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1.1 Background and Context
The COVID-19 pandemic was one of the most significant public health emergencies in modern times with its effects reaching into almost every corner of economic and organisational life. When the World Health Organization (WHO) declared the virus a global pandemic in March 2020 (World Health Organization, 2020), all over the globe, governments responded with measures that would have been unthinkable a few months earlier: national lockdowns, compulsory social distancing and sweeping restrictions on everyday economic activity, very few industries in the UK were hit as hard as construction.
It is worthwhile to note just how large a part of the economy construction really is: over two million people employed, and a GDP contribution of 6–7% in the UK (Office for National Statistics, 2020a). What sets construction apart from the majority of the service sector is that the work cannot continue in any capacity remotely. Building sites need people on them, coordinating closely with trades, subcontractors and suppliers who each depend on the others present on site. The need for physical proximity was precisely what left the sector so exposed to the restrictions that were introduced. During the first lockdown, many sites simply closed; others carried on at a fraction of their usual capacity, held back by distancing rules, absence of workforce and supply chains that had stopped functioning normally.
The scale of the initial impact is devastating, construction output in the UK fell by around 40% in April 2020 alone, the sharpest single-month decline on record (Office for National Statistics, 2020b). Projects stumbled, deliveries were delayed and labour was hard to find, and for a time there was genuine confusion over whether construction was regarded as a "key worker" activity. Output recovered to some extent over the following months, but by then the initial shock had already exposed weaknesses in the sector that had been building for years.

1.2 Pre-Pandemic Structural Challenges in UK Construction
To understand the effect of COVID-19 on construction firms, it helps to first understand the state the industry was already in prior to the pandemic. Long before 2020, UK construction had a reputation as one of the economy's left behinds, slower to grow, slower to innovate, slower to invest in its own workforce than most comparable sectors (Farmer, 2016; McKinsey Global Institute, 2017). Some of that reputation was earned, such as fragmented supply chains, adversarial contracting, and a heavy reliance on temporary labour have hindered the sector for decades and are frequently cited as the reasons it struggles to build resilience.
The Farmer Review (2016) put a lot of this into focus, pointing to skills shortages, an ageing workforce, and a persistent reluctance to adopt more modern methods of construction. On top of that was the industry's dependence on just-in-time (JIT) supply chains and materials sourced overseas , efficient under normal conditions but a serious liability the moment global trade was disrupted. In many ways, COVID-19 didn't create new problems for construction so much as it stress-tested the old ones and found most of them still present.
Very few firms were strategically ready for something on this scale. Project-level risk, a cost overrun here and a spell of bad weather there was familiar territory, with established processes to match. A prolonged, government-mandated shutdown was not (Loosemore and Malouf, 2019). That gap in contingency planning is a large part of why the crisis put such a premium on leadership judgement and organisational adaptability once it actually commenced.

1.3 COVID-19 as a Strategic Shock
What set COVID-19 aside from a crisis like the 2008 financial crash was that it hit from two directions at once. Firms weren't just dealing with falling demand, as they had been in 2008, they were simultaneously absorbing new costs from safety guidance and trying to plan under conditions without any concrete answer what the next few months would look like. Government support, in the form of the Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme and shifting site-operation guidance, eased some of the pressure, but it also added another layer of complexity that firms had to plan around (HM Treasury, 2020).
There is emerging evidence that this pushed many construction firms into a genuine strategic review. Some firms moved quickly on digital tools for managing projects and communicating with teams; others looked at diversifying their supply chains or renegotiating contracts to mitigate their risk more evenly. What's less clear from the existing literature is how much of this was genuine strategic foresight, and how much was simply firms almost blindly doing whatever they had to do to survive the coming weeks.
The crisis also had a way of exposing who was, and wasn't, well positioned to absorb a shock to this scale. Larger contractors, with deeper balance sheets and more diversified work, generally had more room to manoeuvre. Smaller firms, especially subcontractors, were often encountering serious liquidity problems and a real risk of insolvency (Chartered Institute of Building, 2021). Making sense of the gap between how differently firms were affected is central to building strategies that actually work across the industry, rather than just for the firms best placed to weather a storm.

1.4 Research Problem and Gap
There is no shortage of research on what COVID-19 did to construction activity in the immediate term, output figures, project delays, workforce disruption have all been well documented (Gamil and Alhagar, 2020; D'Auria and De Smet, 2020). What's harder to find is research that goes beyond describing what happened and actually gets into how firms made sense of the crisis: how decisions were made under pressure, and how (or if) organisational resilience was built along the way.
Part of the problem is methodological. Much of the existing work leans on either a large survey or a handful of case studies, rarely both, which means no single study captures the full picture, the broad trends and the on-the-ground managerial reasoning behind them. A mixed methods design is well suited to closing that gap, since it allows both to be captured within the same study (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2017).
That is the gap this dissertation sets out to address. By combining survey data with semi-structured interviews, it aims to move past a purely descriptive account of the pandemic's effects and build a more rounded picture of how UK construction firms navigated the disruption.

1.5 Research Aim and Objectives
The aim of this research is to critically examine how COVID-19 affected the operations and strategic decision-making of UK construction firms, and to draw out lessons that can inform how the industry plans for the next crisis.
In pursuit of that aim, the study sets out to:
· assess operational and financial impacts of COVID-19 on UK construction firms.
· analyse strategic response that firms adopted during the pandemic.
· explore how leaders approached managing uncertainty and maintaining business continuity.
· integrate the quantitative and qualitative findings to strengthen the analysis.
· develop evidence-based recommendations for improving resilience across the sector.

1.6 Research Questions
· What operational and financial impacts did COVID-19 have on UK construction firms in the short and medium term?
· How did construction firms adapt their strategies in response to pandemic-related disruption?
· What internal and external factors influenced organisational resilience during the crisis?
· To what extent do quantitative trends align with the qualitative experiences of senior decisionmakers?
· What lessons can be drawn to strengthen future crisis preparedness in the UK construction industry?

1.7 Significance of the Study
This research matters for a couple of reasons. Academically, it extends the crisis management and organisational resilience literature into a sector (UK construction) that has had surprisingly little attention from resilience researchers given how exposed it is. The mixed methods design also adds something to the broader methodological conversation about how best to study messy, real-world crises rather than more controlled research settings.
Practically, the findings should be useful to the people who actually have to act on them: construction firms, policymakers, and industry bodies looking to understand what worked, what didn't, and where more support or reform might be needed. And given that another general shock of some kind, whether a pandemic, climate-driven disruption or geopolitical instability, is more a question of "when" than "if," building a solid evidence base for construction resilience is not just an academic exercise but has real world applications.

1.8 Structure of the Dissertation
The dissertation runs across seven chapters. 
· Chapter 2- literature on crisis management, organisational resilience, and construction supply chains. 
· Chapter 3-sets out and justifies the mixed methods approach.
· Chapters 4/5- present the findings, quantitative survey data first, then the qualitative interview material. 
· Chapter 6- brings the two together and discusses them against the existing theory. 
· Chapter 7- closes the dissertation with conclusions, limitations, and recommendations for both practice and future research.

1.9 Scope and Limitations of the Study
COVID-19's impact on construction was, obviously, a global story however this study deliberately narrows its focus to firms operating in the UK. That is a meaningful choice rather than a convenience: the UK's regulatory environment, industry structure, and heavy reliance on smaller businesses, subcontracting, and project-based organisation all shape how firms respond to a shock like this in ways that would not necessarily hold worldwide.
The period is deliberate, concentrating on early 2020 through the UK's gradual reopening in 2021 and into early 2022, this period captures the most acute disruption from the first lockdown through the operational adjustments that followed. The sector has continued to evolve since; however, this window covers the crisis in its sharpest form.
The focus throughout is on firm-level strategy rather than individual projects. Plenty of projects experienced their own particular disruptions, however the dissertation is interested in how organisations interpreted and managed the crisis as a whole, so the analysis centres on managerial decision-making, operational adaptation, and organisational resilience rather than project management detail.
Finally, the study draws on primary data gathered from construction professionals through surveys and interviews; what that approach does and doesn't allow for is discussed as part of the study's limitations in Section 7.6.





Chapter 2: Literature Review
2.1 Introduction
This chapter sets out to critically examine the academic and industry literature relevant to how COVID-19 affected UK construction firms operationally and strategically, and what that means for organisational resilience. The aim is to debate the key concepts and frameworks already out there, and to identify where the gaps are that this dissertation is trying to fill.
Construction has always been a structurally awkward industry to run smoothly, sensitive to economic shocks because of its fragmented supply chains and also fragmented working structure, its project-based way of organising work, and demand that rises and falls with the wider economic cycle (Hillebrandt, 2009). What made COVID-19 different from previous downturns is that it didn't just dampen demand, it also hit labour mobility, material supply chains, site operations, and organisational decision simultaneously (Gamil and Alhagar, 2020), which is exactly why it exposed so many of the sector's existing weaknesses while forcing it to adapt quickly.
The chapter is organised around eight themes: 
· Structural characteristics of construction (2.2)
· Organisational resilience (2.3), 
· Crisis management (2.4), 
· Construction supply chains and risk exposure (2.5),
· Leadership and organisational adaptation (2.6)
· The impact of COVID-19 on construction specifically (2.7)
· The sector's economic cyclicality (2.8)
· The institutional and regulatory context it operates within (2.9)
before the chapter closes by drawing these threads together into the research gap (Section 2.10).
2.2 Structural Characteristics of the Construction Industry
Construction doesn't organise itself the way most industries do, rather than a stable workforce inside a single company, projects are typically delivered by shifting networks of contractors, subcontractors, consultants and suppliers who come together for the duration of a project and then disband once it's finished (Lycett, Rassau and Danson, 2019). That temporary way of organising coordination headaches and it means the industry struggles to build up the kind of long-term institutional knowledge that more stable organisations take for granted.
Supply chain fragmentation compounds this problem, Vrijhoef and Koskela (2000) point out that construction supply chains rarely have the coherence you'd see in manufacturing; instead, you get loosely connected tiers of contractors and suppliers whose relationships are often transactional rather than collaborative. That tends to push up transaction costs, drag down efficiency, and make it harder for anyone in the chain to manage risk collectively due to the complications with co-ordination.
Productivity is another long-running sore point. The McKinsey Global Institute (2017) found construction productivity lagging well behind manufacturing globally, and the UK's own Farmer Review (Farmer, 2016) reached a similar conclusion closer to home, warning that the sector's structural inefficiencies risked undermining its long-term sustainability if left unchanged.
There's a double edge to all of this. The same project-based structure that creates these problems also gives firms the flexibility to scale labour and resources up or down as market conditions shift. But that flexibility comes at a cost: heavy reliance on subcontracting, temporary labour, and JIT material delivery all make the sector more exposed when something goes wrong externally, which is precisely why organisational resilience matters in this case.
2.3 Organisational Resilience: Conceptual Foundations
Resilience as a concept didn't originate in management theory. Holling (1973) first defined it in ecology, as a system's capacity to absorb disturbance without losing its underlying structure or function, and it's since migrated into organisational studies to describe something similar: an organisation's ability to anticipate, adapt and recover from disruption.
In management research specifically, resilience is generally understood as a combination of adaptive capacity, resource flexibility, and the ability to learn past experience (Lengnick-Hall, Beck and Lengnick-Hall, 2011). The more resilient organisations aren't just the ones that survive a shock intact, they are often the ones that manage to turn a crisis into an opportunity for change.
One of the more widely used frameworks here comes from Pettit, Fiksel and Croxton (2013), who frame resilience as a balance between vulnerabilities and capabilities. Vulnerabilities cover the likes of resource dependence, supply chain complexity and tight finances whereas capabilities cover visibility, adaptability, and the ability to collaborate. Logically where capabilities outweigh vulnerabilities, organisations tend to hold up better under pressure.
It's worth noting that the concept itself is something of a moving target, a systematic review found it defined inconsistently across the literature, which makes comparing findings across sectors genuinely difficult (Hillmann and Guenther, 2021). That matters for construction specifically, because the sector is exposed to no shortage of uncertainty with fluctuating demand, shifting regulation and environmental risk, yet resilience research has historically paid it far less attention than other industries, particularly when it comes to large-scale crises e.g. a Pandemic.
2.4 Crisis Management in Organisations
The crisis management literature adds another relevant lens. A crisis, in the classic definition, is a low-probability but high-impact event that threatens an organisation's survival and demands urgent decisions made under real uncertainty (Loosemore and Malouf, 2019).
The traditional way of thinking about crisis management breaks it down into preparation, response, and recovery, not treated strictly as isolated stages but as a continuous evolving process (Bundy et al., 2017). In principle, organisations are meant to build contingency plans, set up clear lines of communication, and run scenario planning exercises well before a crisis hits. In practice, plenty of organisations remain fairly reactive rather than proactive, and construction is arguably more exposed than others.
Leadership sits at the heart of how well any of this works in practice. Kotter (1995) makes the case for decisive leadership and a clear sense of direction when organisations face transformative challenges, and more recent work adds that leaders also need emotional intelligence and empathy, especially in crises that hit employee wellbeing directly (Dirani et al., 2020).
Crisis leadership in construction carries its own particular difficulty: project teams are scattered across sites rather than sitting in one office, and leaders have to balance commercial pressure against safety obligations all while coordinating a wide range of stakeholders and staying on the right side of regulatory requirements, all while trying to keep employee morale intact.
2.5 Construction Supply Chains and Risk Exposure
Construction supply chains have always been a source of both efficiency and risk in roughly equal measure. Rather than sitting inside one vertically integrated company, construction projects depend on networks of interconnected independent organisations whose fortunes are tied together whether they like it or not (Emuze and Smallwood, 2014).
That networked structure creates practical vulnerabilities, particularly where firms lean heavily on a single supplier or source materials internationally. Globalisation has made these supply chains more efficient but in doing so has also left them exposed to geopolitical disruption, trade restrictions, and delays in transport that a more localised supply chain wouldn't encounter.
Ivanov and Dolgui (2020) argue that building genuine supply chain resilience comes down to three things: 
1. Redundancy - meaning alternative suppliers or inventory buffers kept in reserve.
2. Flexibility- the ability to change.
3. Visibility- Real-time information flowing across every tier of the chain. 

