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Abstract: Increasing fragmentation of the construction industry makes it riskier and more competitive.
Construction management researchers have become intrigued by the factors influencing performance
differentials due to such fierce competition. This study examines the relationships between the
business environment and customer relationship management and their effect on construction organ-
isations sustainable performance. It develops a model to explain performance differential between
construction organisations in New Zealand by using the linear regression technique. A question-
naire was administered to professionals within construction organisations. A total of 101 usable
responses were analyzed for descriptive statistics and correlations. Following the balanced scorecard
performance metric, the organisations’ sustainable performance was measured using customers,
financials, internal processes, and growth and learning metrics. Results indicated that environmental
dynamism had a significant regression with internal business processes and perspectives on learning
and growth, with 0.259 and 0.607, respectively. CRM was significantly associated with financial
(0.327), customer (0.373), and internal business process (0.451) perspectives. This study provides an
integrative framework to construction enterprises, and determinants of organisational sustainable
performance, which are substantial developments in the current literature on CRM practices. Given
the significance of the construction sector to the global economy, ecology, and social well-being, its
sustainable performance can lead to a sustainable future for communities

Keywords: organisational sustainable performance; business environment; customer relationship
management; determinants of performance; performance differential; regression model

1. Introduction

In New Zealand, the construction industry is dynamic and often unpredictable. Such
dynamic marketplaces, according to [1], boost the level of competition in the market.
This may be used to describe the construction industry in New Zealand, which has a
highly competitive market due to its massive infrastructure development programmes.
As a result, the construction industry has become more fragmented, and profitability
has shrunk [2]. That result was due to the high intensity of competition, which led the
large organisations to control the market. A number of reasons have supported growth
in New Zealand’s construction sector. While population increase has driven the growth
in New Zealand’s north part residential sector, the majority of construction work in the
south part has been related to post-earthquake reconstruction. Residential, non-residential,
and infrastructure building permits were all issued in greater numbers year after year,
increasing the number of jobs in these industries. Although it appears that New Zealand’s
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construction boom is never-ending, it has been established that the industry has reached
its peak, as construction companies are unable to meet market demand. The construction
sector will not be able to outperform itself [3]. A survey conducted from 2015 to 2020
showed that the survival record of organisations in all construction industry sectors does
not exceed 50% [4]. According to the same survey, only 85% of the companies survive
after the first year [4]. To maintain a competitive advantage and stay sustainable in both
their dynamic as well as hypercompetitive markets, construction companies must strive to
improve constantly [5].

In a dynamic market, strategic management has different aspects that explain perfor-
mance differentials. Under the realm of strategic management, CRM (customer relationship
management) is an important aspect that influences business success significantly [6]. It
was posited as a primary factor of success in a competitive world. Essentially, CRM is about
establishing and managing relationships with important customers. Theoretically, it has
been argued to strike at the core of the marketing philosophy [7]. Numerous studies have
demonstrated the positive impact of CRM on sustainable organisational performance. Ef-
fective CRM implementation has been linked to desirable business results such as improved
customer satisfaction, retention, and company profitability [8].

It is commonly assumed that successful companies’ strategies and structures should
be in sync with their business environment to achieve optimised performance [9]. Any
organisation that operates in a dynamic and constantly changing environment, such as
construction companies, finds it challenging. The construction industry is frequently
perceived as uncertain and as riskier than any other industry [10]. The difficulties, threats,
and constraints facing construction organisations have placed great pressure on them to
employ measures to ensure their long-term viability. The nature of organisations is such
that they work around threats simultaneously, either avoiding them or transforming them
into organisational advantages to maximise efficiency.

This study provides a conceptual framework with two constructs to describe sus-
tainable organisational performance. Several studies have determined the effect of CRM
on performance [6]. Others have studied the business environment with organisational
performance. A shortage of studies exists to examine how business environments and
CRM impact sustainable organisational performance. Based on this trinity of knowledge,
the strategy can be applied to generate sustainable performance at the construction or-
ganisation level in future research. Achieving sustainable performance for construction
organisations will support sustainability, as the construction industry forms a significant
share of the system.

This study starts with a literature review, developing a conceptual model and research
hypotheses to be tested to address this gap. Before diving into the presentation and
discussion of the research findings, the research methods and methodology are explained.
A quantitative research approach using a questionnaire was used to collect data. Finally,
the study presents the conclusions, discusses the limits of the research, and suggests areas
for future research.

2. The Structure of the Proposed Framework and Its Related Hypotheses

The framework incorporates customer relationship management and the business
environment as two main constructs (Figure 1). With these, organisations could achieve
sustainable competitive advantage and superior performance. Accordingly, it involves two
hypotheses about the relationship between each construct and organisational performance.

