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Reflections from the Chair
32nd ARCOM Annual Conference
The 32

“ARCOM has existed
over thirty years with
a mission to raise
capacity and
capability in the field
of construction
management
research.”

Annual Conference and
General Meeting of ARCOM took place
in Manchester – a city known for its
many firsts, from the pivotal role it
played in the industrial revolution, to the
birth of the Suffragettes and Trade Union
movements, to the modern day discovery
of Graphene. In a similar vein, the 32nd
Annual ARCOM Conference celebrated a
few firsts as well. The conference was the
first themed conference in ARCOM’s
history. The ‘bee’ has been adopted as a
motif for Manchester to symbolise
industry and acknowledge the
contributions of the working class. It was
therefore fitting that the theme for the
Manchester conference should revolve
around the worker, and to question how
construction work and the worker are
evolving amidst social and technological
change.
nd

Not surprisingly, the theme of the worker
attracted a large number of contributions

that examine health, safety and wellbeing
in the industry. Two other thematic areas
that saw quite a surge in the number of
contributions included building
information modelling (BIM) and low
energy/sustainable construction, with
many authors examining how
developments in the digital world and
growing environmental consciousness are
having implications for construction
work. It was also promising to see more
theoretically-informed, engaged
scholarship where authors are concerned
not only with the principles of
construction management, but also what
these mean for everyday, mundane
practices in organising construction work
all over the world.
Although ARCOM is principally a British
association, our annual conference
continues to have global reach. We are
delighted to have welcomed delegates
from over 40 countries in this year’s
conference. This is especially encouraging
Continue next page...
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since ARCOM 2016 took place soon after the Brexit
vote. The vote has certainly been a momentous event
in Britain in 2016, and raised (still raises) a number of
pertinent points and questions that are relevant to the
discussion of construction work and the worker. For
instance, the vote brought to the fore tensions that
have been brewing between the global and the local.
Matters of concern such as control by supra-national
institutional bodies, immigration, rising inequalities,
unemployment and under-employment, and the
power of Big Business were highlighted during and
after the EU Referendum.
These matters are also of concern for the construction
industry, an industry sector that lies at the very nexus
of global cooperation (and coordination of supply and
demand of goods, services and people) on the one
hand, and local production and community
engagement on the other. So, how will construction
companies and workers negotiate the tensions
between the global and the local in a post-Brexit
world? The vote is also seen by some as being antiestablishment and anti-expertise. For academic
researchers, this raises the question as to how we
make our expertise matter for all. These questions
were debated in a Plenary Discussion session

intended to identify ‘Radical Questions’ that our
community could be (ought to be) asking moving
forward in a post-Brexit world (see also a summary of
the debate in this newsletter).
ARCOM has existed over thirty years with a mission
to raise capacity and capability in the field of
construction management research. Papers presented
at ARCOM conferences often end up in high-quality
journals within and outside the field. We have again
invited a selection of authors of some of the best
papers accepted for presentation in this year’s
conference to extend their papers for publication in
Construction Management and Economics. For the
first time, we also hosted a ‘Meet the Editors’ session
at the conference, with representations from the ASCE
Journal of Management in Engineering, Building
Research and Information, Construction Management
and Economics, and Structural Survey.
ARCOM 2016 was also enriched by a number of
keynote lectures. The first keynote delivered by Stefan
Gottlieb of the Danish Building Research Institute
mobilised Foucault’s ideas of governmentality to
Continue next page...

Editor letter….
Welcome to this issue of ARCOM Newsletter!
This issue features four articles from the 32nd Annual Conference in Manchester. First, Dr Paul Chan,
the Conference Chair, provided reflections on the conference. Then, he outlined the discussion on
Brexit and its implications on construction work and workers. They were followed by a reflection on
the Social Value Spotlight by Cara Mulholland and the presentation of best paper prizes. Doctoral
workshop on Sustainability and BIM was summarised by Professor Lloyd Scott, followed by full track
descriptions for the next conference. Dr Patrick Manu explained his new research project, entitled
“Design for Safety Capability Maturity Indicator (DfS-CMI)”. This issue concludes with profiles of new
committee members and a call for paper for the 33rd Annual Conference. I wish to thank to all
contributors in this issue.
I would welcome any comments, and wish to invite your contributions to the newsletter. Please get in
touch, by sending e-mail to R.Soetanto@lboro.ac.uk. Merry Christmas and Happy New Year 2017!!
Robby Soetanto
Loughborough University
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examine the formation and transformation of the
Danish building industry. Stefan questioned the
orthodoxy that nothing much has changed in the
construction industry. Using the Danish context as an
example, he traced how the construction industry was
created as a post-war political construct of national
modernisation, and how this has been gradually and
more recently replaced by increasing deregulation
where control of the industry has given way to a more
free-market ideology in which the worker is now
reframed as an autonomous calculative subject. His
keynote was discussed by Linda Clarke, University of
Westminster and CLR Europe.
The second keynote by Dylan Tutt from the
University of Reading reminded us of the importance
of the worker in studying the construction industry.
Through his ethnographic work of migrant workers in
construction, Dylan’s keynote provoked us to think of
the sources of our data and how this can be grounded
in the everyday and mundane, including
advertisements on shop windows patronised by
construction workers. His keynote was discussed by
Edmundo Werna from the International Labour
Organization (ILO). The Langford Lecture delivered
by Tom Bartley, an Engineering Doctorate candidate
from the University of Bristol, explored what change
means for those working in the construction industry.
There was also a Social Value spotlight on the
Wednesday, which built on discussions from the
Lincoln conference as well as the ARCOM Seminar on
Social Value.

“…..the 32nd Annual ARCOM Conference
celebrated a few firsts as well.”

A total of 128 papers were presented at the ARCOM
2016 Conference. Listening to the conversations at the
conference, I was left with a number of key points for
reflection, including:
People: It is almost cliché to talk about people being
the most important asset of any industry. But, serious
questions were raised especially by Dylan’s keynote
and Edmundo’s discussion as to who builds our cities
and under what conditions and with what
consequences.
Power and Politics: There is also the question of
dominance, and who gets included and who gets
excluded in the name of progress.
Progress and Progression: Many authors were
motivated in their studies to document change in the
industry, not just nationally but also globally. It was
interesting to hear how change was affecting workers
in the construction industry in a number of countries,
with contributions from Asia, Australia, America, and
the Nordic Countries.
Practices: It was interesting to see so many papers that
were not simply about principles and policies, but
more about actual practices. There were also a
number of researchers who are practitioners at the
same time.
Paper development: Last, but not the least, ARCOM is
always about development. And it is good to see the
plenary and breakout sessions filled with such
thought-provoking discussions. ARCOM 2016 saw an
extended discussion session in the breakouts with
each paper assigned discussants. This seemed to work
well and will continue for ARCOM 2017.
Paul W Chan
Conference Chair, ARCOM 2016
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Construction work and the worker in a post-Brexit world

Given that the ARCOM 2016 Conference took place
in Manchester, the theme of the conference was to
question ‘Construction Work and the Worker’. As part
of the conference, a ‘Radical Questions’ discussion was
organised to debate the future of construction work
and the worker in a post-Brexit world. The voting
outcome of the EU Referendum in Britain in June 2016
brought to the fore questions about the tensions
between the global and the local, the asymmetrical
positions of the movement of goods and services
versus the movement of people, and the role of
experts in shaping public sentiment and debate.
These are issues that have a high relevance to the
construction industry, and those who study the sector.
And indeed, the Brexit vote is likely to have
consequences for the UK construction industry given
the reliance on migrant workers.
The panel of discussants included Stefan Gottlieb
(Danish Building Research Institute), Dylan Tutt
(University of Reading), Linda Clarke (Westminster
Business School and the European Institute for
Construction Labour Research), Edmundo Werna
(International Labour Organization), and Tom Bartley
(dotBuiltEnvironment). The session was chaired by
Andy Dainty (Loughborough University). Despite the
exhortations of ‘Brexit means Brexit’ by Theresa May’s
administration, the discussion opened with the
question of what Brexit means and how researchers
can contribute to ongoing discussions and debates of
the meaning of Brexit for Britain and the rest of
Europe and the world. The panellists were split into
two main camps. On the one hand, there was
recognition that regulations and design codes that
affect the UK construction industry are intimately tied

