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The  future  of  service  design  among  others  has  been  predicted  to  include  a  paradigm  shift   

from a focus on delivery of customer value to stakeholder value. Stakeholder value can be co-

created through the effective engagement of key stakeholders in the designing of a service. 

These stakeholders are individuals or groups of people that can impact or be affected by the 

design and delivery of a service. The idea of stakeholder engagement in the designing of a 

service  seeks  to  create  a  more  transparent  and  all  participatory  approach  to  designing  a  

service. There have been many studies on value propositions with a strong emphasis on 

customers or end users. However, as much as the importance of customers or end users in a 

service system cannot be overemphasized, lesser attention has been given to other 

stakeholders.  It is also important to bear in mind that potential customers or prospects can 

also be found among the stakeholders that have not been given the necessary attention. In 

view of this, there exists a gap in the effective engagement of customers or end users and the 

other stakeholders in the designing of a service. 

 

The aim of this  thesis  is  to contribute to the body of knowledge which explores the role of 

effective stakeholder engagement in the design of a service. In other words, service design is 

the  context  upon  which  stakeholders  were  to  be  engaged.  In  this  study,  a  descriptive  

approach was used to propose a new process model. This process model applied a standard 

stakeholder engagement framework to complement the stakeholder approach to designing a 

service. This framework was explored and presented in a simple form for the purpose of 

benchmarking by businesses and organisations.  Consequently, beyond service designing, 

businesses and organisations can as well use this process model as a guide to address other 

issues that entail stakeholder engagement. Several useful stakeholder engagement tools that 

form part of this framework have been presented in this thesis.  

 

In this thesis, qualitative research methods such as thematic interviewing and observation 

were used to collect data. Service blueprint was used to explore the service touchpoints and 

essential issues that existed in the service offering of the partner company. A Co-creation 

tool was tested and used to analyse the current states of case companies (business-to-

business customers) and partner company (service provider) with respect to co-creation 

approaches  in  service.  This  tool  examined  how evident  were  co-creation  approaches  in  the  



 4 

activities of the partner company. A new quantitative approach was also tested and used to 

confirm the results from the qualitative analysis. The use of an additional quantitative 

approach in confirming the result of the qualitative analysis was based on methodological 

triangulation of data. The result from the data triangulation helped in increasing the 

reliability  of  the  research  result.  Among  the  results  of  the  current  state  analysis  were  

individual co-creation trees of the case companies and the partner company. The results from 

the case companies were further analysed and summarised into a single co-creation tree as a 

final  result.  A  co-creation  tree  presents  a  visual  way  of  displaying  the  performance  of  a  

company in terms of co-creation approaches with its selected case companies. Its result can 

help  a  company  to  assess  its  co-creation  strengths  and  weaknesses  in  order  to  take  the  

appropriate steps towards necessary development and improvement. 

 

 

Keywords 

Service, Service design, Stakeholders, Service design methods and tools, Service design 

process, Engaging stakeholders, Stakeholder engagement, Value proposition, Co-creation    
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1 Introduction 

 

Stakeholder engagement has been described to be essential to the success of businesses in 

the 21st century. The need to create value for everyone in an enterprise is also important in 

building “common purpose” and addressing the multifaceted challenges facing the world 

(Stakeholder Research Associates 2005). 

 

As humans, we are often bound to hold a stake in one thing or the other from time to time. 

Stakeholdership has always been part of every walk-of-life from domestic level to 

international level. An individual who takes special interest in how the affair of his/her family 

is  being  run  can  be  described  as  a  stakeholder  at  a  domestic  level.  An  employee  or  a  

customer who is concerned about the service quality of his/her company or service provider 

can  be  referred  to  as  a  stakeholder  at  an  organisational  level.  A  European  Union  member  

country that may be impacted by the effect of Euro zone economic crisis  can be seen as a 

stakeholder  at  Continental  level.  A  member  of  United  Nation  that  has  an  interest  in  the  

foreign  policies  of  stronger  member  states  in  relation  to  global  peace  and  security  can  be  

addressed as a stakeholder at international level. Clearly the concept of stakeholder is quite 

universal;  consequently,  it  deserves  all  the  attention  it  can  get.  There  is  a  need  for  

organisations to pool diverse viewpoints, know-how and resources in order to chart a course 

for sustainable development. There is no individual, organisation, or a segment of the society 

that  have  the  likelihood  to  detect  and  implement  independent  solutions  to  the  myriads  of  

challenges facing humanity today (Krick, Forstater, Monaghan & Sillanpää 2005, 2). The 

actions, decisions or inactions of many organisations either as a for-profit or not-for-profit 

organisation often impact the society positively or negatively. In the same way, the activities 

of individuals, groups of individuals, or constituted authority within the society or same 

organisation can affect or influence the existence and operations of this organization. These 

major  players  in  the  life  of  an  organization  as  described  above  can  be  referred  to  as  key 

stakeholders.  The  impacts  or  influence  of  stakeholders  can  be  economical,  environmental,  

political  or  societal.  More  often  than  not,  there  exists  a  gap  to  be  bridged  between  an  

organization and its stakeholders. This gap is often centred on issues of mutual interest or 

concern. The efficacy of the technique and the standardized manner in which these issues are 

addressed among the stakeholders go a long way in determining the organization’s success. 

Many studies have lent credence to the importance of stakeholders in the success and survival 

of organizations. For instance, stakeholders have been defined as “those groups who are vital 

to the survival and success of an organisation” (Fontaine, Haarman & Schmid 2006, 4). 

 

Stakeholders often have different attributes that define the degree of their influence on 

organisations. These attributes can be the degree of their powers, legitimacy, urgency, and 

interests in the activities of these organisations (Karkhanis 2011, 10).  
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Given the sensitivity of stakeholders’ attributes, organisations are expected to give their 

stakeholders utmost attention by taking their perspectives into account towards decision 

making and strategy development. One of the most effective ways of giving stakeholders 

attention is to engage them actively on issues of mutual concern. Stakeholder engagement 

stems from identifying who the stakeholders are, and prioritising them accordingly based on 

relevant attributes. The issues of concern to be addressed also need prioritization especially 

when they are numerous. It is important for an organisation to be able to bring stakeholders 

on board for two-way and multi-way dialogues towards creating mutual value, understanding, 

cooperation, and shared objectives.  Stakeholder engagement is described as fundamental to 

a successful business (Stakeholder Research Associates 2005). Therefore, it will be useful to 

explore the process of stakeholder engagement in tandems with the provisions of standard 

framework and best practices. 

 

The topic of this thesis work was inspired by the definition of service design as presented by 

Selgelström. The definition says service design is “the use of designerly way of searching for 

solutions to problems in people-intensive service systems through the engagement of 

stakeholders” (Segelström 2010, 16). The rhetorical question, of “how stakeholders can be 

engaged” then came up on the mind of this author. A quality stakeholder engagement process 

has the potential to address complex problems in both private and public sector’s service 

design and delivery (REVIT, 2007). The context of service design in a business-to-business 

context  has  been  used  as  a  case  in  this  thesis.  However,  it  is  important  to  point  out  that  

stakeholder engagement can come up under different contexts. For instance, stakeholder 

engagements  can  be  done  to  boost  an  organization’s  public  relations  or  corporate  social  

responsibility among many others. A standardized and existing five stage process of 

stakeholder  engagement  has  been  used  as  a  framework  in  this  thesis.  This  framework  is  

generally applicable to stakeholder engagements under many contexts depending on the 

stakeholder engagement objectives of the organizations. 

 

The aim of this  thesis  is  to contribute to the body of knowledge which explores the role of 

effective stakeholder engagement using service design as a context. Firstly, its contributions 

included the development of a process model which integrates the stakeholder engagement 

framework with service design. This process model aimed to facilitate better insight towards 

engaging  stakeholders  in  the  designing  of  a  service.  Secondly,  it  aimed  to  introduce  the  

stakeholder engagement framework to interested organization for the purpose of 

benchmarking in their overall stakeholder engagement activities. Thirdly, the concept of co-

creation was considered as one of the specific activities that can take place under the larger 

umbrella of stakeholder engagement. Co-creation implies collaboration towards value 

creation by sharing inventive ideas, design concepts and other relevant considerations 

(Ostrom et al. 2010). In considering the connection between co-creation and stakeholder 
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engagement, an effort was made to assess the co-creation approach of the partner company 

being studied. The partner company and five of its business-to-business customers were used 

as the case studies in this thesis. The collection of empirical data from these companies was 

done through thematic interviewing.  

 

 

1.1 Background of the research 

 

The background of this thesis work is traceable to a Tekes funded project with the 

name (SISSI) “Service Innovation through strategic stakeholder integration”. Tekes is 

the “Finnish Funding Agency for Technology and Innovation”. SISSI is a joint project 

undertaken by Laurea University of Applied Sciences in cooperation with Hanken 

School of Economics, Finland.  In addition, Lassila & Tikanoja and Skanska OY, which 

offer business-to-business services, are also partner companies in this project. This 

thesis work among other ones will contribute in part to the theoretical and empirical 

framework of the SISSI project. The empirical data for this research were gathered 

from Lassila & Tikanoja Oy and five of its case companies. 

 

 

Overview of SISSI project 

 

The SISSI research project is planned to last for two and a half year between 2011 and 

2014. This project consists of five work packages (WP).  The first work package (WP1) 

involves the overall management and co-ordination of contractual, ethical and 

administrative activities.   Work package two (WP2) focuses on the identification of 

innovative best practices through benchmarking methods for knowledge transfer. 

Work package three (WP3) involves the testing and development of service innovation 

methods  and  tools  with  the  partner  companies.  Work  package  four  (WP4)  involves  

impact analysis by assessing the models, strategies and scenarios that formed the 

results of (WP 2). Further under (WP4), the methods, practices and tools from (WP3) 

are assessed and compared with project assumptions, theoretical framework and 

research questions. Lastly, Work package (WP5) focuses on the dissemination of 

outcomes and findings through seminars, workshops, international conferences, 

journal publications, and project website development. 
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Objectives of SISSI project 

1. To identify and develop innovative methods for service development in a B2B 

context. 

2. To facilitate active cooperation and dialogue between a company and its stakeholders 

towards service innovation. 

Benefits of SISSI project 

A. Partner companies and research team co-create and develop new models for engaging 

stakeholders in service innovation and development. 

B. Partner companies and research team develop improved stakeholder insights for 

decision making and strategy development. 

 

SISSI partner companies and company information 

The SISSI partner company under study in this research thesis is Lassila & Tikanoja Oy 

hereafter  referred  to  as  L&T  Oy.  In  addition,  five  companies  with  which  L&T  

undertakes business-to-business relationships as a service provider have been selected 

as case companies. These companies are mainly from the commercial and industrial 

sector.  The  selected  companies  are  Parma  Oy,  Keslog  Oy,  Valio  Oy,  Scania  Oy  and  

Puukeskus oy.  

These companies are described briefly as follows: 

Lassila & Tikanoja Oy:  this  is  a  company  that  delivers  services  in  the  areas  of  

environmental management, property, and plant support. L &T is also one of 

Finland’s competitive suppliers of fuels made from woods, energy wastes i.e. solid 

refuse  fuel  and  raw materials  recycling.  It  has  operations  in  at  least  four  countries  

including Finland, Sweden, Latvia and Russia. The staff strength of L&T is roughly 

9,500 workers. As at 2011 the net sales of L&T were estimated at 652 million euro 

and its shares are listed on the floor of NASDAQ QMX Helsinki (Lassila & Tikanoja 

2008). 

Keslog Ltd: This company is a subsidiary of Kesko group, and its main area of business 

is the provision of logistic services in the trading sector. It offers logistics services to 

its parent company, Kesko group and also to other companies that are not part of this   

group. Keslog commenced operations in 2006. Its import logistics operations to 

Finland cover over 100 countries. Among these countries is Estonia. Keslog has 

transportation terminal in at least nine cities throughout Finland. It has spacious 
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warehouses located in Vantaa, and Turku city in Finland. Keslog makes approximately 

3,500 visits to customers per day with its 300 trucks from contractors (Keslog 2012). 

Valio Ltd: Valio is a company established on the 4th of July, 1905 in Finland. Its 

founding members were made up of 17 Finnish cooperative diaries. Valio began 

operations as a butter exporting cooperative organization. Today, Valio is one of the 

major market leaders in the production of dairy products including milk, cheese, 

yoghurts etc. Valio has been described has the biggest milk producer in Finland with 

net turnover of 1.9 billion euros. Its market operations include countries such as 

Russia, Sweden and the Baltic States. Valio also has subsidiaries in the USA, Belgium 

and China. The international operations of Valio and licensing which accounts for one-

third of its turnover cover 65 countries (Valio Ltd 2012). 

Parma Oy:  This  is  a  company  that  is  involved  in  the  production  of  prefabricated  

concrete elements such as beams, columns, structures, floors, roofs, walls and other 

concrete elements. It operates as a subsidiary of Cosolis SAS. Parma Oy head office is 

located in Nummela, Finland (Bloomberg BusinessWeek 2012). 

Puukeskus Oy: This is a Finnish company established in Helsinki in the year 1929. 

Puukeskus has been described as one of “Finland’s leading supplier of timber and 

building materials”. This company has 23 branches in Finland and one and, three 

branches in Estonia and Russia respectively. The construction companies are part of 

Puukeskus major customer groups. It also offers support logistics services with heavy 

building materials. As at 2011, the turnover of Puukeskus was quoted to be over 373 

million euro (Puukeskus 2012). 

Scania Oy: This is a global company in the business of sales and services in more than 

100 countries. Scania products include trucks, buses & coaches and engines.  It also 

offers financial services in many markets. Scania has production units in Europe and 

Latin America. Scania has about 37,500 employees in its workforce, with 16,000 of 

them accounting for sales and services duties in its subsidiaries worldwide. 

Approximately 12,400 employees work at Scania’s production units in seven countries 

and regional product centres in six emerging markets. Scania is headquartered in 

Sweden, and Scania, Finland branch is the main case company on this project (Scania 

2012). 

 

It  is  understandable  to  the  author  of  this  thesis  that  service  design  as  a  

multidisciplinary field involves knowledge and skills of aligning various tools, methods 

and processes in order to innovate new services. The desire of organizations and 

businesses to create better and innovative services can be achieved through 
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committed service designing (Moritz, 2005). Since services are designed or developed 

for humans, it is important to look carefully into the human factors that are relevant 

and  vital  in  the  delivery  of  a  value-driven  service  and  its  usability.  These  human  

factors or participants can be referred to as stakeholders in this service context. The 

successful engagement of stakeholders in the designing of a service has a good role to 

play in the overall success of the service. As a result, this author has taken a special 

interest in looking into a research area that concerns “engaging stakeholders in the 

designing of a service.” By so doing, this thesis will be contributing to SISSI project in 

its  objective  of  developing  service  innovation  models  for  its  partners  through  

strategic stakeholder integration. 

 

1.2 Structure of the thesis 

 

 
 

 

 

2 Literature Review 

 

This section reviewed the definitions of some theoretical concepts and the buzzwords 

that characterize this study. This author also presented his perspective for and against 

some of these definitions. Relevant conclusions and speculations from the perspective of 

this  author  were  also  presented  in  this  review.  In  addition,  attempt  was  also  made to  

identify the gap(s) in the reviewed literature. 
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What is a service? 

 

A service does not necessarily have to be carried out only by humans, interactive machines or 

electronic  devices  can  also  carry  out  a  service. Similarly, tangible things such as goods can 

serve as a distribution mechanism for service delivery. This also laid credence to the 

statement “activities render service; things render service” (Vargo et al. 2006, 44).  

   

A service can be for profit, not-for-profit, or voluntary purpose. One of the most holistic 

service delivery experiences is a service which lays emphasis on superior value delivery to 

customers/end users regardless of the motive of its set up.  

 

According  to  Grönroos,  “a  service  is  a  complicated  phenomenon”  since  the  word  has  many  

meaning ranging from personal service to service as a product. In the 1960s through 1980s 

there  had  been  different  definitions  of  a  service.  However  in  1990,  a  definition  was  

“reluctantly” put forward for service and slightly modified by Grönroos.  

“A service is a process consisting of a series of more or less intangible activities that 

normally, but not necessarily always, takes place in interactions between the customer and 

service employees and/or physically resources or goods and/or systems of the service 

provider, which are provided as a solution to customer problems” (Grönroos 2000, 47). 

 

The solution-driven perspective of the definition of a “service” by Grönroos is quite 

thoughtful. However, the author of this thesis finds this Grönroos’ definition complex and not 

straight forward especially for a layman.   

 

A comparison between a service and physical good in terms of production processes was also 

put forward by Grönroos. It says service takes place under an “open” process and customers 

take part in it as co-producers thereby having the opportunity of influencing its progress. 

Whereas, physical goods from its traditional perspective are produced under “closed” 

production processes and customers only perceive the goods as outcomes of the processes 

(Grönroos 2006, 319). Emphasis has also been laid on the need for a service to be solution-

oriented and value-driven whether it comes through the mechanism of physical product or 

not.   

  

Philip, K., (2001, 428) describes a service “as any act or performance that one party can offer 

to another that is essentially and does not result in the ownership of anything. Its production 

may  or  may  not  be  tied  to  a  physical  product”.  The  definition  of  a  service  from  the  

perspective of Vargo et al. (2008, 26) says it is “the application, of specialized competencies 

(knowledge and skills) through deeds, processes, and performances for the benefit of another 
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entity or the entity itself.” This definition also has a similarity with the definition of 

Zeithaml, v., et al. (2009) wherein a service is defined as “deeds, processes, and 

performances provided or coproduced by one entity or person for another entity or person.” 

This definition of Zeithaml et al. points out the need for coproduction as one of the ways of 

producing services. This author is more in support of Zeithaml et al. definition of a “service” 

since it is simple, straight forward and it equally made mention of coproduction. 

Coproduction of services come with pre-specified guidelines and pre-specified result from the 

onset. However, co-creation of value seeks to create a new and unexpected result. Co-

creation of value also facilitates the possibility to learn new things together between service 

producers and customers/end users (Ojasalo, k. 2010, 171-172). 

 

There exist different definitions of a “service” in many literatures, and no general definition 

can be adopted for it from a lower abstraction perspective (Edvardsson et al. 2005). However, 

some keywords such as activities, deeds, processes and performance have characterized many 

definition of a service (Edvardsson et al. 2005; Lovelock 1991; Zeithalm & Bitner 2003; Vargo 

&  Lusch  2004b).  Clearly  these  key  words  as  mentioned  above  also  characterize  the  four  

different definitions by Grönroos; Vargo et al.; Philip; and Zeithaml et al. As an observation, 

the author of this thesis equally agrees that there is no universal definition for a “service”.  

Its definition will vary based on the individual perspectives of those giving the definition. 

Nonetheless, it is essential that these identified keywords at least find expression in any 

definition being adopted. 

 

According to Zeithaml, Bitner & Gremler (2006, 4-5), service can be divided into “four 

distinct categories”. These “categories” are: (1) “services as products” (2) “service industries 

and companies” (3) “customer service” and (4) “derived service.” 

  

1. Services  as  products:  these  refer  to  intangible  product  offerings  that  are  valued  by  

customers and can be purchased in the “marketplace”. Service products are offered 

by both service companies and “nonservice” companies such as “manufacturers and 

technology companies”. These services can come in the form of consultancy, after 

sales, transportation, and logistic services. Some examples of companies that offer 

this form of services are “IBM, Hewlett-Packard, Macy’s – (gift wrapping and shipping 

service), PETsMART i.e. pet grooming and training services” (Zeithaml et al. 2006, 5). 

These forms of service are also described as billable services by Grönroos (2000, 3) 

 

2. Service industries and companies: Industries or companies that offer service as their 

core offering. Examples can come in the form of health, financial and transportation 

services (Zeithaml et al. 2006, 5). 
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3. Customer  Service:  these  involve  several  lines  up  of  activities  that  are  offer  to  

customers in support of a firm’s core products. These services aim to build 

relationship further with customers, as well as meet/exceed their expectation. These 

services are usually devoid of charges. This form of services is referred to as non-

billable  services.  These  services  can  easily  be  taken  as  an  advantage  in  boosting  

competitive advantage since they are often overlooked by many companies. Examples 

of non-billable services are invoice handling, complaint handling and customer 

inquiries, and customer training. The effectiveness and efficiency of these hidden 

services influences the customer perception of the overall service package. These 

hidden services are often not designed to be value-enhancing services by 

management. The ability to develop a value-enhancing service out of these support 

services along with the core service offering has been identified to be a great 

strategy. This strategy can deliver sustainable competitive advantage and service 

uniqueness as against competitor’s offering (Grönroos 2000, 3). 

 

4. Derived Service: this seeks to explain that the value of the product lies in the service 

provided with the goods and not only the goods itself. This follows the argument of 

Vargo and Lusch concerning service-dominant logic which proposes that the value 

derivable from “products and physical goods” lies in the services they can provide. 

This  can  as  well  imply  that  a  customer  sees  what  the  goods  can  do  in  terms  of  its  

outcome  as  the  service  and  not  the  goods  itself  (Zeithaml  et  al.  2006,  6).  As  an  

example, buying a television may translate into buying entertainment service that 

comes from movie channels, music channels and other programs etc. 

 

Service-Dominant Logic 

 

A framework on service which laid emphasis on service-dominant logic was developed 

in marketing (Vargo and Lusch 2004b, 1). Service-dominant (S-D) logic presented a 

departure from the “traditional, foundational”, goods-dominant (G-D) logic of 

exchange. Over the years, goods-dominant logic had presented goods as the focus of 

exchange while services were seen as a special type of goods. This logic of goods-

dominant logic was inherited by marketing over 100 years ago from economics. 

Service-dominant  logic  brought  about  a  shift  from  an  emphasis  on  the  exchange  of  

“operand resources” to an emphasis on an exchange of “operant resources” (Vargo & 

Lusch 2006, 43). Operand resources were referred to as tangible and inert resources 

e.g. goods while Operant resources were described as “dynamic resources” that can 

have an effect on other resources (e.g. Vargo & Lusch 2006, 43; Vargo & Lusch 2004a, 

2). Service-dominant logic perspective argued that specialized skills and knowledge 

(operant  resources)  are  the  focus  of  “economic  exchange”  and  one  of  the  central  
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“foundations” upon which societies were built (Vargo & Lusch 2006, 43). Service-

dominant logic posited that human beings needed to exchange service (the 

application of specialized skills and knowledge) that they could provide to others in 

exchange for the service they require from others. The role of goods in the chain of 

exchange was described as mechanisms for providing service. In furtherance to the 

shift in this logic, the joint, central logic of goods-dominant logic was challenged by 

service-dominant logic. Goods-dominant logic paradigm presented the following 

perspectives: (1) it equated value with the units of outputs of goods production, and 

(2) units of output (e.g. “products, goods, services”) were represented as the 

fundamental unit(s) of exchange. On the contrary, these perspectives of goods-

dominant logic were challenged by service-dominant logic (S-D). S-D logic specified 

that it was service that was exchanged for service instead. Service was defined as the 

application of specialized competences (operant resources i.e. knowledge and skills), 

through deeds, processes, and performances for the benefit of another entity or the 

entity itself” (Vargo & Lusch 2006, 43). The use of the word “service” in singular form 

was deemed important by Vargo and Lusch in order to connote the idea of service as 

“doing something beneficial” and not as units of output. The commonly used plural 

form  of  service  had  presented  service  as  a  form  of  “immaterial  goods”  that  was  

characterised by unit(s) of output (Vargo & Lusch 2006, 43).  According to Vargo and 

Lusch (2006, 43), S-D logic refuted or rejected the traditional classification of goods 

and services wherein services were seen as “alternative forms of products”. In other 

words, “service (or services)” were said to be distinct and should not be seen as 

alternative to goods form of products. Goods were described as “appliances (tools, 

distribution mechanisms) that can serve as alternatives to direct service provision”. 