The following subsections address the key relationships in this theoretical framework.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13121 3 of 17
Sustainability 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW  3  of  18 
 

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework. 

2.1. Customer Relationship Management (CRM) 

This  study  investigates CRM  from  a  strategic point of view.  In order  to  enhance 

partnerships,  it  is not as  important  to advertise and  invest  in  traditional brand‐related 

activities, as to develop systems that supplement the customer experience” [11] (p. 91). 

Companies and customers are supposed to benefit from CRM initiatives [12–14]. In turn, 

this enhances shareholder value by enabling strategically appropriate relationships with 

key customers [6]. 
Using  relationship  marketing  strategies  and  information  technologies,  CRM 

recognises and co‐creates consumer value. Information, technology, and applications are 

used  to  support  cross‐functional  integration  between  systems,  people,  activities,  and 

marketing  capabilities  [15]  (p.  168).  CRM  from  a  business  perspective  involves  the 

acquisition, retention, and collaboration with customers, among other tasks [7,11,14–16]. 
CRM activities include three primary characteristics at the customer‐facing level [8]: 

relationship  initiation, maintenance, and termination. During the relationship initiation 

stage,  primary  tasks were  to  acquire  new  customers  (customer  acquisition  activities), 

retain lost customers (customer regain activities), and implement the necessary customer 

analysis to support the aforementioned two activities. During the maintenance stage of a 

relationship,  customers  are  re‐engaged,  cross‐sold,  and  upsold,  and  referrals  are 

managed. Specific analysis of the customer (maintenance analysis) supports each of these 

tasks. The termination procedure incorporates customer exit management as well as the 

necessary analysis for its implementation. 
It  is not surprising  that both practitioners and academics are  interested  in CRM’s 

contribution to organisational performance, given the ability to deliver value to customers 

and  companies  [8,17,18].  However,  the  verdict  on  CRM’s  effect  on  organisational 

performance is still mixed. According to several studies conducted in the decade leading 

up to 2010, such as the Gartner Group, Butler Group, and AMR Research, CRM project 

performance was abysmal, with failure rates as high as 70%. Numerous academic studies 

have  documented  the  positive  impacts  of CRM  on  performance,  including  increased 

customers’ awareness [19], a greater sense of loyalty [20], and a higher sense of satisfaction 

among customers [19–22]. 
Rather than measuring the effects of CRM on customer‐related variables to measure 

performance, Reinartz et al.  [8] adopted a strategy‐based approach across  firms  that  is 

more comprehensive  in nature. An analysis of CRM’s  impact on revenue, profitability, 

and  business  growth  was  conducted.  Their  study  found  that  CRM  implementation 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework.

2.1. Customer Relationship Management (CRM)

This study investigates CRM from a strategic point of view. In order to enhance
partnerships, it is not as important to advertise and invest in traditional brand-related
activities, as to develop systems that supplement the customer experience” [11] (p. 91).
Companies and customers are supposed to benefit from CRM initiatives [12–14]. In turn,
this enhances shareholder value by enabling strategically appropriate relationships with
key customers [6].

Using relationship marketing strategies and information technologies, CRM recognises
and co-creates consumer value. Information, technology, and applications are used to
support cross-functional integration between systems, people, activities, and marketing
capabilities [15] (p. 168). CRM from a business perspective involves the acquisition,
retention, and collaboration with customers, among other tasks [7,11,14–16].

CRM activities include three primary characteristics at the customer-facing level [8]:
relationship initiation, maintenance, and termination. During the relationship initiation
stage, primary tasks were to acquire new customers (customer acquisition activities),
retain lost customers (customer regain activities), and implement the necessary customer
analysis to support the aforementioned two activities. During the maintenance stage of a
relationship, customers are re-engaged, cross-sold, and upsold, and referrals are managed.
Specific analysis of the customer (maintenance analysis) supports each of these tasks. The
termination procedure incorporates customer exit management as well as the necessary
analysis for its implementation.

It is not surprising that both practitioners and academics are interested in CRM’s con-
tribution to organisational performance, given the ability to deliver value to customers and
companies [8,17,18]. However, the verdict on CRM’s effect on organisational performance
is still mixed. According to several studies conducted in the decade leading up to 2010,
such as the Gartner Group, Butler Group, and AMR Research, CRM project performance
was abysmal, with failure rates as high as 70%. Numerous academic studies have doc-
umented the positive impacts of CRM on performance, including increased customers’
awareness [19], a greater sense of loyalty [20], and a higher sense of satisfaction among
customers [19–22].

