 61 

in achieving SR goals; second is to explore under what conditions stakeholders choose 62 

aggressive strategies. The research findings contribute to the understanding of complex 63 

stakeholders’ interactions, as well as provide implications for project managers and policy 64 

makers in promoting collaborative SR endeavors. 65 

2. Literature Review 66 

2.1 SR in construction projects 67 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been studied and practiced in many disciplines and 68 

across different cultural backgrounds (Brown and Parry, 2009; Jamali and Mirshak, 2007; 69 

Steurer, 2010). The concept of SR is perceived as a synthesis of contemporary social 70 
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obligations (Enderle, 2006) and a business strategy for increasing competitiveness (Vilanova 71 

et al., 2008), organizational effectiveness (Zahra and Latour, 1987), or financial performance 72 

(Cochran and Wood, 1984). Compared with the extensive attention on CSR, SR at the project 73 

level has received limited attention. Zeng et al. (2015) underlined the complexity of project 74 

SR including lifecycle dynamics, stakeholder heterogeneity, and interactivity. A societal 75 

governance framework, developed by Ma et al. (2017), showed that project SR requires 76 

societal co-governance by business, governments, and civil society as a whole. 77 

Construction activities consume tremendous social and natural resources. In return, they 78 

improve the residential environments, boost the local economy, increase employment, play a 79 

significant role in urban development (Yao et al., 2011). Because of the significant impacts on 80 

the environment and society, construction stakeholders should also take a corresponding 81 

responsibility. Currently, it is the claims of governments and the public that forms the 82 

requirements for SR in construction projects. Included among these requirements is a 83 

consideration for sustainability, occupational health and safety, the relationship with the local 84 

community (Petrovic Lazarevic, 2008), ethical conduct (Oladinrin and Ho, 2014), resource 85 

efficiency and environmental protection (Shen et al., 2010). In addition to maximizing profits 86 

for investors and shareholders, construction project managers should thus embody SR values 87 

and contribute to the environment and broader society. Implementing SR in construction 88 

projects provides a novel approach to redefining project goals and pursuing improved social 89 

performance. Unfortunately, although the demand for integrating SR as project goals is 90 

pressing, research and practice of SR in project-level remain fragmented (Liu et al., 2011; 91 

Zeng et al., 2015). 92 

Project-level SR has several unique characteristics that increased the complexity of its 93 

interpretation and implementation. Construction projects are temporal unions of multiple 94 
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stakeholders. Thus, the environmental and social impacts caused by project activities cannot 95 

be attributed to any single participant (Packendorff, 1995). If several powerful stakeholders 96 

fail to take corresponding responsibility, the affected parties will have to suffer from the 97 

adverse effects (Li et al., 2012). Due to the lack of accountability, project stakeholders tend to 98 

allocate the scarce resources to maximize self-interests instead of seeking for a project’s 99 

overall SR performance (Cheng et al., 2001; Oladinrin and Ho, 2015). Besides, construction 100 

projects involve an extensive variety of stakeholders, representing conflicting demands and 101 

interests (Aaltonen, 2011). Such conflicts in construction projects are increasing due to the 102 

dynamically changing social demands and the dearth of natural resources (Li et al., 2012). A 103 

better knowledge of how various project stakeholders use their power to balance conflicting 104 

goals may help us to understand how SR in a construction project can be achieved through 105 

the interplay of multiple stakeholders. 106 

2.2 Stakeholder influence strategies 107 

Stakeholder influence refers to the means that stakeholders use to alter the behaviors of a 108 

target to achieve their desired goals (Frooman, 1999), which is a manifestation of power 109 

embedded in relationships between stakeholders and the target (Cook, 1977). Susnienė and 110 

Purvinis (2015) highlight the importance of stakeholder influence in the research and 111 

practices of SR. Current research has mainly focused on the influence strategies of a dyadic 112 

stakeholder relation (Hendry, 2005; Sharma and Henriques, 2005). In response to the 113 

advocacy of Rowley (1997) to move beyond the dyadic ties, stakeholder influence research 114 

also needs to shift towards a network perspective (Boutilier and Zdziarski, 2017; Mok et al., 115 

2017).  116 

Stakeholder influence strategies are the attitudinal and behavioral gestures that stakeholders 117 

use to exercise their influences. The choice of strategies is essential for the realization of 118 
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stakeholders’ appeals (Kipley and Lewis, 2008). Co and Barro (2009) adopted factor analysis 119 

to extract common components from eight influence strategies and proposed a dichotomy 120 

classification of aggressive and cooperative forms. The aggressive strategies are characterized 121 

by a forceful attitude or behaviors to change the targets’ behaviors regardless of resistance. 122 

Such going against ones’ wills or overcome rejections comes from the coercive attribute of 123 

power, which is often associated with abuse and manipulations (Pfeffer and Fong, 2005). In 124 

construction projects, aggressive influences by stakeholders can cause unforeseeable impacts 125 

on project objectives (Olander and Landin, 2005). In contrast, cooperative strategies are 126 

characterized by reciprocity to change the targets’ attitudes or values to perform in the desired 127 

directions voluntarily, which has positive effects on collaboration and trust-building.  128 

According to the literatures, the power advantages generating from the resource-dependence 129 

relations can determine stakeholder influence strategies (Frooman, 1999). Due to the diverse 130 

resources, stakeholders have their unique repertoires of strategies, and the power-dependence 131 

with the target determines which strategy was selected. According to Frooman and Murrell 132 

(2005), stakeholders tend to adopt coercive strategies when they have low dependence on the 133 

target firm, while compromise strategies were used more often when stakeholders are highly 134 

dependent on the target firm. Similar evidence was also found in social studies, that social 135 

actors with power advantages tend to use hard strategy to manipulate targets’ behaviors, 136 

while less powerful ones often choose a rational and soft strategy (Somech and Drach-Zahavy, 137 

2002).  138 

However, the statement that power can predict aggressive or coercive strategies is 139 

increasingly questioned. Co and Barro (2009) found that an aggressive strategy was adopted 140 

when one is under pressures to obtain collaboration from others, and the trust level between 141 

them is low. Hendry (2005) also claimed that the selection of influence strategies by NGOs 142 
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depend on their expertise of a particular strategy and situations of the issues under concern. 143 

Apart from power-dependence structures, according to Elijido‐Ten et al. (2010), the 144 

significance of the events perceived by stakeholders can also predict stakeholders’ choice of 145 

influence strategies. There is a need for further exploration of the effects of stakeholder power, 146 

and more importantly, searching for the alternative determinants for stakeholders’ aggressive 147 

strategies. 148 

3. Research Method 149 

3.1 Data collection 150 

This research adopted a semi-structural interview survey followed by a computer-assisted 151 

semantic analysis to identify stakeholder influence strategies on SR implementation in 152 

construction projects. A convenience sampling method was adopted in this study by selecting 153 

the informants with specific criteria according to the proximity and willingness to participate 154 

(Etikan, 2016). Compared with random sampling, convenience sampling has its limitations in 155 

terms of representativeness and generalization of findings. Such a sampling strategy was 156 

adopted because, first, the target informants were those who have rich observations to share 157 

on SR implementations and stakeholder interactions in construction projects. Therefore, the 158 

sample universe was determined as the experienced managers or executives from large 159 

construction companies, developers, government departments, NGOs, and other related 160 

institutions. Such target informants belong to a hard-to-reach community, to which a random 161 

sampling strategy was both difficult and unrealistic. Second, because the research is inductive 162 

in nature, we aimed at searching for commonality from the reported observations. According 163 

to Robinson (2014), the commonalities found from a heterogeneous sample are more reliable 164 

than the ones found from a homogenous sample. Considering the difficulties to access the 165 

target group and the operational limitations, a convenience sampling strategy was used to 166 
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select a sample with preferred heterogeneity in terms of working backgrounds. 167 