Consequently, S-D logic presented an “inversion of G-D logic”. In other words, goods 

represented  a  “special  case”,  or  in  the  least  a  special  way  of  providing  service.  In  

view of this, service was established as the “general case, the common denominator, 

of  the  exchange  process”.  This  implied  service  is  the  resources  that  are  always  

exchanged in the course of transactions (Vargo & Lusch 2006, 43).  
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A list of eight foundational premises (FP) was developed to throw more light on 

Service-dominant logic (e.g. Vargo & Lusch 2004a; 2006, 43). 

 

 Table 1: Foundational aspects of service-dominant logic 

 

FP1 “The application of specialized skill(s) and knowledge is the fundamental 
unit of exchange i.e. service is exchanged for service.” 

FP2 Indirect exchange overshadows the fundamental unit of exchange: 
“Micro- specialization, organisations, goods, and money obscure the 
service-for service characteristic of exchange.” 

FP3 The distribution mechanisms for providing service are goods i.e. “goods 
are appliances” 

FP4 The fundamental source of competitive advantage is derived from 
knowledge. “Operant resources” such as know-how creates a good 
“differentiation.” 

FP5 “All economics are service economics” i.e. Increased specialization and 
outsourcing are beginning to make service more obvious. Service has 
always been what is exchanged. 

FP6 “The customer is always the co-creator of value” i.e. value only takes 
place until an offering is consumed – “experience and perception” are 
important in the determination of value.  

FP7 Value propositions can only be made by an enterprise. I.e. value is always 
determined by the customer (value-in-use), hence, value cannot be 
ingrained in manufacturing (value-in-exchange). 

FP8 A service-centred perspective is “customer oriented and relational” i.e. 
operant resources that are used for the customer’s benefit places the 
customer in the focus of value creation and comes with relationship 

           

Source: (Vargo & Lusch 2006, 43) 

 

The table above presents the foundational premises of service-dominant logic as a framework 

that can help in the re-examination and extension of knowledge concerning the process of 

exchange and its role in commerce and the society at large (Vargo & Lusch 2006, 44).   

 

2.1 Stakeholders 

 

The literature by Freeman & Reed (1983, 89) says, the word “stakeholder” was “coined in 

an internal memorandum at the Stanford Research Institute in 1963.” This Institute defined 

a stakeholder as “those groups without whose support the organization would cease to 

exist.” A stakeholder was also defined as “any group or individual who can affect or is 

affected  by  the  achievements  of  the  organization’s  objectives”  (Freeman  1984,  25).  In  a  

similar perspective, within a certain period of time another definition of a stakeholder was 

presented. According to Fontaine et al. (2006, 4), stakeholders are defined as “those groups 

who are vital to the survival and success of the cooperation.”  
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Table 2: Chronological definitions of a stakeholder 

 
Source: (Mitchel et al. 1997, 855). 
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For the sake of reflection, the table 1 above presented a chronological order of the 

definitions of stakeholders from existing literature. According to Mitchell, Agle & Wood 

(1997, 857), some definitions of stakeholders in the table were considered to be motivated 

by either broad or narrow views. Freeman’s (1984) definition of a stakeholder as presented 

above has been described as classic and one of the most frequently cited definitions (Scholl 

2001b, 4). This Freeman’s definition is also described as one of the broad definitions of a 

stakeholder (e.g. Mitchel et al. 1997, 855-856; Scholl 2001b, 4). Although, this Freeman’s 

definition has been well accepted by some scholars, it has also been criticized by others. 

For instance, Philips (1997), argued that the broad definition may imply the inclusion of 

harmful groups such as “terrorists” in the list of stakeholders. The need to narrow the 

broad  definitions  in  a  more  meaningful  way  was  put  forward  as  a  way  to  resolve  the  

“dilemma” (Scholl 2001b, 4). Some of the definitions of a stakeholder that are considered 

as narrow include the definitions of Standford Research Institute (1962) and Clarkson (1994) 

e.g. (Mitchel et al. 1997, 856-857). Stakeholders “bear some form of risk as a result of 

having invested some form of capital, human or financial, something of value in a firm, or 

are placed at risk as a result of a firm's activities (Clarkson 1994, 5). Among the factors 

attributed  to  what  could  have  informed narrow view definitions  of  a  stakeholder  are  the  

reality of inadequate “resources, time, attention” and endurance of managers in addressing 

“external constraints”. Overall, narrow view definitions of stakeholders seek to describe 

relevant groups based on their direct impact on the firm’s main economic interests. Some 

of the narrow view definitions of stakeholders for instance lay emphasis on the survival of 

the organisation morally, economically and socially. Social survival for instance implies the 

ability of the organisation in developing and sustaining moral relationships with concerned 

parties. On the other hand, the broad view definitions of a stakeholder is said to draw on 

the practical reality that organisations can be affected by almost anyone and vice versa. 

The  adaptation  of  broad  view  definitions  of  a  stakeholder  to  a  greater  extent  has  been  

found  to  be  more  challenging  and  complex  for  managers  or  organisations  (Mitchell  et  al  

1997, 857). The broader definitions of a stakeholder have been described to generally find 

acceptance with those in the “business ethics tracks”. On the other hand, the narrower 

definitions of a stakeholder are favoured by those in the “social science track” (Scholl 

2001b, 4). The essence of the table 1 above is to present how the definitions of a 

“stakeholder” have unfolded over the years.  The limitations in scope, time and resources 

for many typical research project demands that only primary or key stakeholders are 

considered in this thesis work. These  primary  or  key  stakeholders  are  those  that  can  be  

considered vital to the success of the service design process. 
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Another definition of a stakeholder was given in the Stakeholder Engagement Practitioner 

Handbook as “any individual or group who has a vested interest in the outcome of a body of 

work.” It  also identified a “key stakeholder” as “any stakeholder with significant influence 

on  or  significantly  impacted  by  the  work  and  where  these  interests  and  influence  must  be  

recognized if the work is to be successful” (Australian Government DIC 2008, 3). This 

definition of a “key stakeholder” is quite similar to Freeman’s 2004 definition, and the key 

word  is  “success”.  It  implies  that  stakeholders  have  a  good  role  to  play  in  the  successful  

outcome of any endeavour in question. This endeavour can be a process, project, business 

or an organisation. In the case of a service design process, the stakeholders can be define as 

those individuals or groups who are vital in defining value, and ensuring the success of the 

service design process, and its outcome. 

 

 What does engaging stakeholders mean? 

 

The  words  “engage”  or  “engaging”  in  the  context  of  this  research  are  verbs  i.e.  action  or  

doing words. As a verb the word “engaging” is synonymous with words such as involving, 

partake in, gain attention or interest of, or “draw into”. This is important for the avoidance 

of any ambiguity in meaning. For instance, the word “engaging” can be an adjective. As an 

adjective the word, “engaging” may imply words such as “pleasing, attractive, charming, 

interesting, appealing, attractive, fascinating, entertaining, winning” etc. (Farlex Inc. 2012). 

With respect to stakeholders, some of the major goals the author this thesis seeks to achieve 

are how to identify, bring in, gain interest and encourage cooperation of stakeholders 

towards  designing  a  service.  By  engaging  stakeholders,  this  author  refers  to  a  two  way  

relationship and working understanding towards specified objectives. In a similar way, 

stakeholder engagement is defined as the effort or action an organisation undertakes towards 

understanding and involving stakeholders “and their concerns in its activities and decision 

making processes” (Partridge, Jackson, Wheeler & Zohar 2005, 6). There exists a 

responsibility assumption that  says the more an organisation engages with its stakeholders, 

the more responsible and accountable it is likely to be to these stakeholders (Greenwood, M. 

2006, 3). 

 

 In reference to a definition of service design by Selgelström which goes as follows. “Service 

design is the use of designerly way of searching for solutions to problems in people-intensive 

service systems through the engagement of stakeholders” (Segelström, 2011, 1). A connection 

or link between service design and stakeholders has been established in this definition. 

Stakeholders are expected to be engaged in order to have a value-driven service as an 

outcome. Stakeholders have also been found useful with respect to value creation in business 

or  an  organisation.  There  exists  another  definition  of  stakeholders  which  says  they  are  

individuals or groups who are useful in defining a value proposition for an organization 
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(Partridge et al. 2005, 6). Philips (2003), says legitimate stakeholders should be figured out in 

businesses. This definition emphasizes that engaging stakeholders in dialogue will make 

businesses better through the creation of more value and doing the right thing (Philips, 2003). 

A  service  can  be  seen  as  a  form  of  business  with  the  aim  of  creating  better  value  for  

customers or end users. This implies engaging the necessary stakeholders in designing a 

service will not only create more value, but it will make the service better. As a result, this 

research  aims  to  look  at  how to  engage  these  stakeholders  within  the  context  of  a  service  

design process. In other words, to explore the process of stakeholder engagement with 

reference to an established or standard framework which research can unveil at this time. 

 

Previous research concerning stakeholder engagement 

 

Many previous researches on stakeholder engagements have taken place at an organisational, 

national, and international level. Most of these researches have resulted in the development 

of “frameworks, standards and codes” which various organisations can utilize and adapt as 

practical guidelines. These frameworks, standards and codes have been useful to many 

organisations in their stakeholder engagement process thereby enhancing their business and 

strategic competitiveness. In addition, many organisations have also experienced an 

improvement in their performance in terms of meeting and sustaining their engagement 

objectives. Emphasis has been made on the promotion of social responsibility in most of these 

researches. Among these lists of “frameworks, standards and codes” are the following (Krick 

et al. 2005, 14): 

  

At an organisational level 

 
1. “The GRI Sustainability Reporting Guidelines (on reporting) 

 
2. The SA8000 (on labour standards compliance) 

 
3. The AA1000 series (on systematic accountability, including engagement) 

 
4. The EFQM Excellence Model (on quality management)” 

 

5.  
 
At a national level 
 

1. “SD21000 in France 
 

2. SIGMA in the UK 
 

3. AS8003 in Australia 
 

4. Standard SI 10000 in Israel” 
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At an international level 

 

1. ISO process on international guidance for social responsibility with bias for 

stakeholder engagement. 

 

The following organizations have also offered useful resources in the areas of stakeholder 

engagements. 

 

1. “The world Business Council for sustainable Development 

2. Business for Social Responsibility 

3. CSR Europe 

4. The Future 500 Initiative 

5. The UK Environment Council 

 

6. The South African Calabash 

7. The Brazilian Institute ethos 

8. The Indian Development Alternatives Group 

9. The international Association for Public Participation” (Krick et al. 2005, 14) 

 

Research  findings  revealed  that  the  quality  of  the  procedure  or  process  of  stakeholder  

engagement often does not usually connect to a company’s main area of business or “material 

issues”. Rather it is connected to how suitable the “framework, standard” and guides under 

application identifies and addresses the specific, and essential issues of individual business 

needs. From the above listed frameworks, the AA1000 Series, with specific reference to the 

“AA1000 Stakeholder Engagement Standard Exposure Draft” has proven quite useful among 

other frameworks, standards, code and guides. This AA1000 series has been able to provide a 

better guide in using stakeholder engagement to address issues of material importance to 

businesses and its stakeholders. In addition, it presents a useful approach with which 

stakeholder engagement can be aligned with the “core strategy” of an organization (Krick et 

al. 2005, 14). In view of this, the AA1000 series has been used as the main framework in the 

engagement  of  stakeholders  as  applied  to  this  thesis  work.  This  framework  has  been  

extensively explored in the two-volume “Stakeholder Engagement Manual by United Nation 

Environment Programme (UNEP), Accountability and Stakeholder Research Associates”. This 

manual has been able to complement, strengthen and close some gaps in the other extant 

frameworks. It has provided expert’s view points and empirical guidelines that aim to develop 

and improve on the earlier frameworks already in use by companies and organizations (Krick 

et al. 2005, 7). According to this volume 2 of this manual, the AA1000 series guides 

organizations in creating “systematic accountability process” which includes stakeholders in 

the development of “strategies, policies and programs.”  
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It also generates relevant “indicators”, objectives and “communication systems” that support 

decision making, operations and general performance of an organization. The stakeholder 

engagement framework that comes with this AA1000 series standard highlights useful tools 

and  procedures  that  can  help  in  getting  better  insight  on  stakeholders  and  the  process  of  

engagement. Among the numerous tools that come with this framework is a stakeholder map 

template. The stakeholder map template was used in the mapping of the stakeholders of the 

service under consideration in this thesis.  

 

 
Figure 1: Generic Stakeholder map 

  

Figure 1 represents a generic stakeholder map depicting both internal and external 

stakeholders that may be engaged by an organisation. Internal stakeholders are people or 

groups of people who come from within an organisation and also have interest in the 

activities of the organisation. External stakeholders are people or groups of people with 

“vested interest” in the organisation and are also outside of the organisation (B2B 

International 2013). With respect to this research on service design, the key or primary 

stakeholders will  be  considered.  In  adaption  to  the  definition  of  a  key  stakeholder  from  

Stakeholder Engagement Practitioner Handbook 2008; key stakeholders here are defined as 

follows: those individuals or groups with significant influence on or are significantly 

impacted  by  the  service  design  and  whose  interests  and  influence  must  be  recognised  to  

ensure its successful outcome. Some examples of key stakeholders in a service design project 

are customers/clients, end-users, suppliers, design team, service providers etc. Quantitative 

research says clients and end users are “significantly” more essential than any other 
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stakeholder (Han 2009, 3). However, most key stakeholders are adjudged as influential in 

determining a project’s success (Han 2009, 3). 

 

Stakeholder map 

 

A stakeholder map is a tool that can be used to identify and categorize different stakeholders 

based on different attributes such as their concern, interest, influence, legitimacy, stake, 

power etc. It helps to analyse different stakeholders of an organization or an entity in order 

to know how to relate or engage with them in the most effective way possible. According to 

ehow.com (1999-2012), a stakeholder map is a business tool that can be used to present a 

visual or graphical representation of a company or organization’s various stakeholders. This 

includes  individuals  and  groups  based  on  their  level  of  interest  and  importance  to  the  

company. As a reference, Freeman (1984) says Stakeholder is “any group or individual who 

can  affect  or  is  affected  by  the  achievements  of  the  organization’s  objectives.”  These  

individuals or groups are the ones that are categorised based on one mapping model or the 

other to create what is called a stakeholder map. The interplay between different 

stakeholders can be explored and analysed through stakeholder maps. In the areas of service 

business, stakeholder map presents a good way to understand issues with stakeholders. As a 

result, it enables a service provider to provide better solutions to the issues in an effective 

way. Interviews, brainstorming and other forms of researches are necessary in order to 

identify a comprehensive list of stakeholders (Stickdorn et al 2010, 150). 

 

Other advantages of stakeholder mapping include, but not limited to the following: 

 

(a) It helps to classify and ascertain which stakeholders may be in support or opposition 

of organisational actions. 

 

(b) It helps weigh, reconcile and balance the influence, power and interests of the 

stakeholders. 

 

(c) It helps the decision makers in the process of formalising and prioritising strategies 

(Karkhanis 2011, 7). 

 

There are different models of mapping stakeholders based on literature. Among the 

commonest models of stakeholder mapping are (1) “Power/Dynamism Matrix” by Gardner et 

al. 1986 (2) “Power/Interest Matrix” by Gardner et al. 1986 and (3) “Power, legitimacy and 

urgency model”.  (Mitchel, Agle & Wood 1987). 
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1. Power/Dynamism Matrix: This is a matrix that categorise stakeholders on the basis of 

the power they exact and their capacity to take actions (dynamism). It points to the 

direction where “political” or managerial effort should be channelled to before taking 

some steps or action. 

 

 
Figure 2: Stakeholder Map- Power/Dynamism Matrix 

Redrawn from: (12Manage-The Executive Fast Track 2012) 

 

This model classifies the stakeholder groups into four quadrants of “A- fewer   problems”; “B- 

unpredictable, but manageable”; “C- powerful but predictable”; and D- “greatest danger or 

opportunities.” This classification is done by weighing the level of power and dynamic 

abilities  of  the  stakeholders  on  a  scale  of  low  to  high.  From  the  figure  above,  the  

stakeholders  in  groups  A  and  B  are  less  difficult  to  deal  with  given  their  attributes.  The  

stakeholders in group C have the greatest influence due to their enormous powers. As a 

result, the stakeholders in group C are quite important since they can be referred to as key 

stakeholders. Similarly, stakeholders in group D deserve all the attention they can get due to 

their combination of a powerful and unpredictable attributes. These stakeholders have a high 

tendency to make or mar the activities and existence of an organization depending on how 

they are closely given attention and managed. Some organizations have had cause to try new 
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strategies  or  tactics  with  this  group  of  stakeholders  in  order  to  get  it  right  with  them  

(Karkhanis 2011, 8). 

 

1. The Power/Interest Matrix: This model classifies the stakeholder groups into 

four quadrants of “A- minimal effort”, “B- keep informed”, “C- keep 

satisfied” and “D- key players”. This classification is done by weighing the 

level of powers and interests exhibited by the stakeholders in the affairs of 

the organization on a scale of low to high. This model helps to identify the 

type of relationship and rapport that should be utilized by the organization in 

dealing with their stakeholders. 

 

 
  Figure 3: Stakeholder Map- Power/Interest Matrix 

Redrawn from: (12Manage-The Executive Fast Track 2012) 

   

From the figure 3 above, the stakeholders in group A are less difficult to deal with given their 

attributes. As a result,  stakeholders in group A require “minimum effort” and management. 

Stakeholders in group B need a good level of attention since they “may be able to” impact 

other  more  powerful  or  influential  stakeholders.  Stakeholders  in  group  C  have  high  powers  

with low level of interests. They are often seen to be inactive; however in certain situation 

they might join the group D stakeholders on some compelling and specific matter of interests. 

The stakeholders in group D have a combination of power and interest in terms of attributes. 

These stakeholders can as well be seen as key stakeholders, and they are of a high strategic 

importance to an organization in its decisions and actions (Karkhanis 2011, 9).  
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 Figure 4: Stakeholder Map- Power, legitimacy & urgency model 

Redrawn from: (12Manage-The Executive Fast Track 2012) 

 

 

2. The power, legitimacy and urgency model: it maps stakeholders’ attributes on 

the basis of powerfulness i.e. ability to influence the organization; legitimacy 

i.e. relationship in terms of legality & appropriateness; and urgency i.e. the 

expectation of the stakeholders with respect to “criticality and time-

sensitivity” (Karkhanis, S. 2011, 10). This model utilizes the concept of the 

popular  Venn  diagram  as  applied  to  sets  and  numbers  in  mathematics.  It  

shows the groups of stakeholders that share similar characteristics through 

different intersections i.e. group 4- power/legitimacy; group 6- legitimacy 

/urgency; group 5- power/urgency. The intersection across the three groups 

of power, legitimacy, and urgency has group 7 mapped out. Group 1 -power, 

group 2-legitimacy, and group 3- urgency standout distinctly without 

intersecting with other segments. The seven mapped out groups have been 

given  names  based  on  their  predominant  attributes,  behaviours  or  

characteristics. The names are as follows: Group 1- dormant, group 2- 

discretionary, group 3- demanding, group 4- dominant, group 5- dangerous, 
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group 6- dependent, and group 7- definitive. The (group 1, 2 & 3) 

stakeholders are collectively named “latent stakeholders”. The (group 4, 5 & 

6) are collectively referred to as “expectant stakeholders”. Lastly, the group 

7 stakeholders with all  the three attributes of the three groups or segments 

are called “definitive stakeholders”. The group 7 stakeholders are expected 

to be given a considerable high level of attention by the management of any 

organization. Nonetheless, findings have it that management’s determination 

of the positions of different stakeholders is usually subjective. (Karkhanis 

2011, 10).  

 

2.2 Service design, methods and processes  

 

One of the first introductions of Service Design as a design discipline was credited to 

Prof. Dr. Michael Erlhoff at Köln International School of Design (KISD) in 1991 (Van Der 

Veer et al. 2011, 1). Prof. Birgit Mager was also notable as one of those who played an 

important role in the further development of Service Design. 

 

Service Design discipline emerged in the UK during the early 1990s. Bill Hollins and his 

associates were stated to have adopted the name “Service Design” as a branch of 

their business consultancy services (Han 2009, 2). Thereafter, there have been a 

growing number of Service Design practices in the UK since 2001. 

Stickdorn et al. emphasize the possible existence of diverse definitions of service 

design  depending  on  the  discipline  and  context  in  which  it  is  being  approached.  He  

writes about the possibility of ten people giving at least eleven different answers 

when asked what service design is (Stickdorn et al. 2010, 29). This author agrees 

“service Design” could assume varying definitions depending on the background the 

individual that is defining it. The underlying fact remains “Service Design” seeks to 

make  the  process,  experiences  and  delivery  of  a  service  a  lot  better  as  much  as  

possible for all stakeholders. 

Approaches relating to academic and agency perspective among others have been 

used to define service design. Among the academic-related definitions are the 

definitions of Stefan Moritz, Birgit Mager, Copenhagen Institute of Interaction Design, 

and Uk Design Council. 

 

According to the Copenhagen Institute of Interaction Design, “Service design is an 

emerging field focused on creation of well thought through experience using a 

combination of intangible and tangible mediums. It provides numerous benefits to the 

end users experience when applied to sectors such as retail, banking, transportation, 

and health care”. 
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“Service design as a practice generally involves the design of systems and processes 

aimed at providing a holistic service to the user” (Stickdorn et al. 2010, 30). 

 

Similarly, the UK Design Council, 2010 says “Service design is all about making the 

service you deliver more useful, usable, efficient, effective and desirable” (Stickdorn 

et al. 2010, 31). Among the agency approaches for service design definitions, are the 

definitions of Engine Service Design, 2010; Frontier Service Design, 2010; Continuum, 

2010; Live/Work, 2010; and 31 Volts Service Design, 2008. One of these agencies’ 

definitions according to Engine Service Design goes as follows: “Service design is a 

design specialism that helps develop and deliver great services. Service design 

projects  improve  factors  like  ease  of  use,  satisfaction,  loyalty  and  efficiency  right  

across areas such as environments, communications and products – and not forgetting 

the people who deliver the service” (Stickdorn et al. 2010, 32-33). The author of this 

thesis finds this statement intriguing in the above definition, i.e. “and not forgetting 

the people who deliver the service”. This statement implies that it takes satisfied 

service producers e.g. front line employees to deliver satisfactory and valuable 

service to service users. Otherwise, the frustration of the service producers is bound 

to  be  transferred  to  the  service  users  which  will  not  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  

firm. Mager (2007) “says service design addresses the functionality and form of 

services from the perspective of client.” It also seeks to make sure “service interfaces 

are  useful,  usable  and  desirable  from  the  client’s  point  of  view  and  effective,  

efficient and distinctive from the supplier’s point of view” (Miettinen et al.  2009, 34) 

 

From  the  perspective  of  the  author,  service  design  can  be  defined  as  a  multi-

disciplinary field that utilizes various knowledge and skills with useful tools and 

methods  under  an  iterative  process  to  plan  and  develop  new or  existing  services  in  

the most user-friendly way possible. Multi- disciplinary field implies that different 

professionals  from  different  work  background  and  experience  come  into  play  in  a  

service design project. Professionals with management, marketing, research, design, 

engineering etc. background can be found useful in a service design project. Tools 

and methods imply tested materials, ways and sub-processes that are useful in finding 

solutions to some immediate needs during the design process e.g. blueprinting, 

customer journey map, prototyping, observation etc. 