to Europe, and that Brexit could mean rewinding and
untangling over 4 decades of integration efforts. At
least for some, this constituted an opportunity for
built environment professionals to write and rewrite
these regulatory codes.
On the other hand, there were voices of pessimism
highlighting how Brexit could bring about
disproportionately adverse effects on those found at
the bottom of the labour market. Anecdotal evidence
of the rise in xenophobia and discrimination on sites
painted a less sanguine picture. At the same time,
questions were raised as to whether it was still fit-forpurpose to consider national perspectives in an
increasingly global world? This is especially so in the
UK’s aspirations to become global Britain. Indeed, the
workforce in the UK construction industry is
European with companies relying on migrant workers
trained elsewhere. Brexit could spell trouble in terms
of intensifying skills shortages in the absence of a
coordinated vocational education and training system
in the UK.
The ARCOM 2016 Conference attracted over 200
delegates (constituted by more than 40 nationalities).
It is therefore not surprising to find questions raised
by delegates as to what Brexit means and whether this
mattered for those outside the UK and Europe. There
were questions raised over the role of supranational
institutions like the EU, and what this means for
creating and sustaining social dialogue between the
state and their citizens, between employers and
employees/workers. The debate ended with a
question on the role of the elites and academic experts
in shaping society and public perception.
Paul W Chan

Page 5

ARCOM Newsletter

Vol. 34 Issue 1

A reflection on the Social Value Spotlight by Cara Mulholland
Cara Mulholland is a PhD
Researcher in the
School of Mechanical, Aerospace
and Civil Engineering, University
of Manchester. Her research
involves working with the
Nuclear Decommissioning
Authority and Arup, looking at
the Social Value of nuclear clean
up.

In September 2016 ARCOM convened in Manchester
– the birth place of the industrial revolution – to
discuss ‘Construction Work and the Worker’. We had
many interesting presentations putting the worker,
the people, at the fore of construction management.
The rise and fall of construction is closely tied to the
economy of a country. When coming through the
recession in the UK focus was on encouraging
community growth, which in ways helped spawn the
Public Services (Social Value) Act (2012). So this ties
up nicely with the growing concern of social issues,
and ARCOM’s spotlight on Social Value. But I saw the
issue of Social Value appeared in many ways over the
3 days, in different contexts and from across
countries.
There were many mentions of sustainable business,
how including social value makes sense for
sustainable work, or why unfair business is bad for
business. There was work looking at Indigenous
construction in Australia, examining issues of
inclusion; then the reasons for and broader
implications of New Zealand’s housing shortage. In
the vocational training session they discussed
employment and training outcomes which affect the
worker directly, linking back to Linda Clarke’s
discussion of the keynote about the importance of
paying more attention to the role of labour in the
construction industry.
Returning back to the Social Value Spotlight, each of
the speakers brought attention to the much neglected
area of social value in construction. Fady Farag
proposed a framework to improve and include social
value at all stages of construction projects; Sylvia
Hammond brought the interesting and complex issue
of informal roadside work-seekers, how they keep
dignity and raised the question of whether
formalisation of sectors is really for the greater good;
Daniella Petersen showed some concrete results of a
big player in the construction industry actively
participating in social procurement, addressing
housing and employment issues for the marginalised
migrant communities; and Jemma Bridgeman gave
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some great reflections on a successful Social Returns
on Investment (SROI) project that has gone on to be
used in giving a voice to the young service users of her
charity. There was very little to suggest that Social
Value can be seen as anything other than crucial and
necessary, to the point that it seems illogical this leg of
sustainability has been left to fall behind the economic
and environmental practices adopted by construction
organisations and in broader conversations.
The discussants, Professors Chris Gorse and Martin
Loosemore, raised the topics of gender inequality and
racial discrimination as example of sub-agendas which
are so difficult to step away from, fully wrapped up in
the Social Value of works. This is where bureaucracy
has stepped in officially in countries such as the USA
and Australia with quotas to be met. It can also be
seen within the UK itself in the Northern Ireland
context. But it needs to be questioned whether these
official regulations are doing enough to address issues.
And if organisations are doing the minimum required,
is that Social Value being enacted? The idea of Social
Value needs to go beyond this.
We need to stop drawing distinct lines between the 3
pillars of sustainability, and realise that economic and
environmental issues are intrinsically socially valuable
as well. We need to expand how we view ‘social’. It is
something that impacts every part of society and lives.
The value of a project may in fact be in the intangible
outcomes such as the provision of beautiful, green
spaces for wellbeing, or changing the atmosphere of
an area. Perhaps because of the intangible nature of
social value, Martin Loosemore reminded us in
opening up the spotlight session that “social value is
something that cannot be defined. It means something
different to everybody. This makes regulating it
challenging and questionable. Social Value is not
something that can be reduced to a protocol. It should
be embodied and felt, and not necessarily measured.
Fady added that this is not something that should be a
tick-box exercise. So why are we trying to fit it in to
these calculative procedures – that is only one way to
ensure it is involved in a project. Social Value is a
socially-constructed concept, ever-changing
depending on positioning. Social Value needs to be an
ongoing, narrative, storytelling process. Can we accept
the intangible, the emotive – trusting feelings and
intuitions – not as a weakness, but as a strength? Is
there scope to open up space for people to bring
values to the decision making process in all stages of
work, and for giving the worker more stake in this?
Perhaps the spotlight is just the starting point for these
questions and conversations so that, as one conference
participant noted, we can “move from knowledge to
wisdom”.
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Best Paper Prizes 2016
The CIOB CRI Award for the Best Paper on Innovation and
Sustainability
Martin Loosemore and Anumitra Chand —”Barriers To Building Resilience
To Extreme Weather Events In Australian Hospitals ”
As countries around the world face more regular extreme-weather-events
(EWEs), there is a need to consider how infrastructural systems can cope
with the intensification of these occurrences. Loosemore and Chand,
through an in-depth case study of a major Australian tertiary hospital,
examine the resilience of organisational and infrastructural systems, and
analysed the barriers in making Australian hospitals more resilient to
EWEs. Their case study is informed by a rich dataset comprising semistructured interviews, observations of disaster drills and disaster planning
meetings, as well as additional documentary analysis of past incident
reports. Their findings indicate widespread ignorance among key
stakeholders of the influence of hospital design in delivering healthcare to
the community during an EWE.
The CIOB Award for the Best International Paper
Helen Lingard, Sarah Pink, Jan Hayes, Vanessa McDermott and James
Harley — ”Using Participatory Video to Understand Subcontracted
Construction Workers’ Safety Rule Violations”
Traditionally, managing occupational health and safety (OHS) tended to be
carried out in a top-down, prescriptive fashion. Violations to rules are
treated as a problem. In this study, Lingard and colleagues question this
premise and argue for the need to understand more deeply the causes and
consequences of safety rule violations. Through a participatory video
process and interviews with a group of subcontracted insulation
installation workers in Australia, they demonstrated how rules are in some
cases broken because the rules themselves are not practical given
situational constraints, or because working to rule would impact the ability
to meet production targets. Managers are sometimes complicit in rulebreaking, quietly ignoring routine violations in the interests of getting the
work done. They also found that other routine violations were
necessitated by not having the correct equipment.
Taylor and Francis Award for the Most Theoretically-Informed Paper
Rikard Sandberg, Christine Räisänen, and Martin Löwstedt — “Exploring
the Work Practices of Site Managers as Processes of Embodiment”
In construction, site managerial work has often been depicted as
‘muddling through’, skilfully solving problems as these inevitably crop up
and trying to be everywhere at the same time. In this paper, Sandberg and
colleagues studied the actual work activities of site managers and how
expectations, meanings and values about what is desirable are constructed
in and through their everyday work. Drawing especially on the work
stories of two site managers, a man and a woman, in a large Swedish
construction company, they argue that practices enacted on site can better
be understood as various processes of embodiment.