The interviews were conducted by an investigator in Hong Kong and Brisbane respectively. 168 

From March to July 2015, the interviewees were invited by the authors in Hong Kong from 169 

their personal networks, which were accumulated during yearly research and consultancy 170 

services in the local construction industry. After data collection in Hong Kong, from August 171 

to December 2015, the investigator went to Brisbane, Australia, and conducted the remaining 172 

interviews with the informants by the referral of one of the co-authors working in a university 173 

at the region. All the interviews were conducted in face-to-face meetings by appointments. 174 

Either English or Mandarin was used depending on the comfortable language preferred by the 175 

informants. During the interviews, the informants were asked to provide examples of how 176 

their organizations were influenced by various stakeholders for SR implementation in 177 

construction projects, also, how they influence the others. The interview protocol consisted of 178 

20 questions, together with a one-page consent form, were signed by the interviewees. The 179 

interviews were all recorded by electronic recorders for transcriptions and semantic analysis.  180 

Table 1 shows detailed information about the interviews. The sample contained 25 181 

practitioners in Hong Kong (n=17) and Australia (n=8). The year of experiences of the 182 

informants shows the sample belongs to the sample universe. The average experience of the 183 

informants in the construction industry is 11.8 years, and 10 out of the total 25 had worked in 184 

the industry for more than 15 years. The informants held senior positions in their 185 

organizations, including directors, senior managers, project managers, and department leaders. 186 

Although the positions cannot guarantee that rich information were provided, it can at least 187 

increase the probability since staffs in senior levels are more familiar with SR and related 188 

policies and practices (Lin et al., 2018). In terms of heterogeneity, the interviewees were from 189 

two geographically different environments with diverse working backgrounds, for instance, 190 
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Gammon, AECOM, Town planning board, Green Building Council, Queensland Investment 191 

Company, and Housing department. 192 

Insert Table 1 here. 193 

3.2 Two-step data analysis 194 

The transcripts of the interviews were analyzed by a computer-assisted qualitative data 195 

analysis tool (CAQDA), Leximancer. The adoption of appropriate CAQDA software can 196 

increase the rigor and efficiency of qualitative research. Leximancer is a text analysis tool 197 

using unsupervised machine learning algorithms to generate concepts and themes based on 198 

word frequency and co-occurrence (Smith and Humphreys, 2006). The software has been 199 

extensively used in various disciplines since it was developed (see, for example, Cretchley et 200 

al. (2010) and Rooney et al. (2011)). Compared with other CAQDA software like Nvivo and 201 

Atlas.ti, Leximancer can automatically identify concepts and interrelationships from the 202 

unified data without manual interventions, which decreases the subjectivity of the analysis 203 

process (Sotiriadou et al., 2014). The efficiency of text analysis can be significantly increased 204 

by using the interactive concept maps generated from Leximancer to track the original 205 

contexts of the text segments. A two-step analysis was adopted in this study:  206 

The first step was to identify the concepts and their relationships by using the unsupervised 207 

seeding and mapping in Leximancer. The full corpus contained 79,435 words. The first 208 

seeding was generated automatically. Because Leximancer has limits in handling daily use 209 

language and merging concepts with duplicate meanings. Several manual adjustments were 210 

performed after the automatic seeding. The concepts of daily use language that has no 211 

semantic meanings were deleted including “things”, “terms”, “look”, “guess”, “example”, 212 

“doing”, and “probably”. The concepts with duplicate meanings were merged, including 213 

“issue/issues”, “project/projects”, “developer/developers”, “contractor/contractors”, 214 
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“company/companies”, “client/clients”, “building/buildings”, “environment/environmental”. 215 

Also, the “main” and “contractor” were combined into a compounded concept. In addition, 216 

we also manually seeded the thesaurus of several important concepts about project 217 

stakeholder groups including “consultants”, “consumers”, “employees”, “investor”, 218 

“manager”, “NGOs”, “representative”, “planning authority”, “residents”, “subcontractors”, 219 

“suppliers”, “tenants”, and the “workers”. 220 

The second step was a semantic analysis of the text excerpts containing stakeholder 221 

interactions. We used the interactive function of Leximancer to extract the text excerpts that 222 

contained two stakeholder concepts identified from the last step. The text excerpts contained 223 

the contexts of stakeholder interactions reported by the interviewees, which constitute the 224 

situational and strategic contents of stakeholder inter-influences. Based on the extractions, the 225 

in-depth semantic analysis was conducted focusing on the two research objectives: 1) identify 226 

the subject, target, attitudinal and behavioral gestures of the influence that were practised in 227 

the excerpts; 2) if an aggressive strategy was employed, identify the potential determinants 228 

from situational, relational, and demographic factors. Following these two research foci, three 229 

investigators first analyzed the text excerpts independently and recorded their comments. 230 

Then the coding was cross-checked and discussed among the investigators to finally induce 231 

the strategies adopted and potential determinants for aggressive ones. During the discussions, 232 

we also used the search function in Leximancer to track additional evidence for the coded 233 

strategies, in order to triangulate the findings that we had obtained. Also, based on the 234 

identified influence directions, a network framework was also developed to elaborate on the 235 

complex roles and influence flows between diverse stakeholders.  236 
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4. the Semantic Analysis 237 

4.1 The concept map 238 

Figure 1 shows the concept map containing the themes (clusters) and concepts (nodes) 239 

generated from Leximancer. All the identified themes and the encompassed concepts from 240 

the map are clearly listed in Table 2. The most intensive theme from the interviews is 241 

“project”, which verifies our assumption that SR practices in construction mostly occur in a 242 

project environment but is of little interest otherwise. The second theme is “government and 243 

main contractor”, showing that most of the responsibilities for SR implementation in 244 

construction projects are arributed to the contractor companies. The low intensities of the 245 

themes such as “tenants”, “residents”, “workers”, and “consumers” reflect the remote and 246 

less significant roles of these stakeholders. Whether the ranking means the importance of 247 

roles in SR promotion needs to be further explored by in-depth semantic analysis. 248 

Insert Figure 1 here. 249 

Insert Table 2 here. 250 

The links and distances between the concepts represent the closeness of semantic meanings 251 

of the two concepts or themes. From the map, it shows “government” and “main contractor” 252 

are closely interact with each other. We can see that “consultant” plays an intermediate role 253 

between “developer” and “main contractor”. However, it needs further semantic analysis to 254 

see what the detailed influences are (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008). The concept of “developer” is 255 

linked with “cost” and “investor”, which could imply that the primary considerations of 256 

developers concerning SR are the financial issues, particularly investors’ returns. This 257 

proximity of concepts (called collocation in linguistics) provides reassurance that the results 258 

have a form of face validity because they are as one would expect. Also, it also provides a 259 
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source for triangulation of research findings in the semantic analysis.  260 

4.2 Interpretations of the excerpts 261 

4.2.1 Communities and the public 262 

Communities and the general public were grouped as they have similar influences on 263 

projects’ SR implementation. It was found that their influence was mostly only occur when 264 

their benefits were at risks, such as health and safety threats, pollution, noise, and other 265 

disturbances. The representative meetings were reported as an influence strategy to discuss 266 

their concerns regarding the project activities. Mostly, the meetings are cooperative in nature 267 

by gathering different parties and putting issues on the table for discussions, reflecting 268 

communication and compromise.  269 

They (the community representatives) call for a meeting. It often includes 270 

the government party, then our engineering representative, the main 271 

contractor; they all sit down with them, talking about the issues, what they 272 

want. (Inter.9, consultant) 273 

When the issues need a timely response, or the project participants were reluctant to change, 274 

communities and the public used complaints or protests to raise the tense. 275 

Near our project is a village, sometimes they have assigned just a village 276 

representative to complain the project is too noisy and dusty. They just 277 

send only the representative come to our site and shout all their complaints. 278 