 

Segelström (2010, 16), defines service design “as the use of designerly way of 

searching for solutions to problems in people-intensive service systems through the 

engagement of stakeholders.” Another definition of service design by Moritz (2005) 

says “it’s a new holistic, multidisciplinary, integrative field. It helps to either 
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innovate or improve services to make them more useful, usable, desirable for clients, 

as well as more efficient and effective for organizations”.  

 

An illustration of interrelated expertise and disciplines that can be found useful in 

service designing is depicted below in the form of a figure. The figure below presents 

multidisciplinary nature of service design from an organisation and client’s 

perspective. It also presents four disciplines which are management, design, 

marketing  and  research  as  some  of  the  disciplines  that  could  make  contribution  to  

service design.  

 

 
 

               Figure 5: Model Six- Service Design Expertise  

               Source: (Moritz 2005, 49) 
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Service design models 

 

This section explores service design processes and methods as they have evolved 

overtime based on different models. Since it has been showcased in the earlier 

definition of service design that processes, methods and tools often characterize its 

mode of operation.  Therefore, it is not out of place to review this aspect. 

 

In the literature, “Service Design” by Mager et al. (2004, 68), Service design process 

was categorized under four phases or stages which are: 

 

•   Exploration 

•   Creation 

•   Reflection 

•   Implementation. 

 

The Service design methodology of “(model ten)” was also created by Birgit Mager. 

This model consists of stages which include (1) Analysis (2) Innovation (3) strategy (4) 

Specific Development (5) Testing (6) Environment Analysis and (7) Client Typology. 

 

This model was found to be more relevant and meaningful for experts in service 

design, and not external practitioners. This model was referred to as generic. It does 

not present the linkages and iteration process of the different stages towards 

enhancing clarity and easier understanding for non-service design personnel (Moritz 

2005, 117). 

 

Secondly, the “(Model Eleven)” process was put forward by the Design division at 

IDEO. This was divided into three segments. And the segments are as follows: 

 

1. Observation and understanding of people, Business and technology. 
 

2. Principle of iteration. 
 

3. Development of ideas and prototyping. 
 

This model was seen as a framework specifically designed to meet IDEO’s mode of 

operation (Moritz 2005, 117). 

 

Thirdly, the “(model twelve)” service design process came from the committee that 

put forward a new service design recommendation for British Standards. This model 

was segmented into four categories. 
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These categories are as follows: 

 

1. Development of business plan for service. 

2. Design and development of the service. 

3. Detailed approval of service design – supporting factors that develop service. 

4. Operation and optimization of potential – delivery, review, feedbacks etc. (Moritz 

2005, 119). 

 

Lastly, “(model thirteen)” was developed by Spirit of Creation. This model seeks to     

present service design process from the perspective of visualization. It presented the 

DGSE process, which was an abbreviation for Discovery, Generation, Synthesis and 

Enterprise respectively. The interaction with Sean Blair and Kevin Gavaghan, coupled 

with the design of a workshop with Spirit of Creation was useful towards gaining 

deeper insight into the DGSE process. Similar to other service design process, this 

model was generic, and it was reported to have delivered a great deal of success for 

Spirit of Creation concerning rudiments of explaining and profiling service design 

(Moritz 2005, 119). 

 

Further analysis, comparison, and grouping of these aforementioned models resulted 

in the grouping and classification of their attributes based on the type of tasks that 

produce  similar  results.  The  comparison  of  the  models  found  out  that  a  particular  

trend is common among the processes; however, they come under different names or 

point of focus. This analysis brought about the discovery of four segments which was 

adjudged to be commonly used in quite a number of designs and innovation processes 

today (Moritz 2005, 119). 

 

These four segments are known as the 4 D’s which are: 

 

(1) Discover (2) Define (3) Develop and, (4) Deliver. They are synonymous with the design 

equivalent of the 4 P’s of marketing. In addition, this model was stated to cover the 

fundamental steps; however they do not explore service design comprehensively 

beyond traditional design (Moritz 2005, 119). 

 

As the history of service design process and methods unfolds and its practice evolves, 

Moritz came up with his own model. He breaks the design stages down further in an 

explicit manner thereby creating six stages. These six stages of service design task or 

process are: 
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I. Service Design Understanding (SU) 

II. Service Design Thinking (ST) 

III. Service Design Generating (SG) 

IV. Service Design Filtering (SF) 

V. Service Design Explaining (SE) 

VI. Service Design Realizing (SR) (Moritz 2005, 123). 

 

 

 
Figure 6: Service design process 

     Adapted from: (Moritz 2005, 123) 

 

In  the  meantime,  this  section  proceeds  further  to  look  into  other  service  design  

models for the purpose of review while Moritz model will be revisited in detail 

thereafter. 
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Another perspective to service design process comes from Miettinen et al. (2009, 15) 

and it explains as follows “Service Designers visualize, formulate, and choreograph 

solutions to problems that do not necessarily exist today.” It also explains that 

Service Design seeks to observe and clarify requirements and patterns of behaviour 

such that it converts them into services that are possible in the future. Miettinen et 

al. mentioned design approaches such as “explorative, generative, and evaluative” in 

the design process. 

 

Further, the systematic and process-nature of service design was emphasized in 

another literature by Stickdorn et al. (2010, 30) as follows: “Service design as a 

practice generally results in the design of systems and processes aimed at providing a 

holistic service to the user.” 

 

In recent time, another school of thought has laid more emphasis on service design 

from the perspective of social responsibility i.e. ethics, sustainability, and human 

right. The literature called “Design for Services” by Meroni & Sangiorgi (2011) forms 

part of literature series that aim to throw more light on Service Design from social 

responsibility angle. 

 

This author is favourably disposed to the need to integrate a great deal of social 

responsibility into service designing. This will further strengthen the need that service 

providers should look beyond just making profits and growing businesses, but also 

promote social and healthy values. 

 

A case study of co-design involving Q-free (Norwegian company) and Polidesign 

(Service Design Research team, Italy) was cited. A sustainable service scenario was 

developed for mobility related services in this case study i.e. electronic toll 

technology, parking services etc. (Meroni & Sangiorgi 2011, 180). In response to the 

complex nature of mobility scenarios, the research team was stated to have worked 

on ‘three main, interrelated levels’ – contexts, technology, and users (Meroni & 

Sangiorgi, 2011, 183). 

 

The  design  process  was  also  stated  to  have  been  managed  as  a  “strategic  

conversation” (Meroni et al. 2011). This service design project was organized in four 

basic “phases of work” and they are as follows: (1) Initial brainstorming; (2) Analysis; 

(3) Ideas generation; and (4) Scenario Consolidation (Meroni & Sangiorgi 2011, 184). 

From the perspective of this author, these ‘phases of work’ as identified by Meroni et 

al. have been covered in other service design processes, for instance Moritz model. 
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In general, Meroni et al. (2011, 239) identified four basic design activities with a set 

of useful tools that applied to them, and they are as follows: (1) Analysing; (2) 

Generating; (3) Developing; and (4) Prototyping. 

 

 

 
      

Figure 7: Design Process Illustration 

 

The iterative-nature of a design process with applicable tools & methods (Meroni & 

Sangiorgi 2011, 240). 

 

Moritz model of service design process, methods and tools 

 

This section explores the earlier mentioned Stefan Moritz’s six stages of service design 

process one after the other in a more detailed manner. From the perspective of this 

author,  Stefan  Moritz  model  of  service  design  process  appears  relatively  easier  to  

understand and apply than others. By applying the Moritz’s model, it will be easier to 

carry along other participants who have little or no background in service designing. 

In view of this, this author aims to adopt Moritz model as the basic framework for the 

design process in his thesis. The aim of looking further into Moritz model of service 

design process is to afford the readers some insight on how the six stages are broken 

down for better clarity. As a recall, the six stages are (1) service design understanding 
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(2) Service design thinking (3) service design generating (4) service design explaining 

(5) service design filtering and (6) service design explaining. 

 

Service Design Understanding 

 

Service Design Understanding was simply referred to as “finding out and learning”. 

Research for knowledge concerning clients’ articulated and unarticulated needs, 

service context, understanding providers and relationships are the major concern of 

this stage (Moritz 2005, 124). 

 

In order to exhaust many aspects of service design understanding, this stage was sub-

divided into four sub-tasks. These sub-tasks are (1) Understanding clients, (2) 

Understanding providers (3) Understanding context, and (4) Understanding 

relationships (2005, 126). This author observes that the “Service design 

understanding” stage of Moritz seems to lie within the “exploration” phase of Mager’s 

theory in terms of comparison. 

 

The requirement to embark on service design understanding stage is the availability 

of project aims, objectives and goals (Moritz 2005, 125). 

 

- Understanding clients 

 

Attributes to be understood here includes, but not limited to the following- goals, 

values, needs, behaviour, problems, group dynamics, interaction, demographic, 

psychographic etc. The client here refers to both end users and other customers. For 

instance, a firm could purchase a service on behalf of its own customers who are the 

end users or consumers of the service. So the firm, in this case can be considered as a 

form  of  the  customer  which  happens  not  to  be  the  end  user.  For  instance,  an  

educational institution could purchase recreation services on behalf its students who 

are the end users. 

 

- Understanding contexts 

 

The service business environment both internal and external is deeply looked into in 

this task. This tasks aims to understand the context in which the service is expected 

to take place. 
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- Understanding providers 

 

In order to have an understanding of the providers, there is a need to consider among 

many others the following: Resources – (technology, personnel, finance, knowledge, 

skills etc.); Short and long term goals; constraints;   responsibility; processes & 

systems; and business culture e.g. language; and key decision makers/stakeholders 

(Moritz 2005, 126). This aspect assesses what the provider of the service has in store 

in terms of readiness to deliver the service. What is in existence, and what is not in 

existence and how the non-existing things can be acquired? 

 

- Understanding relationships 

 

Understanding of factors and strategy with which relationships can be built between        

providers, clients, suppliers, and other providers have been identified to be important 

for service business success. Service in itself has been described to be relational and 

dynamic. A service is also interactive and accessible with experiences. Services 

leverage on the relationship building and bonding in order to thrive. Hence, it takes a 

well understood customer-service provider relationship to sustain value-driven 

services.  Relationships building in service businesses have been treated in detail in 

earlier literature (Grönroos 2000; Peelen 2005). 

 

Tools and methods of service design understanding: 

 

The list of tools and methods for generating different stages of service design 

processes is numerous and non-exhaustive. Different Service Designers may combine 

various  tools  and  methods  in  order  to  assess,  measure,  and  compare  the  impact  of  

results from one another (Moritz 2005, 185). In view of this, the tools and methods 

concerning Service design understanding include, but not limited to the following: 

benchmarking, client segmentation, probing, ethnography, contextual interviews, 

context enquiry, context analysis, critical incident techniques, focus group, 

shadowing, 5W’s, gap analysis, observations etc. (Moritz 2005, 127). Further reading 

on  detail  descriptions  of  these  tools  and  methods  has  been  documented  by  Moritz  

(2005, 187-201). 

 

This  literature  review  will  not  go  into  the  details  of  the  several  tools  and  methods  

mentioned  in  this  report.  However,  few  tools  and  methods  that  are  relevant  in  

collecting  and  analysing  data  in  this  research  work  will  be  looked  into  in  the  other  

section of this thesis. 
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Service Design Thinking 

 

There are six sub-tasks under Service Design Thinking, and they are as follows (Moritz 

2005, 130): 

 

(1) Identifying – criteria, problems, focus, underlying motives. 

(2) Setting – objectives, goals, vision. 

(3) Planning and feasibility – requirements. 

(4) Analysis – competition, content. 

(5) Reviewing – insights, related components. 

(6) Direction – time plan, design guidelines, team setup, specification.  

 

Tools & methods of service design thinking. 

     

As pointed out earlier, in general there are non-exhaustive lists of different tools and 

methods of service design. To mention few, there exist affinity diagrams, CATWOE, 

Fishbone diagram, Mind map, Parallel thinking, Personality matrix, Priority matrix, 

Think tank, Visual thinking, idea card, Touchpoints etc. (Moritz 2005, 131). These are 

the  common  examples  of  tools  and  methods  of  Service  Design  Thinking.  Detail  

description of these tools and methods has been documented by Moritz (2005, 203- 

208). 

 

Service Design Generating 

 

According to Moritz (2005, 132), Service design generating is more or less an action of 

“developing concepts”. It was further explained as the development of germane, 

ingenious, and innovative ideas. In addition, it also involves the creation of ‘role-

design’ and concept-options with consideration for consistency and skillful moulding 

of details. Ideation towards problem solving is brought up during this stage. The 

service components are ensured to align and be well developed in line with the 

expected service experience, value, and needs of clients & organizations during this 

stage. In short, this stage is all about bringing up the best possible ideas that support 

the design process. 

 

The requirements for “Service design generating” are professional creativity, 

information & direction from other stages, insights, and relevant strategy. Further, 

"service design generating" involves an attention and forethought towards having 

competent people join the service design generating team. A conducive atmosphere 

to enable good performance should also not be compromised. This process should be 
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characterized by flexibility, innovativeness and vision. An example of service design 

generating  was  the  use  of  bodystorming  in  resemblance  of  all  parts  of  a  water  

cleaning plant. This bodystorming method made it possible to realize ways of solving 

imminent problems (Moritz 2005, 133). 

 

 Service design generating sub-tasks 

 

Five sub-tasks have been identified in order to complete the process of service design 

generating, and they as follows (Moritz 2005, 134): 

 

1. ‘Developing – (ideas, solutions, Processes)’ 

2. ‘Creating – (concepts, Scenarios)’ 

3. ‘Finding – (environments, inspiration, ways to work with clients)’ 

4. ‘Implementing – (corporate design)’ 

5. ‘Crafting – ‘(evidences, touchpoints, interface, experiences)’ 

 

Tools and methods of service design generating 

 

Among the numerous list of these tools and methods are the following: bodystorming, 

brainstorm, brain writing, idea interview, parallel design, unfocus group, think tank, 

feature tree, and experience sketching etc. (Moritz 2005, 135). Description on details 

of these tools and methods has been stated by Moritz (2005, 210 – 215). 

 

Service Design Filtering 

 

This stage was simply referred to as “selecting the best” by Moritz.  Further definition 

was hinged upon idea selection, concept combination, and results & solutions 

evaluation. The identification of clusters and segments was also not ruled out in the 

definition (Moritz 2005, 136). The verb “filter” implies to separate what is most 

needed from those that are not. This is synonymous to separating “the wheat from 

the chaff” from idiomatic expression perspective. Similarly, in the case of service 

design, the most useful and relevant ideas, concepts and results within available 

options are considered. However, the left over ideas, concepts and results etc. from 

the  filtering  process  may  still  be  useful  in  the  future.  Therefore,  they  should  be  

reserved. 
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Description of how it works: 

 

Within  a  host  of  solutions  or  ideas,  effort  should  be  made towards  selection  of  the  

best ones. More often than not, the experts are better positioned to do this selection, 

or better still they are chosen against specified attributes. Thereafter, the quality 

and authenticity of the selections are then tested and measured. This method was 

stated to be true for prototypes, existing elements, and people. For instance, the 

assessment of the workability of an idea against legal requirement, or technical effort 

was cited as an example (Moritz 2005, 136). Other example is the use of “idea card” 

to identify best possible idea for service design (Moritz 2005, 137). This author has 

once  used  “idea  card”  to  generate  ideas  and  concepts  during  a  service  design  

workshop. In this workshop, “idea card” was only used during the service design 

generating stage and not during the service design filtering stage. Moritz cited an 

example of its use in service design filtering stage. This further lays emphasis on the 

overlapping and iterative nature of service design process. The application of its tools 

and methods are usually not linear, rather they overlap. The skill and experiences of 

the designers count to a greater extent. 

 

Requirement: 

 

Service design filtering is dependent on the results or outcome of other categories of 

service design project. For example, it was stated that elements and contexts are 

needed to evaluate and select. In this regard, Service design filtering follows 

methodologies that are fallout from service design thinking (Moritz 2005, 137). This 

also confirms the fact that service design stages are interrelated and interconnected, 

just as they overlap. 

 

Considerations: 

 

The inclusion of key decision makers in service design projects is compulsory in order 

to make effective and feasible decisions. No idea can be entirely ruled out, it may 

still find relevance at some point in the project or in the future, as a result, it should 

be kept. 
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 Service design filtering tasks: 

 

Three sub-tasks have been identified, and they are as follows (Moritz 2005, 138):  

 

(A) “Selecting – Ideas; Concepts; and Solutions” 

(B) “Test & Measure – Performance; and Quality” 

(C) “Evaluation – Subjective; Heuristic; Economic; Technical; and Legal.” 

 

Tools and methods of service design filtering: 

Among the numerous tools and methods of service design filtering are the following: 

card sorting, character profile, cognitive walkthrough, constructive interaction, 

expert evaluation, feasibility check, focus group, Personas, PEST analysis, sticker 

votes, heuristic evaluation, pluralistic walkthrough etc. (Moritz 2005, 139). Further 

reading  on  description  of  these  tools  and  methods  has  been  explored  in  literature  

(Moritz 2005, 216 – 221). 

 

Service Design Explaining 

As the phrase suggests, “Service design explaining” was summed up in simple 

definition as “enabling understanding”. This definition appears clear enough and 

indisputable even to laymen from this author’s perspective. Further definition 

emphasizes “Sensualisation” i.e. visualizing via all senses with respect to ideas and 

concept, process mapping, and possible scenario exemplification. In addition, the 

definition includes presentation of general explanations and display of future 

possibilities (Moritz 2005, 140). 

 

Descriptively, this stage can give stakeholders access to “abstract future concept”. It 

provides the foundation for discussion among people of diverse backgrounds and 

perspectives. As a result, it creates shared understanding. For instance, staging of 

service experience via beta-launch might explain how the service works. Similarly, an 

explanation of its processes and methods may be achieved using animation or maps. It 

was stated that Service design explaining is usually connected with service design 

generating, realizing, understanding, and thinking. In some cases, service design 

filtering may be anchored on service design explaining (Moritz 2005, 140). As a 

summary,  this  stage  aims  to  give  a  clearer  picture  of  how  the  whole  service  

touchpoints  are  connected  to  one  another.  With  a  good  level  of  mutual  

understanding,  comes  a  specific  sense  of  direction  that  guides  the  objective  of  the  

design process. As a result, this stage helps the design actors to align their interests 

and ideas in the best interest of the service outcome. 
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Requirements: As a necessity, a successful service design explaining is dependent on 

deep comprehension of findings and ideation processes. Further, the design purpose, 

target segments, and expected context of results should be spelt out in clear terms 

(Moritz 2005, 141). 

 

- Service design explaining tasks 

 

There exists four tasks under service design explaining, and they are as follows (2005, 

142):  

a. “Ideas and Concept – Sensualisation” 
 
b. Processes – maps and models 
 
c. Interaction – animation and role play 
 
d. Experiences – prototypes and Scenarios’ 
 

 

Service design explaining tools and methods 

 

Among the list  of numerous tools and methods that could be used in Service design 

explaining, are the following: character profile, experience prototype, metaphors, 

moodboard, persona, role playing, scenario, storyboarding, try it yourself, visioning, 

empathy tools, and mock ups etc. (Moritz 2005, 143). Moritz (2005, 222 – 232) has 

delved into details of these tools and methods.  

 

Service Design Realizing   

In simple terms “service design realizing” was defined as “making it happen”. 

Further, it includes solution development, specification, and implementation. Other 

characteristics of Service design realizing are prototyping and processes. In addition, 

business plan writing, stating guidelines, and conducting training also define this 

stage (Moritz 2005, 144). 

 

As the simple definition suggests, this stage brings a service to reality. The provision 

of needed things is put in place towards implementation of the defined and selected 

concepts. Service realizing a service may imply testing an experience prototype or the 

service itself. Realizing of service can be done in different ways depending on its 

complexity and disparity in locations of implementation. This stage includes 

everything necessary in planning, specifying and rolling out a service (Moritz 2005, 

144).  Service design realizing is equally taking the service to the market, establishing 

of all details, final checking and planning. In addition, it continues with developing 

various ways to ensure consistency and quality of service delivery (Moritz 2005, 145). 
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Considerations: 

 

Giving the likelihood of a service not ever being perfect, there is always a need for 

improvement. Service design realizing aims at best possible service outcome. As a 

result of complexity of systems and environmental changes, testing, improving and 

maintaining services become a necessity. In view of this, service design realizing 

should not be seen as the end of service design rather a new beginning (Moritz 2005, 

145). 

 

Some examples of how service design realizing tools & methods work: Typical 

examples of service design realizing in action includes: the use of business plan in 

explaining and specifying all details of core principle on which a service would hinge 

upon. Another example was the use of blueprint in planning how all processes and 

components are intertwined and interconnected. In addition, role description script 

can also find relevance in guiding service personnel in their imagination and 

performance towards desirable service delivery (Moritz 2005, 145). 

 

 Service design realizing tasks 

 

The three tasks under service design realizing stage are as follows (Moritz 2005, 146):  

 

A. “Testing: i.e. prototypes; models; processes; and experiences”  

B. “Developing: i.e. business plan; blueprint; processes; and touchpoints”  

C. “Providing: i.e. training; guidelines; templates; instructions; and specifications.” 

 

Service design realizing tools & methods 

 

For the umpteenth time, the list  of tools & methods for service design realizing are 

equally endless just as it obtains with other stages. Some examples include behaviour 

sampling, blueprint, mind map, line of balance, performance testing, post release 

testing, service prototype, simulation, templates, wizard of oz etc. Similarly, a 

clearer picture on details of these tools and methods has been documented in 

literature (Moritz 2005, 234 – 239). 
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2.3 Co-creation of value with stakeholders in service design 

 

The definitions of service design as stated earlier connote a process which aims to improve 

the  experiences  that  come  with  service  consumption  and  service  production  be  it  a  new  

service or existing one. Service design lays a great deal of emphasis on users’ perspective, 

experience, articulate and unarticulated needs. Service designing seeks to approach service 

development  through  the  eyes  and  mind  of  users  by  adopting  process  of  co-creation.  Co-

creation can be defined as a form of collaboration in which all hands are on deck, and both 

service  users  and  producers  are  an  active  participant  in  the  value-driven  creation  or  

development of a service. Co-creation implies collaboration towards value creation by 

sharing inventive ideas, design concepts and other relevant considerations (e.g. Ostrom et 

al 2010; Ojasalo 2010, 172). Sometimes, the inability of some users to express clearly what 

they desire or want in services in terms of value also necessitates the need for designers 

and other participants to cocreate with them. By so doing, what constitute value to the 

service users can be pinpointed through mutual interaction, ideation and understanding. 