Construction finds this difficult to achieve in practice due to the cost pressure and procurement practices that are themselves fragmented.
COVID-19 directly exposed these weaknesses, disrupting international logistics and cutting manufacturing output in key supplier countries, which left UK construction firms facing material shortages and volatile pricing. A more recent systematic review backs this up, identifying organisational, managerial, and technological dimensions as the main routes to building supply chain resilience, while also noting that research in this specific area remains fairly fragmented (Liao, Yang and Quan, 2023).
2.6 Leadership and Organisational Adaptation
Leadership shows up again and again in the resilience literature as one of the most important factors influencing how well an organisation copes with a crisis. Leaders are the ones who have to make fast decisions under uncertainty while somehow keeping stakeholders confident that things are under control. Transformational leadership theory suggests that leaders who inspire and motivate employees can support adaptability and innovation (Bass, 1985) 
In an industry like construction, that leadership challenge is complicated further by the need to coordinate across professional groups with vastly different priorities and to manage contractual relationships that are often anything but straightforward. Doing this well takes more than technical knowledge, it also takes expert interpersonal and strategic skill.
More recent work has focused specifically on adaptive leadership: leading in a way that responds dynamically to changing conditions rather than sticking explicitly to a plan. An in-depth review identifies flexibility, empathy, and innovation as the defining characteristics of leaders who manage this well (Sott and Bender, 2025), encouraging the kind of experimentation, learning, and collaboration that lets organisations evolve as external pressures shift.
COVID-19 tested this kind of leadership more than almost anything in recent memory. Decisions regarding closing sites, protecting the workforce, and meeting legal obligations all had to weigh against health, safety, and financial pressures simultaneously, and how well leaders navigated that balancing act went a long way toward determining how their organisations fared.
2.7 Impact of COVID-19 on the Construction Industry
The disruption to construction wasn't a UK phenomenon, it played out globally. Lockdowns introduced from early 2020 onward led to widespread site closures, labour shortages, and project delays almost globally, following the World Health Organization's declaration of a global pandemic in March 2020, which triggered emergency public health measures with knock-on effects across nearly every sector of the economy (World Health Organization, 2020).
In the UK specifically, construction output fell sharply during the first lockdown. According to the Office for National Statistics (2020b), output declined significantly in April 2020 as sites shut down as a precaution, and even once construction was classified as essential work, lingering uncertainty over health and safety protocols kept productivity depressed for a while longer.
Gamil and Alhagar (2020) describe this as a simultaneous supply and demand shock. Supply disrupted by labour shortages and delayed materials, demand undercut by cancelled projects and firms pulling back on investment.
The financial squeeze that followed was significant. Delayed payments, rising material costs, and projects running longer than planned all put real strain on cash flow, and smaller, less flexible firms felt it hardest. Panel data on listed UK construction firms backs this up, showing a substantial hit to performance in 2020 followed by a recovery through 2021 (Zhang, Chen and Sun, 2024).
Not everything to come out of this was negative however, the shift toward digital communication platforms, remote collaboration tools, and off-site working (largely forced by social distancing rules) has widely been read as a genuine catalyst for digital transformation in construction, the kind of change that might otherwise have taken years longer to arrive.
2.8 Economic Cyclicality of the Construction Sector
Construction is unusually sensitive to the broader economy, and it's often treated as a leading indicator of where things are headed, output in the sector tends to swing more sharply than GDP as a whole (Correia and Ribeiro, 2023). The 2008 financial crisis is a good illustration: as housing and commercial property investment dried up, UK construction output fell sharply and a great many firms and subcontractors found themselves in real financial difficulty, reinforcing just how structurally fragile the sector can be.
COVID-19 was a different kind of shock, though. Where 2008 mainly hit demand, the pandemic constrained firms' operational capacity directly through lockdown measures, meaning firms had to deal with reduced workloads and physical restrictions on their ability to work at the same time. Understanding this underlying cyclicality matters for making sense of COVID-19's impact, because firms already operating in a volatile sector need strategies that can absorb both ordinary market swings and the kind of sudden disruption the pandemic represented.
2.9 Institutional and Regulatory Context of UK Construction
Regulation creates resilience too, not only economics. UK construction operates under health and safety legislation, procurement rules and planning policy, all of which affect how firms manage risk and respond when a crisis hits. The Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 places clear responsibilities on employers, and these were extended during COVID-19 to cover new measures aimed at limiting on site transmission, with that in mind, critical analysis of the UK's response suggests the pandemic actually exposed real weaknesses in this framework (Davies and Rodgers, 2023).
Industry bodies stepped in to try and fill some of the gap. The Construction Leadership Council's Site Operating Procedures set out practical measures, social distancing, revised site layouts, better hygiene practices that allowed sites to keep working, albeit at reduced productivity (Construction Leadership Council, 2020). Government support, particularly the Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme, also helped stave off widespread job losses in the short term, though how it this will impact the industry long term is still to be determined.
All of this institutional backdrop matters for understanding not just the constraints firms were working under during the pandemic, but the opportunities it opened up too, providing essential context for interpreting the strategic responses this study goes on to examine.
2.10 Research Gap and Chapter Summary
Despite a growing body of work on COVID-19's impact on construction, real gaps remain. Most existing research is fixed on the immediate operational disruption such as output falling, projects delayed etc rather than on how organisations adapted and built resilience over the longer term. A lot of it also relies on a single method, whether that's a large-scale survey or a set of case studies, which limits how deep the analysis can go.
What's needed is research that brings quantitative and qualitative methods together, capturing both the measurable scale of the pandemic's impact and the lived experience of the people actually working through it.
This chapter has covered the structural characteristics of the construction industry, organisational resilience, crisis management, supply chain vulnerability, leadership, and the specific impacts of COVID-19. Taken together, the picture that emerges is of a sector with real adaptive capacity, but also genuine structural vulnerabilities that can amplify the effects of a crisis on this scale.
The literature also points clearly to leadership capability, financial resilience, and supply chain configuration as the factors that matter most in shaping how firms respond to disruption. What's still missing is solid evidence examining these factors specifically within UK construction during COVID-19 , which is precisely the gap the next chapter's methodology is designed to address, through a mixed methods study combining survey data with semi-structured interviews.

Chapter 3: Research Methodology
3.1 Introduction
This chapter explains and justifies the research methods used to address the aim and research questions outlined in Chapter 1. Building on the issues identified in the literature review, it describes the research philosophy, research design, data collection methods, sampling strategy, and data analysis techniques used in the study.
Specific attention is given to the use of a mixed methods approach, which is well suited to investigating the varying effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on UK construction firms, by combining quantitative and qualitative methods, this enables the study to examine both measurable business impacts and the personal experiences of industry professionals rather than focusing on a single data source.
The chapter also discusses the reliability, validity, and ethical considerations to ensure that the research is conducted in the correct manner. 
3.2 Research Philosophy
Research philosophy refers to the assumptions that guide how a researcher understands reality, knowledge, and the relationship between them (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). Because this study explores both measurable business outcomes and the experiences of managers during the pandemic, no single philosophical perspective is sufficient to address all aspects required by the study, for this reason, the study uses a pragmatic research philosophy. Pragmatism focuses on selecting methods that best explain and answer the research questions rather than following one fixed philosophical position. It recognises that some aspects of reality can be measured objectively, while others are shaped by individual experiences and interpretations (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2017).
In the context of COVID-19, this approach allows the study to combine statistical evidence of business impacts such as financial damage alongside personal insights into leadership, decision-making, and organisational responses.

3.3 Research Approach and Design
3.3.1 Research Approach
The study uses a combination of deductive and inductive reasoning.
The deductive element draws on existing theories of organisational resilience and crisis management to develop the survey questions and interview topics. The inductive element involves analysing responses to identify new themes and insights that emerge from participants' experiences (Bryman, 2016).
This combined approach is appropriate because research on the long-term effects of the COVID-19 pandemic within the construction sector is still developing. It allows the study to assess ideas from existing literature while also generating new knowledge from industry practice.
3.3.2 Research Design
A mixed methods design is used. This involves two stages:
Quantitative data collection and analysis through a structured survey.
Qualitative data collection and analysis through semi-structured interviews.
The survey stage provides a broad overview of the effects of COVID-19 across a range of construction firms, while focusing on the quantitative data, whereas the interview stage then explores these findings in greater depth by examining how senior managers understood and responded to the challenges they faced (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2017).
The findings from both stages are brought together during the discussion chapter to provide a more complete understanding of the research problem.
3.4 Quantitative Method: Survey Research
3.4.1 Survey Design
The quantitative phase of this study employed a structured online questionnaire designed to examine the operational, financial, and strategic impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on UK construction firms. The survey also explored respondents’ views of organisational resilience and future preparedness within their business and the sector.
The questionnaire was organised into five sections: 
· demographic information- respondent role, organisation type, organisation size, and years of industry experience
· operational impact of COVID-19-extent of disruption, specific operational areas affected, and length of project delays.
· financial impact- extent of financial impact, specific financial effects experienced, and access to government support schemes
· strategic responses- strategies adopted, extent of digital transformation, and retained long-term changes. 
· leadership, organisational resilience, and future preparedness - leadership communication, management response, organisational adaptability, staff wellbeing, and perceived industry preparedness
The questionnaire combined closed-ended questions, five-point Likert scales, multiple-response items, and open-ended questions, allowing the collection of both quantitative data suitable for statistical analysis and qualitative comments that provided additional context. The full questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix A.
The survey questions are based on previous research relating to organisational resilience, crisis management, and supply chain disruption (Pettit et al., 2013; Gamil and Alhagar, 2020); Likert-scale items were used to measure participants’ views on the severity of pandemic impacts, organisational adaptability, and the effectiveness of company leadership.
due to the nature of the survey, every question was mandatory which eliminated the chance of incomplete answers.
3.4.2 Sampling Strategy
A purposive sampling strategy was used here, largely because it is difficult to get a genuinely comprehensive sampling frame for an industry as fragmented as construction, with its layered supply chains (Fellows and Liu, 2015). What purposive sampling allows for is deliberately targeting people who actually lived through the pandemic within UK construction, rather than hoping a random sample happens to capture the right experience. The survey was aimed at professionals across the full range of organisational types such as main contractors, subcontractors, suppliers and manufacturers, consultancies, developers, and self-employed professionals.
In total, 120 survey responses were collected and retained for analysis, the survey, spanning a genuinely broad mix of roles: Directors and Managing Directors, Project Managers, Site Managers, Quantity Surveyors, Commercial Managers, Procurement Professionals, Engineers, Health and Safety Professionals, Skilled Trades, and administrative staff. Between them, these roles cover strategic, commercial, and operational perspectives on the industry, rather than skewing toward any one vantage point.
Organisation size varied too, that spread matters, since it's what makes it possible to compare how smaller businesses and larger organisations fared differently, a distinction previous resilience research in construction has flagged as important.
Taken together, this mix of roles, supply-chain positions, and company sizes gives the findings a breadth that a narrower sample simply could not offer and provides variety.