(Inter.8, contractor) 279 

Also, communities often to report to governments about their concerns or complaints, 280 

because they perceived that they do not have the enough power to direct influence, which 281 
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conforms to Frooman (1999).  282 

They (community representatives) probably go for the telephone numbers 283 

around the site where you can just make a call and complain or raise their 284 

concern directly. The government will come back and say okay, we’ve 285 

received these complaints, what are you going to do about it? (Inter.8, 286 

contractor) 287 

4.2.2 Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) 288 

NGO is a less frequently mentioned concept based on the concept map. But the semantic 289 

analysis shows an important role of NGOs in SR promotion. A primary influence of NGOs is 290 

to use their expertise and knowledge to lobby or raise appeals to persuade governments or 291 

companies to respond to the SR issues. 292 

People from NGO will come to the office, and lobby them (government 293 

officers) and give the idea that if they don’t look at these things then they 294 

might be in trouble. They put forward issues like environment and 295 

discrimination, and then the government will put these things on schedule. 296 

(Inter.19, consultant) 297 

Some NGOs or schools come and ask for donations. Some of them send 298 

emails or letters or someone visits. (Inter.19, consultant) 299 

SR campaign launched by NGOs is also an effective influence strategy to promote their 300 

advocacies and seek collaboration. Such activities can deliver the value and measures of SR 301 

to construction companies who want to identify themselves as socially responsible. 302 

Construction companies are voluntarily involved in such activities because they can network 303 
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with peers and build reputations. 304 

We have an annual conference. We have practices, launches, evening 305 

drinks, networking, where we showcase what’s working really well in the 306 

environment and provide opportunities for the industry to learn from their 307 

peers as well as safety in doing amazing work and then potentially being 308 

able to replicate with any new companies. (Inter.3, NGO) 309 

The professional knowledge and public relations held by NGOs are important resources to 310 

companies who care about their social and environmental images. NGOs can offer voluntary 311 

consultations to influence the decision makers to adopt SR by demonstrating the profitability 312 

of such practices. 313 

 [NGO name] because they provide them with options to be able to 314 

demonstrate their sustainability and a pathway to do it but within their 315 

economic framework. (Inter.22, consultant) 316 

NGOs also organized presentations or forums to stimulate the public’s awareness. Through 317 

these educational activities, communities and the public learn appropriate approaches to 318 

engage themselves for the concerned social and environmental issues. 319 

People need to know the facts, so education is really important. They do 320 

need to become aware of it …We had this forum, and we gave a 321 

presentation where we showed them the slides. We showed them some 322 

facts about temperature and average temperature going up. (Inter.25, 323 

NGO) 324 

When the issues did not receive adequate attention, NGOs could raise the tension by putting 325 
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pressures on governments or form a coalition with other powerful insittutions.  326 

NGOs sometimes put some pressures on the government... They just come 327 

to the office, wave the figures and ask why there is so much pollution. 328 

(Inter.1, government) 329 

NGOs often come together with representatives from district council, and 330 

sometimes the journalists. So it was big problems for us. (Inter.1, 331 

government) 332 

4.2.3 Governments 333 

The influence of governments was frequently mentioned by the interviewees. Governments 334 

are obliged to set the bottom lines regarding social and environmental issues. Through 335 

regulations and punishments, governments enforce sustainable and socially responsible 336 

ways to conduct construction activities, such as environmental and social assessment, noise 337 

provisions, or environmental disclosures. 338 

For example in the shopping mall or shops, disabled access should be 339 

provided. With the regulations, the investor will do according to the 340 

regulation otherwise you will see a lot of old buildings in Hong Kong 341 

without disabled access. Yes and the reason is they will have a disabled 342 

access or toilet because of they need to do so, according to the law or 343 

regulations. (Inter.17, main contractor) 344 

Governments also provide incentive policies to motivate developers to implement SR. 345 

Through such measures, the whole construction supply chain can be influenced, starting with 346 

changing the behaviors of investors and developers, then diffusing to contractors, 347 
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subcontractors, and suppliers. 348 

It can be quite successful if a government can show there will be a benefit 349 

to the developer as he is the major party in the process. If they found that 350 

there will be benefit if doing the social responsibility they will do, and then 351 

they will affect the contractor, and the contractor affects the 352 

subcontractors. So the source of influence is the government policies. 353 

(Inter.18, investor) 354 

Another important influence by governments is the mediation with multiple stakeholders to 355 

resolve conflicts. Construction projects, especially in urban areas, inevitably cause 356 

disturbances to local communities and residents. To decrease such conflicts, governments 357 

often communicate directly and indirectly with the affected stakeholders before and during 358 

construction projects. 359 

Governments will also use NGOs to communicate with local people. NGOs 360 

will ask whether they have any problems or need any help. Like there is an 361 

NGO for old people’s care in areas we plan to develop. Many old people 362 

don't want to move away from their home. Then, the government and the 363 

developer decide to build a modern and cosier recreational center for them 364 

to host some elders and hold activities in another place. Then NGO helps 365 

the government and developer to communicate with the elders in the 366 

community. (Inter.2, Planning authority) 367 

Promoting stakeholder dialogue is also one of the influences of governments. By facilitating 368 

stakeholder meetings and public participation hearings, governments are responsible to 369 

provide a transparent environment for multiple parties to raise concerns and negotiate. 370 
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We hold public engagement workshops many times since 2008 involving 371 

NGOs, stakeholders, and community representatives (Inter.1, government) 372 

4.2.4 End users 373 

Influences by individual house buyers and enterprise users were generated from the 374 

interviews, but with relatively low intensity. End-users can influence the process by their 375 

green purchase behaviors to motivate investors and developers to incorporate green and 376 

sustainable features in designs, which will be passed on to contractors and subcontractors 377 

down the supply chain. 378 

So they (consumers) create the demands for green. I only want to be in a 379 

green building. When you’ve got that, then the developers have to react to 380 

that, when the developer reacts to it, then the suppliers have got to react 381 

to it, and all the way through. (Inter.16, developer) 382 

When the environmental standards of the buildings did not meet the expectations, consumers 383 

can refuse to buy or rent the buildings. Such a strategy by consumers is especially effective 384 

in driving corporates to embed green features in their products (Henriques and Sharma, 385 

2005). 386 

Many tenants just wouldn’t come to a building that didn’t make the 387 

highest standard impacts because they want to be seen as achieving their 388 

obligations and their duties as well. (Inter.4, Investor) 389 

4.2.5 Developers and investors 390 

Developers and investor often implement their SR by integrating detailed social and 391 

environmental requirements into contracts or tendering documents. When main contractors’ 392 
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behaviors deviate from the contract, developers can legitimately enforce the contract 393 

conditions to change. 394 

These documents we’ve developed, so at the design phase when we 395 

engage in our architect and other consultants, we provide copies of all 396 

these and we entrench it contractually in the contracts to say, you know 397 

when you’re designing this for…you must meet these requirements. 398 

(Inter.16, developer) 399 

Developers can also exert penalty to force contractors to make improvements when their 400 

work did not reach the sustainability standards, such as withholding payments. 401 

When there are some SR issues, the developer said we need you to fix them. 402 

There’s an opportunity to fix if they don’t. Then the results might be 403 

withholding money or doing it ourselves and again sort of withholding 404 

money. (Inter.10, contractor) 405 

4.2.6 Main Contractors 406 

Main contractor is the most frequently mentioned stakeholder concept together with 407 

governments. Contractors need to obtain the “license to build” from local communities. 408 