  

Value  from  the  perspective  of  end-users  or  customers  can  be  defined  as  what  they  

considered beneficial, worthy and substantial in their own judgment from the use or 

consumption of a service. From the perspective of Vargo & Lusch (2006b, 44), value only 

comes up until an offering has been used or consumed i.e. value-in-use. In other words, 

customer’s experience and perception are vital in determining value (e.g. Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy 2004a; Ojasalo 2010, 173). As a reflection, the author of this thesis thinks value 

in-use  in  this  sense  is  quite  relative  and  may  vary  from one  end-user  or  customer  to  the  

other.  For  instance,  the  experience,  socio-economic  status  and  level  of  sophistication  of  

some  customers  may  shape  what  they  value  from  another.  As  a  result,  value  proposition  

cannot be approached as a one size that fits all. However, in some ways a firm may strive 

to identify some values that are mostly appreciated by some specific customer segments. 

There is also a need to pinpoint sophisticated customers who are willing to pay additional 

prices for customized and co-created values in order to meet their higher tastes. The 

contribution from a service provider that can support customer’s value creation process is 

referred to as a value proposition. Similarly, the contribution of the customer in this value 

creation process has been identified as value actualization (e.g. Gummesson 2008; Ojasalo, 

K. 2010, 173). The customer’s value creation process is defined as a “series of activities” 

undertaken by the customer in order to achieve a specific goal. Co-creation has been 

identified as a process that is “outside-in”. This implies in a co-creation process, the 

organization seeks to understand the customer’s “value creating processes” as an individual 

who is external to its own existing process. This customer understanding enables the 

organization to offer needed cooperation with the customer towards improved co-creation 

of value (e.g. Payne et al 2008; Ojasalo, K. 2010, 173). During a service design process, co-
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creation is expected to facilitate a good interaction between the stakeholders. This smooth 

interaction can add value to the actual service provision to ensure customer sustainability 

and employee satisfaction. Early involvement of stakeholders, the customers in particular in 

service  development  through  co-creation  has  the  likelihood  to  evoke  a  sense  of  co-

ownership in the service. A sense of co-ownership can promote customer loyalty and long-

term engagement (Stickdorn & Schneider 2010, 39).    

 

From a slight different angle, value has been defined as the outcome of the experience 

customers derive by doing business with an organization in comparison to the alternatives 

the competitors have to offer (Frow et al 2011, 225). Earlier description of customer value 

from Holbrook (1996) says value has to do with “interactive relativistic preference 

experience”. This implies that the experience determines what is valuable to a customer 

(Ojasalo, K. 2010, 173). Service experience involves the total stages of the creation, 

production and consumption of value from the customer’s point of view. The interaction of 

a  customer  with  an  organization  in  a  service  system  takes  place  through  different  

touchpoints or channels. These touchpoints may have physical features e.g. spatial layout, 

signposts; technology devices; “processes” e.g. series of service related activities; and 

“people” e.g. customers and employees (Ostrom et al 2010). 

 

 According to Frow et al (2011, 225), a review of literatures with respect to the value 

proposition models for both customer and non-customer segments have been done. Two 

gaps were identified. It was identified that many organizations use value proposition as a 

terminology. However, less than ten percent of these organizations have been successful in 

developing and communicating value proposition in the real sense of it. In addition, the 

review also revealed “few organizations appear” to give due attention to the value 

proposition from broader stakeholder’s perspective. Similarly, Stickdorn & Schneider (2010, 

38) argue that both customers and other stakeholders should be involved in order to explore 

and define a service proposition during the process of service design. This author deems it 

necessary to consider vital participants in the design process. These participants are 

referred to as key stakeholders, and they will involve customers/clients, suppliers, 

providers, designers and others. The context of focus of this research is the business-to-

business (B2B) market.  In  other  words,  the  stakeholders  under  consideration  are  mostly  

representatives of different business interests or organizations. According to Investopaedia, 

business-to-business refers to a type of commerce that takes place between businesses or 

companies e.g. “manufacturer and wholesaler, or wholesaler and a retailer”. A business-to-

consumer is defined as a business in which transactions are carried out directly between “a 

company and consumers who are the end-users of its  products or services” (Investopaedia 

2013).  
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Value co-creation seems to have greater importance in a business-to-business market as 

compared to a business-to-consumer market. It has been identified that greater 

“interdependence” exists between service providers and customers in business-to- business 

than in business-to-consumer. The number of customers in a business-to-business market is 

often fewer as compared to a business-to-consumer market. Hence, this makes the service 

provider to be more dependent on the customers. More often than not business-to-business 

market attracts higher market value in terms of revenue than a business-to-consumer 

market (e.g. Flint & Mentzer 2006; Ojasalo 2010, 176). 

 

3 Thesis objective and research questions 

 

The aim of this thesis is to develop a process model which integrates a stakeholder 

engagement framework with service design methods and tools. The process model will be 

presented in the form of a figure as part of the results of this study. This process model 

can  give  better  insight  on  how  to  engage  stakeholders  in  the  design  of  a  service.  

Furthermore, the stakeholder engagement framework itself can be introduced to 

interested organisations for the purpose of benchmarking in their other stakeholder 

engagement activities. For instance, service design is one of the activities that can take 

place through the engagement of stakeholders. The exploration and adaptation of the 

stakeholder engagement framework in this study seeks to answer the first and third 

research questions as stated below. In addition, the use of co-creation tool aims to 

answer the second research question of the study.  

 

Objectives of the research  

 

1. To create better value through stakeholder engagement for all stakeholders.  

2. To develop mutual understanding and sustainable relationships among 

stakeholders.     

3. To improve cooperation, organisational effectiveness, and open innovation culture. 

4. To explore an existing stakeholder engagement framework that can complement 

the process of service designing. 

 

Research Questions 

 

RQ 1: How to identify stakeholders to be engaged in the design of a service and who 

are the stakeholders? 

 

RQ 2:  What  is  the  current  state  of  the  co-creation  approach  of  the  partner  company  

with its case companies? 
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RQ 3: How to engage the stakeholders in designing a service? 

  

3.1 Limitations and assumptions 

 

Limitations 

 

A. The stakeholder engagement framework that is adapted in this thesis presents 

the five stage stakeholder engagement process in a discrete order for the 

sake of clarity. However, if necessary the five stages can be carried out in an 

overlapping or iterative way depending on the context or who is applying it. 

 

B. This thesis focuses on the improvement of an existing service, and not a new 

service. 

 

C. Since the partner company under focus has different areas of businesses, this 

thesis work is focused and limited to one of its business area which is waste 

management. 

 

D. The approaches of engaging stakeholders vary from one organisation to the 

other, and the suitability of any approach is subject to different 

considerations. Among these considerations are the nature of the issue of 

engagement, and the organisation’s objective of engaging its stakeholders. 

 

Assumptions 

 

A. It is assumed that the stakeholders of an existing service are easier to identify 

unlike the stakeholders of a service that is yet to exist. 

 

 

3.2 Research methods and processes 

 

Qualitative research methods were used in this thesis work. Qualitative research is a research 

technique that focuses more on depths than breaths. It does not seek to offer quantitative or 

countable interpretations/analysis in the form of averages, variances etc. as obtained in 

statistics.  Rather  qualitative  research  technique  seeks  to  have  a  deeper  understanding  of  a  

specific issue, process, individuals, groups etc. that are most “revealing” or useful (Rubin et 

al 2012, 2). Qualitative research is often done in the subjects natural settings. It makes an 

attempt  to  make  sense  out  of,  or  offer  interpretations  to  “phenomena”  based  on  the  
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meanings people bring to them (Higgins & Green 2008). It gives priority to the connection and 

relationships between the data gathered from the research and the research questions or 

existing  information.  Qualitative  research  seeks  to  offer  explanations  on  the  nature  of  a  

subject or research topic, findings, results etc. It seeks to answer for instance, What a 

subject/topic  is  all  about,  why  is  it  so,  when  does  it  happen  in  such  way,  how  can  it  be  

corrected or improved upon, the emotional factors attached to it etc. Some examples of 

qualitative research methods are interviews, probes, ethnography, participant observation, 

focus group, brainstorming etc. 

 

This author used interview and observation research methods. Qualitative research methods 

such as interviews and observation had been quite important in service designing. This author 

is privileged to use interview and observation methods as a result of his earlier study 

experience. In addition, interview and observation methods in stakeholder studies have been 

recommended in earlier research (Laplume et al. 2008, 1174-75). Other methods that were 

used  are  desk  research,  workshops,  and  benchmarking.  Service  design  tools  such  as  service  

blueprinting and Co-creation tool (CoCo tree) were used to analyse the current state of the 

case company. Co-creation tree was used to analyse the interview data that were gathered 

from L&T Oy and the four case companies which are its selected business-to-business 

customers. Service blueprinting tool was used to identify and explore the essential service 

touchpoints and issues that lie in L&T Oy waste management service to its customers. Some 

recommendations were made to address the identified development needs that were 

discovered from the use and outcome of service blueprinting and CoCo tree analysis. These 

two  service  design  tools  and  other  research  methods  are  explored  in  details  in  the  next  

paragraph of this report. 

 

These research methods are explored one after the other as follows: 

   

3.2.1 Interviews 

 

Interview is a form of two way conversation in which the interviewer makes direct or 

indirect inquiries about a subject in question from another person known as 

interviewee. The nature or type of interview could be structured Interview i.e. with 

standard questions for all participants; Unstructured interviews i.e. interviewee share 

stories and experiences and she/he usually structure the interview; semi-structured 

interview i.e. a flexible format, usually a given set of questions or theme is covered, 

and it has varying levels of standardization (McLaughlin 2006).  

 

Interviews through discussions help to gather information or opinions from the subject 

or interviewee. Interviews are often recorded in audio, video or written format. 
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Interviews can be conducted through a set of questions that are appropriate for the 

information needed by the researcher. These questions can be either open, closed 

questions  or  combination  of  both.  The  results  from  the  interviews  can  then  be  

thematically analysed at the end of the day (Moritz 2005, 193). In this research study, 

semi-structured interview method as explained above was adopted. This can as well 

be called thematic interviews. A set of questions was developed under different 

themes. These themes served as title or major headings for the questions. The 

questions under the themes were sub headings under them. There were also probing 

and follow up questions under each question as the case may be to throw more light 

on the interview based on the response of the interviewee. This made the interview 

semi-structured and thematic. The interview questions of this study were developed 

through the sets of interview themes that were part of co-creation tool (see 3.2.5).  

 

 

3.2.2 Observation 

 

Observation research  

 

Two types of observation research have been identified in social science. They are 

systematic and participant observation (Denscombe, 2007, 206). Systematic observation 

often yields quantitative data. A systematic observation can be defined as an objective 

and structured means of data collection in order to confirm or validate criteria (Para 

elink, 2005). It is described as a data collection through observation using standard 

procedures, skilled observers, recording plans, etc. The observer often “mirror’s the 

scientific procedure of other primary data methods” (McGraw-Hill, 2006). Systematic 

observation is known to focus more on what occurred and not why such things occur. It 

has  the  merits  of  collecting  data  directly  in  a  systematic  and  robust  way  to  ensure  

efficient pre-coding of data and reliability. Observation can be done directly by 

watching the subjects and events or through camera installation. 

 

Participant observation implies that the observer is active and participates in the event 

that is being studied. McGraw-Hill, 2006 says participant observation is done when the 

observer  is  physically  present  as  well  as  contributes  in  the  research  study  through  

interaction with the participants to “influence some observation measures”. It is also 

described as participating in a setting beyond distant observation of people and events 

in order to have a “firsthand” understanding of things. The researcher him/herself also 

assumes the role of the main research instrument (Silverman 2001, 45). 
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It has been discovered that sometimes what people say or claim to believe might be 

different from what they do. There exist different research findings which support this 

discovery.  Participant observation helps with a clearer picture in interpreting other 

study  research  methods  and  their  data  such  as  interviews,  focus  groups  and  

quantitative research. In addition, it helps to design research questions in a more 

useful way. Participant observation provides a way of guiding against researchers 

“subjective  reporting”  with  respect  to  their  own  beliefs  and  actions.  It  offers  the  

opportunity of gaining better insights of the physical, socio-economic and cultural 

context that defines what is being studied. Features such as relationships, behaviour 

patterns, norms and beliefs become clearer. Nonetheless, some of the demerits of 

participant observation include consumption of much time e.g. ethnographic research 

can take several months.  Documenting data while participating and observing at the 

same time could also be challenging. Observation data are documented in field notes. 

Ethnographic research refers to a form of observation research in which the researcher 

dwells  over  a  long  period  within  the  environment  and  cultural  setting  of  the  

phenomenon or subject understudy. Ethnography research originates from the field of 

anthropology. Another challenge of participant observation is that the researcher has 

to know how to draw the line between objective and subjective reporting. The 

researcher has to be aware that even though participant observation is an “inherently 

subjective research exercise”, objective reporting should be of paramount importance 

(Mack et al. 2005, 14). 

 

The specific observation research of this study work took place during several meetings 

with members of the partner companies and this author’s project members. There was 

also a visit to and an inspection of the recycling park of Lasilla and Tikanoja Oy (L&T). 

L&T was the company that was studied with respect to stakeholder engagement. During 

the inspection exercise, quite a number of observation were made on the size of the 

recycling park, its different processing units, waste materials being processed, 

machineries being used and many others. A detailed observation data was documented 

in a field note. These data were presented as a formal memo and saved in the project's 

data base for analysis. 

 

 

3.2.3 Benchmarking 

 

Benchmarking can be defined as the “measurement” of the superiority of an 

organization's policies, products, service process, operations, strategies etc., in 

comparison with established standards, or similar ones from other companies. 

Benchmarking has the objectives of determining where and what improvements are 
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needed; the analysis of the improvement process and how it can be achieved 

(BusinessDictionary, 2010). Similarly, according to Sekhar (2010, 882), benchmarking 

is described as a technique for evaluating or gauging a firm’s “performance” in 

relation to the “performance” of others. Efforts are made towards determining “best 

practice” in certain firm(s) and actions are taken to adopt these practices by the firm 

that seeks to improve its performance. “Best practice” implies a set of procedures, 

“ethics” or concepts that symbolize or exemplify the most proficient or judicious 

course of action (Investopaedia 2012). In the same vein, Gunasekaran (2006) in an 

Editor’s interview on benchmarking in Emerald journal says, “benchmarking is a 

method of determining best practices”. This implies “best practices” from 

“successful” firm or organizations can provide a course of action for others to follow. 

“Best practices” can be identified in many areas e.g. in productivity, cost-savings, 

quality control, service delivery, customer relations, profitability, supply chain and 

logistics and many others. For instance, the successful  supply chain management of 

Dell Computers and Toyota’s just-in-time technique can be studied and adopted by 

other companies. On a different note, the term “best practices” has been considered 

as too colourful or connotes a form of exaggeration by some school of thought. This 

school  of  thought  suggests  “good  practices”  in  replacement  of  the  term  “best  

practices” as a moderate way of description. However, in the perspective of this 

author, the term “best practices” has been mentioned in many definitions of 

“benchmarking” in different literatures such that the two terms become almost 

inseparable. Regardless of whatever terminology is adopted to describe benchmarking 

by these schools of thoughts; benchmarking remains a very useful management tool in 

today’s competitive and complex business environment. 

 

This research study drew on benchmarking techniques from case study researches as 

contained in Krick et al (2005), Practitioner’s Handbook of Stakeholder Engagement, 

Volume 2. This handbook provides guidelines, procedures, and tools on how 

organizations can boost their knowledge, skills, legitimacy and success through 

effective stakeholder engagement. Relevant tools, processes and framework from this 

handbook were combined with service design tools and knowledge in highlighting how 

stakeholders can be engaged in designing a service.  The benchmarking aspect of this 

study was done in the exploration and description of the stakeholder engagement 

process based on the proposed engagement framework. 
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3.2.4 Service blueprinting 

 

This description helps the stakeholders in a service development process to identify 

the service processes, “isolate” likely flaw areas, and create the time space for the 

service “journey” (Schott 2009). A service blueprint helps to “explore” all the 

essential issues that are embedded in a particular service offering (Shostack 1984, 

134). Service blueprinting has a challenge of how to present services in a vivid way 

that covers its “elements of branding and user experience”. On the other hand, the 

clarity  of  the  backstage  technical  and  business  activities  have  also  been  seen  as  a  

challenge. The technique of service blueprinting involves service time description and 

the sequence of the flow of activities at different touchpoints. A sequence of service 

activities is easier to blueprint as against a multiple set of interlinking and 

overlapping ones. Linear flow representation of a sequence of service event (use 

cases) is easy to present. However, multiple overlapping and interlinking service 

events demand more than simple linear representation. A problem of prescriptive 

sequencing with little possibility for variation from the ideal path was identified in 

the case of multiple overlapping and interlinking service events (Schott 2009).  The 

usefulness of service blueprinting at the planning or designing stage of a service has 

been emphasized. This technique at the inception was brought forward to enhance 

process control that yielded good results. Service blueprinting was found to have 

better clarity than explanations in verbal forms. It helped to solve inherent problems 

proactively. 

 

Service  blueprinting  has  evolved  to  be  more  customer-centric  in  conformity  with  

growing organizational customer-centricity. It has also been able to differentiate 

front stage activities from back stage activities. In the early stage, service 

blueprinting has been used as a process for aligning “customers’ process” with 

“organizational structure”. It offered an explanation of the distinct roles of 

“employees” and their “internal units” in order to function better as an “integrated 

service system”. Through service blueprinting, customer awareness has been 

promoted among employees with good clarification on interfaces within different 

departments. Service blueprinting has been found to be quite easy and adaptable for 

the stakeholders involve in service development. Some of these stakeholders can be 

customers, managers, employees etc. Service innovativeness can also be enhanced 

with the use of service blueprint. It has the characteristic of projecting service 

innovation on a “human-to-human and human-to-technology” level at the “firm 

boundaries” as against “software engine level”. Consequently, service blueprinting 

enables service designers to immerse themselves into the activities of the firm 

without loss of the connection between customer actions and process. Among the 
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tangible deliverables of service blueprinting technique to companies are the 

development of “brand new services” and improvement of existing services. In 

addition, it helps in enhancing “cross-functional communication” towards a customer-

oriented solution (Bitner et al 2007, 5). Stickdorn et al. (2010, 204) also emphasized 

that the visual representation of blueprinting integrates the perspectives of the users, 

service producers and other concerned parties. This becomes possible through a vivid 

illustration of touchpoints from customer contact to behind the scenes. As with many 

developmental process or technique, there is a need for a service blueprint to be 

flexible for future updates in order to conform to future service requirement and 

developments. 

 

3.2.5 Co-creation tool 

 

The Co-creation tool was one of the results of the exploratory research studies of an 

on-going PhD program being carried out in the University of Cambridge, UK. This tool 

can  be  used  to  analyse  the  current  state  of  a  company’s  co-creation  approach.  Co-

creation tool was used to answer the second research question of this study.  

Co-creation was developed and tested with at least three case companies in earlier 

study prior to this thesis. The result of the preliminary analyses of the data collected 

during the earlier study was positive. The tool was described to be useful and easy to 

use. The need to develop this tool further was also raised as part of the conclusions 

of the earlier study (Ojasalo & Keränen, 2011, 10). The author of this thesis decided 

to  use  co-creation  tool  in  this  study  as  one  of  the  ways  to  further  develop  the  tool  

through testing. This author considered co-creation as one of the numerous activities 

that can take place under the larger umbrella of stakeholder engagement. In other 

words, stakeholders can be engaged by a service provider or an organisation for the 

purpose of co-creating values or new services. According to Ojasalo et al. (2011, 1), 

value creation was described as essential in modern business and service design 

thinking; as a result, it is fundamental to service design.    

 

Co-creation tool has three components i.e.  (1) Set of interview themes for data 

gathering (2) Co-creation continuum, (3) Co-creation tree (CoCo tree). 

 

(1) Set of interview themes for data gathering: this consists of three sets of interview 

themes that cover some key areas of a company’s activities. These key areas are (A) 

Company’s strategy, vision, aims and business environment (B) Customer interaction 

and relationships, and (C) Service design processes. The relevant people in a company 

and its customers were interviewed using these themes as a guide. 
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Figure 8: Set of interview themes for data gathering 

Source: Keränen (2011, 52)  

 

(2) Co-creation continuum: this is the second component of the co-creation tool. The co-

creation  continuum  helped  in  the  analysis  of  the  data  gathered  from  the  thematic  

interview. Three perspectives that have five specific criteria under them form the 

basis for analysing the data gathered. These three perspectives are (A) Strategic 

thinking and business model (B) Customer interactions and relationships, and (C) 

Service design processes. There exists a continuum for each of these specific criteria 

understudy.  These  continuums  have  two  extreme  points  in  either  side  from  left  to  

right. The extreme left point of the continuum implies co-creation is not evident in a 

company’s business approach, in relation to the criterion understudy. The extreme 

right  point  of  the  continuum  implies  co-creation  is  quite  evident  and  active  in  a  

company’s business approach. There is also a possibility of having a mid-point in the 

continuum which suggests an average co-creation performance. In view of this,  it  is  

possible to identify areas that need development in terms of co-creation approach 

from  this  analysis.  The  co-creation  continuum  is  presented  below  with  the  three  

perspectives and each of the specific five criteria under them (Keränen 2011, 51- 52). 
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  Figure 9: Co-creation continuum 

  

  Source: Keränen (2011, 53) 

 

(3) Co-creation tree: this is the third component of the co-creation tool. It offers a clear 

visual  representation  of  the  current  state  analysis  of  a  company  in  terms  of  co-

creation approaches. As explained above it is made up of a graphical representation 

of the three main perspectives understudy and the five specific criteria under them.,  

This third component comes in form a tree with three main roots and five sub roots 
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that also carry five seeds. This gives a total of five seeds attached to three main roots 

making 15 seeds in all. The three main perspectives understudy are graphically 

displayed as the three main roots. While the 15 seeds represent the 15 specific areas 

attached  to  the  three  main  perspectives  i.e.  strategic  thinking  &  business  model,  

customer interaction & relationships, and service design processes. The 15 specific 

criteria in question are A1 to A5, B1 to B5, and C1 to C5 in the above figure. The co-

creation tree is presented below. 

 
Figure 10: Co-creation tree 

Source: Keränen (2011, 5) 
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4 Stakeholder engagement approach to service designing  

 

This section presents a description of how the engagement of stakeholders in the designing of 

a service can be explored. This is the section of this study that aims to answer the first and 

third research questions. It  is  important  to  clarify  that  stakeholders  engagement  can  be  

carried out to serve different purposes or address different issues. For instance, a chemical 

manufacturing company or oil and gas multinational could engage its stakeholders on how to 

address the issue or negative impact of its product on the environment. A school could engage 

its  stakeholders on how to improve the attitude and performance of its  students to studies. 

The case study of this thesis is concerned with the process of engaging the stakeholders of 

L&T Oy, a company that is into the business of waste disposal and facility management. The 

specific business area of focus in this thesis is waste management. Waste management 

implies the service in which the left over materials (wastes) of L&T Oy customers are 

collected, transported, disposed and processed in an environmental friendly way. 

 
Figure 11: Five Stage Stakeholder Engagement Framework  

Redrawn from: Krick et al. (2005, 11)  
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The five stages of the stakeholder engagement framework in the figure above as documented 

in the stakeholder engagement manual volume 2 will be explored one after the other. These 

five  stages  will  be  explored  for  the  purpose  of  this  thesis  with  good  consideration  for  the  

existing service design body of knowledge. As a result, a process model that has integrated 

the skills and knowledge of service design with this stakeholder engagement framework will 

be proposed. This author argues that if this framework is well adapted, it can strengthen, 

complement, and provide an alternative way of approaching the process of service designing 

towards an improved outcome. Service designing process cannot take place without the need 

to bring in the end users and other stakeholders into its activity.  Therefore, it follows that a 

further research and insight into how these stakeholders are to be engaged for the purpose of 

service designing should be a welcome development. In view of this, this author hereby seeks 

to explore this framework as follows. 