3.4.3 Data Analysis
Survey data were analysed using a mix of descriptive and inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics,  frequencies, percentages, means, cross-tabulations did the initial work of summarising who responded and surfacing the broad trends in operational disruption, financial impact, strategic response, and resilience.
Likert-scale items were coded numerically on a five-point scale so they could be analysed statistically, and mean scores were calculated for the key constructs: operational disruption, financial impact, digital transformation, leadership communication, management responsiveness, organisational adaptability, staff wellbeing support, preparedness for future crises, and perceptions of the wider industry's preparedness.
Pearson correlation analysis was then used to look at how these variables related to one another, a natural choice given how well suited it is to assess the strength and direction of relationships between continuous variables, and how widely it's used in organisational and management research generally. The focus here was on the relationships between operational disruption, financial impact, digital transformation, leadership effectiveness, organisational adaptability, and preparedness, with the aim of identifying which factors showed a meaningful association with resilience.
A correlation matrix was built to visualise these relationships, making it easier to spot clusters of interrelated resilience indicators and to see at a glance where the strongest associations lay.
To dig further into what actually predicts resilience, multiple linear regression analysis was also carried out, with preparedness for future crises as the dependent variable and leadership communication, management responsiveness, organisational adaptability, and staff wellbeing support entered as predictors. Regression was the right tool here because it lets you weigh up the relative contribution of several factors at once, rather than looking at each in isolation, and it showed which organisational capabilities were most closely tied to resilience and future preparedness.
Between the descriptive statistics, the correlation analysis, and the regression modelling, this gave a reasonably robust quantitative picture of both COVID-19's direct impact and the organisational traits associated with stronger resilience outcomes, this is the picture that went on to shape which issues were explored more deeply in the interview phase.

3.5 Interview Design
The qualitative phase consisted of semi-structured interviews with senior construction professionals who were directly involved in operational, financial, or strategic decision-making during the COVID-19 pandemic. Participants represented a range of management functions including finance, commercial management, operations, procurement, project delivery, and executive leadership.
Semi-structured interviews provide a balance between consistency and flexibility. While all participants are asked a common set of core questions, the format also allows the researcher to explore emerging issues and investigate participant experiences in greater depth (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2015). This flexibility was particularly important given the unprecedented nature of the COVID-19 pandemic and the varying organisational responses observed across the industry.
The interview guide was developed from both the literature review and preliminary quantitative findings. Attention was given to exploring areas where the survey identified significant patterns or relationships requiring further explanation.





Five broad themes guided the interviews:
1. Initial operational disruption caused by COVID-19.
2. Leadership and decision-making under uncertainty.
3. Financial pressures and organisational survival.
4. Digital transformation and strategic adaptation.
5. Organisational learning, resilience, and preparedness for future crises.
These themes were designed to complement the quantitative findings and provide a deeper understanding of how organisations interpreted, responded to, and learned from the challenges created by the pandemic. Consequently, interview questions focused on leadership decisions, organisational responses, continuity planning, strategic adaptation, and long-term lessons learned.

3.5.1 Sampling and Recruitment
Interview participants were selected through purposive sampling to ensure they possessed direct experience of managing construction activities during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Selection criteria included seniority, responsibility for operational or strategic decision-making, and representation from different sectors of the construction supply chain. This ensured that participants could provide informed reflections on how their organisations responded to disruption and uncertainty, while also providing a unique point of view
A total of six semi-structured interviews were conducted. Participants occupied the following positions:
· Chief Financial Officer (medium-sized construction supplier)
· Managing Director (groundworks and civil engineering contractor)
· Commercial Director (construction contractor)
· Operations Director (construction organisation)
· Procurement Manager (building materials supplier)
· Senior Project Manager (construction contractor)
The interview participants represented a range of organisational sizes and positions within the construction supply chain, providing varied perspectives on operational, financial, strategic, and leadership-related challenges experienced during the pandemic. The inclusion of participants from different organisational contexts enhanced the breadth of the qualitative findings and strengthened opportunities for comparison across interview themes. 




3.5.2 Qualitative Data Analysis
Interview data were analysed using thematic analysis following the six-stage framework proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006): familiarisation, coding, theme generation, theme review, theme definition, and reporting.
Interview recordings were transcribed and reviewed repeatedly to ensure familiarity with the content and to support immersion within the dataset. Initial coding focused on identifying recurring concepts relating to operational disruption, leadership, financial management, supply-chain challenges, digital transformation, organisational learning, and resilience.
The coding process was undertaken manually using Microsoft Word and Microsoft Excel to organise themes, codes, participant quotations, and analytical notes. This approach provided the analytical process and enabled clear links to be maintained between participant responses, emerging themes, and the wider research objectives.

3.6 Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Data
The findings from both phases were integrated during the interpretation and discussion stage of the research.
The quantitative findings identified broad patterns relating to disruption, resilience, leadership, preparedness, and organisational adaptation. The qualitative findings subsequently provided deeper insight into the underlying mechanisms that shaped these trends and explained how construction professionals experienced and responded to the pandemic in practice.
The integration of both datasets enabled triangulation of evidence and strengthened the overall validity of the research. Combining statistical findings with participant experiences provided a more comprehensive understanding of organisational resilience than could be achieved through either method independently (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2010).

3.7 Reliability, Validity, and Trustworthiness
For the quantitative phase, reliability was supported with standardised survey questions, consistent data collection procedures, and structured measurement scales. Validity was enhanced by ensuring that survey questions were closely aligned with the research objectives and informed by established literature relating to organisational resilience, crisis management, and supply-chain disruption.
For the qualitative phase, trustworthiness was strengthened through a transparent analytical process, detailed documentation of coding decisions, researcher reflexivity, and the use of participant quotations to support emerging themes (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).
The integration of quantitative and qualitative findings further improved overall research credibility by enabling cross-validation of findings through methodological triangulation.
Together, these measures helped ensure that the findings were credible, dependable, and relevant to the research aims.

3.8 Ethical Considerations
Ethical approval for the study was obtained in accordance with university research governance procedures.
Participants were provided with an information sheet explaining the purpose of the research, the voluntary nature of participation, and their right to withdraw at any stage. Informed consent was obtained prior to participation in both the survey and interview phases.
All participant information was treated confidentially, anonymised where appropriate, and stored securely in accordance with data protection requirements. Identifiable organisational and personal information was removed during analysis and reporting to protect participant privacy.

3.9 Chapter Summary
This chapter has outlined the methodological approach adopted to investigate the strategic consequences of COVID-19 for UK construction firms. The chapter justified the use of a pragmatic mixed-methods design and described the procedures used for data collection, sampling, and analysis.
The quantitative phase employed descriptive and inferential statistical techniques, including correlation and regression analysis, to identify key trends and relationships within the survey data. The qualitative phase utilised semi-structured interviews and thematic analysis to provide deeper insight into the experiences and perspectives of senior construction professionals.
By integrating quantitative evidence with qualitative insight, the study seeks to provide a comprehensive understanding of how UK construction organisations experienced, interpreted, and responded to the challenges generated by the COVID-19 pandemic. The methodology presented in this chapter provides the foundation for the findings and discussion presented in Chapters 4 and 5.










Chapter 4: Quantitative Findings
4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the quantitative findings on how COVID-19 affected UK construction firms operationally, financially, and strategically, drawing on survey responses from professionals working across a range of organisational types, supply-chain positions, and company sizes across the UK.
The aim here is simply to lay out the results as they are. Descriptive statistics surface the key trends in operational disruption, financial performance, strategic adaptation, and organisational resilience, while correlation and regression analysis dig into how leadership, adaptability, preparedness, and the wider resilience indicators relate to one another. What these results actually mean in light of theory and the existing literature is left for Chapter 6 whereas here, the focus is on what the data shows.
4.2 Survey Response Profile
4.2.1 Responses
120 survey responses were received and retained for analysis after data screening. Because every question was required, none had to be discarded for incompleteness, leaving a final sample of 120 valid responses.

4.2.2 Respondent Roles
Respondents represented a diverse range of professional roles across the construction industry, capturing both strategic and operational perspectives. This diversity strengthens the reliability of the findings and captures experiences across multiple organisational functions.
Table 4.2.2: Respondent Roles (n = 120)
	Role
	Frequency

	Administration / Support
	26

	Project Manager
	20

	Site Manager
	12

	Engineer / Technical Professional
	13

	Quantity Surveyor / Commercial Manager
	11

	Skilled Trade
	12

	Health & Safety
	9

	Procurement / Supply Chain
	8

	Director / Managing Director
	9

	Total
	120



The sample contained a substantial proportion of project management, technical, and site-based personnel, while also including senior decisionmakers such as directors and commercial managers. This broad representation supports the research objective of investigating both operational and strategic responses to the pandemic. 

4.2.3 Firm Characteristics
This diversity broadens the range of perspectives represented in the sample, although the purposive sampling strategy limits statistical generalisability to the wider UK construction population.

	Table 4.2.3: Firm Size by Number of Employees


	Organisation Size
	Frequency

	Under 10
	25

	10-49
	24

	50-249
	38

	250-499
	13

	500+
	20

	Total
	120


A total of 49 respondents, making up 40.8% of the answers, worked in organisations employing fewer than 50 people.
	Organisation Type
	Frequency

	Consultancy
	30

	Developer
	16

	Self-employed
	15

	Subcontractor
	24

	Supplier / Manufacturer
	11

	Main Contractor
	24

	Total
	120


The survey achieved representation across all major segments of the UK construction supply chain, although consultancy organisations formed the largest respondent group.

4.3 Operational Impacts of COVID-19
Respondents rated the extent of operational disruption they experienced during the pandemic on a five-point scale. The mean came out at 3.50 out of 5, a moderate to high disruption across the board, in other words. Table 4.3 breaks this down further. More than half of respondents (55.8%) reported significant or severe disruption, while only 18.3% experienced little or no disruption at all. The remaining quarter or so (25.8%) sat somewhere in the middle, reporting moderate disruption. Taken together, this points to just how widely COVID-19's operational effects were felt across the industry. The specific challenges that came up most often were labour shortages, staff sickness and self-isolation, material shortages, site closures, project delays, communication difficulties, and reduced productivity from social distancing. What stands out is how many different fronts firms were dealing with at once, this wasn't a case of one or two isolated problems, but of multiple pressures hitting construction activity simultaneously.



	Table 4.3

	Operational Disruption Score
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	1
	No Disruption
	12
	10

	2
	Minor Disruption
	10
	8.3

	3
	Moderate Disruption
	31
	25.8

	4
	Significant Disruption
	40
	33.3

	5
	Severe Disruption
	27
	22.5

	Total
	
	120
	100.0



4.3.1 Project Delays and Productivity
Project delays were widely reported throughout the sample. Most organisations experienced delays ranging from one to six months, while a smaller proportion reported delays exceeding six months. 
	Table 4.3.1: Project Delay Duration


	Delay Duration
	Frequency

	No Delay
	9

	Less than 1 Month
	20

	1-3 Months
	39

	3-6 Months
	31

	More than 6 Months
	15

	Not Applicable
	6

	Total
	120



Approximately 58.3% of respondents experienced project delays of between one and six months, demonstrating the significant disruption caused by workforce shortages, supply chain instability, and changing health and safety requirements. 







4.4 Financial Impacts
The financial impact of COVID-19 was measured using a five-point impact scale.
The mean financial impact score was 3.38 out of 5, indicating that respondents experienced moderate financial disruption. 
	Financial Impact Score
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	1
	No Impact
	11
	9.2

	2
	Minor Impact
	26
	21.7

	3
	Moderate Impact
	24
	20.0

	4
	Significant Impact
	25
	20.8

	5
	Severe Impact
	34
	28.3

	Total
	
	120
	100.0



Commonly reported financial challenges included reduced revenue, rising material costs, delayed payments, cash-flow pressures, project cancellations, and increased operational expenditure. 