Therefore, community engagement activities such as site tours or exhibitions are strategies 409 

used to gain legitimacy to build the projects. 410 

Sometimes we set up some like a tour or sidewalk for primary school or 411 

secondary school students to understand the site we are doing…We let the 412 

residents understand the site area, what will happen and what we are 413 

thinking about and what we are doing. (Inter.8, contractor) 414 
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When there is a conflict with profits, contractors cannot sacrifice investors’ or shareholders’ 415 

profits for SR investment. Negotiation with multiple parties is the most common strategy to 416 

seek a balance between project social, environmental, and financial goals.  417 

We’re trying to negotiate rather than going into that high tender, because 418 

when you go into that high tender, that’s when a lot of these things 419 

develop because everyone is dollar driven, like we are sort of like under 420 

pressure to get the right performance from our financial point of view. 421 

(Inter.10, contractor) 422 

In a networked society, relational capital becomes increasingly valued by companies. To 423 

build long-term partnership and cooperation, companies often proactively collaborate with 424 

their clients’ SR advocacy. This relationship-driven strategy is commonly exercised in the 425 

construction supply chain in driving the penetration of SR values.  426 

I mean a lot of it is relationship driven and when we come to supporting 427 

the community and making donations I think a lot of the subcontractors 428 

that we work with, they are a big supporter of the things that we support 429 

as well. (Inter.10, contractor) 430 

Contractors also turn to governments for enforcement or regulation when the situations were 431 

out of their control. An example of this is when a main contractor was urged to regulate the 432 

uncivilized behaviors of the workers. Complaints reported by the local community could 433 

affect the reputation of the company. Even though the company had no controls on the 434 

workers in their off-duty hours, they felt legitimate to control the situations. 435 

We just have meetings even with those government departments. The 436 
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conclusion is they will have some officers come down to the road during 437 

the off-duty times like 5 o'clock to 6 o'clock, and they will make some 438 

charges on those workers who are misbehaving. (Inter.5, contractor) 439 

4.2.7 Consultants 440 

The concept of consultants standed out form the automatic concept map. Like NGOs, 441 

consultants also possess professional knowledge and experience on SR issues, but they 442 

practice different strategies. From the analysis, consultants influence developers by advising 443 

them to embrace SR measures by demonstrating the cost benefits and providing executive 444 

protocols. 445 

We do it through advice; we do it through advising developers. For 446 

example, I might sit on a consultancy with the developer looking to create 447 

a new office…so we are using the commercial reality of enticing him to 448 

have a Green star…Then they say, we want to use it. (Inter.11, consultant) 449 

If we’re responsible for running that project, we would definitely expect 450 

them to follow our processes and protocols. And we would induct them or 451 

provide them with written instructions around those. (Inter.9, consultant) 452 

Some consultants supervise the project implementation on behalf of their clients, so they gain 453 

power and legitimacy to regulate the contractors’ behaviors, by providing written 454 

requirements and monitoring the project activities. 455 

Sometimes, we might have the operations and the maintenance contract 456 

for a mine for example. So, if that’s the case, if we’re responsible for 457 

running that mine and we bring in other contractors, we would definitely 458 
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expect them to follow our processes and protocols. And we would induct 459 

them or provide them with written instructions around those. (Inter.9, 460 

consultant) 461 

4.2.8 Subcontractors, suppliers, and employees 462 

Besides the above, several concepts of other stakeholders emerged from the transcriptions, 463 

including subcontractors, suppliers, and employees. These stakeholders were rarely found to 464 

influence others in regards to SR implementation. Subcontractors and suppliers often follow 465 

the main contractor in their SR initiatives to reinforce business relationships. Employees 466 

also follow the SR policies of their companies. 467 

A lady from the kidney foundation came for some prices to that and for a 468 

sensor… when she left on her run, 5 of our subcontractors that we work 469 

with all the time and sort of said, “Look this is the situation”. I mean 470 

actually it was 6 because the 6 of them all putting in $1,000 and then we 471 

put $2,000 and that was the $8,000 that she needed … I mean again 472 

having that good relationship with suppliers and subcontractors helps us 473 

do that. (Inter.10, contractor) 474 

Our employees do many small things such as voluntary services, they 475 

donate money for community, because the company encourages it. The 476 

company embraces it…now every employee gets one day off for voluntary 477 

leave, one day off you have that we’ll pay for it, but you go and volunteer 478 

someway. We think that helper get spread the world. (Inter. 11 consultant) 479 
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5. Results and Discussions 480 

5.1 The influence strategies by external and internal stakeholders 481 

From the interviews, the external stakeholders include governments, NGOs, communities and 482 

the public. The internal stakeholders are echelons along the construction supply chain from 483 

end users, developers and investors, main contractors, consultants, subcontractors, suppliers 484 

and employees. Table 3 shows a summary of the influence strategies adopted by the external 485 

and internal project stakeholders.   486 

Insert Table 3 here 487 

To provide a holistic map, a network framework was developed by integrating the influence 488 

flows between the stakeholders, and indicating their specific roles implied by the specific 489 

influences (See Figure 2). The network shows that the influences that drive SR 490 

implementation come from both external and internal influences. The external stakeholders 491 

are the ones who set out the problems. They interact with each other to define SR issues and 492 

use different strategies to put pressures on internal project stakeholders, mostly on developers 493 

and main contractors, to take the issues into consideration. The internal stakeholders are 494 

seeking solutions and innovative measures within their business framework to implement. 495 

The internal driving forces come from the demands of end users and investors and 496 

downwards through the construction supply chain. 497 

Insert Figure 2 here 498 

Among the external stakeholders, NGOs were found as an active promoter for social and 499 

environmental issues, through lobbying governments, organizing initiatives for companies, 500 

and educating the public, but with a relatively low rate of appearance from the interviews. 501 

The identified influences by NGOs in promoting SR implementation were supported by 502 
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scholars. Hendry (2005) pointed out that lobbying is a non-specific and soft strategy that 503 

NGOs use with all the other non-lobbying tactics. NGOs improved sustainable reporting 504 

behaviors by mining companies through launching campaigns as reported by Deegan and 505 

Blomquist (2006). From the findings, NGOs are likely to ally with governments and public 506 

institutions to exert influence, which corroborates with Frooman and Murrel (2003).  507 

Governments were mentioned most frequently in the interviews as a regulator, reflecting that 508 

project stakeholders still consider SR as a reaction to regulatory requirements rather than a 509 

proactive commitment. Meanwhile, mediating stakeholders’ conflicts and facilitating 510 

collaboration by governments were also identified from the interviews. This result 511 

corroborates with Olander (2007)’s findings that governments play an important role to 512 

balance conflicting stakeholder interests in construction projects. Steurer’s (2010) claim that 513 

SR was developed within a contemporary neo-liberal political economy as a means of 514 

reducing governmental regulation in favor of collaborative co-governance. The results 515 

support that governments’ roles are currently under a transition from a regulatory role to 516 

fostering partnerships and collaboration between business and public stakeholders (Albareda 517 

et al., 2007). 518 

Besides, communities were also an intense concept in the interviews. Their role can be 519 

described as a claimant since construction projects usually disturb their living environments. 520 

Indirect usage strategies, such as reporting to governments, are used when the communication 521 

channel is lacking (Frooman, 1999). From the analysis, most of the aggressive strategies were 522 

found performed by this group. It is important for project managers to identify and respond to 523 

their needs proactively for avoiding these aggressive influence, especially in the 524 

pollution-intensive industries (Jenkins and Yakovleva, 2006). Our evidence suggests that this 525 

group usually remains indifferent until their benefits are at risk or damaged. To increase 526 
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public participation, it is noted from the results that NGOs is playing a role in educating the 527 

public to be aware of social and environmental issues caused by construction projects.  528 

Among the internal stakeholders, consultants were the second most frequently mentioned 529 

stakeholders after main contractors. The semantic analysis shows a critical role of consultants 530 

in promoting SR in construction projects. Developers are more likely to implement SR issues 531 

that can be achieved within their financial plan (Othman, 2009). Consultants can use their 532 

influence from professionals and expertise to propose SR measures and demonstrating the 533 

economic feasibilities. When it comes to a conflict between cost and SR, consultants can 534 

influence decision makers by suggesting the long-term benefits brought by the latter. 535 