 

This engagement framework above draws heavily on the principle of “Inclusivity”. Inclusivity 

implies the effort and commitment of an organisation towards reflecting the views, needs and 

concerns of all stakeholder groups at all stages of its process or activity. Stakeholders’ 

perspectives and standpoints are gathered through an engagement process that allows 

freedom of expression without “fear”, favour or constraint. The concept of inclusivity aims to 

give consideration to the “voiceless” stakeholders, the environment and generations yet 

unborn  (Krick  et  al.  2005,  14).  Three  principles  have  to  be  adhered  to  in  order  to  attain  

inclusivity. These principles are: 

 

A. Materiality: it requires knowing what is of importance and significance to an 

organisation and its stakeholders. 

 

B. Completeness: it entails understanding and managing of “material impacts” and 

related stakeholder perspectives, needs, preference, performance “perception” and 

“expectation.” 

 

c. Responsiveness: it implies the ability to coherently respond to stakeholder’ and the 

organisation’s material issues. Material issues mean those issues that are of significant 

importance and concern to the organisation and its stakeholders. 

 

These three principles reflect on the key questions individuals or groups of stakeholders might 

ask an organisation in relation to their relationships and engagement with it. These questions 

may take the following forms respectively: 
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A. “Is it genuine?” i.e. How serious is the organisation about its purpose and objective of 

stakeholder engagement? For instance, the stakeholders of this thesis case company 

(L&T Oy) might be curious about this. 

 

B. “Is it fair and well informed?” i.e. how well is the process of engaging the company’s 

stakeholder an all-inclusive one or not to have side-lined some significant stakeholder 

groups? What are the internal and external processes in place to give the company a 

better insight of its impacts on its stakeholders? Will the process help the organisation 

to unveil its stakeholders’ expectations and concerns? 

 

C. “What difference does it make?” i.e. this concerns the responsive and proactive 

actions of the company to address the identified issues. As a step forward after this 

process, what are the changes, improvement, or adjustment the company is willing to 

make   to balance the interests of all stakeholders? 

  

 Figure 12: The accountability commitment and principles 

 Redrawn from: (Krick et al. 2005, 15). 

  

According to Krick et al. (2005, 15), the terminologies of this principle can be customised or 

fine-tuned to any organisation’s desirable words of choice. A typical example of this came 

up when “Altria” developed its stakeholder engagement process and named the three 

principles “candor”, “relevance” and “learning & action” respectively. 
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Figure 13: The relevance of the principles to the five stages of the framework. 

 Source: Krick et al. (2005, 16). 

In the figure above, the grey cells show which principle is most relevant at different stages of 

the engagement framework.  

 

4.1 Thinking strategically 

 

This stage aims to identify the strategic priorities for stakeholders’ engagement in a 

company/organization. Strategic thinking considers and raises questions on the following 

areas: the reason the company and its stakeholders have to engage, who are to be engaged? 

Which “issue” or matter is concerned? What is planned to be achieved? How the company 

determines if the engagement process is a success? In reference to figure 13, the 

materiality principle is important at this stage Krick et al. (2005, 21). 

 

 
  

Figure 14: fundamental questions in stage one 

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 12). 
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The figure above shows the link between the fundamental questions that should be answered 

for an organization to align its stakeholder engagement process with its strategic objectives. 

There is no specific order in which these questions or steps should be tackled. The order of 

approaching these steps is dependent on the organization’s context, and whether it has been 

engaging its stakeholders beforehand or it’s just starting. 

 
 

Figure 15: Summary of stage one of framework 

Redesigned from: Krick et al. (2005, 17) 

 

The steps in bullet points in the figure above are the relevant activities to be carried out as 

documented in the manual. Some set of tools & resources, methodology & templates that are 

useful in this stage have also been highlighted in this figure. A company is expected to apply 

its initiatives based on its peculiar context in the application of these tools and resources. It 

is not compulsory that all the tools and resources provided in the five stages of the 
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framework be used in order to get a good result. The scope of this thesis does not permit it to 

go into the details of all the tools, resources, methodology and templates as provided in the 

framework of stakeholder engagement manual. It only seeks to summarise the relevant 

activities to be carried out within the stages in order to identify the useful tools and 

resources for stakeholder engagement. 

 

Step 1 of stage 1:  Working out who the stakeholders are with the use of a stakeholder map 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Insurance company, Bank, 
Media, Trade unions, 
Investors 

Academia 
Customers, 
Suppliers, 
Employees, 
Board, 
Subcontractors 
 

Govt., 
Regulators 

  
Focus groups, 
Experts, 
Service 
Designers, 
NGOs 

Host 
community, 
Potential 
customers 

Individuals/group that are 
affected by the L&T’s 
operations i.e. service 

Individuals/group who are likely 
to influence L&T’s performance 
i.e. (influential and decision 
makers 

Individuals/groups L&T has 
legal, financial or 
operational responsibility to 

Figure 16: Stakeholder mapping result for L&T OY waste management service  
 
Redrawn from: Krick et al. (2005, 11) 
 

Competitors 
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The power, legitimacy & urgency model under “stakeholder map” in chapter three has been 

applied in the mapping of L&T stakeholders as presented below in the above figure. The 

purpose of this stakeholder map is to answer the first research question of this study. This 

model has been simplified in the case of L&T stakeholder mapping. This simplified model is 

designed to be understandable for everyone that will be involved in the stakeholder map 

workshop sessions.  This stakeholder map model given the fact that it allows comparison 

between three attributes. The three attributes are power, legitimacy & urgency in 

comparison to other models that have two attributes e.g. power/dynamism or 

power/interest. In the L&T stakeholder map, “individuals/group who are likely to influence 

L&T’s performance i.e. the (“influential and decision makers” implies “Power” in the Mitchell 

et al. (1997) model. Similarly, “the individuals/groups L&T has legal, financial or operational 

responsibility to” stands for “legitimacy” respectively. Finally, the “individuals/groups that 

are affected by the L&T’s operations i.e. service” refers to the “urgency” characteristic 

under Mitchell et al. (1997) model. 

 

The figure above serves as a template with which stakeholders can be mapped out. The 

stakeholders under consideration are the stakeholders of L&T OY to be engaged in the design 

of  its  service.  The  service  of  L&T Oy  being  focused  on  is  energy  wastes  recycling  and  solid  

refuse  fuel  (SRF)  production.  L&T  seeks  better  ways  of  engaging  its  customer  stakeholders  

towards gaining their cooperation in achieving its aim of producing Solid Refuse Fuel (SRF) 

from energy wastes. The resultant SRF has been found to be in demand by energy plant 

operators for the purpose of powering their plants and machineries. The effort of L&T in this 

regard is also to promote and support environmentally friendly initiatives. 

 

Some of the major challenges facing L&T concerning the development of this service are: 

 

(1) How to motivate its customer stakeholders to sort their energy wastes appropriately 

based on instruction? 

 

(2) How  to  influence  the  choice  of  materials  being  bought  and  used  by  their  customer  

stakeholders? 

 

The nature of materials consumed by L&T customer stakeholders naturally determines the 

quality of the wastes they generate. For instance energy wastes which contain a high 

percentage  of  Polyvinyl  chloride  (PVC)  have  been  discovered  not  to  be  useful  for  SRF  

production. There is a need to separate wastes containing PVC from wastes containing very 
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little or no PVC. The energy wastes containing very little or no PVC are to be processed and 

recycled to produce Solid Refuse Fuel (SRF). 

 

The elements in the stakeholder map are explained as follows:  

 

The individual and groups L&T has legal, financial or operational responsibility to: These 

groups include representatives of trade unions, financial service providers such as banks, 

insurance company, customers and suppliers. These groups also include employees, 

board/management, investors, academia, govt. regulators etc. These stakeholders are mainly 

in the red circle, and some of them also overlap within the two other categories of mapping. 

The  stakeholder  map  above  represents  a  typical  Venn  diagram  with  intersections  of  three  

circles. The intersection areas show stakeholders that are common to two or three groups as 

the case may be. For instance, the portion of three intersections in the middle of the map 

shows stakeholders that are common to the three segments or mappings. These stakeholders 

include: include customers, suppliers, employees, subcontractors, and board/management of 

L&T. These stakeholders that fall within the three intersection area can as well be referred to 

as internal or primary stakeholders. Primary stakeholders are those stakeholders that have a 

formal or contractual relationship with a company or organization. 

 

Individuals/groups that are affected by the L&T’s operations i.e. service: these 

stakeholders fall within the blue circle and they also overlap into the two other segments. 

Some distinct  members  of  this  group  aside  those  within  the  intersection  areas  are  the  host  

community and potential customers. 

 

Individuals/groups that are likely to influence L&T’s performance i.e. (influential and 

decision makers:  this  is  the  segment  with  the  green  colour.  The  distinct  members  of  this  

segment aside those that fall within the two intersection areas are focus groups, experts in 

relevant disciplines, Service Designers etc. 

 

Further explanation:  

The stakeholder map above shows the connection and relationships in terms of dependency, 

influence, and responsibility between L&T and its stakeholders. The stakeholders that fall 

within the three intersection portion in the middle of the map are those with the strongest 

connection and relationships in terms of dependency, responsibility, and influence with L&T. 

This author refers to these stakeholders as the internal stakeholders. This is followed by the 

two stakeholders that lie in the other two intersection areas i.e. academia and government 

regulators. The stakeholders that fall outside the intersection areas of the circles i.e. 

insurance company, bank, media, trade unions, investors, host community, potential 

customers, focus groups, experts, service designers, competitors are those with the  least  
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relationships in terms of connections among the three segments. These outlying stakeholders 

can be referred to as external stakeholders. However, it is important to state clearly that all 

the stakeholders presented in this mapping are quite relevant and very useful when it comes 

to stakeholder engagement. As a matter of fact, those stakeholders that fall outside of the 

intersection areas that might be seen as outliers have the capability of adding value to the 

design process in terms of contributions. The external stakeholders outside the intersection 

areas are typical examples of stakeholders that are often overlooked while attention is placed 

mainly on the internal stakeholders. How well these external stakeholders are integrated 

accordingly  into  the  engagement  process  along  with  internal  stakeholders,  determines  the  

depth of the engagement process. The effective engagement of these external stakeholders 

along with the internal stakeholders could serve as a good source of creating value, building 

reputation, and achieving competitive edge. For instance, service designers, focus groups and 

relevant experts could bring in their skills, knowledge and experiences as a formidable 

synergy to improve the process and outcome of the engagement process which culminates 

into improved service development. Synergy implies the cooperation and interaction of two or 

more  entities  or  bodies  that  include  people  and  resources  to  create  a  combined  effect  or  

result greater than the sum of their individual capabilities. Similarly, more opportunities for 

L&T to increase its customer base, patronage, sales and revenue lie in the host communities 

and potential customer stakeholders group. The effective management and engagement of 

external stakeholders could cause an organization to enjoy better goodwill in its society 

thereby improving its popularity and public relations. 

 
Figure 17: Overview of the changing nature of relationships with stakeholders. 

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 28) 
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The figure above presents the dynamics of the changing nature of an organization’s 

relationships with its stakeholders over a certain period of time.  

 

Step 2 of stage 1: Identifying & considering strategic engagement objectives, 

opportunities and risks. 

 

In order to carry out this step, there is a need to look into some drivers of engagement in 

the life of many organizations. These drivers can be seen to be generic, however, they can 

trigger suggestions and ideas on how a company can kick start step 2. 

 

- The drivers of stakeholder engagement 

 

A. New requirement: an organization may be under a legal or voluntary obligation to take 

a new course of action, standard or policy. In this case, there might be a need to 

disclose information and engage with its stakeholders. For instance, various 

governments in Europe have been developing “national corporate responsibility plans” 

with  a  strong  bias  for  stakeholder  engagement.  There  have  been  many  laws  and  

regulations that require organizations and businesses to engage with their stakeholders 

in  order  to  advance  their  projects.  One  can  look  at  this  requirement  from  the  

perspective of the new waste legislation with respect to the activities of L&T Oy, the 

partner company under study in this thesis.  

 

B. “Public scrutiny”: People’s interests in the conduct and activities of businesses and 

organizations have increased in recent years. 

 

C. “New Markets”: there is a need for companies/organizations to have more insight into 

their  consumers,  customers,  employees  and  related  groups  that  are  concentrated  in  

“emerging” markets. 

 

D. “Societal Expectations”: the expectations of the society towards companies and 

organizations concerning solutions to societal challenges have increased. Nowadays, the 

society is also more sophisticated and prepared to hold companies/organizations 

accountable for any development from their business activities. e.g. “multi-stakeholder 

partnerships and initiatives” have been very useful towards business development. 

 

E. “New technologies”: technological innovations and inventions often raise 

questions/issues concerning ethics, and “dilemmas” on how precautions can be 
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applied. More often than not, companies may not have all the answers by themselves 

without “societal/stakeholder dialogue”. The collective solutions and answers from 

joint dialogue often help to reach a common understanding and identify tolerable 

levels of risk e.g. “nanotechnology” and nuclear energy/power. 

 

F. “Critical events”: the occurrence of major, serious, and unexpected events has made 

many companies realize how much they need better “systems” for engaging their 

stakeholders e.g. Shell realized the need to engage critically with its stakeholders after 

the  negative  campaigns  it  faced  from  the  treatment  of  “Brent  Spar”  and  the  “Ogoni  

people in Nigeria” (Krick et al. 2005, 27). 

 

 Opportunities or business benefits of stakeholder engagement 

 

Research findings have it that many companies have been able to improve their decision 

making ability both internally and externally through active stakeholder engagement. Active 

engagement has also served as a strategic tool in strengthening business performances for 

these companies (Krick et al. 2005, 29). Some benefits of engagement based on case studies 

of other companies are as follows: 

 

A. It improves the ability to identify and manage risks: e.g. the case of Monsanto, an 

agricultural company concerning its genetically modified crops in the 1990s. Monsanto 

admitted the need to be more committed to stakeholder dialogue and respect having 

realized the risk of not doing so. 

 

B. It boosts knowledge on products and processes: e.g. the case of IBM whereby 

community contribution and feedback help in creating value for the concerned 

parties.  For  instance,  there  were  times  the  community  on  behalf  of  IBM  undertook  

“beta-testing” of products before market launch. The opportunity from this type of 

dialogue can also stretch towards innovative results in products, strategy and 

services. 

 

C. Issuance of licenses:  It  helps in securing formal and informal permits for operation 

from  the  “government,  regulators  and  communities”.  E.g.  UK  telecommunication  

company, Orange in its engagement with communities and administrators to identify 

the best places to locate its transmitter masts (Krick et al. 2005, 30). 
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- How to set strategic objectives for engagement 

 

The  aim  of  this  activity  is  to  spell  out  a  company’s  overall  purposes  for  stakeholder  

engagement and their connection to broader “strategic business objectives”. For the sake of 

effectiveness and efficiency, stakeholder engagement should be relevant and aligned to the 

“business strategy” of a company. 

 

In  order  to  carry  out  this  activity,  a  template  can  be  used  to  highlight  and  analyse  the  

important things to be considered before reaching the final strategic objectives. It should be 

realized that stakeholder engagement requires time, resources and commitment. Stakeholder 

engagement should be started with the “buy-in”, involvement and cooperation of the 

leadership of a company. The participation of top-level people of a company in objectives 

setting aids in securing “alignment and buy-in”. These objectives can also be grouped in 

terms of short, medium and long-term (Krick et al. 2005, 32-33). 

 

At the end of stage one of this engagement framework, a company should be able to tabulate 

answers to the following points: 

 

A. Its external drivers for stakeholder engagement. 
 

B. The benefits it can gain from stakeholder engagement. 
 

C. The risks it may face for not engaging. 
 

D. And, finally its strategic objectives of the engagement. 
 

The answers to these points are relative to the context in which a particular company finds 

itself, and they may vary from one company to the other. 

 

Step 3 of stage 1: Identifying the underlying issues, their level of importance to different 

stakeholders and prioritizing. 

 

This stage helps to categorize stakeholders, prioritize the issues at stake and their concerns. 

Some of the useful tools in this step are 5-part materiality test, 4 stages of issue maturity, 

and stakeholder influence and dependence matrix. The overview of what these tools entails is 

presented below in the form of templates. 
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Table 3: 5-Part Materiality Test 

 

 
Source: Krick et al. 2005, 35 

 

 The method for identifying material issues 

 

This activity ensures a comprehensive way of identify the numerous issues associated with the 

company, project, or decision being understudied. It unveils the understanding of how they 

connect to a particular stakeholder’s “expectations or concerns”. It is recommended that this 

activity  be  carried  out  in  a  group/workshop  setting  or  as  a  form  of  research  procedure.  It  

should also be facilitated by the team that leads the “engagement process” or external 

consultant. 

Table 4: Sources of information for materiality test 

 

 
Source: Krick et al. (2005, 36) 
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Table 5: Sources of information for stakeholder concerns and expectation  

 
Source: Krick et al. 2005, 37 

 

A  case  study  example  of  a  UK’s  Co-operative  Group  concerning  the  effect  of  “genetically  

modified organisms” (GM) on their business activity is presented below.  
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Table 6: Identifying stakeholder issues summary template  

 
 

  Source: Krick et al. 2005, 38.  

Downloadable on: www.accountability.org.uk 
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The A, B, C, D and E columns under “materiality test” in the table above refer to the five 

elements that determine the materiality of issues as listed in table 4. The green – not 

relevant, yellow – low relevance, orange – medium relevance and red – high relevance has 

been used in categorizing the issues in relation to the perception and concerns of 

stakeholders. 

 

Things to consider from the outcome of this process are: 

 

A. Further  steps  for  prioritization  can  be  done  by  presenting  the  matrix  to  the  relevant  
decision makers within the company and stakeholders for a review. 
 

B. It is not all identified material issues that can be connected to strategic objectives. 
 

C. The material issues that are unallocated to strategic objectives should be kept for future 
reference. 
 

D. The issue/stakeholder matrix can unveil common issues of concern for different 
stakeholders. These issues can then be tackled using a “multi-stakeholder” approach instead 
of “one-to-one” (Krick et al. 2005, 39). 

 
 

- Prioritizing issues and stakeholders 

 

The aim of this activity is to pinpoint the issues and/or stakeholders that represent key 

priorities  for  engagement  by  a  company/organization.  The  prioritizing  can  be  done  by  

focusing on either issues or stakeholders depending on the context e.g. from the result of 

the issue and stakeholder matrix. A workshop of managers/employees and stakeholder 

representatives that are conversant with the stakeholders and issues can be arranged to 

deliberate on priority areas. For instance issues can be prioritized on the following 

categories: 
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Table 7: Classifying maturity of issues 

 
  Source: Krick et al. 2005, 44 

 

Stakeholders can be compared and analysed against one another using the criteria presented 

in the table 8 below. In reference to the recommendation of the framework, attributes such 

as “stakeholder influence, dependency and willingness to engage” can offer a useful starting 

point. 
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Table 8: Criteria for prioritizing stakeholders 

 
Source: Krick et al. 2005, 45 

 

The tentative prioritizing of the stakeholders can come in the form of a stakeholder influence 

dependency matrix as presented below in the form of a figure.  Stakeholders influence and 

dependency are to be plotted against each other with the use of the grid below. The results 

are  to  be  analysed  given  consideration  to  how  to  “approach  each  stakeholder”  in  the  

quadrants for engagement. It is important to be mindful of the possible emergence of 

additional stakeholders and issues in the course of time. In view of this,  there is  a need to 

update the matrix and prioritizations for future reference (Krick et al. 2005, 44-47). 
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  Figure 18: Stakeholder influence dependency matrix 

 Source: Krick et al. 2005, 46 

 

Outputs from stage one 

 

At the end of this  stage, at least three specific elements are supposed to be the output or 

result. They are as follows: 

 

(1) Strategic engagement objectives: this implies the general understanding of the 

connection between the company’s business strategy and its stakeholders. In 

addition, this should also unveil the company’s strategic objective of engagement. 

 

(2) A clear cut mapping of the stakeholders.  

 

(3) A prioritization of stakeholders and /or issues (Krick et al. 2005, 48). 
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4.2 Analyzing and planning 

 

 
 Figure 19: Summary of stage two of framework 

 

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 17) 

 

The  purpose  of  this  stage  is  to  gather  information  and  generate  an  action  plan  

centred on a company’s “strategic engagement priorities” and existing capabilities. 

Stakeholder engagement has been found to provide a good room for mutual learning 

between a company and its  stakeholders. Just as, a good planning is  essential  for a 

reliable result in several walks-of-life, stakeholder engagement cannot be an 
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exception. Stakeholder engagement process will often not deliver the desirable and 

most  useful  result  in  the  absence  of  planning.  Lack  of  good  planning  could  cause  

undesirable results such as disappointments, accusations, and damaged relationships 

between a company and its stakeholders. 

 

In reference to the earlier section, the key principles this  stage ought to deliver on 

are materiality and completeness. The process in this stage includes, but not limited 

to four interconnected questions with which a “plan of action for engagement” can 

be developed. This is subject to a lucid understanding of the expectation gaps 

between a company, its stakeholders and its peers. In addition, a good consideration 

should be given to the changes and resources that might be needed to “close these 

gaps.” This will assist in creating a stakeholder engagement approach that is 

strategically aligned and resourcefully efficient. It also facilitates a process of 

internal learning and engagement across the board which includes key departments 

and individuals. 

 

 
 

Figure 20:  Analyzing and planning fundamental questions.  

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 51). 

 

 

 

 



 77 

A company is expected to be able to develop clear answers to the interrelated 

questions in the above figure. 

 

The stage two of this framework will be explored by treating the bullet points in the 

earlier figure labelled “summary of stage two of framework”. The activities to be 

carried out with the necessary tools and methods have also been highlighted in this 

figure. 

 

Step 1 of stage 2 

Reviewing how the issues are currently managed within a company/organization. 

 

Some of the questions that could come up under this step concerning the issues that 

are material for engagement are: How the issue is currently managed within the 

company/organization? What are the systems and policies already in place in the 

company/organization? What can the company/organization do and seeks to do about 

the issues? 

 

The stakeholder engagement practice of a company with respect to a specific issue 

can be categorized under five stages of development as presented below in the form 

of a table. 

 Table 9: Organizational learning stages 

                Source: Krick et al. (2005, 52) 

 

The organizational responses as highlighted in the table above can be compared to 

the maturity of an issue of stage one in table 7 as follows: 
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Figure 21:  The Issue Response Matrix.  

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 53). 

 

The tool above can guide a company in comparing its way of addressing issues in relation to 

the maturity of the societal debate on the issues. As a result, it helps a company to detect 

where it lies in terms of “leadership position” and inclination to risk. From another 

perspective, it also helps to pinpoint where a company might want to be concerning a 

particular issue in question. A case study of an application of this tool has been documented 

in page 53 of the stakeholder engagement manual. 

 

How a company can assess its current internal ability to respond to issues otherwise known as 

organizational responses. This activity can be carried out with the use of a template as a 

guide. For the purpose of this thesis, this template will be referred to as “issue –response 

assessment template”. 

 
The following procedures are necessary to carry out this activity. 