4.4.1 Cost Pressures
Rising costs turned up almost everywhere, regardless of firm size, PPE, tighter site safety measures, programmes running longer than planned, material price inflation, and the general cost of managing a workforce through all of this.
	Table 4.4.1: Most Frequently Reported Financial Impacts

	Financial Impact Category
	Relative Frequency

	Cash Flow Issues
	Very High

	Reduced Revenue
	Very High

	Increased Material Costs
	Very High

	Increased Operational Costs
	High

	Delayed Payments
	High

	Project Cancellations
	High

	Redundancies/Furloughing
	Moderate



4.5 Strategic Responses
Respondents were asked to identify strategic measures adopted during the pandemic.
Respondents were asked to identify the strategic actions adopted by their organisations in response to COVID-19 related disruption. Multiple responses could be selected, meaning percentages exceed 100% when aggregated. 
Table 4.5 illustrates the frequency of strategic responses implemented during the pandemic. The most common response was the adoption of digital communication tools, selected by approximately 56.7% of respondents. This was followed closely by cost reduction measures (52.5%), enhanced health and safety procedures (50.8%), and increased remote working arrangements (48.3%). Contract renegotiation and supplier diversification were also frequently adopted, reported by approximately 46% and 45% of respondents, respectively. Workforce restructuring was the least frequently reported strategic response, although it was still implemented by more than one-third of organisations within the sample. 
The findings indicate that construction organisations responded to the pandemic using a combination of operational, technological, financial, and supply-chain strategies. The prominence of digital communication tools and remote working arrangements suggests that COVID-19 accelerated the adoption of alternative methods of collaboration, while the frequency of supplier diversification and contract renegotiation highlights attempts to reduce exposure to supply-chain disruption and commercial uncertainty.
	Table 4.5


	Strategic Response
	Approximate Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Digital Communication Tools (Teams/Zoom)
	68
	56.7

	Cost Reduction Measures
	63
	52.5

	Enhanced Health & Safety Procedures
	61
	50.8

	Increased Remote Working
	58
	48.3

	Contract Renegotiation
	55
	45.8

	Supplier Diversification
	54
	45.0

	Workforce Restructuring
	43
	35.8













4.5.1 Digital Adoption
Digital transformation emerged as one of the most significant strategic responses reported by participants.
	Table 4.5.1: Mean Scores for Digital Transformation and Resilience Indicators

	Variable
	Mean Score

	Digital Transformation
	3.47

	Leadership Communication
	3.44

	Management Response
	3.23

	Organisational Adaptability
	3.31

	Staff Wellbeing Support
	3.32

	Better Prepared for Future Crises
	3.47

	Industry Preparedness
	3.81



The mean digital transformation score of 3.47 suggests that respondents agreed that COVID-19 accelerated the adoption of digital technologies within their organisations. 
However, correlation analysis revealed only a weak direct relationship between digital transformation and preparedness for future crises (r = 0.218), suggesting that technology primarily functioned as an enabling mechanism rather than an independent driver of resilience. 





4.6 Organisational Resilience Indicators
Perceptions of resilience were examined through measures relating to leadership communication, management responsiveness, organisational adaptability, staff wellbeing support, and preparedness.
	Table 4.6: Mean Resilience Scores

	Resilience Indicator
	Mean Score

	Leadership Communication
	3.44

	Management Response
	3.23

	Organisational Adaptability
	3.31

	Staff Wellbeing Support
	3.32

	Better Prepared for Future Crises
	3.47

	Industry Preparedness
	3.81



Respondents reported positive views regarding leadership communication and future preparedness following the pandemic. Leadership communication achieved a mean score of 3.44, while preparedness for future crises also achieved a mean score of 3.47. 



4.6.1 Correlation and Regression Analysis
To examine relationships between resilience-related factors, Pearson correlation analysis was undertaken using the key operational, financial, strategic and organisational resilience variables measured within the survey. 
	Table 4.6.1: Correlation Matrix of Key Resilience Variables (landscape version Appendix D)

	Variable
	Operational Disruption
	Financial Impact
	Digital Transformation
	Leadership Communication
	Management Response
	Organisational Adaptability
	Staff Wellbeing
	Better Prepared
	Industry Preparedness

	Operational Disruption
	1.000
	0.399
	0.047
	0.117
	0.023
	0.207
	-0.095
	0.226
	-0.080

	Financial Impact
	0.399
	1.000
	0.104
	0.089
	0.121
	0.241
	0.085
	0.157
	0.009

	Digital Transformation
	0.047
	0.104
	1.000
	0.105
	0.027
	0.221
	0.284
	0.218
	-0.040

	Leadership Communication
	0.117
	0.089
	0.105
	1.000
	0.478
	0.380
	0.210
	0.656
	0.375

	Management Response
	0.023
	0.121
	0.027
	0.478
	1.000
	0.264
	0.161
	0.327
	0.181

	Organisational Adaptability
	0.207
	0.241
	0.221
	0.380
	0.264
	1.000
	0.151
	0.669
	0.213

	Staff Wellbeing
	-0.095
	0.085
	0.284
	0.210
	0.161
	0.151
	1.000
	0.115
	0.091

	Better Prepared
	0.226
	0.157
	0.218
	0.656
	0.327
	0.669
	0.115
	1.000
	0.279

	Industry Preparedness
	-0.080
	0.009
	-0.040
	0.375
	0.181
	0.213
	0.091
	0.279
	1.000



Source: Survey dataset (n = 120). 
Table 4.6.1 presents the correlation matrix for the main resilience-related variables examined within the study. The strongest positive relationship observed was between organisational adaptability and preparedness for future crises (r = 0.669, p < .001), followed closely by leadership communication and preparedness (r = 0.656, p < .001). A more moderate relationship was identified between management response and preparedness (r = 0.327, p < .001). Digital transformation demonstrated a comparatively weaker, though still statistically significant, relationship with preparedness (r = 0.218, p = .017), loosely suggesting that technology adoption operated as a supporting capability rather than a direct determinant of resilience. Operational disruption and financial impact were moderately correlated (r = 0.399, p < .001), indicating that organisations experiencing greater operational disruption typically reported greater financial consequences. All correlations reported in this section were evaluated for statistical significance using two-tailed Pearson tests at the 5% level. Overall, the findings suggest that organisational adaptability and leadership communication were the factors most strongly associated with resilience and future preparedness among UK construction firms. (Table 4.7)

	Table 4.7: Correlation Analysis of Key Variables

	Relationship
	Correlation (r)
	p-value

	Organisational Adaptability ↔ Better Prepared
	0.669
	p < .001

	Leadership Communication ↔ Better Prepared
	0.656
	p < .001

	Leadership Communication ↔ Management Response
	0.478
	p < .001

	Operational Disruption ↔ Financial Impact
	0.399
	p < .001

	Leadership Communication ↔ Industry Preparedness
	0.375
	p < .001

	Management Response ↔ Better Prepared
	0.327
	p < .001

	Industry Preparedness ↔ Better Prepared
	0.279
	p = .002

	Digital Transformation ↔ Better Prepared
	0.218
	p = .017


Source: Survey dataset (n = 120). 
The clearest relationship in the data is between organisational adaptability and preparedness for future crises (r = 0.669), with leadership communication and preparedness close behind (r = 0.656). Put simply, organisations that communicated well and adapted readily were also the ones most likely to see themselves as resilient and prepared for whatever came next. There's a moderate link too between leadership communication and management response (r = 0.478), which suggests that where communication was strong, managers were generally seen as responding well during the pandemic. Digital transformation, by contrast, only correlates weakly with preparedness (r = 0.218) more evidence that technology played a supporting role in resilience rather than driving it directly.




	Table 4.8: Multiple Regression Results Predicting Preparedness


	Dependent Variable: Preparedness for Future Crises
	

	Predictor Variable
	Coefficient (β)

	Organisational Adaptability
	0.498

	Leadership Communication
	0.494

	Management Response
	-0.032

	Staff Wellbeing Support
	-0.059



	Statistic
	Value

	Sample Size
	120

	R²
	0.640

	Adjusted R²
	0.627

	Variance Explained
	64.0%

	F-statistic
	F(4, 115) = 51.07

	Model Significance
	p < .001



The regression model accounts for roughly 64% of the variance in preparedness for future crises (R² = 0.640), a substantial amount of explanatory power for a model with just four predictors. Organisational adaptability came out as the strongest predictor (β = 0.498, p < .001), with leadership communication not far behind (β = 0.494, p < .001); both were statistically significant, as was the model overall, F(4, 115) = 51.07, p < .001. In practical terms, firms that adapted well to changing conditions and kept communication strong during the pandemic were significantly more likely to see themselves as prepared for whatever comes next. Management response (β = -0.032, p = .624) and staff wellbeing support (β = -0.059, p = .308) didn't hold up as significant predictors once adaptability and communication were already in the model, which suggests their influence is likely already being captured within those two broader constructs rather than operating independently. Variance inflation factors across all four predictors sat between 1.06 and 1.45, so despite the moderate correlation between leadership communication and management response (r = 0.478), multicollinearity isn't a real concern here. Taken as a whole, this points to organisational adaptability and leadership communication as the two factors doing most of the work in shaping resilience among UK construction firms, well ahead of either technology adoption or management intervention on their own.




4.6.2 Firm Size Comparison
Given that some of the existing literature suggests smaller organisations are more exposed to systemic shocks, respondents were split into two groups by size: Smaller Businesses (fewer than 50 employees, n = 49) and larger organisations (50 or more employees, n = 71). Independent-samples t-tests, with Welch's correction for unequal variances, were used to compare these groups on operational disruption and financial impact, and the results were then double-checked with the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test, given that Likert-scale data is ordinal rather than truly continuous.
	Table 4.6.2: Comparison of Financial Impact and Operational Disruption by Firm Size

	Variable
	Smaller Business Mean (n=49)
	Larger Firm Mean (n=71)
	t-test Result
	Mann-Whitney U
	Outcome

	Financial Impact
	3.24
	3.46
	t = -0.88, p = .382
	U = 1588.0, p = .408
	Not significant

	Operational Disruption
	3.12
	3.76
	t = -2.87, p = .005
	U = 1231.0, p = .005
	Significant


Source: Survey dataset (n = 120).
The financial picture here actually runs against what some of the literature assumes. There was no statistically significant difference in financial impact between Smaller Businesses (M = 3.24) and larger organisations (M = 3.46), t(96.8) = -0.88, p = .382, and that held up under the Mann-Whitney U test (p = .408) and again across a five-category breakdown of firm size (one-way ANOVA, F(4, 115) = 1.46, p = .218).Simplified, within this sample data, being a smaller firm didn't mean facing any worse financial exposure to the pandemic. Operational disruption tells a different story. Here the difference between groups was statistically significant, t(111.9) = -2.87, p = .005 (Mann-Whitney U, p = .005), but not in the direction most people would expect. It was the larger organisations (M = 3.76) that reported more disruption, not the Smaller Businesses (M = 3.12). A plausible explanation is simply that larger firms have more moving parts: more concurrent sites, bigger workforces, wider subcontractor networks, all of which give COVID-19 more room to disrupt. This finding needs to be treated cautiously given the uneven group sizes and the fact that there isn't yet a theoretical model built specifically to explain it, but it's still a useful reminder that the relationship between firm size and pandemic impact was not cut and dry, and at points counter-intuitive, compared to the Smaller Businesses-vulnerability story that dominates much of the wider literature.






4.7 Summary of Key Quantitative Findings
The quantitative findings indicate that:
· COVID-19 caused substantial operational disruption among UK construction firms.
· Labour shortages, workforce absences, material shortages, and project delays were the most frequently reported operational challenges.
· Financial impacts included reduced revenue, increased costs, cash-flow difficulties, delayed payments, and project cancellations.
· Operational disruption and financial impacts were moderately correlated (r = 0.399), indicating that firms experiencing greater operational disruption also tended to experience greater financial impacts.
· Digital transformation accelerated considerably during the pandemic but demonstrated only a weak direct relationship with preparedness.
· Leadership communication and organisational adaptability emerged as the strongest predictors of resilience.
· Organisational adaptability (β = 0.498) and leadership communication (β = 0.494) were the strongest predictors of preparedness for future crises
· Firm size did not significantly predict financial impact (p = .382), but larger firms reported significantly greater operational disruption than Smaller Businesses(p = .005), contrary to the assumption in some literature that smaller firms would be disproportionately affected.
· The regression model explained 64.0% of the variance in preparedness scores.
These findings provide a foundation for the qualitative exploration of managerial experiences and strategic decision-making presented in Chapter 5.