Rather than measuring the effects of CRM on customer-related variables to measure
performance, Reinartz et al. [8] adopted a strategy-based approach across firms that is
more comprehensive in nature. An analysis of CRM’s impact on revenue, profitability, and
business growth was conducted. Their study found that CRM implementation contributed
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to improved relationship formation and that relationship maintenance had the greatest
effect. Furthermore, they found that CRM-compatible organisational alignment and ter-
mination and initiation of relationships have essential interactions, which suggest that
organisations that develop incentives and schemes to promote CRM-compatible behaviour
will be more effective. Consequently, a significant portion of the empirically supported
academic literature suggests that CRM systems and their implementation positively impact
business performance.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Customer relationship management (CRM) activities relate positively to
organisational performance.

2.2. The Business Environment

Organisations engaged in the construction industry operate globally within a rapidly
changing environment. They often struggle to survive in this turbulent environment when
they cannot respond to environmental uncertainty [23]. This is because the business oper-
ates in a general environment similar to that of other industries, which can be volatile [24].
This view is supported by Harrison and Pelletier [25], who state that organisations do not
operate in a vacuum; rather, they are shaped by their environment. An organisation’s
environment is the means of survival. The relationship between internal and external
influences of an organisation is what Harrison et al. [26] see as the business environment. It
consists of specific physical and social factors inside and outside organisational boundaries.
These factors directly affect individuals and groups’ decision-making behaviour.

Several studies have listed latent environmental variables in strategic management lit-
erature that jointly whittle the business environment. For example, Lenz and Engledow [27]
use five models to evaluate and identify business environments: industry structure, cog-
nitive, organisational field, reliance on ecology and resources, and the era model. In the
current research, four environmental variables defined by Mintzberg et al., Dess and Beard,
Ward et al., and Ray [28–31] are considered, including munificence, complexity, competitive
intensity, and dynamism.

The concept of munificence describes how organisations function in a context of
abundant resources and opportunities and how they compete for these opportunities
and resources [31]. Dynamism is the increase or decrease in the rate of change in a
particular industry or the degree of predictability or ambiguity in a business environment.
Usually, a high degree of munificence shields organisations from environmental stresses
because it provides financial and operational slack that can promote organisational stability
and development if used effectively [32]. It is imaginable, however, that organisations
may have “too much of a good thing”. On the one hand, organisational slack can be
bad for efficiency because it causes managers to become complacent about effectively
tracking performance enhancement. Small errors left unattended may lead to more severe
problems in the organisation and in the atmosphere, which can negatively affect morale
and productivity. In this way, the broken window hypothesis is supported. In contrast, it
leads to overconfidence in their abilities to provide better and more services. Accordingly,
environmental munificence either has a positive linear relationship with organisational
performance or a negative U-shaped relationship [33].

A company’s market and service variability and dispersion are examples of its en-
vironmental complexity. A heterogeneous environment typically involves a wide range
of customers, suppliers, and service users. It also works through an extensive range of
geographical areas in a dispersed environment. Nevertheless, it may be possible for organi-
sations to tailor the services they provide to the customer’s needs more effectively if they
have a diverse customer base. Hence, environment complexity has a direct relationship
with organisational performance.

A company’s competitive intensity refers to the degree to which it is threatened by
environmental forces such as market and regulatory forces (hostility due to competition)
while functioning within the construction industry.
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Finally, dynamism is caused by the acts of industry competitors or customers, such
as technological developments and variations in aggregate demand [34,35]. Whenever
there is instability and turbulence of external circumstances (instability and turbulence) of
that change, environmental dynamism results due to the pace of the change. For organisa-
tions to cope with environmental instability and turbulence, higher financial and human
resources are usually required [36]. Nevertheless, it is conceivable that demonstrating
increased sensitivity to an organisation’s external constraints will sharpen managerial
reflexes and trigger enhanced creativity, thus producing better organisational performance,
at least until environmental dynamism becomes strong enough to prevent any successful
management response. Dynamic environments affect organisational performance [37].
Since the relationship between environment dynamics and organisational performance
has many facets, it is conceivable that the disparities in the qualitative results achieved by
firms could be impacted by their environment dynamics [38].

In each of these approaches, assumptions are made about how the environment
functions and describes the nature and degree of environmental change and how managers
adapt to these environments [39]. As a result, previous studies [40–42] have shown that
an organisation’s environment can substantially impact the performance level of that
organisation.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The business environment variables are significantly related to organisational
performance.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Organisational Performance Measurement

Even though performance measurement is an important component of organisational
decision making and judgement, the term is difficult to define and measure [43,44]. Ac-
cording to Kagioglou et al. [45], performance measures how effective and efficient an
organisation’s mechanism/process achieves the targeted results. Organisations have tradi-
tionally measured their performance using financial terms such as return on investment,
returns on assets, and turnover. However, according to Kagioglou et al. [46], organisations’
reliance on financial measurements can only help them recognise the past performance but
not its contributors. Therefore, a comprehensive performance management system must
consider non-financial as well as financial metrics [47]. Several studies confirm the value
of financial and non-financial measures of business performance, which is illustrated in
Table 1.