 
A. Investigate the level of engagement your company/organization has attained 

concerning each of the prioritized issues. It is necessary to identify areas where 
organizational response enablers are weak vis-à-vis a specific issue. 

 
B. Make a chart of issues/response matrix (figure above) to identify areas where your 

company/organization lies in the “red risk zone or green opportunity zone”. 
 

C. Pinpoint target levels of development for a particular aspect of your approach to 
stakeholder map or issues that have been prioritized. 

 
D. Finally, give consideration to the financial resources needed for engagement and the 

possible results of the engagement (Krick et al. 2005, 49-53). 
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The figure below i.e. “issue – response assessment template” is a template that can be used 

to assess individual issues of engagement by a company/organization. The template contains 

some fields that have to be filled out. 

 
These fields consist of key items such as: 

A. “Prioritized issue”: the issue that has been prioritized for engagement. 
 

B. “Social maturity of the issue”: (refer to table 7). 
 

C. “Enabler”: the enablers are the existing internal and external processes and policies 
that determine the actions a company can take as a response to issues. 

 
D. “Possible levels of actions”: this refers to the categories of actions on a scale of 1 to 

5, with scale 1 being the best possible response. 
 

In order to carry out this assessment, different sources of available know-how within a 

company should be explored and utilized. This includes provisions from existing “stakeholder 

management processes” that can be found from existing policies and guidelines. In addition, 

information available from interviews, workshops and meetings with key company personnel 

should also be used. 

The explanation of how a company’s management systems & policies connect to its response 

to issues in terms of maturity is documented below in the form of a table. 

 

Table 10: Issue response scale 
Response 
Scale 

Company’s readiness to respond to issue 

1 If all responses are 1, then a company could come up with good response in a 
strategic way  

2 If all responses are 2, then a company response is said to be embedded 
3 If all responses are 3, then a company is in a developing stage in response 
4 If major responses are 4, then the company response is in exploratory stage 
5 If responses are mostly 5, then the company is not addressing the issues at all 

 
Adapted from: Krick et al. (2005, 54) 
 

A company/organization is expected to examine its issue response readiness from this 

perspective to determine if it’s leading or lagging behind. The company should connect this 

assessment to its strategic objectives and risk/opportunity assessment. Then, the 

development areas should be spelt out in the final row of the template.  
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Figure 22:  Issue – response assessment template 

Adapted from: Krick et al. (2005, 55) 
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One of the good ways a company can find out its internal ability to respond to an issue, and 

learn from the activities of others has been presented above in the form of a template. This 

is different from how a company is currently engaging with its stakeholders on material issues 

if it does at all. 

 

Step 2 of stage 2: Learning from other organizations and networks on response to issues. 

 

A company should endeavour to know what other related companies had done and are still 

doing concerning stakeholder engagement. Stakeholder engagement method does not have to 

be started from “scratch”. In some cases, there has been a need for sector-wide or multi-

sector stakeholder engagement cooperation. Organizational learning and innovations also 

define stakeholder engagement approaches. Some of the sources of information on handling 

issues include “codes, guidelines & frameworks”, “case studies & research reports, 

competitors & other companies in same shoes, partnerships, associations and NGOs (Krick et 

al. 2005, 53- 57). 

 

Step 3 of stage 2: Reviewing the current state of a company’s relationship with its 

stakeholder.  

 

A company’s approach of engaging with stakeholders has been categorized at a number of 

levels beginning from “passive/no engagement, to empowering stakeholders to take 

decisions.” 

For the purpose of clarity, these levels of engagement are highlighted below in table 10. The 

information in this table enables a company/organization to identify its current position in 

terms of stakeholder engagement. It can also help the company to determine the future 

position it desires concerning stakeholder engagement. 

 

The table consists of key items such as: 

 

A. Level i.e. the level of engagement. 
 

B. Goal: i.e. the goal behind the engagement level in question. 
 

C. Communication: The means of communication that define individual engagement 
level e.g. one way or two way communication of different forms. 

 
D. Nature of relationship: The type of relationships that characterize individual level of 

engagement e.g. short or long term relationship. 
 

E. Engagement approaches: this refers to the different engagement methods and 
processes that characterize individual levels of engagement (Krick et al. 2005, 58-60). 
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  Table 11: Levels of engagement 

 
 Source: Krick et al. (2005, 60) 
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The first three levels of engagement (remain passive, monitor and inform) are not really a 

form of engagement. This is against the backdrop that an actual engagement is supposed to 

be interactive. Nonetheless, they can be seen as stepping stones towards proper engagement. 

The major difference between low levels and high levels of engagement is the extent to 

which a company harnessed its resources towards a common objective. The resources in this 

case include, but not limited to its “knowledge”, people, process and systems, capacity of 

operation, finance etc. The level and approaches of stakeholder engagement a company 

adopts is subject to the company/organization’s “strategic engagement objectives”. This 

once again raises the connection between the levels of engagement, the material issue, the 

stakeholders, the approach of engagement and the “strategic engagement objective”. 

 

A typical case study of how Philips Electronics engages different stakeholders is presented 

below in the form of a figure. This figure could give some insights on benchmarking for the 

partner company and other interested organisations with respect to stakeholder engagement 

approaches. 

 

 
 Figure 23:  Philips stakeholders and main engagement approaches 

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 62) 
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 Steps a company can take in drafting stakeholder specific objectives 

A. The company should conduct a workshop or carry out several internal discussions with 
those in charge of stakeholder relationship management. 

 
B. The company should explore its current relationship with the concerned stakeholder 

group in relation to the prioritized issues that have been identified. 
 

C. The company should deliberate on the possibilities for engagement with this 
stakeholder group. In other words, they should look at the pros and cons in terms of 
requirements  and  how  to  fill  the  gaps.  Requirements  could  be  human  and  other  
resources. 

 
D. Lastly, the company should develop simple “stakeholder specific objectives” that 

concern the stakeholders and issues in question. This should also give consideration to 
the levels of engagement that are possible. 

 

Examples of simple stakeholder specific objective can come in the form of statements such 

as: 

 “To make sure stakeholders are well informed of our approach to xxx” 

 “To share responsibility with them for…..” 

 “To make sure our policies on xxx meets their expectation”. (Krick et al. 2005, 61-

64). 

 

Step 4 of stage 2: Creating a stakeholder profile 

 

Stakeholder profiles help to learn more about stakeholders and their representatives. 

Information concerning stakeholders’ expectations, influences, attributes and suitable 

approaches of engagement among others is reflected on a stakeholder profile template. The 

stakeholder profile provides insights on possible factors that are to be considered concerning 

stakeholders in relation to the priority issues. It  gives an idea of how and why stakeholders 

may want to engage with an organization. It is a document that evolves and can be updated 

based on new information with respect to stakeholder relationships (Krick et al. 2005, 64-65). 

 

There are certain important factors or issues that shape stakeholder profiling. These factors 

with explanations have been presented below in the form a table. 
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  Table 12: Stakeholder profile key issues 

 
Source: Krick et al. (2005, 65). 
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 Procedure for creating a stakeholder profile 

 

(A) In order to identify potential “stakeholders’ representatives” within the stakeholder 

groups, previous and new found stakeholders should be considered. New stakeholders 

may arise as a result of the latest research findings. 

 

(B) There is also the alternative of requesting for “engagement partners” from different 

media. This effort is said to address the possibility of accusing the organization of 

only interested, and confining to the “same old stakeholder representatives” who 

may  be  complacent.  However,  sufficient  resources  have  to  be  in  place  in  order  to  

carry out this extra effort. 

 

(C) A stakeholder profile template is then filled based on information that can be drawn 

from the selected stakeholders’ representatives. It is also useful to double check the 

compiled stakeholder information with people internal and external to the 

organization. A prioritized list of representatives to be engaged with on specific issues 

is then put in place. The stakeholder profile template has been described as a “living 

document”. This implies it evolves over time as new experiences and knowledge of 

stakeholders unfold. The template can be made to be more comprehensive or simpler 

based on the objective and context of the organization. (Krick et al. 2005, 67-68). 

 

A sample of a typical stakeholder profile template has been presented below in the form of a 

figure. 
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Figure 24:  Stakeholder profile template 

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 69). 

 

Findings have it that successful stakeholder engagement may consume substantial resources. 

Resources are needed to cover the engagement process and put in place necessary changes in 

response to the result of the engagement process. In addition, the depth of an organization’s 

commitment and its “operational and strategic” requirements dictate the organization’s 

“margins of movement” towards engagement. “Margins of movement” imply knowing the 

capability and limitations of the organization in terms of meeting stakeholders’ expectations. 
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Some factors to be considered for the engagement process, and its response and outcomes 

are as follows: 

Considerations for engagement: 

 The internal and external conflict of interests and “dilemmas” that may negatively 
affect engagement. 

 
 The possibility of taking advantage of existing internal and external, engagement 

processes and systems. Examples of this include “customer panels, investor relations 
meetings, industry bodies and multi-stakeholder initiatives”. 

 
 The scale of the engagement from geographical perspective i.e. whether local, 

regional or global in scale.  
 
Considerations for the response and outcomes: 

 The internal resources e.g. systems, labour, budgets, etc. These resources help to 

gather insight and steer sufficient commitments in the right direction. 

 Internal and external conflicts of “interests and dilemmas”. e.g. (stringent and low 

pricing budgets for purchases vs. objectives for better “labour standards in the supply 

chain)” 

 The margins of movement with respect to a particular issue. In other words, what is 

doable and not doable concerning an issue? Weighing the stakeholders’ expectations 

that can be met under certain conditions and the ones that are impossible (Krick et 

al. 2005, 71-72).  

 

A typical case study of stakeholder engagement decision making considerations has applied to 

Altria  is  presented  below  in  the  form  of  a  figure.  Altria  is  one  of  United  States’  consumer  

brand holding companies. These lists of consideration among many other available case 

studies give credence to the true existence of stakeholder engagements in the operations of 

many organizations. 

 
Figure 25:  Altria’s stakeholder engagement considerations 

 Source: Krick et al. (2005, 72). 
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The procedures to take in order to assess a company’s margin of movement are as follows: 

 

A. A workshop or individual dialogue session should be conducted with people who are 

important players in the engagement process. These people may include the top 

management, budget personnel and other representatives. 

 

B. Discussions concerning the possible results of engaging and not engaging with 

stakeholders should be had. “Worst-and best-case scenarios” should be looked into to 

unveil possible outcomes. 

 

C. The resources that would be available for the engagement should be assessed. This 

preliminary assessment of needed resources should be discussed with “budget holders 

and decision makers”. Usually the resources needed to respond to the outcome of an 

engagement process are higher than the cost of initial engagement itself. This should 

be considered. 

 

D. Finally, a discussion based on engagement and its issues should take place concerning 

the “business objective and plans”. An agreement should be reached with all relevant 

persons or units with respect to the organization’s possible “margins of movement” 

on the issues in question. 

 

A template that provides additional guide on how to proceed and summarize the results after 

the steps listed above is presented below i.e. resource assessment vs. margins of movement 

template 
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Figure 26:  summary template - resource assessment vs. margins of movement 

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 74). 

   

The information that has been collected in earlier stages including the preliminary decisions 

and prioritizations made will form the basis for creating a “plan of objectives for further 

developments”. 

 

Procedure to take in creating an issue focused plan for stakeholder engagement is 

summarized in the template below i.e. Overview of stakeholder representatives & specific 

objectives. 

 

This activity is basically a summary of selected outputs from earlier steps that will be 

beneficial during subsequent stage i.e. building capacity for engagement. It will also be 

useful in deciding a particular “method of engagement”. 
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Figure 27:  Overview of stakeholder representatives & specific objectives 

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 76) 

 

Tips on how to fill the template: 

A. One summary template should be filled for each of the issues of engagement.  

 

B. The strategic engagement objective and maturity of the issue have been treated in 

stage one of the framework. 

 

C. Fill in different stakeholder groups/representatives to be engaged with on a specific 

issue. The different levels of engagement to be considered have been presented 

earlier in table 10. The target level of engagement being looked forward to can also 

be found in the list. 

 

Outputs from stage two 

By the time stage two is completed, a company will be able to identify the gaps between it 

and its stakeholders in terms of expectations. There would also have been clearer knowledge 

on  what  the  company’s  rivals  and  peers  are  doing  concerning  “priority  issues  and  

stakeholders”. In addition, the potential stakeholder representatives that the company should 

engage with would have been identified. Similarly, the “margins of movement” and resources 

requirements towards stakeholder engagements would have been understood (Krick et al. 

2005, 72-77). 
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4.3 Strengthening capacity to engage 

 

 
 

Figure 28: Summary of stage three of framework 

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 18) 

 

The aim of this stage is to certify that the organizational systems and skills to engage towards 

a  successful  outcome  are  in  place  between  a  company  and  its  stakeholders.  The  possible  

obstacles that may prevent effective engagement by stakeholders are also addressed at this 

stage. Typical of many processes, the activities in this stage are to be seen as a continuous 

effort towards building and maintaining a company’s and its stakeholders’ ability to engage. 
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These  activities  are  not  limited  to  the  skills  necessary  to  enhance  “dialogue”  and  other  

“engagement processes”. It also involves all activities that usher in and follow engagement as 

presented in stages one, two and five. Activities such as “recruitment, training, performance 

appraisals, and development of government structures, policies and management systems” 

are  part  of  the  requirements  of  the  engaging  company.  The  need  to  grant  stakeholders  

attention to boost their ability to engage is also important. Stakeholders’ particular 

requirements  and  limitations”  should  be  considered.  The  need  to  offer  supports  to  some  

stakeholders  who  have  limited  resources  to  position  them  for  effective  engagement  should  

not be ruled out (Krick et al. 2005, 79). 

 

 
  

  Figure 29: Stage three process flow 

  Source: Krick et al. (2005, 80) 

 

The analysis of the ability of a company to respond to issues has been treated in stage two. 

Stage three of this framework looks into what can be done to boost a company’s capability to 

respond. In this section, a reference is made to the “key enablers” to respond to specific 

issues as highlighted in stage two. These enablers are to be developed as much as possible as 

part of continuous “improvement processes”. Every individual company should endeavour to 

find the specific approach that is most suitable for its current management systems. The 

regular “integration” of “stakeholder engagement process” into these management processes 

has a key role to play in the overall engagement process (Krick et al. 2005, 81). In the table 
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below, the six enablers are listed with the corresponding ways of boosting their strengths in 

terms of a successful response to issues. 

 

 Table 13: Enablers and ways of strengthening their impact 

 
Source: Krick et al. (2005, 82) 
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  Figure 30: Systems strengthening plan template 

 Source: Krick et al. (2005, 85) 

  

A method of boosting “stakeholder engagement capacity” has been proposed. In addition, 

this method aims to manage a company’s corporate responsibility in general terms.  In other 

to carry out this method, the procedures to take are as followed: 

 

I. First, the company should refer to the insight it gathered from the use of the issue – 

response assessment template in stage 2. The information from this assessment(s) is 

a  pointer  to  the  areas  in  which  a  company  has  to  improve  on  its  “policies,  

management systems” and general structures. Similarly, consideration should be 

given to the possible outcomes a company needs to generate from the insight 

gathered with the “systems strengthening plan” template above. 

 

II. Second,  a  company  should  refer  to  what  it  has  learnt  about  how  its  peers  and  

competitors had managed a range of related issues in question, in relation to their 

management systems. 

 

III. Third, a reference should be made on the tips highlighted on how to strengthen 

enablers for response i.e. table 12. An inference can be drawn from these insights 

on specific ways with which a company wishes to strengthen its ability to respond to 

particular issues and proceed to engage on them. The plans to achieve this goal can 
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then be summarized in the “stakeholder representatives and stakeholder-specific 

objectives” template. 

 

IV. Finally, the priorities for improvements should then be identified. 

 

It is important to emphasize that the engagement process in itself is expected to take place 

in the stage four of the framework. Engagement is also an important step in “strengthening” 

some of the identified enablers. The possibility of strengthening policies through the use of 

one  of  the  engagements  method  of  stage  four  was  identified.  For  instance,  a  board  sub-

committee could be set up to examine and report to the board on “priority issues” to boost 

“top-level commitment” [refer to table 12] Krick et al. (2005, 85). 

 

 The required internal skills and characteristics for stakeholder engagement 

 

As a preparation towards stakeholder engagement, it is important to consider the internal 

skills  that  can  help  to  facilitate  effective  engagement.  Sean  Ansett  identifies  what  was  

called “boundary spanners” as people within organizations who have the skills of enhancing 

engagement activities throughout “organizational boundaries”. These people have been able 

to facilitate cooperation among complex multi-stakeholder groups. Nonetheless, 

“engagement processes” often encompass different individuals with varieties of skill sets, 

experience and know-how. The effort towards developing stakeholder engagement related 

skills should not be the sole responsibility of Sustainability & Corporate Social Responsibility 

Managers or stakeholder engagement experts. Rather, it should involve “general managers” 

and other relevant individuals in the company. The expertise of professionals of different 

backgrounds such as “labor relations, lobbying, public affairs, and market research” can as 

well be utilized.  Furthermore, robust knowledge of pertinent issues, credibility, project 

management, analytical skills and some personality traits are also useful engagement 

attributes. Telefonica, a Spanish telecommunication company was used as a case study of 

companies which have succeeded in blending corporate social responsibility and stakeholder 

issues with internal training programs for their employees (Krick et al. 2005, 86). Similarly, 

Gap Inc. had to train its employees in the areas of stakeholder engagement. While its junior 

employees focused on engagements with managers, local communities and other 

stakeholders, the top management team focused on engagements concerning business cases 

(Krick et al. 2005, 89). 

 

The ways of developing “stakeholder engagement skills and characteristics” are presented 

below in the form of a table. 
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Table 14: Improvement of stakeholder engagement skills  

 

 
  Source: Krick et al. (2005, 87) 
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 Hindrances to stakeholder engagement 

Stakeholder engagement may be hindered due to issue specific circumstances such as 

language differences, knowledge/education gap, cultural differences, distance, lack of time 

and other “capacity gap”. Capacity gaps imply the difference between the capacities to 

engage among stakeholders. The circumstances of engagement should be carefully observed 

and considered being enabling enough before embarking on engagement processes. For 

instance, the Buddhist monasteries in Cambodia have been found very suitable for human 

rights related trainings. The reason cited for this was that these monasteries are existing 

“communal centers of learning” and people are likely to be more relaxed and outspoken as 

compared  to  supposed  bias  places  e.g.  a  local  UN-office.  Different  concepts  may  have  

ambiguous meanings to different stakeholders depending on their backgrounds, concerns and 

experiences (Krick et al. 2005, 90). 

 

A summary of how some of these hindrances could be tackled is presented below in the form 

of a table 

    Table 15: Hindrances to participation and possible solutions 

 
 Source: Krick et al. (2005, 91) 
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 Outputs of stage three of the framework 

 

 Improved capability of a company’s employees to engage. 

 Development of internal organizational systems towards successful engagement. 

 Improved capability of external stakeholder to engage (Krick et al. 2005, 92). 

 

4.4 Designing the process and engaging 

 
 

Figure 31: Summary of stage four of framework 

 

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 18) 
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The purpose of the stage four of this framework is to design and adopt engagement processes 

that meet “stakeholder expectation and organizational objectives.” This stage highlighted the 

broad range of approaches of engaging with stakeholders. These approaches range from face-

to-face meetings and phone calls to other innovative ways such as “advisory panels and multi-

stakeholder forums”. In addition, this  stage included practical  guidance on ways of carrying 

out diverse engagement processes. Many of this guidance came from either the field of 

“corporate stakeholder engagement, or public participation”. Some of the commonest 

approaches  of  engagement  are  treated  in  this  section.  This  stage  goes  beyond  selecting  a  

reasonable  and  effective  approach.  Rather,  it  also  involves  the  designing  of  “governance  

structures” and decision making processes as engagement advances into “active 

partnerships”. The objectives of engagement and stakeholders’ needs are one of the 

important determinants of the technique or governance structures to be adopted for a 

company’s  engagement  process.  A  company/organization  often  has  to  select  the  right  

combination of stakeholder engagement approaches in order to achieve its planned 

objectives. Focus group, which is also one of the numerous tools of service designing, was 

described as a good way of getting insight on stakeholders’ viewpoint. The insights gathered 

by  a  company  could  be  used  to  kick  start  a  “voluntary  initiative”  with  its  peers  to  tackle  

issues of concern.  Focus groups have also been identified as a very useful tool in preparing 

the design of a custom made survey. This survey could give a company further insights on its 

employees and other stakeholders for instance (Krick et al. 2005, 93-96).   

 

The principle of materiality, completeness, and responsiveness are all relevant in this stage. 

These three principles ensure “stakeholder engagement” aligns with the goal of 

organizational accountability. 

 
  Figure 32: Guiding principles for stage four 

   

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 94).   
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Figure 33: Stage one to four process flows   

    Source: Krick et al. (2005, 95).   

 

A list of some of the commonest stakeholder engagement approaches are presented as 

follows: 

 

a. “Inviting written responses from stakeholders”:  written responses are requested 

from stakeholders in reference to the issue brief or sustainability report they have 

received earlier from a company. This is often characterized by low responses. 

However, it offers an open medium for individual stakeholders to hear their views 

without necessarily attending meetings. Mailing lists of stakeholders who seem 

interested or committed to further engagements can be built through this approach. 

The result from this approach has been described as not statistically valid. An example 

of  this  approach  is  when  a  company  invites  the  general  public  to  raise  questions,  

comments  or  ideas  through  a  tear  off  postcard  on  it  sustainability  report  or  other  

documents. Shell has been stated to practice this with personal responses in return to 

all public participants (Krick et al. 2005, 100). 

 

b. Telephone hotlines: this is a method in which toll free phone lines are made available 

for stakeholders to obtain information, and give information on one issue or the other. 

The advantage of this method lies in the fact that telephone services are accessible to 

many  people.  It  is  also  time-saving  and  requires  moderate  effort  in  taking  response  

action. It offers instant feedback to callers and can be handled in-house by well-trained 
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administrators. It disadvantages among others are that it does not allow deep dialogue 

and stakeholders may not feel free to give sensitive information. The available 

information to stakeholders may be insufficient in case independent people handle 

hotlines on behalf of organizations. This method for instance is widely used by United 

States companies as part of their “ethics and compliance programs”. 

 

c. One-to-one meetings:  these  are  meetings  held  with  stakeholders,  company  

representatives and think tank groups. This approach is quite common and often it 

serves as one of the beginning steps in engaging with a particular stakeholder group. It 

helps in gathering information, exploring issues, and assessing what is possible and not 

possible. It serves as a way of building trust with individual primary stakeholders prior 

to a full fledge and broader stakeholder engagement. Usually individual meetings are 

not seen or observed as an approach of “corporate stakeholder engagement programs”. 

However, frequent individual meetings with the key stakeholders of a company have 

been identified as one of the most effective ways of unveiling mutual expectations and 

pin-pointing issues of interest. For instance, Telefonica, a telecommunication company 

is notable for regular meetings with its investors and analysts over performance, risks, 

and strategy related issues concerning its corporate social responsibility. 

 

d. Involvement of stakeholders in issue investigation, and policies & reports drafting: 

this  is  an approach whereby stakeholder groups or practitioners external to a specific 

business area are inaugurated to draft reports or comment on important issues. These 

issues must have been deliberated upon earlier by units internal to this business area. 