Chapter 5: Qualitative Findings
5.1 Introduction
This chapter turns to the qualitative side of the research, looking at how senior professionals in UK construction firms actually experienced and responded to the operational disruption COVID-19 brought with it. Following the sequential explanatory design set out in Chapter 3, these findings build on the quantitative results from Chapter 4, adding depth to what the numbers showed by getting into the experiences, decisions, and strategic shifts behind them. The interviews were analysed using Braun and Clarke's (2006) six-phase approach to thematic analysis, which surfaced five recurring themes across what participants said:
· Initial shock and operational disruption.
· Leadership and decision-making under uncertainty.
· Financial pressure and organisational survival.
· The acceleration of digital transformation.
· Organisational learning and operational resilience. 
The focus in this chapter stays close to what participants actually described. Where these findings connect to theory and the wider academic literature is a question for Chapter 6, here, the priority is letting participants' own accounts do the talking, illustrated throughout with direct quotations attributed to anonymised participant codes, P1 through P6.
5.2 Overview of Interview Sample
The qualitative strand consisted of semi-structured interviews with senior professionals across UK construction organisations, selected purposively to make sure the sample captured people who had actually been involved in strategic decisions and operational management during the pandemic, rather than those observing due to the retrospective nature of the study. Participants held senior roles spanning multiple departments, chief financial officers, managing directors, commercial directors, operations directors, procurement managers, and senior project managers. That range made it possible to see how COVID-19 played out differently depending on which part of the organisation each participant’s point of view. Six interviews were conducted in total, each running roughly 30–45 minutes, with participants drawn from organisations of different sizes and different points in the construction supply chain, enough variation to allow for genuine comparison across organisational contexts.






	Table 5.1: Interview Participant Profiles

	Participant
	Role
	Organisation Type
	Key Area of Responsibility

	P1
	Chief Financial Officer
	Medium-sized construction supplier
	Financial resilience and cash flow

	P2
	Managing Director
	Construction firm (Contractor)
	Strategic decision-making

	P3
	Commercial Director
	Construction organisation
	Contracts and commercial risk

	P4
	Operations Director
	Construction company
	Operational continuity

	P5
	Procurement Manager
	Construction Materials supplier
	Supply chain resilience

	P6
	Senior Project Manager
	Construction contractor
	Project delivery and workforce management


The diversity of participant roles provided a comprehensive understanding of the operational and strategic consequences of COVID-19 across the UK construction sector.
It must be noted that none of the participants were from a 500+ Employee Business, which may be a limitation in the data.
5.3 Theme 1: Initial Shock and Operational Disruption
The first theme identified from the six semi-structured interviews concerns the immediate operational disruption experienced by UK construction organisations during the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic. Across the interviews, participants described the initial period as characterised by considerable uncertainty, rapidly changing guidance and significant disruption to established operating procedures. Although construction activity was permitted to continue in a variety of circumstances, participants explained that maintaining normal operations was more difficult because workforce availability, material supply, site procedures and project programmes were all affected simultaneously.
P1, CFO of a medium-sized construction supplier (a brick merchant), described the initial uncertainty particularly strongly:
“There were hundreds of questions and almost no answers. would sites be closing? Would manufacturers continue producing bricks? Could drivers still deliver? Would our warehouse staff even be allowed to come into work? Nobody knew anything.” 
This illustrates that the initial challenge was not simply a reduction in activity but a fundamental lack of certainty regarding whether normal business processes could continue. For organisations operating within construction supply chains, disruption at one stage could quickly affect other parts of the business. The uncertainty surrounding manufacturing, transportation, warehousing and construction activity therefore created an interconnected risk, one uncertainty could have a knock-on effect on every other consideration.
P2, Managing Director of a regional groundworks and civil engineering contractor, similarly described the initial period as exceptionally difficult:
“They were incredibly difficult because there was so much uncertainty and, if I'm honest, a fair amount of confusion across the industry, we didn’t know if we’d be working one day to the next.” 
For construction contractors, the physical nature of site-based work created additional difficulties. P4, an Operations Director, explained that the pandemic challenged the predictability upon which construction programmes are normally based:
“The biggest challenge was not knowing, this industry relies on predictability. You know when trades are due to arrive, when materials should be delivered and how activities follow one another. The pandemic caused mayhem for any sort of planning.”
This was reinforced by P6, a Senior Project Manager, who emphasised the simultaneous nature of the disruption:
“COVID was different because every project, every subcontractor and every supplier was experiencing disruption at exactly the same time, and in some cases, for different reasons.” 
This finding is significant because it demonstrates that the pandemic represented a global disruption rather than a normal project-specific risk. Construction organisations are accustomed to managing individual risks such as adverse weather, labour shortages, delayed materials or planning issues. COVID-19, however, affected in most cases all of these variables simultaneously.
The effect on project management was particularly evident in the frequency with which programmes had to be reviewed and revised. P6 explained:
“The programme almost became a live document rather than something we reviewed weekly. Before COVID we would typically update the programme at set intervals and monitor progress against planned activities. During the pandemic we were reviewing it every day, sometimes multiple times a day.” 
This demonstrates a shift from stable project planning towards continuous operational monitoring. Rather than relying upon established schedules and assumptions, project teams were required to reassess circumstances on the fly.
The interviews therefore indicate that the initial impact of COVID-19 was characterised by uncertainty, interdependency and the need for rapid operational adaptation. The disruption affected not only individual construction sites but also the wider networks of suppliers, subcontractors, manufacturers and customers upon which construction activity depended. These findings provide qualitative support for the quantitative evidence presented in Chapter 4, which identified significant operational disruption across the surveyed organisations.
More importantly, the interviews suggest that the ability to respond to disruption depended upon an organisation's capacity to adapt its normal operating procedures. The experience of COVID-19 therefore represented an important test of operational resilience, with organisations required to maintain essential activities despite the breakdown of standard assumptions propping up conventional construction planning.

5.4 Theme 2: Leadership and Decision-Making Under Uncertainty
Leadership came up again and again across the six interviews, and it is easy to see why. Participants described a real shift in how senior managers approached decision-making during the pandemic, with decisions constantly having to be made with half the picture missing, against an external environment that seemed to change by the day. Leaders could not just lean on established procedure the way they normally might; instead, they had to communicate far more often, adjust course as things moved, and weigh commercial pressures against employee safety and keeping the organisation running.
P2 put it plainly when reflecting on how the experience had changed his view of what leadership actually means:
"Probably that leadership is far less about having all the answers than I previously believed. Before COVID-19 I probably thought good leadership meant making confident decisions quickly. The pandemic taught me that good leadership also involves listening, adapting and being honest when you genuinely don’t know what the future looks like."
Rather than pretending to a certainty nobody had, participants described transparency becoming the thing that held organisational confidence together. P2 elaborated.
"There were occasions where I would stand in front of the workforce and simply say, 'This is what we know today. This is what we don't know yet. We will keep you informed.' People appreciated that honesty. It built trust.”
P4, made a similar point but tied it more directly to safety and the workforce experienced:
"One thing we learnt very quickly was that communication mattered just as much as the physical safety measures. People needed reassurance that decisions weren't being made purely for profit."
What comes through here is that leadership wasn't just about keeping the business running commercially, managers also had to visibly show that employee welfare genuinely factored into their decisions, which mattered all the more given how construction couldn’t simply move to working from home.
Decision-making itself sped up considerably too. P3, described how the usual hierarchical methods stopped being workable once the crisis hit:
"I think one of the biggest changes was the speed of decision-making. Construction businesses can sometimes be quite hierarchical, with decisions moving through several levels of management. COVID simply didn't allow that.”
The picture that emerges is of organisations being pushed toward faster, flatter decision-making across workforce, project, and contractual matters alike. P3 also pointed to a shift in how different parts of the business worked together:
"During COVID those boundaries almost disappeared. Every major decision involved representatives from all disciplines because financial, contractual and operational issues were completely interconnected."
This matters for understanding resilience specifically, because it shows resilience wasn't something any single department could be responsible for on its own. Financial, commercial, procurement, and operational decisions had become tightly bound together,  deciding whether a project could even continue might pull in health and safety, workforce availability, contractual obligations, material supply, and the financial implications simultaneously.
What the interviews point to, overall, is a shift toward more adaptive, more collaborative leadership: faster decisions, more frequent communication, and a much stronger emphasis on being upfront with people. There's also a clear thread here about resilience being supported less by any one function acting well, and more by leaders' ability to coordinate across the business rather than letting each department manage in isolation.
These findings line up with the quantitative results in Chapter 4; particularly around how important leadership was perceived to be in shaping the organisational response to COVID-19. What the interviews add is the how the specific mechanisms through which leadership actually contributed to resilience: quick decisions, honest communication, functions working across boundaries rather than within them, and a genuine willingness to set aside established ways of managing when the situation called for it.
If there's one thing that stands out, it's that effective leadership during COVID-19 wasn't about having the right answer ready in advance. Participants associated it instead with being able to make sound decisions under real uncertainty, communicate honestly with people, and adapt as circumstances kept shifting ,which when taken together, forms a meaningful part of the operational resilience these organisations built through the crisis.
5.5 Theme 3: Financial Pressure and Organisational Survival
Financial pressure emerged as one of the strongest themes across the interviews. Participants described COVID-19 as creating substantial uncertainty around cash flow, project activity, material costs, contractual obligations and customer payments. For several organisations, the immediate priority shifted away from growth and profitability towards maintaining liquidity and ensuring business continuity.
P1, CFO, was particularly direct about this change in priorities:
“Cash flow, without question. People often assume finance directors spend their time thinking about profit, but during a crisis like COVID profit becomes almost irrelevant in the short term. Survival depends on liquidity.” 
This illustrates the extent to which the pandemic altered conventional financial priorities. Rather than focusing primarily on longer-term profitability, management attention became concentrated on whether sufficient cash was available to meet day to day commitments such as wages, suppliers and operating costs.
P1 explained that this required much closer financial monitoring:
“The first thing we did was move from weekly financial reporting to daily reporting. Every morning, we'd review cash balances, outstanding debtors, supplier commitments, expected receipts and projected cash requirements.” 
The increased frequency of financial monitoring reflects the uncertainty surrounding future trading conditions. Conventional budgets and forecasts were less reliable because management could not predict accurately how long restrictions would last or how quickly construction activity would recover. Consequently, scenario analysis became an important tool for managing uncertainty:
“We developed several financial scenarios because nobody could tell us how long restrictions would remain in place. We modelled what the business would look like if disruption lasted one month, three months, six months and even a year, even these were loose guesses.” 
The experience was not limited to finance departments. P3, Commercial Director, described how commercial priorities changed during the pandemic:
“It became less about maximising profitability and more about ensuring projects remained viable whilst maintaining relationships with clients and the supply chain.” 
This indicates that financial resilience was connected to relationships across the construction supply chain. Maintaining customer and supplier relationships became strategically important because project continuity depended upon organisations being able to weather the storm together.
Material availability and price volatility created an additional financial challenge. P2, Managing Director, described how suppliers were affected by reduced production and transport disruption:
“There were periods where materials we'd ordered weeks in advance simply didn't arrive because manufacturers had reduced production or transport had been disrupted. Then, as markets recovered, prices began increasing exponentially.” 
The uncertainty surrounding prices also affected commercial planning. P2 explained:
“During COVID we'd receive quotations from suppliers that were only valid for forty-eight hours. That created significant commercial risk because we'd sometimes be pricing projects months before materials were actually required.” 
These findings demonstrate that the financial consequences of COVID-19 extended beyond falling revenues. Organisations also faced uncertainty over planning reliability,  input costs and the availability of materials, making it more difficult to establish reliable project budgets and margins.
The interviews also suggest that the pandemic challenged the assumption that highly efficient, lean operating models were necessarily the most resilient, a tension between efficiency and resilience explored further in Section 5.7.
Overall, the interviews indicate that COVID-19 significantly altered financial priorities within the participating organisations. Liquidity management, scenario planning, supplier relationships and contingency arrangements became more prominent, while short-term profit fell behind organisational survival. The findings therefore provide greater explanatory depth to the quantitative results presented in Chapter 4, particularly those concerning financial disruption and changing organisational performance.
Importantly, financial resilience was not viewed simply as having access to sufficient cash. This reinforces the wider argument of the dissertation that operational resilience is multidimensional and requires coordination between financial, commercial and operational capabilities.