Continue next page...
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David Langford Commemorative Award
Tara Brooks and John Spillane — “Does Inappropriate Quality Control
Demotivate Workers? A Critical Review”
The construction industry requires quality control and regulation of its
contingent, unpredictable environment. However, taking too much control
from workers can disempower and demotivate. In this critical literature
review, Brooks and Spillane analyse construction, psychological and
management research regarding the control and motivation of workers to
highlight how quality management systems do not always work as
designed. Workers perceive that unnecessary, wasteful and tedious counter
checking of their work implies that they are not fully trusted by
management to work without oversight. Control of workers and pressure
can also be counter-productive as it leads to resistance and deception.
RICS Best Paper on Sustainability
Niamh Murtagh, Loulwa Achkar and Aeli Roberts — “The People That NoOne Notices? The Power of Building Control Inspectors in Sustainable
Construction”
Building Control Inspectors review designs and on-site construction in
order to evaluate, and ultimately certify, compliance with the regulations,
but little research has been carried out previously to investigate the role of
these professionals in sustainable construction. Through semi-structured
interviews with 20 building inspectors and four key informants from
professional bodies in England, Murtagh and colleagues found that the
building inspectors tended to position their power as wholly derived from
the regulations, thus constraining their contribution on sustainability to
regulation enforcement. Yet, building control inspectors do much more
than this in their day-to-day activities which included providing advice and
guidance, effective membership of design teams and a collaborative
relationship with contractors/builders, architects and members of the
public. With greater recognition of the varied bases of power available to
them, building inspectors could extend their influence in daily working
interactions to facilitate more sustainable construction.”
Paul Townsend Commemorative Award
Paul Tansey and John Spillane — “From Crisis to Opportunity: Turnaround
Strategies of Large Irish Construction Contractors during the period 20072015”
Tansey and Spillane reported on the strategic and operating actions of large
Irish contracting firms following the financial crisis of 2007. Through five
exploratory case studies, they show that, although retrenchment is often
considered to be a short-term strategy, this is often not the only way large
contracting firms cope with a downturn. They noted how
internationalization became critical, with the turnaround process shifting
towards strategic reorientation that altered the firms' market domain. Their
findings provide valuable assistance for construction contractors in dealing
with organisational decline and in developing a successful turnaround
response.

Continue next page...
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Rod Howes Commemorative Award
Stefan Christoffer Gottlieb and Jens Stissing Jensen — “Governmentalities of
Construction: From Mortar to Modular Systems and Markets”
This paper formed the basis of one of the keynote talks at the ARCOM 2016
Conference. Gottlieb and Jensen applied the concept of governmentality
by Michel Foucault to analyse the formation and transformation of the
Danish construction industry, and the consequences of change for the sector and the construction worker. They argued that the construction industry is a political construct, as they traced how construction became a coherent sector and rendered governable in the 1940s in order to achieve national modernisation. Associated with this formation of the construction sector
is the exercise of disciplinary power through the political measures of regulation. By contrast, the mid-1990s saw the transformation of the sector
through deregulation and the establishment of and emphasis on free markets as governmental objectives. This transformation, they argued, enabled
the rearticulation of the construction worker as a calculative subject with
responsibilities for their own conduct and the development sector as a
whole.
Emerald Research Methodology Award
Henning Grosse — “An Insider’s Point of View – Auto-Ethnography in the
Construction Industry”
In this paper, Grosse drew on his experiences of a conflict with an architect
to examine his emotions and thoughts. In so doing, he described in a reflexive way how knowledge, perspective taking, and self-questioning can
help in articulating a practitioner’s (and researcher’s) underlying assumptions. In this paper, Grosse called for practitioners to be unsettled in order
to develop a more critical understanding of their own actions and emotions.

Wiley Blackwell Best Technical Paper Award
Emmanuel Manu, Nii Ankrah, Ezekiel A Chinyio and David Proverbs —
“Functional Consequences of Trust in the Construction Supply Chain: A MultiDimensional View”
Trust is multi-dimensional with varying functional consequences. In this
paper, Manu and colleague sought to provide some clarity on the functional consequence of trust in the project supply chain. Through observations,
document reviews and semi-structured interviews with supply chain parties on two case study projects in the UK, they found that the weaker dimensions of trust, which are impersonal (cognition-based and systemsbased) and the stronger (relational-based) dimension of trust, all fostered
effective knowledge sharing and self-organising behaviours in the supply
chain.
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ARCOM Doctoral Workshop on Sustainability and BIM

On 21st October 2016, ARCOM and DIT held
a Doctoral Workshop at the newly opened researcher
centre at DIT’s Grangegorman Greenway Hub. This
BREEAM very good rated building played host to
doctoral researchers who had the opportunity to share
and discuss their research progress. The aim of the day
was to draw together some of the PhD researchers in
the areas of Sustainability and BIM in the built
environment to better define the field of enquiry, share
experiences and consolidate existing efforts. Some
specific questions that guided the discussion during the
day included:
Professor Brian Norton, President DIT opened the
seminar with some positive words where he
commended the work of both ARCOM and the School
of Surveying and Construction Management in the
discipline.
Professor John Connaughton, from the University of
Reading (UK), provided an excellent key note entitled
"BIM and Sustainability: The Collaboration
Conundrum’ which provided the platform for
the important participant engagement on the day. He
focused on the issues that surround collaboration and
provided the research evidence that causes
communication to falter. His provided real world
examples from is own research as to how the issues
around BIM and Sustainability can be potentially
tackled.
In the first of the five papers, Mzyece shared his
research which is focused on critically evaluating the
role of BIM as a tool towards improved Health and
Safety coordination during the design and preconstruction stage in the context of the UK construction
industry. This he does by considering the duties placed
on the Principal Designer (PD) in the context of
Construction Design Management process through
reviewing the secondary data of the Statutory
Instrument. He justified using content analysis as the
selected method where thematic analysis revealed that
almost two-thirds of PD duties align appropriately with
achieving improved Health and Safety coordination.
Geoghegan in his first paper of two, addressed the
contextual factors of BIM implementation in
architectural design practices (ADP). He argued that
the literature review carried out provides for an
alternative approach to view and better understand
BIM implementation in ADPs. Geoghegan concluded
by proffering the position that there is increasing
awareness of the need for the convergence of both BIM
and sustainability in a more compatible manner than
previously done.
Rathnayake and Coates, in their paper, addressed the
important topic of incorporating BIM and Sustainability
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education within the construction curriculum. They
situate their research in the context of built
environment education in the UK. Their early findings
suggest that from the analysis of the research, suggest
that so as to meet the current industry demand for BIM
and Sustainability education, higher education
curricula should focus on Project based learning,
Knowledge Transfer Partnership, the integration of BIM
with existing AEC programmes. They also make the
recommendation that an improvement in the teaching
resources and materials is necessary to provide for
better performance in BIM and sustainability
capabilities.
Clarke-Hagan and Spillane consider Sustainability, BIM
and Lean construction where they pose the question as
to whether there is a future for the latter. Their research
highlights the reasons for the success or failure of a
construction projects, in terms of sustainability, at the
design stage. The research has also attempted to
identify areas in which gaps in knowledge exist where
the goal would be to enhance the understanding and
offer solutions. Results so far, indicate that the potential
advantages outweighed disadvantages, however what
has been revealed is that the uptake within the industry
is still slow and that better promotion of the underlying
benefits required; These include, sustainability, the
environment, society and the industry.
Geoghegan, in the final paper, explored the
methodological considerations for exploring the value
of BIM implementation for sustainable design in the
context of his research, architectural design practices.
He advocates an ‘interpretivist’ approach, where he
employed a research methodology that explores the use
of mixed methods through using both qualitative and
quantitative techniques. While attempting to better
understand the perceived value of BIM in the context of
implementation for sustainable design in architectural
design practices, the case is made that the convergence
of BIM and sustainability would appear to be incidental
rather than prescriptive and in many cases is reliant on
the client and their awareness of the value of it.
It was a pleasure to be associated with this important
aspect of the work of ARCOM and the continued
support for this type of ‘scaffolded’ experience for the
researchers as they make their own personal research
journey should be supported into the future! There is a
need to address the gaps in methodological approach
and allow researchers flourish and blossom by allowing
them the opportunity to experiment within their chosen
research domain.
“What we find changes who we become.” Peter Morville
Professor Lloyd Scott
Dublin Institute of Technology