This study uses the balanced scorecard (BSC) tool. In corporate management, it
is one of the most widely used methods of measuring performance by combining both
financial and non-financial metrics [48]. Drs. Kaplan and Norton worked on the creation of
the Balanced Scorecard (BSC). In the framework of evaluating construction performance,
the BSC is a strategic management tool that many construction companies have used to
evaluate and enhance their performances. The BSC explains performance in four proposed
perspectives and allows decision-makers to generate potential value. The BSC structure
helps companies customise a relevant set of indicators for their strategy, vision, and
realistic work environments for each perspective. The BSC has included a strategy map
that provides performance objectives and expectations. It outlines how the strategy can be
effectively implemented. It also enables the relationships between indicators in the four
BSC perspectives to be established in order to relate the different operations in relevant
departments to the expected outcomes [49]. Business from four critical perspectives can be
examined through BSC. The following questions can be answered through BSC [50]:

• Customer perception: How do customers view us?
• Internal perspective: Where does the business need to excel?
• Learning and growth perspective: Can the company keep improving and building

value?
• A financial perspective: How does the company appear to shareholders?
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Table 1. Some performance measures used in the research modified and adapted from [51].

Author(s) and
Year Method Industry-Focused Country of

Research Measures of Performance Subjective/
Objective

Kale and Arditi,
2002,2003 Survey Construction USA Contract award and

profit growth Subjective

Goerzen, 2007 Survey and
secondary Large MNEs Japan

Operating return on sales,
return on assets, operating

return on capital
Objective

Elbanna & Child,
2007 Survey

Textiles and clothing,
chemicals, and food

and beverage
Egypt

Relative financial
performance, relative

non-financial performance
Subjective

Crossland &
Hambrick, 2007 Secondary manufacturing and

service firms

Germany,
Japan, and the

USA

Return on assets, return on
sales, sales growth,

market-to-book value
Objective

Collis, Young, &
Goold, 2007

Survey and
secondary

Corporate
headquarters

Europe, the
USA, Japan,

&Chile

Return on capital employed,
total shareholder return,
growth in sales turnover,
overall effectiveness and

cost-effectiveness

Objective,
quasi-objective

Chen & Miller,
2007 Secondary US manufacturing

firms USA Return on assets, Altman’s Z Objective

Ho, 2015 Survey Construction Hong Kong The profit margin on turnover Subjective

3.2. Sample Characteristics and Questionnaire Development

The data used in this research were obtained from 65,320 listed construction organisa-
tions involved in structural and general construction work in New Zealand. The sample
consisted of 320 companies using a simple random sampling technique. The study esti-
mated the minimum sample size using Equation (1) [52].

ss =
z2 p(1 − p)

c2 (1)

where ss (sample size), z (standardised variable, p (percentage picking a choice, expressed
as a decimal), and c (confidence interval, expressed as a decimal).

The data were collected through a questionnaire sent by email. Qualtrics [53] was
used as the data collection instrument. This simple web-based survey tool is used for
conducting surveys, evaluating products, and collecting data. One hundred and one
responses were received at the end of the survey period, close to a 30% response rate. This
response rate is considered sufficient to generalise the results [52]. The questionnaire was
constructed using closed questions and a five-point Likert scale to evaluate respondents’
answers to the dimensions under consideration. Table 2 presents the demographics of the
participants. The survey questions have been carefully crafted to be free of wrong or right
answers, using a measurement scale that has been thoroughly tested in other countries.
The objective of the survey questions was to measure the business environment and CRM
and their effects on organisational performance. The research was designed based on a
post-positivism methodology. Accordingly, a quantitative approach was undertaken to
obtain an interpretation of performance determinants (Business environment and CRM)
for construction organisations in New Zealand. This method also provided a high level of
anonymity for the respondents, who wished to hold their opinions in confidentiality. It
could facilitate accuracy in responses.
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Table 2. Organisational demographics.

Demographic Information Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Years 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

3.3. Variables and Their Measurement

The data collection involved variables representing the business environment and
customers relationship management as the two independent variables and organisational
performance as the product of the proposed framework. All variables are listed in Table 3.

3.3.1. Dependent Variable

Divergent perspectives exist on the significance of various approaches used to con-
ceptualise and analyze organisational performance in strategy research [54]. Subjective
assessment is considered to be preferable to objective assessment by some academics [55,56].
While Allen et al. [57] believe that these two measures have innate positives and negatives,
this study uses both to investigate the relationship between determinants and perfor-
mance [58].

With BSC, traditional financial indicators were augmented with non-financial factors
based on three additional perspectives (the customer perspective, the internal business
perspective, and the learning and growth perspective).