5.6 Theme 4: Acceleration of Digital Transformation
Digital transformation emerged as an important theme across the interviews, although participants described it as a practical response to operational disruption rather than a pre-conceived programme. The need to maintain communication, manage information and coordinate activities while normal face-to-face working was restricted accelerated the use of digital systems across all industries, not just construction.
P5, Procurement Manager described how communication changed during the pandemic:
“During the pandemic almost, everything happened online. Interestingly, I think supplier communication became more frequent because it was easier to arrange shorter virtual meetings than travelling across the country for a lunch.” 
This suggests that digital communication became an important mechanism for maintaining relationships when conventional face-to-face interaction was restricted. Rather than simply replacing physical meetings, digital communication enabled organisations to increase the frequency with which they communicated with stakeholders.
The importance of timely information was particularly evident within procurement. P5 explained:
“Data also became much more important, having accurate information about stock , purchase orders and lead times enabled us to make decisions far more quickly than relying on manual reports.” 
This finding is significant because it links digitalisation directly to operational resilience. Access to accurate information allowed decisionmakers to respond more rapidly to changing supply conditions. Digital capability therefore supported not only communication but also organisational decision-making.
The experience subsequently led to continued investment in digital systems. P3 described this alongside broader changes to supply-chain management:
“We’ve invested in procurement systems that improve visibility across projects. We have strengthened relationships with strategic suppliers rather than simply selecting subcontractors on lowest cost.” 
This indicates that digital transformation was not considered independently from wider resilience strategies. Improved information visibility was combined with stronger supplier relationships, suggesting that technology was viewed as one component within a broader approach to managing uncertainty.
Digital working practices also influenced project management. P6, Senior Project Manager, described how operational meetings introduced during the pandemic continued after restrictions were removed:
“We still do the daily operational meetings we introduced during the, although they're shorter now. They've improved collaboration between departments and have sped up problem solving.” 
This provides evidence that some changes introduced as emergency responses became embedded within normal organisational practice. The finding is particularly relevant to the concept of organisational learning because it suggests that COVID-19 did not simply create temporary changes to working practices; some organisations retained practices that were perceived to have improved operational performance.
The interviews therefore indicate that COVID-19 accelerated digital adoption in three interconnected areas: communication, information visibility and operational coordination. Importantly, the findings do not suggest that technology replaced traditional construction practices. Instead, digital systems supported the transfer of information and management processes.
The findings also provide a more nuanced interpretation of digital transformation than simply identifying increased technology use. The evidence from P5 suggests that the value of digitalisation arose from its ability to provide timely and accurate information, while P6's experience indicates that digital and remote communication could improve coordination between departments.
This supports the quantitative findings presented in Chapter 4, where increased digital adoption was identified as one of the significant organisational responses to COVID-19. The qualitative evidence provides additional explanation by demonstrating why digital tools were valuable: they improved communication, information availability and decision-making during a period when traditional operating arrangements were disrupted.
Overall, the interviews indicate that COVID-19 acted as a catalyst for digital transformation within the participating organisations. However, the evidence suggests that the most significant benefit was not technology itself, but the increased organisational visibility, communication and responsiveness that digital systems enabled. 
5.7 Theme 5: Organisational Learning and Operational Resilience
The final theme concerns the longer-term lessons that participants believed their organisations had taken from the COVID-19 pandemic. Across the six interviews, resilience was increasingly described as an ongoing organisational capability rather than simply the ability to recover after a crisis. Participants identified changes to risk management, supply-chain strategy, financial planning, communication and operational decision-making.
P1, CFO, described one of the most significant lessons as the recognition that resilience can require a deliberate trade-off against short-term efficiency:
“Probably that resilience has a cost. Before COVID we had become extremely lean. That made commercial sense because every pound tied up in inventory is a pound that isn’t generating a return elsewhere. Today we deliberately hold more stock than we did before the pandemic. Financially that’s less efficient but allows for the unpredictable.”
This illustrates a broader shift away from justifying lean operating practices purely on cost efficiency, towards accepting deliberate redundancy as the price of resilience.
This change was also reflected in the way organisations approached risk management. P3, Commercial Director, explained:
“Previously, many of our risk registers focused on project-specific issues, ground conditions, weather, planning delays and things like that. Today we think much more broadly about systemic risks. Supply chain resilience and diversification receives a lot more attention.”
P5, Procurement Manager, provided a broader definition of resilience from a supply-chain perspective:
“For me, resilience is about being able to supply customers despite disruption. That sounds simple but achieving it involves a few different things. You need strong relationships because people are far more likely to support organisations, they have built trust with over many years. You need visibility because you cannot respond to risks you don’t know exist. You need flexibility because circumstances change rapidly.”
This view reframes resilience as dependent on relationships, information and flexibility, not solely on financial resources, reinforcing the interconnected nature of the capabilities identified throughout the interviews.
Participants also described resilience becoming embedded in everyday organisational culture rather than treated as an emergency-specific concern. P6, Senior Project Manager, explained:
“If there’s one lesson I’d pass on to other businesses, it’s that resilience isn’t a document sitting on a shelf. It’s a culture. It’s how people communicate, how quickly decisions are made and how willing organisations are to adapt when circumstances change.”
This brings together several of the issues identified in the preceding themes: communication, decision-making and adaptability, previously identified as important responses during the immediate crisis, were now viewed by participants as capabilities that should remain embedded within normal operations.
P3 reinforced this view of resilience:
“COVID highlighted that resilience isn’t just about financial resources. It’s about relationships. It’s about leadership. It’s about communication. It’s about understanding your supply chain. It’s about empowering people to make decisions quickly when circumstances change.”
Taken together, these findings indicate that participants understood operational resilience as multidimensional. Financial resources were important, but resilience also depended upon supply-chain relationships, leadership, communication, information, employee capability and the ability to make timely decisions.
The qualitative findings therefore support the quantitative results presented in Chapter 4, particularly the evidence that organisations increased their focus on contingency planning, supply-chain resilience and adaptive practices following COVID-19. More importantly, the interviews explain how participants understood resilience in practice. It was not simply a matter of recovering from disruption; rather, it involved developing the capability to continue operating while circumstances were changing.
Overall, the evidence suggests that COVID-19 acted as a significant learning event for the participating construction organisations. The experience encouraged a move away from an exclusive emphasis on efficiency and towards a broader consideration of preparedness, flexibility and continuity. This provides an important foundation for the discussion in Chapter 6, where these findings can be compared more critically with the existing literature on organisational resilience, dynamic capabilities and supply-chain resilience.
5.8 Chapter Summary
This chapter presented the qualitative findings from six interviews with senior professionals in the UK construction sector, organised around five themes: operational disruption; leadership and decision-making; financial pressure; digital transformation; and organisational learning and resilience.
Overall, COVID-19 created simultaneous operational, financial and strategic challenges, particularly through workforce shortages, supply-chain disruption, project delays and financial uncertainty. Clear communication, visible leadership and rapid decision-making were identified as important to maintaining organisational stability, supporting the literature on adaptive leadership (Bass, 1985; Dirani et al., 2020). Participants also highlighted the importance of cash flow, contingency planning and supply-chain flexibility, reinforcing the need to balance efficiency with resilience (Pettit, Fiksel and Croxton, 2013).
Digital technologies became more important for communication, procurement and remote working, with several pandemic-driven practices being retained after the pandemic subsided, consistent with the role of digital capability in organisational agility (Bharadwaj et al., 2013). Participants also reported greater emphasis on risk management, business continuity and organisational learning(Teece, 2007).
Taken together, the qualitative findings closely aligned with the quantitative results while providing greater insight into how disruption was experienced and managed. This convergence supports the mixed methods approach (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2017) and provides the basis for the discussion in Chapter 6.