ARCOM Newsletter

Vol. 34 Issue 1

ARCOM 2017— Track Descriptions
Track 1: Service Innovation and Value Cocreation
Hedley Smyth and Kamran Razmdoost, University College
London, The Bartlett School of Construction and Project
Management
Innovation has been a major challenge in the construction
industry. Academics have documented a shift of
construction industry actors from a transactional and
product-oriented industry towards a relational and serviceoriented one (e.g. Jacobsson and Roth, 2014; Jalkala et al.,
2010). Recently, innovation in construction companies has
been investigated through the service lens (e.g. Sivunen et
al., 2013).
Value co-creation has been the core phenomenon
investigated in service studies and has shaped our
knowledge about the way construction industry actors
relate to each other (Ahola et al., 2008; Chang et al., 2013).
Value co-creation is debated to be a joint process only
involving direct interaction or (Grönroos and Voima, 2013),
or a joint process through direct interaction or any other
institutional mechanisms (Vargo and Lusch, 2016). Project
and construction academics have seen value co-creation
mainly adopting the former view, highlighting the
importance of direct interactions in construction industry
(Chang et al., 2013; Crespin-Mazet and Ghauri, 2007).
Value co-creation has recently been seen in networks of
relationships in addition to dyadic relationships (e.g.
Gummeson and Male, 2010; Jaakkola and Hakanen, 2013).
Furthermore, value is more and more studied in context to
acknowledge the effects of contingencies and multi-layered
markets on service exchanges (Chandler and Vargo, 2011).
The implications of these advancements in our knowledge
about value co-creation for the innovative performance of
construction companies need further investigation.
Service ecosystem is also a new way of viewing service
exchanges (Akaka, Vargo and Lusch, 2013). A service
ecosystem is “a relatively self-contained, self-adjusting
system of resource-integrating actors connected by shared
institutional arrangements and mutual value creation
through service exchange” (Lusch and Vargo, 2014: 161). It
includes the interaction of actors (e.g., project managers,
key account managers, contractors, clients, government etc.)
as resource integrators with the environment. Service
ecosystem zooms out from an individual’s behaviour (i.e.,
individual-level) and dyadic relationships (i.e., micro-level)
to include network, regional (i.e., meso-level), society and
national (i.e., macro-level) actors and institutions (Vargo
and Lusch, 2016). It builds upon and extends beyond the
work in construction networks (e.g. Dubois and Gadde,
2000; Pryke, 2012), where a procurement emphasis has
prevailed, whereas provision from customer and
stakeholder perspectives is also part of the system in theory
and practice and thus the service configuration to observe
and develop balanced approaches to value provision and
realization.
In this track, we build on the existing knowledge on value

co-creation and service to understand innovative processes
and performances in the construction industry. We seek
papers that address following questions, but other
innovative and relevant topics are welcome:
How does innovation occur in service exchanges?
How different actors (e.g., clients, users, government)
influence innovation?
What is the relationship between value co-creation and
service innovation?
Which actors are more influential in construction
innovation?
How is innovation evolved in service ecosystems?
How is innovation evolved in a network of service
exchanges?
How do institutional mechanisms facilitate or impede
innovation?
What is the role of individual actors (e.g., project managers,
key account managers, functional managers) in
innovative performance?
What is the role of technology in value co-creation and
service innovation?
References
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Marketing Theory, 11(1), 35-49.
Chang, A., Chih, Y. Y., Chew, E. and Pisarski, A. (2013)
Reconceptualising mega project success in Australian
defence: recognising the importance of value co-creation.
International Journal of Project Management, 31(8), 11391153.
Crespin-Mazet, F. and Ghauri, P. (2007) Co-development as
a marketing strategy in the construction industry.
Industrial Marketing Management, 36(2), 158-172.
Dubois, A. and Gadde, L. E. (2000) Supply strategy and
network effects-purchasing behaviour in the construction
industry. European Journal of Purchasing and Supply
Management, 6(3-4), 207-215.
Grönroos, C. and Voima, P. (2013) Critical service logic:
making sense of value creation and co-creation. Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, 41(2), 133-150.
Gummeson, E. and Male, C. (2010) Marketing as value cocreation through network interaction and resource
integration. Journal of Business Market Management, 4(4),
181-198.
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Jacobsson, M. and Roth, P. (2014) Towards a shift in
mindset: partnering projects as engagement platforms.
Construction Management and Economics, 32(5), 419-432.
Jalkala, A., Cova, B., Salle, R. and Salminen, R.T. (2010)
Changing project business orientations: towards a new
logic of project marketing. European Management Journal,
28(2), 124-138.
Lusch, R. F. and Vargo, S. L. (2014) Service-Dominant Logic:
Premises, perspectives, possibilities. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Pryke, S. D. (2012) Social Network Analysis in Construction.
Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell.
Sivunen, M., Pulkka, L., Heinonen, J., Kajander, J. K. and
Junnila, S. (2013) Service-dominant innovation in the
built environment. Construction Innovation, 13(2), 146-164.
Vargo, S. L. and Lusch, R. F. (2008) Service-Dominant Logic:
Continuing the evolution. Journal of Academy of Marketing
Science, 36(1), 1-10.
Vargo, S. L. and Lusch, R. F. (2016) Institutions and axioms:
An extension and update of Service-Dominant Logic.
Journal of Academy of Marketing Science, 44(1), 5-23.

Track 2: The Road to Hell? Corporate
Social Responsibility, Good Intentions and
Unintended Consequences
Fred Sherratt, Anglia Ruskin University, UK
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become a
mainstay of construction business in the developed world;
large construction organisations champion their values and
their acts of corporate citizenship through their webpages
and press releases. CSR is often considered inherently
benevolent and positive, a position also adopted by
academia, which has consequentially focused its efforts on
how to generate, evidence and support organisational
commitments to CSR in practice, as well as to explore how
commitment to CSR can be harnessed to bring positive
change within both the industry and society as a whole. In
the UK, the Social Value Act 2012 now requires public
authorities to consider economic, social and environmental
well-being when awarding public sector contracts,
embedding CSR in the guise of sustainability values within
the construction procurement process.
Although CSR may be operating from the best intentions,
unintended consequences may mean it is instead helping to
pave the road to hell. In keeping with the conference theme
of Brutally Innovative Construction, this track seeks to
explore CSR from all relevant perspectives, including those
which challenge the notion that CSR is simply benign
practice. Drawing on the idea of CSR as ‘misguided
virtue’ (Henderson, 2001) it must be recognised that the
goal of construction organisations is actually profit and the
ability to make returns to shareholders, whilst the wider
economic context in which such organisations operate also
demands constant growth for survival. From this
perspective, the need to seek a public ‘licence to
operate’ (Idowu and Louche, 2011) becomes far more

