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Introduction

Organizations have extended numbers of stakeholders that have greatly complicated the identification of stakeholder needs and the analysis of how to address those needs.  The global environment in which organizations operate is fraught with serious and significant environmental, economic, technological, political, social, ethical, and human subjects’ issues (Lawrence & Weber, 2011).  Extensive scanning is required to identify the key stakeholders and to prioritize their issues.  Sophisticated tools and techniques are required for an organization to be able to analyze how it can best meet stakeholder needs while remaining profitable and ethical in a highly competitive market.

Balancing responses to the multiple and often conflicting needs of manifold stakeholders is equivalent to navigating the Strait of Messina where the mythical monster Scylla threatened from one side while the whirling eddy of Charybdis challenged on the other.  Similarly the proactive stakeholder analysis and subsequent response planning by organizations should employ a cautious and reasoned approach to making informed tradeoffs among stakeholder needs so as to avoid the danger of “doing too little” on the one side or the danger of “doing too much” on the other.  Confucius (n.d.) provided advice helpful in avoiding the danger of “doing too little” when he said “The man (company) of virtue makes the difficulty to be overcome his (its) first business, and success only a subsequent consideration.”  Swope (n.d.) on the other hand provided advice helpful in avoiding the temptation of “doing too much” when he noted “I can't give you a sure-fire formula for success, but I can give you a formula for failure: try to please everybody all the time.”   Therefore, complex methods are required to meet the challenges faced by organizations to adequately conduct stakeholder analysis and to judiciously balance stakeholder and company needs.  Organizations will not successfully conduct stakeholder analyses of needs and identification of appropriate responses without employing a broad-based, planned approach.
Doing Analyses

The breadth of factors that need to be taken into consideration when organizations perform stakeholder analyses is immense.  The list of specific factors from the research of Cheng & Ahmad (2010) included the need for organizations to focus on external and internal factors.  Those factor included, but were not limited to: community, industrial and supplier relations; natural, physical and workplace environments; minorities and diversity; organizational structure, diversity and management style; communication, transparency and ethics (p. 606).

Beyond dealing with a wide array of factors, organizations conducting stakeholder analyses also have to include a host of stakeholder groups.  Holtbrugge & Berg (2004) found that organizations “ … not only interact with market actors but also have to deal with several socio-political stakeholders” (p. 310).  Specifically mentioned by these researchers were central governments, state governments, local governments, the media, industry associations, environmental groups, consumer organizations, and other regional and local stakeholder groups (p. 310).  Chung, Chen & Reid (2009) provided an intriguing use of the Internet to identify and classify stakeholders as well as discover some of their primary issues and main concerns.  

Several general models for conducting stakeholder analyses have been proposed.  In each case, the identification of key stakeholders and stakeholder groups is assumed to precede the discovery of their issues and concerns.  The discovery of stakeholder issues and concerns is then followed in most models by the prioritization of the issues and concerns and the corporate decisions on how the organization will respond, if at all, to each of those issues and concerns.

Joseph (2008) researched the extant literature and derived a general model for stakeholder analysis.  He then used the case of the Tata Steel Company in India to test the general model and found it to be sufficient and effective in addressing a multitude of stakeholders and their concerns.  The model for the general stakeholder analysis process derived by Joseph (2008, p. 146) is shown in Figure 1.
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Set Goals &     Targets & Implement
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	Step 7
Report & Communicate Progress
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	Step 8
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	Figure 1 – Generalized stakeholder analysis process

	


Weiss & Anderson (2004) provided the following summation of advice to stakeholder managers dealing with the development of new computer systems.  The parenthetical insertions are provided to generalize their findings so that they can be more broadly applied to the first 4 steps presented in Figure 1 regarding the generalized stakeholder analysis process (pp. 17-18).
· Set user (stakeholder) expectations, neither promising too much nor offering too little.
· Understand their (the stakeholder) organization’s (regional and local) strategy and plans.
· Communicate with project customers (stakeholders) more frequently.
· Participate and contribute to business (regional and local) planning meetings related to projects (concerns and issues) at different levels (across) in their organization.
Wong (2005) also studied stakeholders who were recipients of new computer systems.  His research focused on determining if individual stakeholders from the same group held differing values, experienced differing consequences and exhibited differing levels of satisfaction based on their individual values and consequences (p. 437).  Wong’s (2005) research resulted in the findings that follow (p. 443).
· Stakeholders differed in the priority in their desired values and consequences sought.
· Stakeholders desired values affected their view of consequences received.
· The value relationships can help to identify opportunities for trade-offs in the planning and development process.
The results from the studies by Weiss & Anderson (2004) and Wong (2005) indicated that beyond finding what the stakeholder group desires stakeholder analysis should also consider what individual members of the stakeholder group value and desire.

Lee (2007) suggested a way in which individual values and desires can be ascertained during the general stakeholder analysis process.  She advised that informal channels of communication be opened beyond the formal channels so that a broader understanding of stakeholder issues and concerns can be obtained.  She provided the following specific actions be taken during steps 1 through 4 of the general stakeholder analysis process shown in Figure 1.
· Hold informal conversations with members of the formal groups thereby “naturalizing authenticity and intimacy” in the formal group (p.70).
· Hold informal conversations with citizens outside the formal groups (p. 73).
· Assess the degree to which all stakeholders, formal and informal, feel they are being included in the process (p. 78).
Lee (2007) concluded from her research that “Stakeholder perceptions of procedural legitimacy did not rest on abstract conceptions of transparency or inclusion, but often emphasized the organizational authenticity of other participants and their ability to gain recognition from their engagement (pp. 87-88).”