In this particular study, four items were used to assess financial and customer per-
spectives, three indicators to assess learning and growth, and five items to assess internal
business processes [59,60].

Table 3. Variables of the study.

Variables Measures Source/s

Customer
relationship

management

Acquisition, regain, and referral
management activities.

Retention management, cross-selling, and
up-selling and exit management activities

Mumuni & O’Reilly [6].

Business
environment

Environmental dynamism
Environmental competitiveness

Environmental complexity
Environmental munificence

Kabadayi et al. [61];
Nandakumar et al. [35];

Auh & Menguc [61].

Organisational
performance

Financial perspective
Customer perspective

Internal business perspective
Learning and growth perspective

Kaplan & Norton [59];
Chang [60].

3.3.2. Independent Variables

The business environment and customer relationship management were defined as
the independent variables of the study. Table 3 describes the variables that are involved
in this study’s conceptual model. The dimensions of the environment were utilised to
measure the business environment. The study assessed these aspects through notions
such as dynamism, munificence, complexity, and competitive intensity. In choosing these
dimensions, the researchers followed the earlier studies [35,61,62]. The study used three
items to determine munificence environment, environmental complexity, competitive
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intensity, and dynamic environment. On a five-point Likert scale from 1 (very low) to 5
(very high), participants were asked to describe any changes in their work environments
and the impact of the variables.

Customer relationship management’s dimensions were included by acquisition, re-
gain, and referral management activities and retention, cross-selling, and up-selling and
exit management activities. The items to measure these dimensions were modified and
adapted from Mumuni and O’Reilly [6] with four and six items to determine each of them,
respectively. Respondents were asked to describe the effect of the practices on a five-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

4. Analysis and Description of Results

The relationship between business environment dimensions, CRM dimensions, and
organisational performance was assessed using multiple linear regression. It is a useful
statistical tool that evaluates the relationships between a group of independent variables
and one dependent variable [63]. A six-predictor multiple linear regression model was
proposed in this research. The six predictor variables are environmental dynamism (X1);
environmental competitiveness (X2); environmental complexity (X3); environmental mu-
nificence (X4); acquisition, regain, and referral management activities (X5); and retention
management, cross-selling and up-selling, and exit management activities (X6).

The proposed multiple linear regression model’s equations are outlined below:

Y (D1) = β0 + β1 (X1) + β2 (X2) + β3 (X3) + β4 (X4) + β5 (X5) + β6 (X6) + ε (2)

Y (D2) = β0 + β1 (X1) + β2 (X2) + β3 (X3) + β4 (X4) + β5 (X5) + β6 (X6) + ε (3)

Y (D3) = β0 + β1 (X1) + β2 (X2) + β3 (X3) + β4 (X4) + β5 (X5) + β6 (X6) + ε (4)

Y (D4) = β0 + β1 (X1) + β2 (X2) + β3 (X3) + β4 (X4) + β5 (X5) + β6 (X6) + ε (5)

where, Y (D1) = dependent variable (financial perspective), Y (D2) = dependent variable
(customers perspective), Y (D3) = dependent variable (internal business process perspec-
tive), Y (D4) = dependent variable (learning and growth perspective), β0 = constant, and
ε = error.

4.1. Construct Reliability and Validity

To assess the reliability of measurement scales, the study employed the component
factor analysis (CFA) technique [64]. The constructs were tested for reliability and validity
using SPSS [65]. To construct reliability measures using the factor analysis technique,
Cronbach’s alpha, percentages of variance, factor loadings, and eigenvalues were used.
This conforms to the recommendations of prior studies such as Hair et al. [64]. The research
ensured the items’ validity through a comprehensive literature review to distinguish the
questionnaire items. The reliability of the scales used to measure the consistency of the
multiple measurements has been discussed by Hair et al. [64]. As shown in Tables 4 and 5,
the Cronbach alpha coefficient was used to determine that some components returned a
coefficient threshold greater than or lesser than 0.7. Previous researchers have advocated
that Cronbach’s alpha value should be at least 0.7. However, Nandakumar [66] argues that
0.6 would suffice in exploratory research.

Almost all the current study variables were adopted or adapted from the scales previ-
ously studied. Nonetheless, some of the measurement elements had different reliability
aspects. They were refined and tested 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
previous studies [67]. PCA was also used to minimise the number of measures empirically
while keeping as much original information as possible by taking into account the number
of items that measured each variable. Unlike factor analysis, PCA assumes no particular
variance and that the total variance is equal to the common variance. This assumption
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was necessary to simplify data by reducing the number of variables included in regression
models. This view was endorsed by Ho [68], who stated there was a need to reduce the
number of original variables to a smaller set of linear configurations that accounted for the
majority of the variance.