Consultants can also provide executive protocols and monitor the construction activities. 536 

They can use forceful gestures such as a warning or penalty based on the legitimacy endowed 537 

as the agents of developers. 538 

Main contractors are the primary operators of SR measures, which was revealed as a top 539 

concept from the corpus. We found, from the interview excerpts, that during stakeholder 540 

meetings, contractors are more likely to reserve their opinions and follow the decisions of 541 

developers. Also, contractors have motivations to do more than what is required to maintain a 542 

good relationship with their clients. Further semantic analysis suggests that 543 

relationship-driven is an essential influence for all supply chain stakeholders. Stakeholders 544 

are driven by long-term business partnerships to share resources and information on SR. This 545 

self-regulating mechanism lies in the core benefit of the SR concept (Sheehy, 2015).  546 

Investors and developers are the primary initiators for SR. The two concepts were often 547 

mentioned together, as shown in the concept map. They influence the behaviors of 548 

contractors and subcontractors by integrating SR requirements into contracts or bidding 549 

documents. It conforms with Jones et al. (2006) that the requirements of clients motivate SR 550 
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practices in construction companies. Sharma and Henriques (2005) found that the effects of 551 

such direct usage influence by investors cannot sustain since SR investments do not always 552 

have an immediate return. Higher social and environmental standards can cause increased 553 

tender price, costs, and extended time. It is suggested that instead of using contract-control, 554 

the best way to implement SR is through negotiations and partnerships between multiple 555 

parties to strive for a balance of conflicting goals, showing trust, benevolence, and sense of 556 

collaboration.  557 

Project end users have a potential influence by exhibiting the demands and interests on SR 558 

features; however, from the interviews, such influence was only occasionally mentioned. As 559 

the upper echelon in the construction supply chain, end users’ purchase behaviors are the 560 

fundamental driving force for developers to incorporate SR features in the design. We also 561 

found that most individual house owners/renters are more sensitive to price and less likely to 562 

care about societal goods. While the enterprise users show demands for SR features in the 563 

buildings, such as sustainability, the green certificate, and environmental disclosures.  564 

5.2 The determinants of stakeholders’ aggressive strategies 565 

Adopting Co and Barro (2009)’s typology, we categorized the influence strategies identified 566 

from the interview excerpts into cooperative and aggressive forms (see Table 3). The results 567 

show that all stakeholders, regardless of being powerful or not, can use both cooperative and 568 

aggressive strategies under different conditions to promote SR implementation in 569 

construction projects. It is worth noting that, compared with aggressive strategies, 570 

cooperative strategies are more frequently adopted. It can be explained by the intrinsic nature 571 

of voluntariness and altruism of SR. When stakeholders want to influence others to follow 572 

their goodwill, it implies the inter-dependence, trust, shared objectives, and collective 573 

understanding that SR will bring long-term benefits for all. 574 
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The literature review indicated that power-dependence is the key determinant of stakeholders’ 575 

aggressive strategies. However, the aggressive influences that emerged from the semantic 576 

analysis was mostly practised by less powerful stakeholders, including communities, the 577 

public, NGOs, and the end users. These stakeholders held limited power to influence project 578 

SR objectives compared with key players according to Lin et al. (2017b). As some examples 579 

from the interviews, an NGO allied with the environmental department to force the 580 

developers and contractors to recover the waterbody that they have polluted or stop the 581 

construction work. A group of local representatives organized protests and online complaints 582 

through social media to request for disclosure of environmental impacts. Also, we found that 583 

the powerful stakeholders, such as developers and contractors, employed cooperative 584 

strategies in most conditions.  585 

From the analysis, we found that the statement that power can determine aggressive strategy 586 

is parsimonious. This can be explained by the definition of power as the “ability” or 587 

“property” to change the targets’ behaviors, but not necessarily performed in a coercive form. 588 

According to the resource dependence theory, the degree of power that held by a stakeholder 589 

relies upon its resource-dependence relationship with the target (Emerson, 1962). When 590 

stakeholders possess critical resources that the targets depend on, they have the power to 591 

coerce desired behaviors; however, such coercion can also undermine the relationships 592 

between the two parties. Boyd et al. (2007) reported that hard and coercive green purchase 593 

strategy adopted by buying firms led to a negative impact on their suppliers principally 594 

because it appears more like bullying rather than collaborating. Also, resource-dependence 595 

relationships are changing depending on situations. For examples, NGOs rely on companies’ 596 

funds and supports to realize their appeals; therefore, they adopt cooperative strategies. 597 

Meanwhile, NGOs can ally to enforce SR measures because they have access to the networks 598 

and community trusts, which the successful project implementations must rely on (Jonker and 599 
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Nijhof, 2006). Also, the expertise and specialized skills held by NGOs are critical to 600 

companies, especially when these resources are costly, inefficient, and time-consuming from 601 

external sources (Peloza and Falkenberg, 2009).  602 

SR is a concept that emphasizes on long-run, collaboration, and benevolence. Considering the 603 

negative consequences on relationships, and the changing conditions of resource-dependence 604 

relations, although some stakeholders have superior power than their target, aggressiveness or 605 

coercion are not a preferred strategy. On the contrary, stakeholders with less power, such as 606 

communities and NGOs, appeared to practice aggressive influences more often. When they 607 

have claims, it also means their benefits were threatened or harmed, which cause distrust and 608 

defensive gestures. With legitimate claims, the powerless stakeholders ten to find alliances or 609 

external supports to increase their power.  610 

Based on the analysis of the aggressive cases from the interview excerpts, this paper proposes 611 

that legitimacy and urgency perceived by stakeholders can be alternative predictors for 612 

aggressive strategies. According to Mitchell et al. (1997), power, legitimacy, and urgency 613 

constitute the salience of stakeholders. The findings in this study extend this model by 614 

positing that compared with power, legitimacy and urgency can better predict stakeholders’ 615 

potential aggressiveness. Institutional legitimacy, according to Tsai et al. (2005), is an 616 

essential determinant of stakeholders’ influencing strategy because, when the firms’ action 617 

has high legitimacy that meets social norms and expectations, stakeholders tend to adopt 618 

conformity instead of using other influence strategies. According to Mitchell et al. (1997), 619 

urgency can be reflected in two dimensions: 1) whether the issue is time-sensitive, and 2) 620 

whether the issue is considered as critical by the stakeholder. The perceived urgency intensify 621 

the conflicts between stakeholders.  622 

Therefore, when stakeholders considered the issues as legitimate and urgent, they tend to use 623 
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aggressive strategy to enforce the relevant parties to respond. In contrast, if the SR issues 624 

were perceived as not urgent, or stakeholders have less legitimacy in their advocacy, a 625 

cooperative strategy is more likely to be adopted. This finding is consistent with Co and 626 

Barro (2009)’s finding that firms adopt aggressive strategies to implement urgent changes 627 

when they felt difficulty in conveying legitimacy, and the stakeholders are unlikely to 628 

collaborate. Stakeholders tend to choose cooperative strategies when they are mutually 629 

dependent, share the urgency to collaborate, and understand that the collaboration will bring 630 

benefits to all. Although the use of aggressive strategy sometimes may be necessary, it may 631 

lead to unintended effects and social costs. The findings proposed in this study can help 632 

managers to better understand and predict possible aggressive strategies. 633 

6 Conclusions and implications 634 

SR implementation in construction projects is a system in which each stakeholder is a 635 

component with irreplaceable functions. The unclarified roles of stakeholders in project SR is 636 

currently a research gap according to Zhou and Mi (2017)’s review. This research 637 

underscores such needs to identify the diverse roles of stakeholders based on their different 638 

influences. The main conclusions of the research were summarized to respond to the two 639 

research objectives.  640 

From the interviews, governments and contractors were the most frequently mentioned 641 

concepts. However, based on the analysis, we suggest that NGOs play a central role in 642 

promoting SR issues in construction projects because they held better social networks, more 643 

flexibility, professional knowledge and expertise. From the interviews in both Hong Kong 644 

and Australia, we found that the Green Building Councils plays essential roles in launching 645 

green certificates and facilitating technology innovations. The research also revealed 646 

stakeholders’ influences are changing along the project lifecycle. Governments can be a 647 
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regulator in project planning stage, but should play a neutral pivotal role among various 648 

contenders, to mediate conflicts and promote collaborative endeavors during the construction. 649 