By so doing, multi-stakeholder groups, which include the internal and external 

stakeholders, eventually collaborate to fine-tune and develop a better final report or 

policy. Some important things to take note of when adopting this approach are that (1) 

It demands significant devotion of time on the part of stakeholders/experts, in some 

cases this activity is paid for (2) It has some element of transparency given the 

involvement of external expert stakeholders (3) It often confines to engaging with 

professional stakeholders (4) It is important to follow up the output/report to the letter 

in terms of practical steps and not just have it on paper. A typical example of this 

approach was when British Telecoms assigned a group of experts to raise challenging 

important issues such as the publication on the "digital divide” and its response in 

relation to sustainability reporting. Similarly, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) in 

Amsterdam in the past had requested comments on its “draft sustainability report” 

from 30 stakeholders of different backgrounds. This engagement approach led to a 

significant  result  in  GRI’s  “report  presentation”  and  commitments  to  action  as  an  

organization (Krick et al. 2005, 101-103). 
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e. Focus group: this is a form of small group meeting for the purpose of getting feedback 

on a specific issue. It often includes company representatives and other stakeholder 

representatives from a larger pool of stakeholders. However, this group is facilitated by 

a “third party”. This approach comes with some level of flexibility by allowing 

stakeholders to give their general perspectives on issues of concern. The perspectives 

or qualitative data gathered from a focus group may differ from that of a larger pool of 

stakeholders. This is because a focus group is not necessarily a representative sample 

of  the  larger  population  of  stakeholders.   As  a  result,  it  is  quite  important  to  be  

meticulous in the selection of stakeholder representatives for this purpose. Telefonica 

a telecommunication company has been using focus groups to gain stakeholders 

insights, test its findings, and validate results. In addition, South Africa’s Nedbank has 

used  a  focus  group  to  get  stakeholders  feedback  on  how  to  develop  it  sustainability  

strategy (Krick et al. 2005, 103). 

 

f. Public meetings: this is a meeting which involves large scale participants from the 

public or different stakeholder representatives. It helps in the broadcasting of 

information, exchange of opinions, and dialogues on issues of no controversy. This 

meeting can be moderated by a company or a third party. The venue of this meeting 

can  be  the  company’s  place  or  in  collaboration  with  other  organizations.  The  

participation of other organizations, which have earned the respect and trust of the 

public in this meeting, could boost the participation of external stakeholders in the 

process. It fits well when the stakeholders are in the same environment. The tendency 

for the public to see this meeting as a “them and us” kind of dialogue cannot be ruled 

out. This approach was stated not to be suitable for “constructive” dialogues as they do 

not allow in-depth discussions. As a result, it is not appropriate for decision making. 

The other alternatives for this approach of engagement are “workshop sessions, role 

play, consensus building sessions, samoan circles, design charettes and open space 

technology”. As an example, Telia, Ericsson and Fastigheghter which are all Swedish 

information technology and communication companies had used “world café” approach 

with their stakeholders in deliberating on “sustainable future” for their industry (Krick 

et al. 2005, 103-104). 

 

g. Multi-stakeholder Forum: this comes in the form of one-time or continuous “dialogue” 

between different stakeholder group representatives. It usually emphasizes on issues of 

shared concern. These issues may go beyond the operations of individual companies, 

and  it  is  usually  moderated  by  an  autonomous  third  party.  This  forum  may  take  

different forms based on the need of the company and the context it finds itself. For 

instance, a “one-off round table discussion” can take place to deliberate on an issue 

for the purpose of issuing a report on the meeting without any further action. On the 
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other hand, this forum meeting can take place for the purpose of building a consensus 

among stakeholders or ensuring a participatory planning process is put in place. This 

engagement approach is suitable when issues are complex, and it cannot be managed 

by a company acting solo.  This approach often faces the challenge of how to balance 

being an “inclusive forum” which welcomes new participants, and yet avoid being seen 

as a “talking shop” without “real action”. Some of the examples of organizations which 

have adopted this engagement approach are United Nation Global Compact, and MFA 

forum that include Nike, Gap, Accountability, World Bank, BSR and Oxfam. The United 

Nation Global Compact engages over 2000 companies and stakeholder groups via 

“global & regional policy dialogues and learning forums” (Krick et al. 2005, 106). 

 

h. Multi-stakeholder alliances, partnerships, voluntary initiatives, & joint projects: this 

approach usually involves companies and other stakeholders from several walks-of-life 

in the public, private and voluntary sectors. These stakeholder groups take collective 

action on addressing issues through “collaborative ventures or mutually agreed 

commitments”.  It  can  take  the  form  of  a  partnership  between  a  company  and  a  

stakeholder organization or a multi-stakeholder alliance. The popularity of voluntary 

initiatives between industries and governments has increased since the early 1990s. 

This is part of efforts towards improving the performance of sustainability initiatives 

with social or environmental objectives at different levels. The result of this initiative 

could take the form of a “code of conduct” or “agreement on performance target” at 

national or international level. Some of the examples in which this engagement 

approach has  been adopted are in: (1) The Union Bank of California partnership with 

Operation Hope in 1996 to have more insight about consumers in poor areas in order to 

tailor specific product solution to their needs (2) The Ethical Trading Initiatives i.e. a 

partnership of food and clothing companies, NGOs, and trade unions (3) The Seed 

initiative of IUCN which included the World Conversation Union, United Nation 

Environmental Program (UNEP) and United Nation Development Program (UNDP)  (Krick 

et al. 2005, 107-108). 

Other engagement approaches: Some other common stakeholder engagement 

approaches are: (1) stakeholder advisory or assurance panels (2) surveys (3) Online 

engagement mechanisms i.e. web or emails platforms (Krick et al. 2005, 102-105). 
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 How to identify the most suitable approach of engagement 

 

This section explored steps that can be taken to identify the approach or a blend 

of approaches that could considered for engaging stakeholders. It raised ideas on 

the techniques that may work best in each case. A reference is made to the eight 

levels of stakeholder engagement (see table 10) in this section.  The information 

in this table can give a company or an organization an insight on the engagement 

level they are and which level they envision for the future. It has highlighted the 

characteristics of each level in terms of nature of relationship, goals/objective, 

and communication type. 

 

The steps are as follows: 

 

(A)  The  company  should  organize  a  group  of  people  who  have  knowledge  of  the  

stakeholder groups. As advice, the stakeholders themselves should also be 

included in at least the final design of the approach. This ensures their 

expectations  are  met  with  the  approach.  There  is  also  a  need  to  adopt  an  

approach that gives room for flexibility. 

 

(B) The outputs from the previous stages should be reviewed having followed the 

recommended steps in the stages. The tools such as templates provided in these 

stages should be used as required. For instance, the stakeholder profile template 

of figure 24 gives an overview of stakeholders to engage with and other 

information. 

 

(C) It should be considered if it is necessary to engage with the stakeholders 

collectively or separately depending on the objectives, needs and other 

attributes. 

 

(D) The business’ preferred level of engagement and the specific engagement 

approaches for each issue and groups of stakeholders should be identified. See 

levels  of  engagement  in  table  10.  It  is  noteworthy  that  all  the  approaches  are  

flexible and easy to adapt. Usually a combination of more than one approach may 

be necessary beginning with a low level approach to a high level approach. As an 

example, it possible to start with a survey or one-on-one meeting to gather basic 

information. Thereafter, public meetings, workshops or multi-stakeholder forums 

could be carried out. 
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(E)  Having selected an engagement approach, the facilitators should have further 

discussion to ascertain the potential outcome of the approach in relation to their 

business needs and strategic engagement objectives (Krick et al. 2005, 98-99). 

 

There  are  some  sets  of  questions  that  can  be  of  help  in  assessing  engagement  

approaches. These questions have been tabulated as follows: 

 

Table 16: Questions for assessing engagement approaches 

 
  Source: Krick et al. (2005, 99). 

 

 How to engage a facilitator 

 

A facilitator  can  be  described  as  someone or  a  group  of  people  who  have  taken  up  the  

responsibility of planning, organizing, and managing the engagement process from the 

beginning to the end. A good facilitator seeks to make decision making and problem 

solving as effectively as possible. A facilitator can be part of the engaging group; 

however,  it  is  recommended that  a  facilitator  should  be  someone or  a  group  of  people  

with  no  stake  in  the  outcome  of  the  engagement.  An  internal  facilitator  who  is  not  

directly connected with the issue could be used. In some context, it is very useful to hire 

an independent facilitator. Below is a guideline on when to use a facilitator (Krick, et al. 

2005, 112).    
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Table 17: Guidelines on when to use a facilitator 

 
  Source: Krick et al. (2005, 112). 

 

In order for a facilitator to do his/her job effectively, it is important for him/her to have a 

good experience and insight on facilitating techniques. The table below presented a brief 

account of some of the facilitation techniques as applied to small or large groups. 
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Table 18: Common facilitation techniques 

 
           Source: Krick et al. (2005, 109). 
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Figure 34: Methods of assessing engagement with stakeholders  

               Source: Krick et al. (2005, 95).   

 

 Anticipating Risk 

Some element of risks may be attached to the engagement process either in the beginning, 

mid-way, or in the final stage. The engagement team should assess possible things that may 

go wrong with the stakeholder engagement process. For instance, there may exist some 

stakeholder  groups  who  have  intense  conflict  of  interests.  Some  key  stakeholders  may  also  

refuse to be part of an engagement process for reasons best known to them. It is important 

for an organization to find a way to understand the concerns of these stakeholders in order to 

address them. There is also a risk of some stakeholders not adhering to non-disclosure 

agreements with respect to sensitive issues. An organization should also consider the next line 

of action in the event that stakeholders’ expectations are not met after an engagement 

process. Contingency plans have been recommended to be put in place in order to address 

potential risks (Krick et al. 2005, 115). 

 

 Recommended methodology for designing the engagement process 

This aim of this activity is to put in place a well-designed engagement process which meets its 

objectives and works smoothly. 

There are three steps to follow: 

I. A company should identify the people i.e. internal and external stakeholders who 

will be involved in carrying out the engagement process. People who can assist 

with the design process should also be involved by the company. 

 

II. There are set of checklist of issues and options that should be examined and 

certified intact based on individual or group responsibility. Refer to "stakeholder 

engagement plan template" as presented below in the form of a figure. 
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III. A company should draft an engagement plan that covers the key design issues, 

related tasks, “responsibilities, resources and timelines” [see stakeholder 

engagement plan template below] Krick et al. (2005, 115). 

 

An engagement plan template which summarizes the key elements of the engagement process 

is presented below in the form of a figure. 

 
 

  Figure 35: Stakeholder engagement plan template  

  Source: Krick et al. (2005, 115). 

 

At the completion of stage four of this framework, a company/organization would have 

developed a method of engaging its stakeholders as part of a continuous management 

process. A way of deliberating on issues which are material to the organization’s success 
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would also have been put in place. 

 

 Outputs of stage four of the framework 

 

 Information, and increased shared “understanding or agreement” on next line of 

action to address issues of common interest. 

 Development of closer relationship with stakeholders. 

 Confirmation of the materiality of issues i.e. usefulness and relevance of issues. 

 Likelihood of identifying the additional material issues (Krick et al. 2005, 117).       

 

4.5 Acting, reporting and reviewing  

 
Figure 36: Summary of stage five of framework 

Source: Krick et al. (2005, 19) 
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The purpose of the stage five of this framework is to convert “new learning, insights and 

agreements” into “action” or deeds. This stage also makes sure that the stakeholders 

involved in the issue of engagement understand how an organisation carries out this activity. 

This stage is  a follow up to the main engagement activity in itself.  The overall  engagement 

process is a continuous and iterative one. The “new learning, insights and agreements” at this 

stage are converted into resolutions, policies and plan of actions. These resolutions, policies, 

and action plan can help in stimulating and improving business processes and strategic or 

operational  modifications  (Krick  et  al  2005,  119).  In  the  context  of  service  design  for  

instance, the information gathered in the stage four of the framework can help in realising or 

actualizing the service design plans (Moritz 2005, 144).  

 

The figure below highlights the connection between the stage four and the stage five of the 

framework. It is worthy of note that the figure below is only for the purpose of clarity, and it 

does not suggest that that stages of the engagement framework are linear. 

 

 
 

 Figure 37: Process flow of stage four and five 

 Source: Krick et al. (2005, 120) 

 

There is a need to build on the relationships that have been developed with the stakeholders 

during the main engagement activities. This can be done through time bound feedback on the 

plan of action that will be carried out. The stakeholders should also be intimated with 

information on further engagement or future dialogue based on the requirement of the 

earlier engagement. The possibility of spontaneously discovering new issues of engagement in 
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the course of engagement cannot be ruled out despite careful preparation and planning. This 

development may bring about a review of the materiality of different issues and their 

prioritisation.  This  review  will  also  include  resource  allocation  in  accordance  to  the  

requirement of this new development. Overall, the total engagement process requires an 

assessment and review in order to pinpoint areas of further improvement in successive 

stakeholder engagement phase (Krick et al 2005, 119).    

 

In reference to the principles of materiality, completeness and responsiveness, the stage five 

of this framework is expected to leverage on the principle of responsiveness (see Krick et al. 

2005, 14).   

 

This stage is made up of the three main processes, and they are:  

 

I. Acting: the information gathered in earlier stages of the framework are used to make 

decisions that influence strategies, service/products, and processes. This action can 

be carried out through planning and monitoring of strategic and operational changes 

that have been agreed upon by concerned stakeholders. The plan for monitoring the 

implementation of engagement outcome may be based on already agreed “indicators 

or success factors” with the stakeholders. The information from stakeholder 

engagement processes sometimes has been found to create added value for people 

and departments that have not directly participated in the engagement process. 

Internal and external stakeholders may require to be educated in order to understand 

and share mutual ownership of the needed approach to address some issues. The 

action  an  organisation  or  engagement  team  may  have  to  take  could  also  include  

building “competences” in preparation towards further engagements. Setting a 

SMART target has been identified has a useful way of responding to the outcome of 

the engagement (Krick et al. 2005, 120-121). 
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  Figure 38: SMART Target 

  Source: Krick et al. (2005, 120) 

 

A  methodology  with  the  use  of  a  template  (engagement  outcome  implementation  

matrix)  has  been  suggested  as  a  way  of  creating  a  plan  of  action.  As  a  recall,  this  

activity involves developing a plan with which “insights, information and agreements” 

are translated into action. This plan will also make it possible to monitor the follow 

up activities and report the outcome of the engagement.  

 

The following steps can be taken in order to carry out this activity: 

 A  group  of  people  who  have  taken  part  in  the  engagement  process  and  have  the  

capacity to make or influence decisions should be selected. 

 These people should review the outcome of the engagement via a “team meeting or 

workshop” and summarise it. 

 The  items  in  the  matrix  template  below  are  to  be  filled  by  this  team  having  

deliberated together. These items i.e. strategic objective, outcomes/results etc. are 

explained below briefly.    
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Figure 39: Engagement outcome implementation matrix 

      Source: Krick et al. (2005, 120) 

 

 

A. Strategic  objective:  this  information  can  be  found  in  the  engagement  plan  (see  

stakeholder engagement plan template). 

B. Outcomes/results: in relation to the strategic objective, the outcomes from the 

engagement are spelt out clearly. 

C. Strategic & operational implications: this entails the potential implications of these 

outcomes on strategies and operations of the organisation. This could be narrow down 

to service quality, customer experience/satisfaction, stakeholder value etc.  in  the  

context of services. 

D. Owner/decision maker: a responsibility for follow up should be assigned to necessary 

stakeholders. 

E. Next  step/Smart  target:  the  next  step(s)  that  may  have  been  already  agreed  with  

stakeholders should be identified. A decision should also be made on when these steps 

will be carried out. Other remaining questions or issues that need attention in follow up 

engagement process should be identified. The people who are to be responsible for this 

follow up should be selected. Smart target will be useful for setting targets on actions 

e.g. service which the organisation should deliver. 

F.  Internal responsibility for monitoring and reporting: this entails assigning the people   

who should implement this activity. This also ensures that valuable information that 

could add value to the organisation and its stakeholders are disseminated appropriately 

(Krick et al. 2005, 122-123) 

 

It is important to carry along all the key stakeholders especially the top management of the 

organisation in order to secure sufficient buy-in to implement the outcome of the 

engagement. This implementation can be realising a new service or improving an existing. 
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II. Reporting: This is the process of keeping the stakeholders informed on past results, 

and current outcome of engagements. In addition, it includes information on plans 

concerning how the issues of engagements will be continually addressed in the future 

(Krick et al. 2005, 120). Reporting back to the stakeholders an organisation has 

engaged  with  can  also  spur  on  the  interest  of  other  stakeholders  who  did  not  

participate in the earlier engagement process. Consequently, this can influence the 

decisions of the unengaged stakeholders towards mutual gains. As an example, these 

stakeholders could be intending investors or to-be customers (prospects) who may be 

positively influenced by how an organisation has addressed one issue or the other 

with its active stakeholders.   

There exist various ways in which an organisation could report back to the 

stakeholders it has engaged or wish to engage with on material issues. These ways 

include but not limited to: 

 

 Face-to-face conversations.  

 Telephone briefings. 

 Letter of appreciations with summary of results and next plans. 

 In form of usual reporting processes e.g. “corporate responsibility report” (Krick et 

al. 2005, 124). 

 

Reporting has been described as a fundamental part of stakeholder engagement 

processes. This can be seen from the perspective of a direct and indirect feedback to 

both the participant and non-participant of the engagement process. For instance, 

public reporting has been identified to play an important role in intimating 

stakeholders about corporate performances. Reporting has also been seen as a way of 

advancing the effort on “global debate” on the activities of businesses as they evolve 

in our society. Sustainability reporting from organisations can be influenced by 

stakeholder dialogue as highlighted in the “UN Global Compact Performance Model”. 

The GRI guidelines also emphasise the importance and value of stakeholder 

engagement. According to the Global Reporting Initiative, a sustainability reporting 

guideline (GRI guidelines) is defined as follows: “The practice of measuring, 

disclosing, and being accountable to internal and external stakeholders for 

organisational performance towards the goal of sustainable development” (Veale, 

Bisset, Blake, Flew, Gray, Harris, Price, Spottiswood & Vandestadt 2008, 3). GRI 

sustainability reporting guideline has been identified as the most internationally 

recognised guideline on sustainability reporting. This guideline can be adapted with 

other “guidance documents and technical protocols” to develop a comprehensive 

guidance on reporting. It also covers “principles and indicators” for effective 

sustainability reporting. The on-going development of GRI guideline to continue to 
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meet the management needs of organisations has been made possible through a broad 

“multi-stakeholder process” (Krick et al. 2005, 125). 

 

 The growing need of stakeholders to understand the performance and approaches of 

organisations on how they manage the sustainability aspects of their activities (i.e. 

environment, social, economy & governance) makes sustainability reporting 

indispensable. These sustainability aspects of organisations’ activities are also 

expected  to  be  managed  in  such  a  way  that  they  have  the  potential  for  value 

creation. For instance, the “environmental, social and governance (ESG)” factors 

have been identified to contribute to organisations’ long term financial performance 

and  return  on  investment  [ROI]  (Veale  et  al.  2008,  3).   However, a management 

challenge on how an organisation could improve its value adding ability to its 

interaction with stakeholders has been identified. It  was stated that this challenge 

lies  in  how  well  an  organisation  could  align  its  “internal  and  external  reporting  

systems and disclosure.”  Future  engagement  in  itself  can  be  triggered  by  quality  

reporting. An example of this is how an organisation’s first ever public announcement 

on its  “sustainability performance” could turn out as a foundation for a preliminary 

discussion with the civil society or external stakeholders. The appropriate 

communication pathways that could encourage active stakeholder responses should 

also be considered (Krick et al. 2005, 124).  

 

The importance of sustainability reporting also came up from the interview this 

author conducted with one of the key contact persons (stakeholder) of the case 

company, L & T Oy. The interviewee said his company did a sustainability reporting 

some time last year (2011). He also emphasised that, at the moment, they are looking 

at ways of improving their sustainability reporting. The interviewee also confirmed to 

the author of this thesis that they had used the GRI sustainability reporting guideline 

as a guide. The interview actually threw more light on further managerial need of this 

case company i.e. improvement of its sustainability reporting. Consequently, this 

author was able to identify this  aspect of reporting as an important area for future 

research and development with this case company.  

 

GRI sustainability reporting guideline is a “globally shared” and comprehensive 

framework of “concepts, consistent language, and metrics”. Its application cut across 

different organisations of varying sizes, locations and industries (Global Reporting 

Initiative 2011).  Studies on GRI sustainability reporting should be explored separately 

in an in-depth way in order to meet the improvement need of this case company. The 

scope and focus of this thesis as originally designed does not include the exploration 

of GRI sustainability reporting in this regard. In view of this, the improvement of L&T 
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Oy GRI sustainability reporting is hereby recommended as a future research area. This 

research area as recommended above could be considered in other studies, in 

collaboration with L&T Oy. In the meantime, this section will continue with the 

description of stakeholder reporting as one of its areas of focus.  

 

As mentioned earlier, the principle of responsiveness should be adhered to in order 

for an organisation to pass the “acid test” of effective stakeholder reporting. This 

principle ensures that the organisation gives an adequate response to material issues 

as  identified  from  the  engagement  process.  Nonetheless,  it  is  noteworthy  that  the  

reporting organisation is not compelled to agree or endorse all stakeholders’ interests 

and concern in relation to this principle of responsiveness. Rather, what is expected 

of  the  organisation  is  an  ethical  way  that  certifies  that  the  stakeholders  have  been  

responded to in a coherent and consistent manner. An adequate response includes 

acknowledging key concerns, prioritising issues, accounting for what has happened 

since the dialogue, benchmarking, and setting next steps within a specified 

timeframe (Krick et al. 2005, 125). 

The  effect  of  an  organisation’s  public  reporting  can  be  felt  by  both  internal  and  

external stakeholders. Usually, the process of reporting has been found to stimulate 

internal dialogue that can bring about a change in organisational culture and results 

(Krick et al. 2005, 126). 

 

A case study of British American Tobacco Plc on its  report on stakeholder dialogues 

and assurance by Bureau Veritas is presented below in the form of a figure. 
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Figure 40:Case study of BAT’s stakeholder dialogue reporting 

  Source: Krick et al. (2005, 127) 

 

The quality of a report can be assessed using the principles of materiality, completeness, and 

responsiveness as a yardstick or measure. Organisation’s corporate responsibility report with 

respect to stakeholder engagement can be used as an example. A checklist that can help to 

confirm if an organisation’s report aligns with these principles is presented below in the form 

of a table (Krick et al. 2005, 127). This checklist can be considered as one of the numerous 

tools that come with the stakeholder engagement framework under application in this thesis. 
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 Table 19: Checklist for reporting to stakeholders 

 
  Source: Krick et al. (2005, 128) 

 

A report has been described as a “powerful tool” with which an organisation could assure its 

stakeholders. A well prepared report that has fulfilled many of the items listed above can be 

described as a “high-quality” report. This type of report often helps to assure organisation’s 

stakeholders of the quality of the organisation’s response to the stakeholders’ concerns and 

expectations. A further level of trust and credibility between an organisation and its 

stakeholders can also be developed through an official assurance of the process of 

stakeholder engagement (Krick et al. 2005, 128). “Assurance can be defined as an evaluation 

method that uses a specified set of principles and standards to assess the quality of a subject, 

such as organisation’s internal and/or external report or stakeholder engagement activities.” 