However, Norušis [69] noted that more than one criterion is frequently employed to
assess the number of factors to be retained by excluding components with eigenvalues
less than one. For this criterion, all parameters must have a variance of one; therefore, all
factors with a variance less than one were excluded. Cattell [70] suggested a scree test as
an alternative solution. It searches for a position in which a reasonably large gap exists
between values. Calculating the curve above the horizontal path from smaller eigenvalues
would therefore reveal the total number of factors retained. In primary component analysis,
variables are removed to minimise the magnitude, so the most important factors emerge
first, followed by a number of minor factors, each making up a small fraction of the total
variance. Visual judgment was used without regard to predictive value in this approach.

Table 4. Principal component analysis result for the customer relationship management constructs.

Items Component h2 *

Customer Acquisition, Regain, and Referral Activities 1
We differentiate our customer attracting efforts based on

customer value 0.744 0.554

We have a systematic process for trying to regain the past
valued customers 0.747 0.557

We provide current customers with incentives for
referring to new potential customers 0.822 0.676

We try to manage the customer referral process actively 0.818 0.668
Total (Eigenvalue) 2.456

% of Variance 61.408
Cronbach’s alpha value 0.790

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.586
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 162.622

df 6
Sig. 0.000

Retention, Cross- and Upselling, and Exit
Management Activities 1

We maintain regular interactive communications with
our customers 0.667 0.444

We have customer loyalty or retention programs 0.787 0.620
We have a system that allows us to recommend different

products/services to customers based on their
previous demand

0.893 0.797

We have a system that allows us to recommend
higher-priced products to our customers 0.877 0.769

We provide special discounts to valuable customers if they
intensify their business with us 0.456 0.208

We have policies and procedures for discontinuing
relationships with low-value or problem customers 0.693 0.480

Total (Eigenvalue) 3.317
% of Variance 55.288

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.832
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.796

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 264.059
df 15

Sig. 0.000
* h2 called communality estimate. It measures the % of the variance in an observed variable accounted for by the
retained components.
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Table 5. Principal component analysis result for the business environment constructs.

Items Component h2

Environmental Dynamism 1

Our firm is faced with a rapidly changing
marketing environment 0.722 0.522

Customers constantly have new requirements in regards
to the products and services 0.870 0.758

The demand for products/services and delivery time
change constantly 0.827 0.684

Total (Eigenvalue) 1.963

% of Variance 65.443

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.733

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.637

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 70.940

df 3

Sig. 0.000

Environmental Competitiveness 1

Our firm has relatively strong competitors 0.736 0.542

Our firm is in a highly competitive market 0.860 0.739

Price competition is a hallmark of our local market 0.855 0.732

Total (Eigenvalue) 2.013

% of Variance 67.095

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.752

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.657

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 77.398

df 3

Sig. 0.000

Environmental Complexity 1

Meeting the customers’ needs is complicated 0.871 0.759

The segmentation within major end-user markets
is complected 0.876 0.767

Managing the supply chain effectively is complicated 0.815 0.665

Total (Eigenvalue) 2.191

% of Variance 73.030

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.811

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.703

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 104.313

df 3

Sig. 0.000

Environmental Munificence 1

The demand for our product in our current market is
strong and growing 0.588 0.346

There are abundant resources (i.e., financial, supply, and
human) in our market to support the potential growth of

the companies
0.875 0.765
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Table 5. Cont.

Items Component h2

There is no shortage of necessary resources in our market 0.821 0.675

Total (Eigenvalue) 1.786

% of Variance 59.524

Cronbach’s alpha value 0.654

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.562

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 54.999

df 3

Sig. 0.000

To assess the suitability of the data for further study, the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO)
method was used with the Bartlett sphericity test for each construct to determine data
sampling adequacy (MSA).

KMO =
∑j 6= k ∑ r2

jk

∑j 6= k ∑ r2
jk + ∑j 6= k ∑ p2

jk
(6)

where rjk was the simple correlation coefficient between variables j and k, and pjk was the
partial correlation coefficient between variables j and k. The test established the minimum
conditions that the data must meet to be deemed suitable for PCA. KMO values would
range from 0 to 1, with a minimum of 0.50 suggested [71]. The KMO for the study constructs
were all above 0.5, which was above the acceptable threshold. The Bartlett test [72],
which tested whether the correlation matrix differed significantly from the identity matrix,
indicates that the data are appropriate for analysis based on the significant relationship
between the variables. The structure of the eigenvalues shown in Tables 4 and 5 confirmed
the validity and reliability of the constructs [73].

4.2. Correlation and Regression Analysis

Descriptions of the statistical results and results related to the correlations are provided
in Table 6. Pearson’s analysis of the product–moment correlation coefficient between the
variables examined in the study was used to test these hypotheses and further explore the
relationship between the variables. The results of the correlations indicate that all business
environment structures have significant correlations with organisational performance. It
implies a strong link between environmental dynamism, competitiveness, complexity, and
munificence and organisational performance measures. In absolute values, the correlation
between latent variables was between 0.021 and 0.551.