Wallace (1995) provided the following advice on how to best manage stakeholder expectations before and during steps 5 through 8 of the general stakeholder analysis process shown in Figure 1.
· Be influenced by stakeholder opinions, attitudes, values and facts.
· Tell stakeholders the truth about what you can and will do regarding their concerns.
· Explain the alternatives and why you are doing the best you can to meet their concerns.
· If you expect pushback from stakeholders prepare a strategy to explain your actions and choices before they react (p. 79).
In short, Wallace (1995) suggested that organizations “be real, be truthful” and that they do “not over promise” their stakeholders more than they can or are willing to deliver.
Making Tradeoffs

Given the breadth of factors that need to be taken into consideration when organizations perform stakeholder analyses and the wide array of factors that organizations need to analyze, an understanding of approaches that will facilitate making difficult tradeoffs among these competing groups and factors is critical.  Fortunately literature and research are available that provide a basic understanding of how to create tradeoffs.

Hawkins (2007) presented a stakeholder analysis model that would assist organizations in beginning to ascertain where tradeoffs might be made among the competing interests of its stakeholders.  Her model indicated that companies should identify their current internal and external stakeholders and potential future stakeholders as the first set of tasks (pp. 4-6).  The second set of tasks Hawkins (2007) presented is to identify the specific interests, issues and concerns of each stakeholder group (pp. 9-11).  The next set of steps is to evaluate the degree to which each stakeholder group has power to influence the actions of the company (pp. 12-13).  Hawkins (2007) directed stakeholder analysts to then determine what responsibilities the company has for acting in response to the various stakeholder groups and their interests, issues and concerns (pp. 14-16).  The strength of Hawkins’ (2007) model is that it aids in the process of determining who the stakeholders are and what interests, issues and concerns they have.  The weakness of the model is that it does not provide a means to make judicious tradeoffs among the competing interests that were identified.

Schwering (2003) suggested that “force field analysis” could be creatively used to determine what stakeholder groups and stakeholder interests would tend to support a company’s intended actions and what stakeholder groups and stakeholder interests would tend to hinder that company’s actions.  The steps Schwering (2003) presented in his article that would be applicable in helping organizations to identify potential tradeoff opportunities were:
· Define the business goal (p. 364).
· Describe the ideal outcome for the company (p. 365).
· Identify the forecasted outcome for the company (p. 365).
· Identify the gaps between the ideal and the forecasted outcomes (pp.365-366).
· List helping and hindering stakeholder groups and issues (p. 366).
· List neutral stakeholder groups and issues that could be activated on behalf of the company (p. 366).
· Develop a plan of action to mitigate the hindering forces and enable the helping forces (p. 366-367).
Although no specific article could be found that proposed the use of “vector analysis” for making tradeoffs among the identified stakeholder groups and stakeholder interest that approach has been used.  The advantage of using “vector analysis” to make tradeoffs is that the subtle directional component of each stakeholder issue and magnitude of the force (power) that each stakeholder group can wield helps to identify the “best” alternatives available for a comprehensive strategy for responding to the entire stakeholder environment.

Keeney (2002) added understanding to the art and science of making tradeoffs that would be helpful to organizations as they complete stakeholder analyses and make tradeoffs among competing groups and interests.  Keeney’s (2002) specific contribution was to identify mistakes that can occur when tradeoffs are made.  He also provided some advice as to how decision-makers could avoid these common pitfalls.  Keeney’s (2002) list of common errors in making tradeoffs applicable to organizations were (p. 937):
· Not understanding the decision context (know your stakeholders & their issues)
· Not having specific measures for consequences (know the “costs” of each outcome)
· Being too conservative on values, measurements and impacts (know the facts)
· Failure to check values and assess measurements (double-check everything)
The degree to which an organization is able to correctly identify its stakeholders and their values, interests and concerns it will be ready to make tradeoffs among those competing groups and interests.  Finding groups and issues that can be activated in support of the organization and its mission can be facilitated by the use of “force field analysis.”  “Vector analysis” can further help an organization to identify the most beneficial direction for it to point its mitigation efforts.  Remembering the common pitfalls that accompany making tradeoffs and being conscious to avoid them should position an organization in the strongest position possible.
Conclusion

Organizations need to begin their stakeholder analyses by taking heed to the wisdom provided by Confucius (n.d.) when he stated “The man (company) of virtue makes the difficulty to be overcome his (its) first business, and success only a subsequent consideration.”  Following the words of Confucius will help organizations to see the difficulties of operating in a global environment in an ethical and environmentally sensitive manner as opportunities not obstacles.

As organizations proceed with the stakeholder analyses they also need to be reminded of the advice given by Swope (n.d.) when he noted “I can't give you a sure-fire formula for success, but I can give you a formula for failure: try to please everybody all the time.”   Making reasonable and thoughtful tradeoffs will help organizations to avoid response fatigue as well as market failure.  The degree to which organizations are able to act in a manner consistent with both of the preceding truisms will determine their short-term success and long-term survival.  Using the tools and techniques for identifying stakeholders and their interests, issues and concerns will provide a solid basis for responding.  Using the tools and techniques for making the necessary tradeoffs among competing interests, issues and concerns will provide organizations with well-conceived strategic direction for taking prudent, sufficient and effective actions.
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