Chapter 6: Discussion
6.1 Introduction
This chapter integrates the quantitative findings presented in Chapter 4 with the qualitative findings presented in Chapter 5 and interprets the results in relation to the research questions, evaluating them against the literature on organisational resilience, crisis management, leadership, digital transformation, and construction supply chains.
Consistent with the mixed methods design, the survey identified broad patterns across the participating UK construction organisations, while the interviews provided greater insight into how these patterns were experienced and managed. Attention is given to organisational adaptability and leadership communication, as these demonstrated the strongest statistical relationships with preparedness for future crises. As the research used cross-sectional and self-reported data, the results are interpreted as associations rather than evidence.
6.2 COVID-19 as a Systemic Operational and Financial Shock
The findings demonstrate that COVID-19 represented a huge disruption rather than an isolated and conventional project-level risk. The mean operational disruption score was 3.50 out of 5, while 55.8% of respondents reported significant or severe disruption. Project delays were also widespread, with 58.3% reporting delays of between one and six months. These findings support Gamil and Alhagar’s (2020) argument that the pandemic created simultaneous pressures involving labour availability, material supply, site operations, and demand.
The interview findings explain why the disruption was so extensive. Participants described workforce absences, material shortages, changing safety requirements, transport restrictions, and project delays occurring simultaneously. P6 observed that “every project, every subcontractor and every supplier was experiencing disruption simultaneously”. COVID-19 therefore affected the wider network of organisations on which construction activity depended, rather than individual firms or projects in isolation.
This reflects Ivanov and Dolgui’s (2020) account of disruption across interconnected supply networks, in which disruption within one part of a network can affect multiple organisations and projects simultaneously.
Uncertainty intensified these problems, as participants were initially unsure whether sites, warehouses, and transport operations could continue, consistent with Loosemore and Malouf’s (2019) description of crises as high-impact events requiring urgent decisions under uncertain conditions.
Operational and financial impacts were also connected. The mean financial-impact score was 3.38, while the correlation between operational disruption and financial impact was . This indicates that respondents reporting greater operational disruption also tended to report greater financial consequences.
The interviews provide further explanation for this relationship: project delays, reduced productivity, material shortages, and changing safety procedures increased costs while creating uncertainty around revenue and payment schedules. P1 explained that the immediate financial priority shifted from profitability to liquidity, describing a move from weekly to daily financial monitoring, while scenario planning became more important as conventional forecasts could not reliably predict the duration of restrictions.
These findings support Pettit, Fiksel and Croxton’s (2013) argument that resilience depends on the balance between organisational vulnerabilities and capabilities. The pandemic increased vulnerabilities linked to workforce availability, material supply, costs, and cash flow. In response, organisations strengthened capabilities such as financial monitoring, scenario planning, supplier communication, and operational flexibility.
A formal group comparison (Section 4.6.2) tested whether firm size predicted financial impact. Although previous literature identifies smaller businesses as potentially more vulnerable because of limited financial reserves, no statistically significant difference in financial impact was found between smaller businesses and larger organisations in this sample (p = .382). Operational disruption did differ significantly by firm size (p = .005), but in the opposite direction to the smaller businesses-vulnerability narrative common in the literature: larger organisations reported greater disruption, plausibly reflecting their larger number of concurrent sites and subcontractor relationships. Firm size should therefore be understood as a more complex and, in places, counter-intuitive factor in this sample than the existing literature would suggest, rather than one that straightforwardly disadvantages smaller firms.
6.3 Leadership Communication and Organisational Adaptability
Leadership communication emerged as one of the factors most strongly associated with preparedness. It had a mean score of 3.44 and a strong positive correlation with preparedness for future crises at . It also produced a positive regression coefficient of when included alongside organisational adaptability, management response, and staff wellbeing support.
The qualitative findings explain how communication supported organisational responses. Participants emphasised honesty, clarity, visibility, and frequency. P2 described communicating what was known, what wasn’t, and when further information would become available. This approach allowed leaders to acknowledge uncertainty while still providing direction. P4 similarly explained that employees needed reassurance that decisions considered their safety rather than being based only on commercial priorities.
These findings are consistent with Dirani et al. (2020), who identify communication and employee support as important leadership capabilities during crises. In the construction context, communication was particularly important because many employees could not work remotely. Decisions concerning site operations therefore had direct implications for employee safety, confidence, and organisational trust.
The interviews also suggest that decision-making became faster and more collaborative. P3 explained that traditional hierarchical processes were less suitable because information changed rapidly. Decisions increasingly involved collective input from financial, commercial, procurement, operational, and safety functions. This cross-functional approach allowed organisations to assess interconnected risks rather than treating them as separate departmental issues.
Organisational adaptability demonstrated the strongest statistical relationship with preparedness. The correlation between adaptability and preparedness was , while its regression coefficient was . Respondents who perceived their organisations as adaptable therefore also tended to view them as better prepared for future disruption.
The interviews provided several examples of adaptability, including daily programme reviews, frequent financial monitoring, revised site procedures, remote communication, supplier diversification, and faster decision-making. P6 described the project programme becoming a “live document” that required daily review as workforce, supplier, and regulatory conditions changed.
This supports Lengnick-Hall, Beck and Lengnick-Hall’s (2011) understanding of resilience as an adaptive capability. Resilience does not necessarily mean maintaining normal operations without change. Instead, it involves reconfiguring resources and processes while preserving essential organisational functions.
The findings also indicate that preparedness should not be understood solely as possessing a formal crisis plan, which cannot anticipate every aspect of a systemic disruption; it also depends on an organisation's capacity to adapt its operations as new information and guidance becomes known.
Leadership communication and organisational adaptability should therefore be viewed as related capabilities: communication helped people understand changing circumstances, while adaptability enabled the organisation to respond, supporting the conclusion that resilience depended on converting information into action.
6.4 Digital Transformation as an Enabling Capability
Digital transformation was among the most commonly reported strategic responses to the pandemic, 56.7% of respondents adopted digital communication tools, and 48.3% moved toward more remote working. The mean digital-transformation score of 3.47 backs this up, pointing to broad agreement that COVID-19 pushed organisations toward faster technology adoption than they might otherwise have seen.
This fits with the wider idea that crises have a way of overriding organisational stagnation and forcing change that might otherwise have taken years (D'Auria and De Smet, 2020). Tools that had previously been nice-to-haves suddenly became essential just for simply keeping information moving.
However, digital transformation only correlated weakly with preparedness (r = 0.218), notably weaker than the relationships involving organisational adaptability and leadership communication. So, while technology clearly mattered, it doesn't look like something that drives resilience on its own.
The interviews help explain why. P5 described how better visibility over stock, purchase orders, and lead times sped up procurement decisions considerably. P6 talked about virtual operational meetings making collaboration easier and surfacing problems earlier than they might otherwise have been caught. What comes through in both cases is that technology was useful because it improved communication, visibility, and responsiveness, not simply because adopting it automatically made an organisation more resilient.
Digital transformation, then, is probably best thought of as an enabling capability rather than a resilience factor in its own right. Software and communication platforms can open up information flows, but how much that actually helps depends on whether it is acted on. Investment in digital tools only pays off if it's backed by the right skills, sensible processes, and people who actually have the authority to act on what the systems are telling them.
Some of what firms adopted during the pandemic stuck around afterwards including digital procurement systems, more frequent operational meetings, which suggests this wasn't purely a temporary response but something closer to genuine organisational learning. That said, the findings here don't show that technology adoption worked equally well across every organisation in the sample, or across the UK construction sector more broadly.
6.5 Supply-Chain Resilience and Organisational Learning
Supply-chain disruption was prominent across both phases of the research. Respondents reported material shortages, delivery delays, rising costs, and price volatility. Supplier diversification was adopted by 45.0% of respondents, while 45.8% reported contract renegotiation.
These findings reinforce Vrijhoef and Koskela’s (2000) characterisation of construction supply chains as fragmented networks with limited integration. Organisations often have visibility over their immediate suppliers but less understanding of risks further up the supply chain. This makes it difficult to specifically anticipate disruption or coordinate responses.
Interview participants emphasised the importance of supplier relationships, information visibility, and flexibility. P5 argued that organisations cannot respond effectively to risks they cannot identify. This aligns with Ivanov and Dolgui’s (2020) emphasis on visibility and flexibility within resilient supply networks.
The findings also identify a tension between efficiency and resilience. JIT delivery and low inventory levels may reduce costs during stable conditions but can increase exposure when production and transportation are disrupted. P1 explained that the organisation now deliberately holds more stock, accepting reduced financial efficiency in return for protection from future instability.
This supports Pettit, Fiksel and Croxton’s (2013) argument that efficiency must be balanced against flexibility and redundancy. The interviews also suggest that procurement priorities expanded beyond obtaining the lowest price. Continuity of supply, collaboration, trust, and access to quick, reliable information became more important measures of performance.
The pandemic also encouraged organisational learning with participants describing changes to risk assessment, programme management, financial monitoring, procurement, communication, and business continuity. Some organisations retained practices that had proved effective, including frequent operational meetings and improved supply-chain visibility.
The mean preparedness score of 3.47 suggests that respondents considered their organisations better prepared following the pandemic. However, this represents perceived preparedness rather than evidence of how organisations would perform during a future crisis.
Organisational learning must also be embedded if it is to support lasting resilience. Knowledge developed by individual managers may be lost unless it is incorporated into procedures, training, risk registers, supplier arrangements, and continuity plans. Future preparedness therefore depends on converting crisis experience into organisational capability.
6.6 Integration and Implications 
The two datasets line up well across the main findings except for digital adoption and wellbeing. The survey pointed to substantial operational and financial impacts; the interviews filled in how, explaining the mechanics of how disruption hit project delivery, supply chains, workforce management, and liquidity all at once. 
The same pattern held for preparedness, adaptability, and leadership communication , the survey established that these were strongly related, and the interviews showed what that relationship actually looked like in practice: transparent communication, decisions made quickly, planning that could flex when it needed to, and coordination across functions rather than within silos. Digital transformation converged in a similar way. Both phases agreed that technology adoption sped up considerably during the pandemic, but bringing the two together shows more precisely what that technology was actually doing , acting as a facilitator for communication, visibility, and responsiveness, rather than being some independent driver of resilience. 
Taken together, the findings point toward resilience as something genuinely multidimensional. Money alone wasn't enough; technology couldn't stand in for good leadership or sound decision-making; and even something as apparently straightforward as diversifying suppliers turned out to depend on having the right information, the commercial capacity to act on it, and relationships built on enough trust to make it work. Resilience, in other words, came out of how financial, operational, technological, relational, and human capabilities interacted with each other, not from any one of them in alone. 
For practice, this suggests a few things worth taking seriously: risk management that looks beyond individual projects, clear ownership of crisis communication, proper scenario planning, better visibility across the supply chain, a hard look at dependency on critical suppliers, and holding onto whichever digital practices have actually demonstrated real improvements in coordination. It is also worth organisations weighing up, deliberately, how much short-term efficiency they're prepared to trade off against the kind of redundancy that helps an organisation keep going through a major disruption. 
6.7 Chapter Summary 
This chapter has brought the quantitative and qualitative findings together and read them against the literature on organisational resilience, leadership, digital transformation, and supply chain management. Across both datasets, organisational adaptability and leadership communication stood out as the strongest and most consistent drivers of preparedness. 



Chapter 7: Conclusions and Recommendations
7.1 Introduction
This final chapter brings the dissertation to a close. It pulls together the key findings from the research, answers the research questions set out in Chapter 1 directly, reflects on what the study contributes, accepts its limitations, and sets out recommendations for construction practitioners, industry stakeholders, and policymakers, before pointing toward where future research might go from here.
The aim throughout this dissertation has been to critically examine how COVID-19 affected the operations and strategic decision-making of UK construction firms, and to draw out lessons that can inform how the industry prepares for the next crisis. Using an integrated mixed methods design, the study has tried to build a genuinely nuanced picture of how construction firms actually navigated disruption on this scale.

7.2 Summary of Key Findings
What this research shows, fairly clearly, is that COVID-19 was a profound shock to UK construction that hit firms operationally, financially, and strategically all at once. The survey data points to operational disruption on a wide scale: site closures, productivity falling, projects delayed. Most firms in the sample felt this to some degree, though how badly varied a great deal.
Financial strain was just as widespread, with cash-flow pressure, rising material costs, and delayed payments coming up as the biggest challenges across the board. Interestingly, a formal test found no statistically significant difference in financial impact by firm size (p = .382), which runs against the common assumption in some of the literature that smaller businesses face disproportionate financial vulnerability during a shock like this (Chartered Institute of Building, 2021). Operational disruption did differ significantly by firm size (p = .005), but again not in the expected direction: it was the larger organisations, not the smaller businesses, which reported higher levels of disruption.
Leadership turned out to matter enormously to how well firms coped. Where communication was clear, leadership was decisive and workforce wellbeing was genuinely prioritised, firms were better able to adapt as conditions kept shifting. The pandemic also sped up strategic change considerably, particularly around digital integration and remote working, though a lot of this looked more like firms reacting to necessity than executing any deliberate strategic plan.
Finally, COVID-19 exposed vulnerabilities in construction supply chains that existed for a long time, pushing some firms to rethink how they sourced materials and managed risk. Not every firm was equally able to act on that, with the capacity to actually make these changes was spread unevenly across the sector.



7.3 Addressing the Research Questions
Research Question 1: What operational and financial impacts did COVID-19 have on UK construction firms in the short and medium term?
COVID-19 caused significant operational disruption including project delays, labour shortages, productivity taking a hit alongside financial impacts including falling revenue, higher operating costs, and real pressure on cash flow. A formal test of firm size found no significant difference in financial impact between smaller businesses and larger organisations (p = .382), while larger organisations actually reported significantly greater operational disruption (p = .005), a finding that cuts against the assumption, common in parts of the literature, that smaller firms bear the brunt of this kind of shock.
Research Question 2: How did construction firms adapt their strategies in response to pandemic-related disruption?
Construction firms adopted a range of adaptive strategies, including workforce restructuring, renegotiation of contracts, increased use of digital technologies, and adjustments to supply chain arrangements. While some firms implemented proactive changes, many adaptations were reactive and driven by immediate necessity.
Research Question 3: What internal and external factors influenced organisational resilience during the crisis?
Key internal factors included leadership effectiveness, decision-making speed, financial capacity, and organisational culture. External factors included government guidance, availability of financial support, and supply chain stability.
Research Question 4: To what extent do quantitative trends align with qualitative experiences of senior decisionmakers?
The mixed methods findings demonstrate strong alignment between quantitative trends and qualitative experiences. Survey data identified broad patterns relating to operational disruption, financial impact, leadership communication, and organisational adaptability, while interview data explained the organisational mechanisms underpinning these trends, including the firm-size pattern discussed under Research Question 1.
Research Question 5: What lessons can be drawn to enhance future crisis preparedness in the UK construction industry?
The research highlights the importance of proactive resilience-building, strategic leadership development, supply chain diversification, and investment in digital capability as key lessons for future crisis preparedness.