Contractors influences were mostly observed during construction stage, while consultants, 650 

developers, and investors were found influential in the planning and design stage. Also, the 651 

research reveals that long-term business partnerships and collaborations in construction 652 

supply chains can be an effective way of promoting proactive SR implementation. Private 653 

organizations are often striking to seek a balance between shareholders’ benefits and the 654 

companies’ development. We also suggest that consultants should play a key role by using 655 

their professional power to promote cost-effective measures in project planning and design, 656 

such as environmental materials, energy-saving and green building technologies.  657 

The research further proposes that both powerful and powerless stakeholders in construction 658 

projects can adopt aggressive strategies when they perceived the issues under concern are 659 

urgent and critical, and they are legitimate to practice influence. Powerless stakeholders, such 660 

as communities and end users, are more likely to adopt the aggressive strategies, because 661 

their power disadvantages can cause distrust and heightened tension in the relationships. 662 

Therefore, project managers should not only evaluate the stakeholders based on their general 663 

salience, but also understand their concerned issues and perceived situational factors. Also, 664 

from the analysis, it shows that the cooperative strategies were adopted more often compared 665 

with aggressive ones, especially by the powerful stakeholders, such as contractors, developers, 666 

and governments. 667 

This research moves from the dyadic relations of stakeholder analysis to a network 668 

framework. According to Provan and Kenis (2008), a shared governance network that all the 669 

involved actors take equal responsibility to govern themselves can increase communication, 670 

equality, and innovations, leading to higher resilience of the system. By this preliminary 671 
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research, we cannot conclude that shared governance is an effective structure for SR 672 

implementation. Nevertheless, it shows instead of a single central controller; all stakeholders 673 

should take a unique and indispensable part in the network. For shared governance to work, 674 

we need to enhance the communication channels, transparent environment, and trust among 675 

multiple stakeholders to perform their roles. 676 

This research is not without its limitations. The geographical limits of the interview sample 677 

reduce the generalizability of the findings. Although stakeholder influences can be different 678 

as social, political, and cultural environments vary (Doh and Guay, 2006), there are still some 679 

common patterns that can be of value for project management across regions. This research 680 

can be a good starting point for identifying these commonality, future in-depth studies are 681 

needed in comparing different stakeholder influence strategies under diverse social, economic, 682 

and political environments.  683 

Acknowledgment 684 

This work is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 685 

71701090). 686 

References 687 

Aaltonen, K., 2011. Project stakeholder analysis as an environmental interpretation process. 688 
International journal of project management 29, 165-183. 689 

Aaltonen, K., Kujala, J., 2010. A project lifecycle perspective on stakeholder influence 690 
strategies in global projects. Scandinavian Journal of Management 26, 381-397. 691 

Albareda, L., Lozano, J.M., Ysa, T., 2007. Public Policies on Corporate Social Responsibility: 692 
The Role of Governments in Europe. Journal of Business Ethics 74, 391-407. 693 

Alberg Mosgaard, M., Kerndrup, S., Riisgaard, H., 2016. Stakeholder constellations in energy 694 
renovation of a Danish Hotel. Journal of Cleaner Production 135, 836-846. 695 

Apostol, O., Näsi, S., 2013. Firm–Employee Relationships from a Social Responsibility 696 
Perspective: Developments from Communist Thinking to Market Ideology in Romania. A 697 
Mass Media Story. Journal of Business Ethics. 698 



 

31 

Barthorpe, S., 2010. Implementing corporate social responsibility in the UK construction 699 
industry. Property Management 28, 4-17. 700 

Boutilier, R.G., Zdziarski, M., 2017. Managing stakeholder networks for a social license to 701 
build. Construction Management and Economics, 1-16. 702 

Boyd, D.E., Spekman, R.E., Kamauff, J.W., Werhane, P., 2007. Corporate social 703 
responsibility in global supply chains: a procedural justice perspective. Long Range Plan. 40, 704 
341-356. 705 

Brown, J., Parry, T., 2009. Corporate responsibility reporting in UK construction. 706 
Engineering sustainability, 193-205. 707 

Cheng, E.W.L., Li, H., Love, P.E.D., Irani, Z., 2001. Network communication in the 708 
construction industry. Corporate Communications: An International Journal 6, 61-70. 709 

Co, H.C., Barro, F., 2009. Stakeholder theory and dynamics in supply chain collaboration. Int. 710 
J. Oper. Prod. Manage. 29, 591-611. 711 

Cochran, P.L., Wood, R.A., 1984. Corporate social responsibility and financial performance. 712 
Acad. Manage. J. 27, 42-56. 713 

Cook, K.S., 1977. Exchange and power in networks of interorganizational relations*. The 714 
Sociological Quarterly 18, 62-82. 715 

Cretchley, J., Rooney, D., Gallois, C., 2010. Mapping a 40-Year History With Leximancer: 716 
Themes and Concepts in the Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology. Journal of Cross-Cultural 717 
Psychology 41, 318-328. 718 

Deegan, C., Blomquist, C., 2006. Stakeholder influence on corporate reporting: An 719 
exploration of the interaction between WWF-Australia and the Australian minerals industry. 720 
Accounting, Organizations and Society 31, 343-372. 721 

Derakhshan, R., Turner, R., Mancini, M., 2019. Project governance and stakeholders: a 722 
literature review. International Journal of Project Management 37, 98-116. 723 

Doh, J.P., Guay, T.R., 2006. Corporate Social Responsibility , Public Policy , and NGO 724 
Activism in Europe and the United States : An Institutional-Stakeholder Perspective. Journal 725 
of Management Studies 43, 47-73. 726 

Elijido‐Ten, E., Kloot, L., Clarkson, P., 2010. Extending the application of stakeholder 727 
influence strategies to environmental disclosures: An exploratory study from a developing 728 
country. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 23, 1032-1059. 729 

Emerson, R.M., 1962. Power-dependence relations. Am. Sociol. Rev. 27, 31-41. 730 

Enderle, G., 2006. Corporate responsibility in the CSR debate. Unternehmensethik im 731 
spannungsfeld der kulturen und religionen 14, 108. 732 

Etikan, I.M., Sulaiman Abubakar;  Alkassim, Rukayya Sunusi, 2016. Comparison of 733 
Convenience Sampling and Purposive Sampling. American Journal of Theoretical and 734 
Applied Statistics 5, 1-4. 735 



 

32 

Frooman, J., 1999. Stakeholder influence strategies. Academy of management review 24, 736 
191-205. 737 

Frooman, J., Murrel, A.J., 2003. A Logic For Stakeholder Behavior: A Test of Stakeholder 738 
influence Strategies. Academy of Management Proceedings 2003, F1-F6. 739 

Frooman, J., Murrell, A.J., 2005. Stakeholder Influence Strategies: The Roles of Structural 740 
and Demographic Determinants. Business & Society 44, 3-31. 741 

Hendry, J.R., 2005. Stakeholder Influence Strategies: An Empirical Exploration. Journal of 742 
Business Ethics 61, 79-99. 743 

Henriques, I., Sharma, S., 2005. Pathways of stakeholder influence in the Canadian forestry 744 
industry. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 14, 384-398. 745 