Financial, customer, and internal business process variables were strongly correlated
with customer relationship management variables, while learning and growth variables
were not. Customer acquisition, regain, and referral activities had the strongest correlation
with customer perspective of the organisational performance (r = 0.552, p < 0.01).

The higher the coefficient of correlation, the stronger the connection between variables
(Table 7). The highest correlation coefficient was found in the relationships between the
customer relationship management activities (r = 0.807, p < 0.01). Significant, positive
(r = 0.705, p < 0.01) relations between the customer perspective and financial perspective of
the organisational performance were found.
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Table 6. A descriptive analysis of the variables employed in the study.

Construct Mean Std.
Deviation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Environmental
dynamism 3.8812 0.72047 1

2. Environmental
competitiveness 4.3828 0.66897 0.499 ** 1

3. Environmental
complexity 3.9274 0.79806 0.617 ** 0.423 ** 1

4. Environmental
munificence 3.7657 0.80214 0.390 ** 0.368 ** 0.299 ** 1

5. Customer
acquisition,
regain, and

referral activities

3.2881 0.94477 0.023 −0.082 −0.097 0.465 ** 1

6. Customer
retention, cross-
and upselling,

and exit
management

activities

3.0347 0.95092 0.027 −0.073 −0.094 0.358 ** 0.807 ** 1

7. Financial
perspective 3.7401 0.67075 0.242 * 0.237 * 0.061 0.507 ** 0.484 ** 0.343 ** 1

8. Customer
perspectives 3.8680 0.68973 0.181 0.205 * 0.021 0.486 ** 0.552 ** 0.417 ** 0.705 ** 1

9. Internal
business process

perspective
3.7010 0.72808 0.350 ** 0.284 ** 0.122 0.551 ** 0.507 ** 0.319 ** 0.644 ** 0.679 ** 1

10. Learning and
growth

perspective
3.9967 0.86730 0.538 ** 0.328 ** 0.293 ** 0.365 ** 0.118 0.033 0.474 ** 0.430 ** 0.651 ** 1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 7. Role of thump to correlation effect.

Correlation Strength Dancey and Reidy [74] Field [70]

Perfect 1.0 1.0
Strong 0.7–0.9 ±0.5

Moderate 0.4–0.6 ±0.3
Weak 0.1–0.3 ±0.1

Table 8 indicates the relationships between business environment, customer rela-
tionship management, and organisational performance. Model 1 results show that only
environmental munificence has a significant positive relationship with organisational per-
formance’s financial measures out of the four environmental dimensions. In addition,
customer acquisition, retention, and referral activities were found to be positively corre-
lated with organisational financial performance. It also shows that a complex business
environment acts negatively with financial performance but not significantly. In Model 2,
the same variables (environmental munificence and customer acquisition, regain and re-
ferral activities) with environmental competitiveness have a significant positive link with
customer perspective measures of organisational performance. The regressing the internal
business process perspective shows a strong positive relationship with all variables except
environmental complexity, which shows an insignificant negative effect, as reported in
Model 3 in Table 8. Finally, Model 4 represents the regression relationships between the
predictors above and organisational performance’s learning and growth perspective. Only
environmental dynamism has a significant and positive relationship.
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Table 8. Regression analysis results between variables and performance measures.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Independent Variables Financial Customers Internal
Business Proc

Learning
and Growth

Environmental Dynamism 0.128 0.069 0.259 ** 0.607 ***
Environmental

Competitiveness 0.156 0.181 * 0.165 * 0.074

Environmental Complexity −0.116 −0.104 −0.132 −0.096
Environmental Munificence 0.226 * 0.188 ** 0.235 ** 0.170

Customer Acquisition, Regain
and Referral Activities 0.327 *** 0.373 *** 0.451 *** 0.165

Customer Retention, Cross-
and Upselling, and Exit
Management Activities

−0.092 −0.054 −0.196 ** −0.170

R 0.614 0.635 0.687 0.580
R2 0.377 0.404 0.472 0.336
∆F 9.470 *** 10.598 *** 14.024 *** 7.936 ***

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

5. Discussion

Modern competitive conditions require organisational performance to be improved
via customer relationship management practices. This research aimed to uncover the link
between customer relationship management practices, organisational performance, and
the business environment.

The regression results indicate that Hypothesis 1 is supported. The business envi-
ronment measures are significantly associated with all the measures of organisational
performance. Environmental complexity was found to have negative but insignificant
associated with organisational performance. It contradicts the findings of an earlier study
by Oyewobi et al. [75] and McArthur and Nystrom [76], who found a significant relation-
ships between subjective and objective performance measures with the above-mentioned
variables.