7.4 Contributions to Knowledge
This dissertation makes several original contributions to knowledge. First, it extends organisational resilience theory into the under-researched context of UK construction during a global pandemic. Second, it provides empirical evidence of how leadership communication and organisational adaptability influence perceived resilience outcomes, and offers a tested, counter-intuitive finding regarding firm size: contrary to the smaller businesses -vulnerability narrative common in the wider literature, this study found no significant firm-size difference in financial impact, while larger firms reported significantly greater operational disruption than smaller businesses. Third, the study demonstrates the value of a sequential explanatory mixed methods approach in construction research, offering insight for future studies.
7.5 Practical Recommendations
From the findings, a number of recommendations follow.
For construction firms:
· Build crisis management and business continuity plans that go beyond the usual project-level risk management, which tends to cover cost overruns or bad weather but not a shock on this scale.
· Invest in leadership development aimed specifically at decision-making and communication under unprecedented conditions, so firms can respond to incidents faster when it counts.
· Correctly embedded digital tools into the business, rather than as a fall-back, propped up with training and cultural change needed to make a genuinely resilient workforce, not just a digitally equipped one.
· Take a fresh look at supply chain strategy, weighing efficiency and cost against the resilience that comes from having some slippage built in.
For industry bodies and policymakers:
· Support construction organisations broadly in strengthening financial resilience and supply chain stability. This research found no evidence that smaller businesses were disproportionately financially affected relative to larger firms, so support should be framed as relevant across the sector rather than targeted specifically at smaller businesses.
· Push for more standardised guidance and communication, so firms face less uncertainty and inconsistency and can react quickly when a crisis is either in progress or impending.
· Encourage collaboration and networking across the industry, so lessons on resilience and innovation get shared rather than learned separately by every firm on its own.
7.6 Limitations of the Study
This study is subject to a few limitations that should be considered when interpreting its findings.
First, the use of non-probability, purposive sampling for both the survey and interviews limits the statistical generalisability of the findings to the wider UK construction population. Participants who agreed to take part may differ systematically from non-respondents, for example in how significantly their organisations were affected by the pandemic or how confident they felt discussing their organisation’s response.
Second, the reliance on self-reported data for both phases introduces the possibility of response and recall bias. Respondents rated their own organisation’s disruption, financial impact, and preparedness retrospectively, and may have over- or under-stated these to present their organisation, or their own performance within it, favourably.
Third, the firm-size comparison reported in Section 4.6.2 should be interpreted with caution. The smaller businesses and larger-firm groups were unequally split (n = 49 and n = 71 respectively), and firm size was analysed using a binary split of a five-category variable; a larger sample would allow a more precise test of this relationship and allow for interaction effects with other variables, such as leadership communication, to be analysed.
Fourth, the qualitative phase involved six interview participants, and although this is consistent with accepted practice for analysis within a mixed methods design, it cannot capture the full diversity of organisational experience across a sector as varied as UK construction. In particular, no participant represented a very large (500+ employee) organisation, which limits the extent to which the interviews could contextualise the survey’s largest-firm responses.
Finally, the study focuses exclusively on the UK context and the 2020–2022 period, and its findings may not be directly transferable to other national environments or different types of systemic disruption. These limitations inform the directions for future research outlined in the following section.
7.7 Directions for Future Research
Future research could examine the long-term sustainability of changes implemented during the pandemic to see their continued effect on strategy and resilience in the present. Comparative studies across different national contexts or construction sub-sectors would further enhance understanding and further knowledge surrounding localised effects of the pandemic. Additional research into leadership capacity and wellbeing during prolonged crises is also warranted.
7.8 Broader Industry Implications
Beyond the immediate context of the COVID-19 pandemic, the findings of this research carry broader implications for the future development of the UK construction industry. The pandemic exposed problems that had long existed within the sector unaddressed including vulnerable supply chains, constrained financial resilience across the sector more generally, and slow adoption of digital technologies.
Addressing these issues will require coordinated action from firms, industry bodies, and policymakers. Construction organisations may need to reconsider traditional procurement practices that prioritise cost efficiency at the expense of long-term resilience. Greater collaboration across supply chain partners could help improve information sharing, risk management, and collective problem-solving to mitigate the problems experienced in 2020/2021.
The research also highlights the importance of investing in workforce capability. Construction professionals demonstrated considerable adaptability and improvisation during the pandemic, but sustained resilience requires ongoing training in digital tools, leadership development, and crisis management as well as contingency planning for similar future events.
Finally, the study suggests that future strategies should incorporate resilience as a proactive strategic objective rather than a reactive response. Given that construction supply chains remain exposed to geopolitical and macroeconomic instability beyond the pandemic, firms that prioritise adaptability and organisational learning are likely to be better positioned for future crisis.
7.9 Final Conclusion
This dissertation has demonstrated that while the COVID-19 pandemic posed unprecedented challenges to UK construction firms, it also created opportunities for learning and transformation. With firms that exhibited adaptive leadership, strategic flexibility, and a commitment to resilience were positioned better to navigate uncertainty. As the construction industry faces future risks, the lessons identified in this study could provide a valuable foundation for building a more resilient and sustainable sector.
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Chapter 9: Appendices
This chapter presents the supporting research instruments and ethical documentation referred to in Chapter 3 (Methodology). Appendix A reproduces the online survey questionnaire described in Section 3.4.1. Appendix B reproduces the semi-structured interview guide described in Section 3.5. Appendix C sets out the ethical approval and participant documentation referred to in Section 3.8.

Appendix A: Survey Instrument
The following questionnaire was administered online to UK construction professionals, as described in Section 3.4.1. All Likert-scale items used a five-point scale as indicated. Multiple-response items allowed respondents to select all options that applied.

Section A: Demographic Information
1. What is your current role within the construction industry? (Director/Managing Director; Project Manager; Site Manager; Quantity Surveyor/Commercial Manager; Engineer/Technical Professional; Procurement/Supply Chain; Health & Safety; Skilled Trade; Administration/Support)
2. What type of organisation do you work for? (Main Contractor; Subcontractor; Supplier/Manufacturer; Consultancy; Developer; Self-employed)
3. Approximately how many employees does your organisation have? (Under 10; 10–49; 50–249; 250–499; 500+)
4. How long have you worked in the construction industry? (Less than 2 years; 2–5 years; 6–10 years; 11–20 years; Over 20 years)

Section B: Operational Impact of COVID-19
5. Overall, to what extent did COVID-19 disrupt your organisation’s operations? (1 = No Disruption – 5 = Severe Disruption)
6. Which of the following operational areas were affected by COVID-19? Select all that apply. (Site closures; Labour shortages; Staff sickness/self-isolation; Reduced productivity due to social distancing; Material shortages; Project delays; Communication difficulties; Health and safety compliance changes)
7. Approximately how long were your projects delayed as a result of COVID-19? (No delay; Less than 1 month; 1–3 months; 3–6 months; More than 6 months; Not applicable)
8. What was the single biggest operational challenge your organisation faced during the pandemic? (open text)

Section C: Financial Impact
9. Overall, to what extent has COVID-19 financially impacted your organisation? (1 = No Impact – 5 = Severe Impact)
10. Which of the following financial impacts has your organisation experienced? Select all that apply. (Reduced revenue; Increased material costs; Delayed payments; Cash flow issues; Redundancies/furloughing staff; Project cancellations; Increased operational costs)
11. Did your organisation access UK government COVID-19 support schemes (e.g. furlough, business interruption loans)? (Yes; No; Unsure)
12. What was the most significant financial challenge faced by your organisation during the pandemic? (open text)

Section D: Strategic Responses
13. Which of the following strategies did your organisation adopt in response to COVID-19? Select all that apply. (Increased remote working; Digital communication tools [e.g. Microsoft Teams, Zoom]; Supplier diversification; Workforce restructuring; Contract renegotiation; Cost reduction measures; Enhanced health and safety procedures; No major strategic changes)
14. To what extent do you agree with the statement “COVID-19 accelerated digital transformation within my organisation”? (1 = Strongly Disagree – 5 = Strongly Agree)
15. What long-term organisational changes, if any, has your organisation retained following the pandemic? (open text)

Section E: Leadership, Organisational Resilience, and Future Preparedness
Question 16 – Please rate your agreement with the following statements (1 = Strongly Disagree – 5 = Strongly Agree):
· My organisation’s leadership communicated effectively during the COVID-19 pandemic.
· My organisation’s management responded quickly and effectively to challenges caused by COVID-19.
· My organisation adapted well to the disruption caused by COVID-19.
· My organisation effectively supported staff wellbeing during the pandemic.
· I believe my organisation is better prepared for future crises as a result of its experience during COVID-19.
17. Which of the following factors do you believe contributed most to organisational resilience during the pandemic? Select all that apply. (Leadership; Financial stability; Flexible workforce; Technology/digital systems; Supply chain relationships; Government support; Staff cooperation)
18. What key lessons has the UK construction industry learned from the COVID-19 pandemic? (open text)
19. How prepared do you think the UK construction industry currently is for future major disruptions? (1 = Not at all Prepared – 5 = Very Well Prepared)
20. What recommendations would you make to improve resilience within the UK construction industry for future crises? (open text)

End of questionnaire. Thank you for your participation.























Appendix B: Semi-Structured Interview Guide
The following guide was used to structure the six semi-structured interviews described in Section 3.5. Questions were used flexibly, with follow-up probes used to explore participant responses in greater depth, consistent with the semi-structured format (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2015).

Interview Participants
	Interview Participant Profiles

	Participant
	Role
	Organisation Type
	Key Area of Responsibility

	P1
	Chief Financial Officer
	Medium-sized construction supplier
	Financial resilience and cash flow

	P2
	Managing Director
	Construction firm
	Strategic decision-making

	P3
	Commercial Director
	Construction organisation
	Contracts and commercial risk

	P4
	Operations Director
	Construction company
	Operational continuity

	P5
	Procurement Manager
	Construction supplier
	Supply chain resilience

	P6
	Senior Project Manager
	Construction contractor
	Project delivery and workforce management



Introduction (read to all participants)
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this research. This interview forms part of an MBA dissertation examining the impact of COVID-19 on UK construction firms and the factors associated with organisational resilience. The interview should take approximately 30–45 minutes. With your consent, the interview will be audio-recorded and transcribed for analysis; all data will be anonymised and stored securely in line with the participant information sheet you have been given. You may decline to answer any question and may withdraw at any time without giving a reason. Do you have any questions before we begin, and do you consent to the interview being recorded?

Theme 1: Initial Operational Disruption
· Can you describe how COVID-19 first affected your organisation’s operations?
· What were the most significant operational challenges in the early stages of the pandemic?
· How did your organisation initially respond to the uncertainty caused by the pandemic?

Theme 2: Leadership and Decision-Making Under Uncertainty
· How would you describe the leadership approach taken by your organisation during the pandemic?
· How did communication between leadership and staff change during this period?
· Can you describe a specific decision that had to be made quickly and how it was approached?

Theme 3: Financial Pressures and Organisational Survival
· What financial pressures did your organisation experience as a result of COVID-19?
· How did your organisation manage cash flow and financial planning during this period?
· Did your organisation access any government support schemes, and how significant were they?

Theme 4: Digital Transformation and Strategic Adaptation
· What changes did your organisation make to working practices or technology use during the pandemic?
· Which of these changes, if any, have become permanent?
· How did strategic priorities shift during the pandemic?

Theme 5: Organisational Learning, Resilience, and Future Preparedness
· What do you think your organisation learned from its experience of the pandemic?
· What factors do you believe contributed most to your organisation’s resilience?
· How prepared do you think your organisation, and the wider industry, is for a future major disruption?
· What would you recommend improving resilience across the construction sector?

Closing
Is there anything else about your organisation’s experience during the pandemic that you think is important but that we haven’t covered? Thank you for your time and your contribution to this research.

Appendix C: Ethical Approval and Participant Documentation

C.1 Ethical Approval
This research was reviewed and approved by the UWTSD Research Ethics Committee, University of Wales Trinity Saint David, prior to data collection.
C.2 Participant Information Sheet (Summary)
Study title: Investigating the Strategic Consequences of COVID-19 on UK Construction Firms Through a Mixed Methods Lens
Researcher: Ben Parker, MBA Student, University of Wales Trinity Saint David
Purpose of the study: This research examines how UK construction organisations were affected by, and responded to, the COVID-19 pandemic, and what factors were associated with organisational resilience.
What participation involves: Survey respondents were asked to complete an anonymous online questionnaire taking approximately 10–15 minutes. Interview participants were asked to take part in one semi-structured interview of approximately 30–45 minutes, audio-recorded with consent.
Confidentiality: All data were anonymised. Interview participants are identified only by participant code (P1–P6) in the dissertation. Data were stored securely and only accessible to the researcher.
Voluntary participation: Participation was voluntary. Participants could withdraw at any point without giving a reason and without any disadvantage.

C.3 Interview Consent Form (Template)
Please initial each box to confirm your agreement:
· I confirm that I have read and understood the participant information sheet for this study.
· I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time without giving a reason.
· I agree to the interview being audio-recorded and transcribed for the purposes of this research.
· I understand that my data will be anonymised and that I will not be personally identifiable in the final dissertation.
· I agree to take part in this study.

Participant name:                                             Date: 
Researcher name: Ben Parker 		        Date:
Appendix D- Correlation Matrix
	Operational Disruption
	Financial Impact
	Digital Transformation
	Leadership Communication
	Management Response
	Organisational Adaptability
	Staff Wellbeing
	Better Prepared
	Industry Preparedness
	Variable
	Table 4.6.1: Correlation Matrix of Key Resilience Variables

	1.000
	0.399
	0.047
	0.117
	0.023
	0.207
	-0.095
	0.226
	-0.080
	Operational Disruption
	

	0.399
	1.000
	0.104
	0.089
	0.121
	0.241
	0.085
	0.157
	0.009
	Financial Impact
	

	0.047
	0.104
	1.000
	0.105
	0.027
	0.221
	0.284
	0.218
	-0.040
	Digital Transformation
	

	0.117
	0.089
	0.105
	1.000
	0.478
	0.380
	0.210
	0.656
	0.375
	Leadership
	

	0.023
	0.121
	0.027
	0.478
	1.000
	0.264
	0.161
	0.327
	0.181
	Management
	

	0.207
	0.241
	0.221
	0.380
	0.264
	1.000
	0.151
	0.669
	0.213
	Organisational
	

	-0.095
	0.085
	0.284
	0.210
	0.161
	0.151
	1.000
	0.115
	0.091
	Staff Wellbeing
	

	0.226
	0.157
	0.218
	0.656
	0.327
	0.669
	0.115
	1.000
	0.279
	Better Prepared
	

	-0.080
	0.009
	-0.040
	0.375
	0.181
	0.213
	0.091
	0.279
	1.000
	industry Preparedness
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