Jamali, D., Keshishian, T., 2009. Uneasy Alliances: Lessons Learned from Partnerships 746 
Between Businesses and NGOs in the context of CSR. Journal of Business Ethics 84, 747 
277-295. 748 

Jamali, D., Mirshak, R., 2007. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR): Theory and practice in 749 
a developing country context. Journal of Business Ethics 72, 243-262. 750 

Jenkins, H., Yakovleva, N., 2006. Corporate social responsibility in the mining industry: 751 
Exploring trends in social and environmental disclosure. Journal of Cleaner Production 14, 752 
271-284. 753 

Jones, P., Comfort, D., Hillier, D., 2006. Corporate social responsibility and the UK 754 
construction industry. Journal of Corporate Real Estate 8, 134-150. 755 

Jonker, J., Nijhof, A., 2006. Looking Through the Eyes of Others: assessing mutual 756 
expectations and experiences in order to shape dialogue and collaboration between business 757 
and NGOs with respect to CSR. Corporate Governance: An International Review 14, 758 
456-466. 759 

Kipley, D., Lewis, A.O., 2008. Examining the Efficacy of the Multi-Rater Analysis 760 
Methodology as an Alternative Approach in Determining Stakeholder Power,Influence and 761 
Resistance. Business Renaissance Quarterly 3, 101-124. 762 

Li, H.Y.T., Ng, S.T., Skitmore, M., 2012. Conflict or consensus: An investigation of 763 
stakeholder concerns during the participation process of major infrastructure and construction 764 
projects in Hong Kong. Habitat Int. 36, 333-342. 765 

Lin, H., Zeng, S., Ma, H., Zeng, R., Tam, V.W.Y., 2017a. An indicator system for evaluating 766 
megaproject social responsibility. International Journal of Project Management 35, 767 
1415-1426. 768 

Lin, X., Ho, C.M.F., Shen, G.Q., 2018. For the balance of stakeholders' power and 769 
responsibility A collaborative framework for implementing social responsibility issues in 770 
construction projects. Manag. Decis. 56, 550-569. 771 

Lin, X., Ho, C.M.F., Shen, G.Q.P., 2017b. Who should take the responsibility? Stakeholders' 772 
power over social responsibility issues in construction projects. Journal of Cleaner Production 773 



 

33 

154, 318-329. 774 

Liu, A.M.M., Fellows, R., Tuuli, M.M., 2011. The role of corporate citizenship values in 775 
promoting corporate social performance: towards a conceptual model and a research agenda. 776 
Construction Management and Economics 29, 173-183. 777 

Liu, Z.-z., Zhu, Z.-w., Wang, H.-j., Huang, J., 2016. Handling social risks in 778 
government-driven mega project: An empirical case study from West China. International 779 
Journal of Project Management 34, 202-218. 780 

Loosemore, M., Lim, B.T.H., 2017. Linking corporate social responsibility and organizational 781 
performance in the construction industry. Construction Management and Economics 35, 782 
90-105. 783 

Ma, H., Zeng, S., Lin, H., Chen, H., Shi, J.J., 2017. The societal governance of megaproject 784 
social responsibility. International Journal of Project Management 35, 1365-1377. 785 

Mitchell, R.K., Agle, B.R., Wood, D.J., 1997. Toward a Theory of Stakeholder Identification 786 
and Salience: Defining the Principle of Who and What Really Counts. Academy of 787 
Management Review 22, 853-886. 788 

Mok, K.Y., Shen, G.Q., Yang, R.J., Li, C.Z., 2017. Investigating key challenges in major 789 
public engineering projects by a network-theory based analysis of stakeholder concerns: A 790 
case study. International Journal of Project Management 35, 78-94. 791 

Moodley, K., Smith, N., Preece, C.N., 2008. Stakeholder matrix for ethical relationships in 792 
the construction industry. Construction Management and Economics 26, 625-632. 793 

Oladinrin, T.O., Ho, C.M.-F., 2014. Strategies for Improving Codes of Ethics Implementation 794 
in Construction Organizations. Proj. Manag. J. 45, 15-26. 795 

Oladinrin, T.O., Ho, C.M.F., 2015. Barriers to effective implementation of ethical codes in 796 
construction organizations: An empirical investigation. International Journal of Construction 797 
Management 15, 117-125. 798 

Olander, S., 2007. Stakeholder impact analysis in construction project management. 799 
Construction Management and Economics 25, 277-287. 800 

Olander, S., Landin, A., 2005. Evaluation of stakeholder influence in the implementation of 801 
construction projects. International Journal of Project Management 23, 321-328. 802 

Othman, A.A.E., 2009. Corporate Social Responsibility of Architectural Design Firms 803 
Towards a Sustainable Built Environment in South Africa. Architectural Engineering and 804 
Design Management 5, 36-45. 805 

Packendorff, J., 1995. Inquiring into the temporary organization: New directions for project 806 
management research. Scandinavian Journal of Management 11, 319-333. 807 

Peloza, J., Falkenberg, L., 2009. The Role of Collaboration in Achieving Corporate Social 808 
Responsibility Objectives. California Management Review 51, 95-113. 809 

Petrovic Lazarevic, S., 2008. The development of corporate social responsibility in the 810 



 

34 

Australian construction industry. Construction Management and Economics 26, 93-101. 811 

Pfeffer, J., Fong, C.T., 2005. Building organization theory from first principles: The 812 
self-enhancement motive and understanding power and influence. Organ Sci. 16, 372-388. 813 

Provan, K.G., Kenis, P., 2008. Modes of network governance: Structure, management, and 814 
effectiveness. J. Publ. Adm. Res. Theory 18, 229-252. 815 

Robinson, O.C., 2014. Sampling in Interview-Based Qualitative Research: A Theoretical and 816 
Practical Guide. Qualitative Research in Psychology 11, 25-41. 817 

Rooney, D., McKenna, B., Barker, J., 2011. History of Ideas in Management Communication 818 
Quarterly. 819 

Rowley, T.J., 1997. Moving beyond dyadic ties: A network theory of stakeholder influences. 820 
Academy of Management Review 22, 887-910. 821 

Sharma, S., Henriques, I., 2005. Stakeholder influences on sustainability practices in the 822 
Canadian forest products industry. Strateg. Manage. J. 26, 159-180. 823 

Sheehy, B., 2015. Defining CSR: Problems and Solutions. Journal of Business Ethics 131, 824 
625-648. 825 

Shen, L.Y., Hao, J.L., Wing, V., Tam, Y., Yao, H., Shen, L.-y., Tam, V.W.-y., 2010. A checklist 826 
for assessing sustainability performance of construction projects. Journal of Civil 827 
Engineering and Management, 37-41. 828 

Shi, Q., Liu, Y., Zuo, J., Pan, N., Ma, G., 2015. On the management of social risks of 829 
hydraulic infrastructure projects in China: A case study. International Journal of Project 830 
Management 33, 483-496. 831 

Smith, A.E., Humphreys, M.S., 2006. Evaluation of unsupervised semantic mapping of 832 
natural language with Leximancer concept mapping. Behavior Research Methods 38, 833 
262-279. 834 

Somech, A., Drach-Zahavy, A., 2002. Relative power and influence strategy: the effects of 835 
agent/target organizational power on superiors' choices of influence strategies. Journal of 836 
Organizational Behavior 23, 167-179. 837 

Sotiriadou, P., Brouwers, J., Le, T.-A., 2014. Choosing a qualitative data analysis tool: a 838 
comparison of NVivo and Leximancer. Annals of Leisure Research 17, 218-234. 839 

Steurer, R., 2010. The role of governments in corporate social responsibility: characterising 840 
public policies on CSR in Europe. Policy Sci. 43, 49-72. 841 

Susnienė, D., Purvinis, O., 2015. Empirical Insights on Understanding Stakeholder Influence. 842 
Journal of Business Economics and Management 16, 845-860. 843 