commercially than conscientiously driven.
For example, it has been argued that the recent rise of
public health concerns within the construction industry
workforce have not only challenged worker autonomy and
personal freedoms (Sherratt, 2015), but may also be
contributing to the ongoing neglect of occupational health
within the industry by providing a photogenic distraction
that is readily able to feed the PR machines necessary to
maintain organisational CSR credentials, which in turn
enhance organisational image, and therefore work-winning
potential. Indeed, any philanthropic notions around
worker public health could be considered risible given the
continued reliance on manual labour in construction
processes and the way our work and our workforce is
fundamentally structured; fragmentation, short term
contracts and lack of workload continuity proven to
negatively contribute to the social determinants of health
(Papadopoulos et al., 2010; Marmot et al., 2010). Yet CSR
enables construction organisations to play the role of
benevolent shepherd to their workforce flock; superficially
supporting them in weight loss or smoking cessation,
obfuscating the organisational commercial practices that
actually cause such health problems, and all the while
demanding their blood, sweat and tears as they labour
through poor occupational health conditions out on sites.
The argument can also be made that given such
‘inevitabilities’ within our contemporary society, it is
beholden on academics to support and even maximise the
exploitation of any capitalist motivators that have the
potential to improve our positon, from economic, social or
environmental perspectives. Yet this should not be done
without rigour. Considerations of corporate power, control
and commodification of organisational activities through
CSR should be made explicit and explored from critical
perspectives, with acknowledgement given to the
commercial influences that often sit behind the
superficiality, PR, and spin.
This track seeks to bring together theoretical and empirical
work around CSR, to stimulate a critical debate in this area.
It aims to explore the unintended consequences of the
desires for demonstrable corporate citizenship, to examine
motivations and power relations in an industry where the
worker often remains (un)seen and exploited as a resource
of production, and to consider whether there is any
potential for wider industry reform through CSR, or if the
increasing commodification of organisational activities will
instead constrain impact to the fluffy, photogenic and
tweetable in practice.
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Science, 48(8), 943-949.
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Track 3: Novel Research Methods of
Identifying Brutally Ignored Innovation in
Construction
Sittimont Kanjanabootra, The University of Newcastle, Australia
The construction industry has often been criticised for its
poor performance in innovation. Yet, there is recognition
that such criticisms brutally ignore pockets of innovative
practices in construction that are often hidden from official
measures. What can the academic research community do
to capture the realities of innovation practices in the sector,
visible and less visible? We extend this proposition by
asking more specifically, what novel research methods can
be adopted to both identify and expose these pockets of
innovation and enable their spread in a sustainable and/or
truly disruptive form (Christensen 2006)?
Novel research methods can include narrative research,
discourse analysis, design science (Hevner and Chatterjee
2010; Nunamaker Jr et al., 2013; Venable et al., 2016), design
thinking, participatory research and user involvement or
practitioner-located research, performative social science
(Roberts 2009), the cut-up technique (Frank 2006), and
unitary appreciative inquiry (Cowling 2004). These
methods can help identify and expose pockets of innovation
in construction which can reflect both a brutalist and
alternative construction process. There is also scope for
theoretical and methodological pluralism, integrating field
of engineering economics, reliability theories, and
information entropy theory to present new ways of
evaluting building construction projects (Bai and Zhang
2013). These combinations offer the prospect of producing
new knowledge about ways in which the construction
performance can be enhanced. There is also scope for these
novel methods to consider the role of the ‘social’ in the
construction process, reviewing and deconstructing
decision-making processes and offering new insights into
both their rationality and irrationality, and its economic and
social impacts. It can also expose the sometimes brutalist
rejection or ambivalence towards innovation.
Recent research by Sage (2012), Löwstedt (2015) and
Kanjanabootra and Corbitt (2016) have used narratives
developed from ethnographies, auto- or self-ethnographies
to elicit better understandings of construction practices of
construction professionals. Greenhalgh and Hurwitz (1999)
showed that the narrative approach offers a possibility of
developing an understanding of innovative practices that
cannot be arrived at by any other means. Kanjanabootra
and Corbitt (2016) argue that narrative analysis takes the
perspective of the teller. Story-tellers are people who are

listeners to the stories in the past, recapitulating what
happened then, and there is always the making of the moral
point in the telling of the story (Riessman 2003). These
narratives about practice and innovations emanate what
Sage (2012) and Löwstedt (2015) termed as the essential
‘unheard voices’ for understanding construction practice.
The story-tellers of the narratives can be seen as ‘experts’
who know better than anyone on what they know, what
they see and what they practise (Czarniawska-Joerges 2007).
Alternatively, as Boje (2011) argued, narratives can be
regarded as incomplete stories, or antenarratives that
provide a glimpse of new and alternative perspectives or
realities.
In this track we welcome contributions that offer such novel
approaches to re-examining innovation in construction as
design science, narratives analysis, antenarratives, design
thinking, discourse analysis etc. Through these
contributions, we seek alternative ways of accessing
practitioner perspectives and experiences of innovation in
construction, the creation and adoption of innovative
practices, and how innovation in construction can become
part and parcel of professional practice, used to enhance a
practitioner’s ‘expertise’ as a construction professional. We
are also interested to recover stories of how innovations are
resisted, and how the realities of innovation practices in the
construction sector, some of which are clearly visible and
others less visible, can be captured. Context is key, and to
this end, we are keen for contributions to consider (though
not restricted to) research about the adoption and creative
use of information management, knowledge management
and other IT methodologies in the construction process; The
adoption and use of BIM, off-site manufacturing, Big Data
analysis, sustainability practices, and the Internet of Things;
The use of innovative construction materials; Innovative
construction processes etc. Such contributions can not only
expose practitioners to a better understanding of what
innovation is accepted but also why much innovation has
been brutally ignored, sometimes even rejected.
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Track 4: Institutional Environment and
Institutional Logics of Innovation
Andrea Jia, Curtin University, Australia
Chrissi McCarthy, Constructing Equality, UK
Rather than to view innovation as an all-of-a-sudden
creation, ‘big-bang innovation’ often reflects a society’s
surprise and lack of preparation to the lagged recognition of
a quieter, more accumulative process of incremental
innovations that occur in everyday practice. Serendipities
abound; many go unnoticed, a lucky few are picked up,
resourced and organised to realise a change (Loosemore,
2014). Behind the ‘luck’ is the implicit selection power of
institutional logics that direct actors’ focus of attention and
shape their decision-making preferences (Friedland and
Alford, 1991).
Institutions are socially-constructed laws, structures, rules,
regulations, cultures, norms, routines and established
practices that act as rational or normative principles for
decisions and actions (Powell and DiMaggio, 1991). The
concept of institution offers a frame to understand the
regulative and cognitive environment that shapes

individual and organisational behaviours (Scott, 2011; Ju
and Rowlinson, 2014). Institutional logics are the reasoning
schemas that underpin the formal and informal institutions
and provide meaning, legitimacy and consistency to actions
and discourses (Thornton and Ocasio, 1999). At society,
field, organization and individual levels, institutional logics
transcend and interact to bound actors’ cognition on what
problems worth addressing, how the problems are framed,
a repertoire of alternative solutions, and preferences of
choices (Thornton et al., 2013). The institutional logics
perspective offers a lens to look into the strategic and
historical driving forces that determine the kind and nature
of the innovations being fostered and disseminated in a
certain institutional environment, and thus the risks and
opportunities we are heading for.
In this track we invite insights from the institutional logics
perspective on but not limited to the following themes:
BIM’s consequences on professional identity and
institutions: The diffusion and dissemination of BIM have
accelerated vertical integration throughout the supply
chain, demanding greater interdependency among the
professionals, posing a challenge on the core values of the
major professions. In this process, for example, the
professional logic of architecture is particularly sinking in
the face of growing prevalence of market, corporate
(managerial) and engineering logics (RIBA, 2011; Thornton
et al., 2005). How can professional institutions respond to
this interruption and what are the consequences of
alternative responses (e.g., conform to market to survive or
innovate to preserve professional values) on the society and
the industry?
Institutional implications of procurement systems: The new
emerging procurement models such as the various forms of
Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) bring in more complex
networks of stakeholders and organisations. How and
under what conditions and circumstances do innovative
products, processes and practices form through the clash
and blending of logics across multiple levels and
organisations?
The logic of masculinity: Institutionalisation of masculinity
in project delivery systems and its consequences on the
nature of selected innovation is worthy of examination.
What role does the logic of masculinity play in promoting,
preventing or directing innovation in construction? Will
the nurturing of a femininity logic help embrace inclusivity,
reflexivity, equity and legitimacy of ‘daring to be weak’,
and if so, how?
Logics of paradoxes and paradoxical logics: Organisational
leaders are constantly addressing paradoxes such as safety
and productivity, sustainability and efficiency, learning and
performing, etc. The institutional logics perspective enables
insights into the conflicting (and self-conflicting) logics
underpinning these paradoxes, leading to opportunities of
building up reconciling logics to foster innovation
(Besharov and Smith, 2014). How do we study and resolve
these conflicts, and with what effects for innovation in the
production of the built environment?
Logics of professional education: Professional education
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programmes are increasingly overwhelmed by the market
logic and the corporate (managerial) logic that universities
are restructuring to. What logics are the curriculum content
and pedagogy transferring to our students who constitute
the future profession and industry? How are they
influenced by and influencing the institutional logics in the
industry? Should professional education proactively define
new logics of the professions?
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Track 5: Social Procurement: Innovation in
the Social Realm
Martin Loosemore, UNSW, Australia
Ani Raidén and Andrew King, Nottingham Trent University,
UK
Social procurement is the use of procurement to leverage
extra social benefits and create ‘social value’ in local
communities, beyond the simple purchasing of products
and services required. For example, in construction
projects, social procurement may involve construction
companies specifying products on projects which promote
fair trade or requiring subcontractors and suppliers to not
only deliver traditional products and services but to also
provide employment opportunities for disadvantaged and
marginalised groups such as the disabled, ex-offenders,
ethnic minorities or the long-term unemployed.
While social procurement has a long history, recent
momentum has been added by legislation around the world
such as the UK’s Social Value Act (2012) and new EU public
procurement directives which form part of a series of policy
developments to broaden public procurement criteria
beyond cost. The US has long had legal requirements for
firms to engage with disadvantaged groups when tendering
for public contracts such as the Public Law 95-507 Act of
1978 and other countries like Australia are also
experimenting with social procurement and are introducing
new policies and guidelines such as the Federal
Government’s Indigenous Procurement Policy. These place
a new duty on the clients of publically funded construction
projects, and those tendering on them, to consider the wider
social, environmental and economic impact of their
procurement decisions and to consult communities in
considering how projects might improve the well-being of
society.
There has been a vast amount of research into construction
project procurement stretching back over fifty years.
However, while a review of the ARCOM database over the
last thirty years produced over four hundred references to
procurement looking at a wide variety of issues including
tendering practices, supply chain management, different
project delivery systems and buying and purchasing
practices, there has not been one reference to the concept of
social procurement. There is currently no understanding of
what this means for construction industry and how it can
engage more effectively with this important growing
agenda. This is in stark contrast to research in other
industries where social procurement is widely seen as a key
vehicle for commercial firms to achieve the social impact
required in social procurement criteria. However, while
there have been some theoretical advances outside
construction in conceptualising this area, which of these
avenues of theoretical exploration are of most value to
researchers in construction is unclear. Few are being
developed in a project-based industry where workforces
and organisations are so transient and temporary in nature.
The challenges facing social benefit organisations like social
enterprises in the construction industry are likely to be very
different to those operating in other industries where social
procurement and related concepts of concepts such as CSR
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and responsible sourcing and are already established and
widely entrenched.
The purpose of this track at ARCOM is to begin to address
these questions. We seek contributions that critically
discuss social procurement, social value and/ or social
enterprise.