The CRM practices construct was empirically examined, and it was discovered to have
a positive impact on organisational performance. Thus, Hypothesis 2 can be accepted. The
analysis results show that customer relationship management (customer acquisition, regain
and referral activities) is significantly associated with organisational performance (financial,
customer, and internal business process perspectives). As a result, CRM appears to deliver
some of the benefits that organisations expect when they invest in CRM practices. However,
the magnitude and direction of this relationship’s influence were smaller than expected. In
other words, some practices are likely to improve performance, while others are unlikely.
This study supports the findings of an earlier study that examined deconstructed measures
of firm performance in connection with customer relationship management [6]. The low
or no costs of referral management may contribute to the result. Using customer referral
programs often necessitates a company providing positive experiences for its consumers
and soliciting and streamlining the referral process. However, customer retention, cross-
selling and upselling, and exit management have a significant yet negative relationship
with the internal business process.

Based on financial and non-financial variables, these results reveal the relationship
between CRM, environmental factors, and organisational performance. They show that
customers will be more dedicated and loyal if they are valued, and as a result, organisational
performance will be improved. Additionally, this study confirms that New Zealand’s
environmental commitment impacts the performance of organisations in the construction
sector. It implies that more resources can contribute to better organisational performance.
Furthermore, it will ease the organisation’s burden of paying more attention to conserving
the available resources and staying away from illegal actions, which could be costly and
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negatively impact their performance. These results are consistent with previous findings in
different settings, such as those of [77].

The current study offers theoretical and managerial breakthroughs, as well as suggests
many research applications. The theoretical contribution is that it provides an integrative
framework to enterprises, which is a substantial development in the current literature of
CRM practices and determinants of organisational performance. This study constructs
and develops a conceptual model containing features such as CRM and the business
environment. Even if some of the concepts described in this conceptual model may be
familiar to practitioners, its usefulness lies in its ability to integrate these disparate ideas
into a more comprehensive and holistic picture of organisational performance drivers.

This research has several important managerial implications. First and foremost, CRM
practices can be clearly utilised to generate valuable customer information that can be
used to improve organisational performance. Because traditional marketing methods for
enhancing customer retention are expensive, the finest CRM practices provide organisations
with a potential solution to address this essential issue. In different business environmental
scenarios, CRM practitioners will adapt, design, and test integrative techniques. Second,
measuring a company’s CRM regularly could aid managers in tracking improvements over
time. Aside from the model’s applicability in the monitoring process, the CRM model’s
components may help human resource managers build appropriate training programmes
that can help increase the staff’s grasp of the tasks involved in CRM implementation. Finally,
top management can use this framework to produce relevant and effective marketing plans
and methods. Functional managers can also utilise the framework to establish explicit
policies that promote CRM as a necessary and important company process rather than a
burden on employees.

6. Conclusions

This study conducted a quantitative method to evaluate a framework that associated
CRM and the business environment with sustainable organisational performance. The
results showed that the business environment and customers’ acquisition, regain, and
referral activities are critical determinants of sustainable organisational performance. Envi-
ronmental dynamism, competitiveness, and munificence significantly affect organisational
performance’s financial and non-financial perspectives. Customer acquisition, regain, and
referral activities positively and significantly affect sustainable organisational financial,
customer, and internal business process performance. Moreover, a significant negative
effect was found between customer retention, cross- and upselling, and exit management
activities and internal business processes. The impact of CRM activities may differ from the
influence on specific components of a composite measure of business performance. In other
words, interestingly, the significance of the variables differs based on the measurement
of sustainable performance. The benefit of the findings to managers is that they must
recognise that measuring organisational performance is a very complex construct. As a
result, managers should be aware that the interaction between environmental variables
and organisational design has varying effects on sustainable organisational performance,
depending on which performance components are addressed.

The implications of the study for researchers and practitioners were discussed in a
variety of ways. The analysis provided a foundation for future researchers interested in ex-
ploring the causes of organisations’ performance heterogeneity in the construction industry.
This also has implications for construction management and practitioners when designing
their work environment and customer relationship activities to achieve sustainable and
superior results.

Nonetheless, the findings have limitations that could reduce the generalisability of the
results. The first point to mention is that CRM processes change over time, and businesses
may be at different stages of CRM deployment at different times. As a result, the organ-
isations in the study’s sample were likely in different stages of their CRM development
when the researchers conducted the cross-sectional study. Second, while the independent
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variables explain a significant variation in organisational performance, future research
may include additional items in measuring organisational performance. It should consider
efficiency variables, such as cost reductions in production, and effectiveness variables, such
as the launch of new products, as components of organisational success. Third, 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 limitations, as a larger sample may
have provided for more practical conclusions.
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