Tsai, P.C.F., Yeh, C.R., Wu, S.-L., Huang, I.-C., 2005. An empirical test of stakeholder 844 
influence strategy models: evidence from business downsizing in Taiwan. The International 845 
Journal of Human Resource Management 16, 1862-1885. 846 



 

35 

Vilanova, M., Lozano, J.M., Arenas, D., 2008. Exploring the Nature of the Relationship 847 
Between CSR and Competitiveness. Journal of Business Ethics 87, 57-69. 848 

Yao, H., Shen, L., Tan, Y., Hao, J., 2011. Simulating the impacts of policy scenarios on the 849 
sustainability performance of infrastructure projects. Automation in Construction 20, 850 
1060-1069. 851 

Ye, K.H., Xiong, B., 2011. Corporate Social Performance of Construction Contractors in 852 
China: Evidences from Major Firms, in: Xu, M., Shen, L., Fang, Y. (Eds.), Proceedings of the 853 
16th International Symposium on Advancement of Construction Management and Real Estate. 854 
Hong Kong Polytechnic Univ, Kowloon, pp. 125-130. 855 

Zahra, S.A., Latour, M.S., 1987. Corporate social responsibility and organizational 856 
effectiveness - a multivariate approach. Journal of Business Ethics 6, 459-467. 857 

Zeng, S.X., Ma, H.Y., Lin, H., Zeng, R.C., Tam, V.W.Y., 2015. Social responsibility of major 858 
infrastructure projects in China. International Journal of Project Management 33, 537-548. 859 

Zhou, Z., Mi, C., 2017. Social responsibility research within the context of megaproject 860 
management: Trends, gaps and opportunities. International Journal of Project Management. 861 

 862 

 863 

 864 

 865 

 866 

 867 

 868 

 869 

 870 

 871 

 872 

 873 

 874 

 875 

 876 



 

36 

Appendix: The Interview Protocol 877 

A. Background 878 

1. What is your position in this company?  879 

2. How long have you been 1) in your present position? 2) at this company? 880 

B. CSR practices 881 

3. Can you tell me about your company’s policies on CSR? What CSR issues are mainly included? 882 

Probes: OHS, Environment, Community impacts, Philanthropy 883 

4. How is your work related to CSR? How do you define CSR?  884 

5. To what extent do legislative regulations, i.e. EIS or SIS, fulfil CSR? Is the word CSR being replaced? 885 

C. CSR in the upstream echelons 886 

6. Who do you think are included in the upstream echelons in the construction supply chain?  887 

Probes: builders, suppliers, subcontractors, consultants, advisors 888 

7. How do you communicate your CSR values to these upstream echelons? 889 

Probes: documents, emails, meetings  890 

8. What strategies do you use to influence or motivate them to implement CSR? Or how have your company 891 
been influenced by the upstream echelons?  892 

9. Have you ever collaborated on any CSR issues? 893 

10. Has your organisation been blamed for the misconducts or weaknesses of the upstream companies? 894 

Probes: low quality materials, unskilled labours, environmental unfriendly design 895 

11. What are the aspects that mainly hinder you from integrating CSR in the upstream chain? 896 

Probes: communication, collaboration, deputes, financial issues 897 

D. CSR in the downstream echelons 898 

12. Who do you think are included in the downstream echelons in the construction supply chain?  899 

Probes: developers, property management, end users, facility management companies. 900 

13. Can you tell me how does your company communicate your CSR values to the downstream echelons? 901 

Probes: advertisements, publications, reports, labels, public media 902 

14. In what ways does your company influence them to implement CSR? Or in what ways do the downstream 903 
echelons influence your company? 904 

15. Are there any CSR programs that show the collaboration between your company and the downstream 905 
echelons? 906 

16. Has your organisation been blamed for their misconducts or weaknesses? 907 

17. What are the aspects that mainly hinder you from integrating CSR in the downstream echelons? 908 

E. The pressure stakeholders 909 

18. Usually what are the primary pressure groups that drive your company to perform CSR practises?  910 

19. In what approaches do the pressure groups usually exert their influence? 911 

20. How does your company response to the pressures? 912 

913 
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Tables and Figures 914 

Table 1 the detailed information of the interviews 915 

No Region Stakeholder 
groups 

Work 
experience 
(years) 

Positions Time length 
(mins) 

1 HK Government 6.5 Site supervisor 22 

2 HK Planning 
authority 16 Committee member 38 

3 HK NGOs 4 N/A 27 
4 HK Investor 25 Investment director 33 
5 HK Main contractor 4 Assistant engineer 37 
6 HK Main contractor 16 Project manager 46 
7 HK Main contractor 5 Vice project manager 29 
8 HK Main contractor 20 Senior manager 24 
9 HK Consultant 4 Safety supervisor 22 
10 HK Main contractor 18 Senior manager 30 
11 HK Consultant 6 N/A 23 

12 HK Developer 20 Commercial 
manager 22 

13 HK Developer 2 Planning officer 24 
14 HK Developer 20 Project manager 49 
15 HK Developer 20 Safety manager 25 
16 HK Developer 2 Designer 23 
17 HK Main contractor 16 Quantity surveyor 46 
18 AU Investor 10 Department head 36 
19 AU Consultant 15 Research director 43 
20 AU Developer 10 Regional director 24 
21 AU Main contractor 26 Managing director 28 
22 AU Consultant 7 Senior consultant 34 
23 AU Consultant 8 PR officer 37 
24 AU Consultant 8 Sustainability leader 22 
25 AU NGOs 5 Research manager 23 

*HK is abbreviated for Hong Kong, AU is abbreviated for Australia 916 
 917 
 918 
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 919 
Table 2 the themes and concepts generated from the interview corpus by Leximancer 920 

 921 
 922 

Intensity 
ranking Themes Encompassed concepts 

1 Project Project, construction, area, work 
2 Government and main 

contractor (MC) 
main; contractor; main contractor; 

government; social; responsibility; issue 
3 Consultant Environment; safety; consultant; take; 

process; build; time; manager; money 
4 Community People; community; use 
5 Subcontractor and supplier Green; building, materials, suppliers, 

subcontractors, use 
6 Developer Developer; money; manager 
7 NGO and planning 

authority 
Development; Planning authority; NGO 

8 Investor Investor; company; employee 
9 Cost Cost; CSR 
10 Public Government; public; representative 
11 Tenants Tenants 
12 Residents Residents 
13 Workers Workers 
14 Consumers Consumers 

 923 

 924 
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 925 
Figure 1 the concept map of the interview corpus generated by Leximancer 926 
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Table 3 stakeholder influence strategies induced from the interviews 
 

Stakeholders Influence targets Aggressive strategies Cooperative strategies 

External 
stakeholders 

Communities and the public Governments 
Developers and investors 
Main contractors 

Complaints or protests, 
reports to governments 

Representative meetings 

NGOs Governments 
Developers and investors 
Main contractors 
Communities and public 

Putting pressures on 
governments, form 
coalitions 

Lobby or appeals, SR campaign, 
voluntary consultations, education 
activities 

Governments Developers and investors 
Main contractors 
Communities and public 

Regulations and 
punishments 

Incentive policies, mediation and 
reconciliation,  promoting 
stakeholder dialogue 

Internal 
stakeholders 

Developers and investors Main contractors 
Consultants 

Payment withholding Requirements in contracts or 
tendering documents 

Main contractors Subcontractors and workers Turn to governments for 
regulation 

Negotiation, relationship-driven, 
community engagement activities 

Consultants Main contractors 
Developers and investors 

Written instructions, 
monitor 

Professional advice, demonstration 
of financial feasibility, executive 
protocols 

End users Developers and investors Refusal to buy or rent Green purchase behaviors 
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Figure 2 Stakeholder influence map on SR implementation in construction projects 
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