Track 6: Failed, Forgotten and Resurrected?
Finding Connections between History and
Future-Perfect Thinking in Innovation in
Construction
Paul W Chan, The University of Manchester, UK
Graeme D Larsen, University of Reading, UK
While there is growing acknowledgement of the emergent
character of innovation, studies of innovation in
construction have largely been approached from a linear,
techno-rational perspective (see Orstavik et al., 2015 for a
recent critical argument on this). The prevailing view on
innovation in construction has tended to follow what Pitsis
et al. (2003) called ‘future-perfect’ thinking. As Winch
(2010: 195) argued, ‘future-perfect’ thinking is vital for
orienting for action, mobilising resources, and acting as a
focal point for debate on what organisations ought to do. It
is therefore unsurprising to find overwhelming a body of
work that pays attention of the positive impacts of
innovation in construction, and sketching out pathways for
adoption/diffusion. In critiquing the building information
modelling (BIM) revolution, for instance, Dainty et al. (2015)
noted that the BIM innovation is both the solution and the
problem.
Focussing on the future positive impacts of innovation and
present pathways of getting to these impacts, however, can
obscure our view of a fuller picture of the workings of
construction innovation. For instance, by concentrating on
a future-perfect view of innovation, we tend to focus our
attention on breakthroughs, and by implication, are limited
in the possibilities of learning from innovations that break
down. We argue in this track that it is equally, if not more,
important to figure out why innovations ‘fail’ as it is to
examine its adoption and exploitation. Yet, there appears to
be relatively less appetite for studying failures. As Baumard
and Starbuck (2005: 295) argued, we often wrongly “explain
failures in terms of idiosyncratic circumstances or external
events” while over-crediting the rational purposive
managerial actor in success stories. Thus, in this track, we
invite contributions that seek to reclaim the failed, forgotten
and resurrected innovation in construction.
In so doing, we join the growing line of scholarship on
construction innovation that pays attention to learning from
the past. Some notable examples include Schweber and
Harty (2010) who, drawing upon the Science and
Technology Studies (STS) School, took an historical
perspective to examine why concrete technology was
embraced more readily in some countries than others.
Marshall and Bresnen (2013) revisited the Brunel’s Thames
Tunnel to broaden the view that innovation is a product of
careful managerial actions, to argue multiple narratives of

innovation occurring as a consequence of messy, complex
social negotiations. These historical accounts go some way
to enrich our understanding of the dynamics of innovation
beyond the positivism that characterises much of the techno
-rational studies of innovation in our field.
In this track, we welcome theoretical, methodological and
empirical contributions that attempt to bridge the gap
between the past, present and future temporal scales of
innovation in construction. This raises a number of
pertinent questions that are of interest to this track:
By moving away from the prevailing ‘future-perfect’ way of
thinking about innovation in construction, we also attempt
to break free from treating innovation as something magical
to focus on the mundane-ness of everyday organisational
and social life. What are the mundane tools (e.g. Kraatz et
al., 2010, and; Arnaud et al., 2016) of construction
innovation, and how do we access these tools and mobilise
them within a contextual setting like construction?
By focussing on the everyday, we consider not only the
contribution of managerial elites, but also the role played by
all possible contributors, or what Pinch and Bijker (1987)
termed as relevant social groups, to creating, sustaining and
breaking innovation in construction. Where and how do we
trace these relevant social groups? How do we re-tell the
tales of innovation in construction from their perspectives?
Revisiting the history of innovation also brings about the
risk of revising the past (see Gioia et al., 2002). How do we
check against the risk of adopting a presentist and futureperfect way of thinking about history? What
methodological tools are at our disposal to ensure that we
do not lose our historical roots of innovation in construction
(see also Lenfle and Loch, 2010)?
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Track 7 Organizational Learning for
Sustainable Built Environment
Alex Opoku, University College London, The Bartlett School of
Construction and Project Management
Organizational learning for sustainable built environment is
essential in achieving brutally innovative construction. The
link between organizational learning and sustainability is
receiving an increasing amount of attention in construction
management research and practice (Opoku and Fortune,
2011). Developing a sustainable built environment that
addresses the social, environmental and economic impacts
of construction activities require construction organizations
and the wider stakeholder organization adopting
organizational learning; this is an important element of any
effort to effectively implement sustainable development
practices in an organization (Siebenhuner and Anold, 2007).
In order to address the triple-bottom line of sustainability
and achieve the UN post-2015 sustainable development
goals by the year 2030, construction organizations have to
learn to adapt to technological changes and offer innovative
processes and products. Naude (2012) believes that there is
a strong and positive links between sustainable
development and organizational learning when knowledge
created benefits the organizations in improving its
performance and to gain competitive edge.
At the heart of the UK Government’s vision for construction
2025 is innovation towards sustainable construction. The
UK government aims at working with the construction
industry to remove barriers to innovative green
construction that is fit for purpose; considering the
environmental impact of what we build, what we build
with, and how we build it (HM Government, 2013).
Organizational learning towards sustainability and
innovation in the UK construction industry is key if the UK

construction vision for 2025 is to be achieved.
Opoku and Fortune (2010) argue that the ability of
construction organizations to cope with the journey
towards a sustainable change requires organization
learning. It is essential that construction organizations
engage in organizational learning methods that embraces
sustainability and innovation. Lessons learned from postproject review and post-occupancy evaluations should be
documented and fed-back into the organization to improve
the process and the design of future construction projects.
A paradigm shift of mind-set and lifestyle is needed to
break through existing knowledge barriers and current
unsustainable mental models to enhance learning and
innovation for sustainability. Organizational learning for
sustainability should consider the role of individuals and
groups within the organisation and behaviours towards
change (Lozano, 2014).
The track seeks to explore organizational learning towards
achieving sustainable built environment. Topics may
include but not limited to the following; organizational
learning and sustainable development, lessons learned and
project success, organizational culture, change and
sustainability, organizational learning methods,
organizational maturity and learning, learning for BIM etc.
References
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Track 8 Realising the potential for
innovation in delivering sustainable
construction
CraigThomson, Glasgow Caledonian University, UK
The rise of ‘Sustainable Construction’ has sparked a
realisation that the current processes and practices
deployed in the development of the built environment may
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not be ‘fit for purpose’ (Rees, 2009). In the UK, the Strategy
for Sustainable Construction (2008), the Low Carbon
Transition Plan (2009) and Construction 2025 Industrial
Strategy (2013) have provided direction by prioritising the
role of the construction industry as a key enabler in
realising national carbon reduction targets and delivering
wider principles of sustainable development. This has
sparked a need to examine the sustainability performance
of our buildings and construction practices and processes.
The scientists and increasingly policy makers are calling for
urgent improvement with many arguing that the scale of
the problem can only be addressed through radical change
and innovation (Brandon and Lombardi, 2011). The
industry over the last decade has demonstrated that it is
slow to respond to such calls citing market pressures and
often the negative implications of sustainable decisions on a
‘business as usual’ construction model. This presents a
challenge for policy makers as they consider how to best
promote innovation to deliver sustainable construction in
the short, medium and long terms.
There are two schools of thought about progressing
innovation for sustainable construction which should not be
seen as either/ or but as a twin approach but both offer
potential for research in construction management.
Promoting radical innovation- there is a need to progress a
radical agenda targeted at delivering ‘game changing’
innovations which are bold and radical at a time of
considerable pressure for the construction industry. The
potential to radically rethink the way we design, build,
operate and dispose of our buildings is certainly there but
requires strategic encouragement and incentives to
encourage clients and organisations to adopt such a bold
approach.
Promoting incremental innovation- over the last decade
BREEAM and LEED have provided some success in
promoting micro innovations by encouraging best practice
across the industry. This is only a starting point and even
this has experienced resistance from the market when
attempts have been made to formally promote this as a
requirement. Whilst a focus on incremental innovations has
been argued by the likes of Rees (2009) to not go far enough
to stimulate the required level of change, the potential role
of small improvements when aggregated together is
gaining momentum. Lessons can be drawn from elite
sports such as Formula 1 and Professional Cycling where
the concept of seeking competitive advantage through an
aggregation of improvements has emerged as radical
philosophy in its own right. Professional cycling’s Team
Sky have adopted the philosophy of Marginal Gains which
has revolutionised Cycling by requiring improvement and
innovation to be considered in all aspects of design,
materials used and production process for the bikes as well
as the performance of the cyclist themselves from their
training, what they eat, how they sleep, and what they wear
with a view to achieve small improvements in a number of
areas which together can realise significant advantages over
competitors. If radical innovations are proving challenging
(and in the short term insurmountable) then philosophies
such as Marginal Gains could have the potential to be

transformational as it has been for British Cycling (Millett,
2015).
This track seeks to draw together research which explores
current thinking related to promoting both radical and
incremental approaches to innovation so important
delivering sustainable construction. Construction
Management has for many years asked the question of how
we can promote and improve our innovation levels (Gann
and Salter, 2000). This track seeks to present, explore and
disseminate the latest thinking in relation to advancing this
agenda from a construction management perspective.
References
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Track 9: Expertise in Brutally Innovative
Construction
Mark Addis, St. Mary’s University Twickenham, UK
David Boyd, Birmingham City University, UK
Ani Raidén, Nottingham Trent University, UK
Studies of innovative practice are overwhelmingly
articulated in managerial discourse terms and this linguistic
dominance frequently has the effect of marginalising other
conceptual perspectives on construction innovation.
Theorising expertise provides a foundation for developing
other kinds of narratives about knowledge and skills which
enable the full potential of brutally innovative construction
to be brought out. Philosophical inquiry about the nature of
knowledge and skills has a foundational role to play in the
practical and academic exploration of the nature of
expertise, the appropriate methods for studying it and its
role in construction practice. Explorations of how various
philosophical perspectives on expertise could shape the
practice research agenda by providing the theoretical rigour
necessary to advance both conceptual understanding and
the nature of practice are valuable. Excellent performance is
underpinned by expertise so the latter has a central role in
the undertaking and explanation of successful construction
practice.
Expertise is difficult to theorise as it spans reason and
intuition, knowledge and learning, and thinking and action
as well as being both an individual and collective attribute.
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However, such theorisation is valuable as clear conceptual
articulation of these diverse aspects of expertise is an
essential part of the process of providing more informative
and useful conceptions of practice. Improvements in the
conceptualisations of practice are an essential element in
addressing the demand for improved construction
management. Although construction research must
continually meet the requirement of ensuring that theory is
relevant to practice much existing work contains
unwarranted assumptions about the nature of practice.
Failure to suitably conceptualise the diversity of practice
leads to inadequately reflective or misguided theorising.
Without better theory reliably identifying desirable changes
in practice, like those related to the appropriate use of
different types of knowledge management, can be hard so
philosophically grounded research into expertise has a
crucial role to play in this process. Theorising expertise also
has significant implications for educational and professional
development particularly in construction, such as extending
and refining work on experiential learning, and so can add
value in these areas as well.
In this track, we welcome papers that offer novel
theoretical, methodological and empirical perspectives of
expertise in driving innovation in construction.

Track 10: Construction Health and Safety in
Developing Countries
Patrick Manu, University of West of England, UK
Globally, the construction sector is estimated to account for
an alarming 100,000 fatalities annually and about 30-40% of
fatal occupational injuries overall (ILO, 2005). It not
uncommon to hear of tragic accidents/incidents in
construction that result in physical harm, death or illness to
workers. Whilst this state of affairs lingers in both
developed and developing countries, the occurrence of
occupational injuries is much direr in developing countries
(Takala et al., 2014). With global construction estimated to
grow by an unprecedented 70% to about US$15 trillion
within the next decade (Global Construction Perspectives
and Oxford Economics, 2013), it is further worrying that the
current health and safety (H&S) situation in developing
countries could get worse with the massive investment into

construction activity in these countries in order to reduce
their enormous housing and infrastructure deficits. There is
thus an urgent need to improve H&S in construction in
these countries.
Implementing action for improvement however needs to
take cognisance of the fact that the construction industries
of developing countries are at different phases of H&S
maturity compared with their developed counterparts
(Finneran and Gibb, 2013) and consequently, whilst some of
the established H&S management practices/interventions
in the developed construction industries may work in the
context of developing countries (with little or no
modifications), others may not. This then also calls for the
development of innovative context-specific solutions
underpinned by research to deal with H&S challenges in
developing countries. Against this backdrop, this track
welcomes papers that will advance our current
understanding of construction H&S in developing countries
by (1) revealing context-specific issues/challenges that have
hitherto not been well explored in the existing literature; (2)
applying existing H&S management approaches/practices/
techniques in both known and novel ways to help improve
the situation in developing countries; and (3) advancing
innovative approaches/practices/techniques/thinking to
improve construction H&S in developing countries.
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Doctoral Workshops……..
Building Asset Management, 20th January 2017, Glasgow Caledonian University, Glasgow,
UK. Convenor: Dr Craig Thomson (Craig.Thomson@gcu.ac.uk).

Safety, Health, Wellbeing and Life in Construction, 13th June 2017, Cape Town, South
Africa. Convenors: Dr Alex Opoku (alex.opoku@ucl.ac.uk ), Dr Chika Udeaja
(C.E.Udeaja@salford.ac.uk)

Ageing and Construction, September 2017, University of Salford. Convenor: Dr Chika Udeaja
(C.E.Udeaja@salford.ac.uk)
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DESIGN for SAFETY CAPABILITY MATURITY
INDICATOR (DfS-CMI)
T

his briefing is about an on-going research project on design for safety in
construction. The briefing introduces the background and aim of the research, the research team, expected benefits of the research and source for
further information.
Background and purpose of research
It is well established that design is a significant contributor to occupational
injuries and illnesses in construction. Consequently, design for safety
(DfS), also called “prevention through design” or “design risk management” is increasingly becoming prominent in construction worldwide. DfS
requires that designers (e.g. architects and engineers) give careful consideration to how their design decisions would affect the health and safety
(H&S) of builders, maintenance workers, and users of built assets. In some
countries, DfS is buttressed by legislation e.g. the Construction Design and
Management Regulations 2015 (CDM 2015) in the UK, the Workplace Safety and Health (Design for Safety) Regulations 2015 in Singapore, and the
Work Health and Safety Acts and Regulations in Australia. The UK CDM
2015 stipulates that designers (organisations/individuals), when preparing
or modifying designs, should eliminate, reduce or control foreseeable risks
that may arise during the construction, maintenance and use of built assets. Consequently and understandably, CDM 2015 also requires that the
appointment of organisations with design responsibilities should be based
on their capability. This brings to the fore the important issue of design
firms having adequate maturity in terms of DfS capability. Whilst some
design firms may have attained some appreciable maturity in terms of DfS
capability, others would also be deficient. However, there is lacking a robust systematic mechanism for profiling the DfS capability maturity of
construction organisations with design responsibilities in order to pave
way for improvements in DfS capability. The purpose of this research is to
develop a web-based DfS Capability Maturity Indicator (DfS-CMI) tool for
the construction sector. The project is funded by the UK Engineering and
Physical Sciences Research Council.
The research team
The organisations involved in the delivery of the research are University of
the West of England (the Principal Research Organisation), Loughborough
University, East Carolina University, Health and Safety Executive,
Heathrow Airport, Mott MacDonald, Bam Construction Limited, ISG, Nick
Bell Risk Consultancy, GCP Architects and Safety in Design. The project is
led by Dr Patrick Manu at the University of the West of England.
Expected benefits of the research
The DfS-CMI tool would serve as a robust process improvement tool to
enable architectural and engineering design firms to improve their DfS
capability. The tool will also provide a mechanism for ascertaining the DfS
capability of organisations with design responsibility under the UK CDM
2015.
Further information
Enquiries about this research project should be directed to: Dr Patrick
Manu, Department of Architecture and the Built Environment , University
of the West of England, e-mail: Patrick.Manu@uwe.ac.uk
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ARCOM Committee 2016-17

New Committee Members
Dr Libby Schweber and Dr Emmanuel Aboagye-Nimo have been
elected as new Committee Members during the AGM 2016 in
Manchester. Here is their personal profile.

Dr Libby Schweber is an Associate Professor in
the School of the Built Environment, University
of Reading. She trained as a sociologist and is
interested in socio-technical approaches, social
theory, knowledge and standards. Current
research projects include the diffusion of
innovations across multi-divisional firms, the
effect of social standards (assessment methods)
on construction practices and the role of
standards in energy ‘transitions’. She joined
ARCOM in 2013 and has served on the scientific
committee. She was the keynote speaker at the
ARCOM conference in 2014 where she spoke on
classification and standards in Construction.

Dr Emmanuel Aboagye-Nimo is a lecturer in
Building Surveying and Construction
Management at the University of Brighton. His
research interests include health and safety
practices in the construction industry. He
previously worked as a Quantity Surveyor and
Project Supervisor. He has been involved in
organising a wide range of knowledge exchange
activities and was ARCOM’s conference
secretary for the 30th and 31st Annual ARCOM
conferences. He is currently working closely
with local communities and firms in the South
East of England to improve stakeholders’
welfare with regard to the Built Environment.
Emmanuel is passionate about encouraging
innovative and radical thinking with regard to
approaches to Construction Management
research and education.
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paul.chan@manchester.ac.uk
Prof Chris Gorse (Vice-Chair)
c.gorse@leedsmet.ac.uk
Dr Ani Raidén (Immediate PastChair)
ani.raiden@ntu.ac.uk
Dr Fred Sherratt (Secretary)
fred.sherratt@anglia.ac.uk
Dr Apollo Tutesigensi (Treasurer)
A.Tutesigensi@leeds.ac.uk
Dr Shu-Ling Lu (Membership
Secretary)
s.lu@reading.ac.uk
Dr Robby Soetanto (Newsletter
Editor)
R.Soetanto@lboro.ac.uk
Dr Chika Udeaja (Workshop
Convenor)
C.E.Udeaja@salford.ac.uk
Dr Colin Booth (Director of
International Liaison)
Colin.Booth@uwe.ac.uk
Dr Emmanuel Aboagye-Nimo
E.Aboagye-Nimo@brighton.ac.uk
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S.Fernie@lboro.ac.uk
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simon.smith@ed.ac.uk
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ARCOM 2017: Brutally Innovative Construction
Key dates
Submission of abstracts: 2359hrs GMT Friday 13 January 2017
Notification of acceptance of abstracts by Monday 20 February 2017
Submission of first draft of paper: 2359hrs GMT Friday 7 April 2017
Refereeing decision by Friday 19 May 2017
Submission of final paper: 2359hrs GMT Friday 1 July 2017

ARCOM returns to Cambridge from Monday 4 – Wednesday 6 September 2017, a city with a
reputation for discovery and innovation. The conference will be hosted on the grounds of
Fitzwilliam College, renowned for several award-winning buildings including the auditorium
where the plenary sessions will take place. The auditorium won the RIBA Awards, the Concrete Society Award and the Brick Development Association Award for Building of the Year in
2005. Fitzwilliam College is also notable for being one of the earliest educational buildings
that British architect Sir Denys Lasdun designed. Inspired by Le Corbusier, Sir Denys Lasdun
is well-known for his contribution to brutalist architecture in Britain, most remembered for his
design of the National Theatre on London’s South Bank.
Although founded in 1869, Fitzwilliam House as it was known received its Royal Charter in
1966 when it became Fitzwilliam College. In fashioning a modernist style for the College’s
Hall and Central Building, Lasdun had intended to create in this building a more democratic
and egalitarian collegiate ideal. As the world is seeing a resurgence of interest in the radical
designs of brutalism, it is also seeing a return to the (re-)construction of the ideals of democracy, egalitarianism and fairness in society. Thus, the central theme for ARCOM 2017 is framed,
that is, to facilitate conversations about Brutally Innovative Construction.
Continue next page...
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ARCOM 2017: Brutally Innovative Construction
Several thematic tracks have been proposed by members of the ARCOM community; these will
be made available on www.arcom.ac.uk shortly. We welcome paper contributions that address these thematic tracks, along with the following guiding questions:


Brutalism is paradoxical. On the one hand, brutalism symbolises hope and ambition for a
better future. On the other hand, it is also uncompromising and unyielding in its beastly
manifestations. As the construction industry moves towards the digital age with such developments as building information modelling (BIM), Big Data and the Internet of Things,
what lessons can be drawn from the brutalist movement? Who are the winners and losers
in forging ahead with brutal innovations in construction?



The construction industry has often been criticised for its poor performance in innovation.
Yet, there is recognition that such criticisms brutally ignore pockets of innovative practices
in construction that are often hidden from official measures. What can the academic research community do to capture the realities of innovation practices in the sector, visible
and less visible?



Few can deny that innovators set out with good intentions. At the same time, there is
recognition that innovation can also bring about unintended consequences. What are the
intended and unintended consequences – both positive and negative – of brutal innovations
in construction? How can researchers regard the intended and the unintended consequences of innovation in construction? What novel methods can be used to study the intended
and unintended consequences of innovation in construction?



There are a number of currents that have gained popularity in the field of innovation studies, including inter alia Clayton Christensen’s disruptive innovation and Henry
Chesbrough’s open innovation. Are these fads or phenomena? What theories of innovation can (should) translate, apply to, disrupt and endure in construction with brute force?



There is an overwhelming managerial discourse that permeates across innovation studies
in construction. What other narratives might there be to bring out the full extent of brutally
innovative construction?

Please contact conference@arcom.ac.uk if you have any questions about the ARCOM 2017
Conference.
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