This also includes the underlying systems, processes and competencies that underpin the 

organisations performance (Accountability 2005; Krick et al. 2005, 128). A brief suggestion on 

the  methodology  of  designing  an  assurance  process  can  be  found  in  the  Practitioners  

Handbook on Stakeholder Engagement literature (e.g. Krick et al. 2005, 129 -131). Assurance 

in  itself  is  a  complex  topic,  and  it  cannot  be  treated  in  a  comprehensive  way  at  this  time 

given the limited scope of this thesis (Krick et al. 2005, 131).  



 121 

Finally,  the  third  step  or  process  within  the  stage  five  of  the  stakeholder  engagement  

framework (i.e. reviewing) will now be treated.  

 

III. Reviewing: the engagement process is reviewed for the purpose of deducing 

knowledge from successes and pitfalls. This helps to identify and address areas of 

engagements  that  require  further  improvement  (Krick  et  al.  2005,  120).  It  is  

necessary to learn some lessons from previous engagement activities. Lessons 

concerning what went well, what did not, and what could be improved next time are 

learnt during this process. This process provides one of the ways of refining the 

organisation’s “business’ approach to future engagement”. This can be done through 

a comprehensive assessment of the overall stakeholder engagement process. The 

outcome of this assessment can also assist an organisation in sharing lessons learnt 

internally and externally with its peers, partners and other stakeholders (Krick et al. 

2005, 132). 

 

A  methodology  has  been  suggested  as  a  way  of  reviewing  the  engagement  process.  This  

method  can  be  carried  out  by  a  team  that  may  include  stakeholders  at  the  end  of  the  

engagement process. The steps to take within this method are presented below one after the 

other. 

 

 The following tools can be used in other to involve the stakeholders in the evaluation 

process  e.g.  a  “bulletin  board”  for  comments  during  the  course  of  engagement  and  

after it. “Anonymous mailboxes” and post-it cards are also useful. The stakeholders 

concerns, hopes, fears etc. can be solicited through these means.  

 

 The “best and worst-case scenarios” during engagement should be examined. This can 

be done by placing the engagement on a scale of best and worst case. 

 

 The signals for success or process targets that are pinpointed in the stakeholder 

engagement  plan  should  be  re-examined  (see  Krick  et  al.  2005,  114).  Some  of  the  

following questions should be answered: Did it happen? Was it better or worse than 

the expectation? Why? Were the targets feasible? Did unexpected things or problems 

come up?   

 

  In  general,  the  team should  endeavour  to  identify  what  worked  and  what  did  not,  

and what can be improved in the future. 

 



 122 

 Any gap between the material issues that were identified before the engagement and 

what came up during the engagement should be identified? The magnitude of this gap 

and its consequences should be examined and highlighted.  

 

 The results from these steps above should be summarised in the template presented 

below in the form of a figure (Krick et al. 2005, 132). 

        
 Figure 41:Engagement review summary template 

       Source: Krick et al. (2005, 133) 

 

Note: there are some things to be considered in this process. It is possible for some parts of 

the review process to take place during the main engagement process. An example of this can 

be found in this thesis in the section of stage four of the engagement framework (see the 

figure labelled: methods of assessing engagement with stakeholders). This figure depicts how 

an organisation could carry out an initial assessment of the quality of the engagement process 

with its stakeholders. It should be noted also that in some cases, it may take a long period 

before the engagement generates changes in the perspective or actions of an organisation. As 

a result, it should be carried out periodically (Krick et al. 2005, 132). 
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 Summary of stage five of the framework 

 

At the end of this stage, the engaging organisation should have been able to do a review of 

the engagement process. It should have been able to convey the information gained to the 

required decision makers. In addition, the organisation should have been able to create a plan 

to monitor and report on outcomes. 

 

Key outputs 

 

 Appropriate information conveyed to decision makers that are internal and external 

to the organisation. This will also include an “assurance framework”. 

 A growing appreciation of the current material issues, or a discovery of new ones. 

 “Stakeholder engagement outcome implementation matrix” 

 “Stakeholder engagement review” (Krick et al. 2005, 134).       

 

 

5 Empirical data collection, Analysis & Results 

 

This section looked into the process of data collection and analysis of the current state 

of the co-creation approach of the partner company with its case companies. The data in 

this part of the study have been mainly collected through the process of thematic 

interviewing based on the provisions of CoCo tool. The interview questions have been 

developed with reference to the first component of the co-creation tool as explained 

under research methods and processes section. The co-creation tool was used to answer 

the second research question of this study. The first component of the co-creation tool 

consists of three sets of interview themes that covered some key areas of the activities 

of the main partner company. The main partner company in this  research was L&T Oy, 

and  its  B-to-  B  customers  were  the  case  companies.  As  a  recall,  the  interview themes  

covered the following areas: (A) Company’s strategy, vision, aims and business 

environment (B) Customer interaction and relationships, and (C) Service design process 

[service development & innovations]. 

 

Some relevant and key representatives of the partner company and the case companies 

were interviewed by this author, and his project members. This author interviewed five 

people. Three of the interviewees were from the partner company. The other two 

interviewees  were  people  working  in  the  areas  of  research  and  development  with  

backgrounds in service designing. The other people who were representatives of the case 

companies (B-to-B customers) were interviewed by this author’s fellow project members. 

Six people were interviewed from the case companies by these project members. 
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Data collection process: 

 

Interview appointments were booked with the interviewees via email and phone 

contacts. Most of the interviews took place in the meeting rooms and workplace of the 

interviewees. Since the interview processes were a legitimate and formal one, the 

interviewees were willing to offer as much cooperation as possible towards the data 

collection. The interviews were conducted based on the scheduled appointment under a 

quiet and enabling environment. The voice data from the interview were recorded using 

a tape recorder with the permission of the interviewees. The voice data were later 

transcribed into a text version. The text versions were sent to some of the interviewees 

to validate its content in order to ascertain there was no misinformation. The text 

version of the data were then analysed using the second component of the co-creation 

tool (CoCo tool) as a yardstick. Co-creation continuum was used to analyse the current 

state  of  the  partner  company’s  co-creation  activities  on  a  scale  of  (1)  minimum  –  co-

creation not evident, (2) medium – co-creation is averagely evident and (3) maximum – 

co-creation is very evident. See co-creation tool under research methods and processes 

section.   The  results  of  the  analysis  were  visually  presented  graphically  in  an  easy  to  

understand manner in the form of a tree with roots and seeds. This tree is known as the 

co-creation tree (CoCo tree). See the third component of co-creation tool under the 

research  methods  and  processes  section.  At  the  end  of  the  analysis  and  visual  

presentation of the results, there was also a written interpretation and explanation of 

the result with necessary recommendation. 

 

Kindly find below a typical sample of the CoCo tree result depicting the three 

components of the CoCo tool. A recommendation for improvement based on the result 

was also given. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 125 

 
 

 Figure 42: L&T co-creation tree result 

 

Explanation of result (qualitative): 

 

The qualitative analysis of co-creation approach based on the interviews conducted with L&T 

employees was the qualitative part of the result. 

In general from the point of view and judgement of the author of this thesis, the co-creation 

approaches across the 15 criteria that were studied revealed an average result.  In  other  

words, the current state of co-creation activities of L&T across the examined areas lies in the 

middle of the co-creation continuum. The level of co-creation and collaboration with the case 

companies seem to be dependent on their sizes in terms of the volume of patronage and 

financial returns. The higher the volume of case companies’ transactions, the higher the 

tendencies towards co-creation approaches with the partner company and vice versa. The 

result implies there is a room for improvement in general and more attention should be given 
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to  co-creation  approaches  regardless  of  the  size  of  the  case  company.  The  mid  position  of  

L&T current state analysis on the continuum can be altered to make co-creation more evident 

than  it  is  in  the  course  of  time.  This  can  be  done  by  aligning  its  people,  

customers/stakeholders, process, culture and strategy with the ideals of co-creation. 

 

L&T can take advantage of different co-creation tools and methods that are available in the 

field of service designing to boost its knowledge of co-creation approaches. In addition, 

workshops and seminars are also quite useful in facilitating co-creation. 

 

Quantitative Summary of co-creation tree analysis for all case companies:  Co-creation 

tree  analyses  were  also  done  for  each  of  the  five  case  companies  based  on  L&T’s  current  

state with them in terms of co-creation approach. The L&T co-creation tree result above was 

consistent with the result from the quantitative approach where the results of the five case 

companies were summarised. The Co-creation tree results of the five companies were 

quantitatively compared, analysed and summarised as one. The co-creation tree results of the 

five case companies are available as an attachment in this thesis. 

 

How the quantitative analysis was done (explanation): 

The co-creation continuum positioning has been divided into three namely minimum, medium 

and maximum. Five case companies were considered based on their interview data. The 15 

criteria under the three components of co-creation tool i.e. strategic thinking & business 

model, customer interactions & relationships, and service design processes were analysed. 

This was done for each of the five case companies. The respective positions of the 15 criteria 

were figured out using co- creation continuum as a basis. In other words, the seed icons with 

blue, green and purple colours were categorised accordingly as minimum, medium, and 

maximum based on the assessment of the companies’ interview data.  The 15 criteria in the 

form  of  seed  icons  were  then  attached  to  the  three  main  roots  of  the  co-creation  tree  

respectively. A typical example of a completed co-creation tree is presented above in the 

form of a figure. Similar co-creation tree of this nature was developed for each of the five 

case companies. The frequency of occurrence of the seed icons considering their positions i.e. 

minimum, medium, and maximum for each of the tree components i.e. service design 

processes, customer interactions & relationships, and strategic thinking & business model 

were counted.  
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An overview of the outcome is presented below in the table named “summary of companies’ 

co-creation result”. 

 

Table 20: summary of companies’ co-creation tree (Quantitative approach) 

Position of icon on the 
continuum 

Service Design 
processes 
 

Customer 
interactions & 
relationships 
 

 

Strategic 
thinking & 
business model 

Total number of 
times (frequency) 

Minimum icon 11  (3rd rank) 3   (1st rank) 7   (2nd rank) 21 

Medium icon 9    (2nd rank) 8   (3rd rank) 12  (1st rank) 29  

(most favoured) 

Maximum icon 5    (3rd rank) 14  (1st rank) 6   (2nd rank) 25 

Overall performance 
ranking 

3rd rank 1st rank 2nd rank  

 

Note:  Note:  The  11,  3,  &  7  for  minimum icons;  9,  8  &  12  for  medium icons,  5,  14  &  6  for  

maximum icons all implies the number of times they occur under each of the three 

components. As a recall, the three components are service design processes, customer 

interactions & relationships, and Strategic thinking & business model. 

 : this is an example of a seed icon in the CoCo tree. They are a total of 15 in all and 

they are referred to as the criteria that were examined in the interview. 

 

As  an  example  let  us  consider  the  second  column  of  the  table  above  with  “service  design  

processes” as heading. The minimum seed icons which implies that co-creation approach is 

not evident in the areas of service design processes occurred 11 times with the five case 

companies. The medium seed icons which imply co-creation approach is averagely evident in 

the areas of service design processes occurred 9 times with the five case companies. In the 

same  way,  evidence  of  good  co-creation  approach  (i.e.  maximum  icons)  in  the  areas  of  

service design processes came up 5 times with the five case companies. This activity was 

repeated for the remaining two components in column three and four. The number of times 

of occurrence of the minimum, medium, and maximum icons along the rows were summed up 

as total frequencies as 21, 29 and 25 respectively. Clearly, the medium icons that imply 

average co-creation approaches are the highest. This implies the overall co-creation 

approach  of  L&T  in  relation  to  the  partner  companies  is  inclined  towards  an  average  or  

medium performance. This has been explained earlier in the explanation of the L&T co-

creation tree result that was presented above.   

 

The number of occurrence of the three sizes of the icons i.e. minimum, medium, and 

maximum  can  also  be  ranked  further  along  the  rows.  The  minimum  icon  with  the  lowest  
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number of occurrence has the highest rank while the maximum icon with the highest number 

of occurrence has the highest rank. In other words, more minimum icons imply something 

negative, and less minimum icons imply something positive. In the same way, more medium 

or  maximum  icons  imply  a  positive  performance  and  vice  versa.   For  instance,  the  row  

labelled “minimum icon” above has 3 as its lowest number of occurrence hence it was ranked 

as first. Similarly, the row labelled “maximum icons” above has 14 as the highest number of 

occurrence; hence it was ranked first. The same thing was done for the medium case across 

the table. The overall ranking as presented above helps to have an overview of which of the 

three components has better performance as against others in terms of comparison. Taking a 

look  at  the  second,  third  and  fourth  column  of  the  table  above  “customer interactions & 

relationships” was most favoured in terms of co-creation approaches. This was followed by 

strategic thinking & business model, with service design processes being the least. This 

implies L&T Oy has not explored co-creation approaches well enough in the areas of service 

design processes (innovation & development) in comparison with the other two components. 

The table above has presented a further quantitative approach of backing up the qualitative 

findings so as to confirm the logic behind the result. 

 

Service blueprint application, its result and recommendation 

In this thesis, a service blueprint was developed to explore the touchpoints of L&T’s service 

offering in order to identify the problem areas and make appropriate recommendations for 

improvement. As a recall, L&T’s existing waste management service is the area under focus. 

The result of the service blueprint is available as an attachment in this thesis. 

 

The observation research part of this study was helpful in gathering information towards the 

development of the service blueprint. The discussion from the face-to-face meetings of SISSI 

project members also helped to give more insight on the waste management service that was 

studied.     

 

Explanation of service blueprint and recommendations for improvement 

The service blueprint explored the service touchpoints and customer journey of L&T energy 

waste recycling management. This blueprint had identified some flaws in the delivery of the 

service. The flaw or problem areas along the service path were highlighted in red colour 

boxes, and they required some improvement. In addition, the boxes highlighted in yellow 

colour indicated new ideas that could be applied to find a solution to or address these 

problem areas. The Suggestions to address these problems include the following: 

 

A. Feedback forms: these forms will help in informing L&T customers on their 

compliance level with sorting instructions. These forms will also help in informing the 

customers on the quality of wastes they generate in terms of chlorine content. The 
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customers can as well give L&T feedbacks at the same time on any matter of their 

choice as a two way interaction. 

 

B. Refuse bag stickers: these stickers are to be designed and agreed between L&T and 

its customers. The stickers are aimed to differentiate companies’ wastes from one 

another so as to avoid mix ups. This will make it possible to track the source of a 

particular waste from another. 

 

C. Expert advice: this is a persuasive and collaborative approach in influencing 

customers to buy eco-friendly materials. By so doing, less chlorine content wastes will 

be generated at the end of material consumption. 

 

D. Test the customers’ understanding and knowledge of training: this involves an effort 

to ensure that customers have a clear understanding of the sorting instructions and 

training. This testing should be a continuous process from time to time. This is to 

ensure new and untrained employees of customers/company who are responsible for 

waste sorting do not mix things up.  

 

Note: The feedback from the representative of the partner company, L&T Oy was a 

satisfactory and positive one. The representative of the company said the identified problem 

areas from the result of the service blueprint were real. He was quite interested in the 

recommendations that came up from the service blueprint. He said He would pass the 

recommendations down to the company’s management for possible consideration.   

 

 

The Process model that was proposed in this study 

 

The figure below represented the proposed process model that  was  the  goal  of  this  

study. The process model integrated and highlighted the relationship that existed 

between an organisation and its stakeholders. In the figure a “new or an existing 

service” represented the issue of engagement upon which an organisation and its 

stakeholders shared mutual interest. This process model also included the research 

methods that could help in getting deeper insight into the service, the concerned 

organisation and its stakeholders. Some of the relevant research methods in this 

process model were interviews, observation, and benchmarking. Service design process 

and tools were useful in the service design aspects. Service blueprint and co-creation 

tool  were  part  of  the  useful  service  design  tools  in  this  process  model.  This  did  not  

suggest that these two tools were the only relevant service design tools in this context. 

The  current  state  of  the  organisation  with  its  stakeholders  in  terms  of  co-creation  
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approaches could be analysed and determined with co-creation tool. The determination 

of  the  current  state  of  an  organisation’s  co-creation  approach  with  its  stakeholder  is  

more relevant with an existing service. The overall stakeholder engagement objectives 

of the organisation with respect to service design or other activities could be enhanced 

with the application of the stakeholder engagement framework. The engagement 

framework also included many useful tools and methodologies. The application of this 

framework in the engagement of stakeholders could be useful in five areas concerning 

stakeholder engagement. These areas are: (1) Strategic thinking (2) analysis and 

planning (3) strengthening of engagement capacity (4) process design & engagement 

activity (5) acting, reviewing and reporting.  

 

 
 

  Figure 43: Process model 
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6 Summary, discussion and conclusions 

 

This  section  aimed  to  present  a  summary  of  the  thesis.   It  highlighted  the  aim,  methods,  

materials  and  results  of  the  study.  It  highlighted  the  gaps  that  were  identified  during  the  

literature review with their attendant recommendations for future studies. The managerial 

implication of the findings in this study for the partner company was also discussed. 

Furthermore, a reflection on the learning experience of this author in the course of writing 

this thesis was included in this section. 

 

The aim of this thesis was to contribute to the study of service design with an emphasis on 

stakeholder engagement beyond the usual focus on customers or end-users. The author of this 

thesis sought to achieve this aim through the proposal of a process model (see figure 43). The 

process model was developed by integrating a standard stakeholder engagement framework 

with service design process and tools. Three research questions were answered in this study. 

The research methods that were used in this study were interviews, observations and 

benchmarking. The materials of the research were the selected stakeholders from the partner 

company and those from five of its case companies. The service that was studied was waste 

management service.  

 

Discussion  

 

In  this  study,  an  existing  standard  stakeholder  engagement  framework  was  introduced  and  

proposed for adaptation in the engagement of stakeholders towards designing a service. The 

stakeholder engagement framework was made up of five stages that were iterative and 

overlapping. The stakeholder engagement framework formed part of the result of an 

international research and development project on stakeholder engagement. A process 

model in the form of a figure was developed in this study. This process model was developed 

by integrating the stakeholder engagement framework with service design process and tools. 

This process model was aimed at giving deeper insights into the engagement of stakeholders 

in the design of a service. In addition, the stakeholder engagement framework was explored 

and  presented  in  a  simple  form  for  the  purpose  of  benchmarking  by  businesses  and  

organisations. Consequently, beyond service designing, businesses and organisations can as 

well  use  this  process  model  as  a  guide  to  address  other  issues  that  entail  stakeholder  

engagement. The possibility of using the process model for other stakeholder engagement 

purposes made it transferable and applicable for use in other contexts. 
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The stakeholder engagement framework was explored with service design as a context in 

chapter four as a part of the process model as follows: 

Service design was used as a context upon which stakeholders are to be engaged. Firstly, this 

author  dedicated  a  lot  of  time  to  studying  and  understanding  the  stakeholder  engagement  

framework and its  process. The stakeholder engagement framework was a bit  technical and 

relatively challenging to explore. Having gone through the stakeholder engagement 

framework,  this  author  used  a  descriptive  approach  to  explore  the  application  of  the  

engagement framework. The idea of the author was not to entirely carry out the process of 

stakeholder engagement. My idea was to explore the guidelines provided in the manuals of 

the  engagement  framework  in  a  more  concise  and  simpler  form for  easier  use.  In  practical  

terms,  it  was  not  possible  for  this  author  to  carry  out  the  engagement  process  or  test  the  

whole tools that came with the engagement framework. Stakeholder engagement can be a 

complex process. It required various information and actions from stakeholders over a certain 

period of time. In addition, proper arrangement should be in place concerning the 

preparedness and cooperation of the engaging organisation and its stakeholders. It also 

required adequate time, resources, logistics and other considerations. The task of exploring 

and interpreting the engagement framework and its application in order to benchmark it does 

not lie on an individual in most cases. The author of this thesis only endeavoured to take up 

the challenge of individually exploring this stakeholder engagement framework. However, it 

gave me the opportunity to learn something new that could be shared with others. This 

author reflected on the guidelines for stakeholder engagement as provided in the engagement 

framework for future use. The engagement framework included many useful tools and 

templates that can help in gaining deeper insights into stakeholders’ related matter, issues of 

engagements, engagement objectives etc. Some of these tools included but not limited to 

stakeholder map, issue response matrix, system strengthening plan template, SMART target 

etc.  This  author  could  not  test  most  of  these  tools  due  to  lack  of  detailed  and  specific  

information  that  would  be  required  for  stakeholder  engagement  in  the  real  sense  of  it.  

However, this author was able to reflect on the suitability and usability of these tools from 

the angle of simulation. Meanwhile, stakeholder mapping was one of the activities carried out 

as a build up towards the engagement process based on availability of information. The 

stakeholder mapping actually answered the first research question concerning how to 

identify the stakeholders to be engaged in the designing of a service. The key outputs under 

each of the five stages of the stakeholder engagement framework were the managerial 

implications of its application by interested businesses and organisations. Global Reporting 

Initiative (GRI),  a topic which was of vital  interest to the partner company in this  research 

was discussed briefly under the fifth stage of the engagement framework. GRI has its own 

comprehensive framework; as a result it could not be treated in detail given the scope of this 

thesis. However, recommendation for future research on GRI was proposed by this author in 

this study.  The exploration of the five stages of the engagement framework with service 
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design  as  a  context  aimed to  provide  an  answer  to  the  third research question. The third 

research question was “how to engage stakeholders in the designing of a service?” This 

question  was  answered  to  a  large  extent  despite  the  inability  to  carry  out  a  real  case  

stakeholder engagement process at this time given the scope of this thesis and the practical 

requirements of stakeholder engagement.   

 

The second research question was: what is the current state of the co-creation approach of 

the partner company with its case companies? The interviews in this study were conducted in 

order to answer the second research question. The empirical  data that were collected from 

the thematic interviews were analysed using co-creation tool (see 3.2.5). The data collected 

from  the  partner  company  were  analysed  using  qualitative  method  as  provided  in  the  co-

creation  tool.  A  quantitative  approach  was  also  tested  and  used  to  summarise  the  results  

from  the  analysis  of  the  five  case  companies’  data  (see  table  20).  The  explanation  of  the  

quantitative approach threw more light on how the co-creation tree results of the five case 

companies were summarised (see page 125). The co-creation tree results  of  the  five  case  

companies were documented as attachments in this thesis.  

The results of the qualitative and quantitative analysis were consistent with each other. They 

both revealed that the co-creation approach of the partner company with its case companies 

was on the average. In addition, the quantitative analysis approach also revealed that 

customer interactions & relationships were co-created by the partner company with its case 

companies the most. This was followed by strategic thinking & business model. Furthermore, 

the result revealed that service design processes was the least co-created activity in the 

approach of the partner company.  Consequently, this result threw more light on the current 

state of the partner company in terms of co-creation approaches with its selected case 

companies. Some suggestions towards improvement were also recommended to the partner 

company from the result of the co-creation tool (see page 124 – 127).  

 

The research methods that were used in this study are briefly explained as follows: 

 

Interviews: the interviews were specifically used to collect data that were analysed to 

determine the current state of the co-creation approach of the partner company with its case 

companies.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  interview  questions  were  developed  from  the  

themes of the co-creation tool. As a result, the interviews should be seen as a build up 

towards the application of co-creation tool.  In other words, co-creation tool will be 

incomplete without conducting an interview which was part of its components (first 

component). The raw information from the interview alone was not the expected result but 

what was left of the interview data having analysed them with the co-creation continuum. 

The data from the interviews that were conducted to get insights into the current state of the 

partner company became meaningful having analysed them with the co-creation continuum 
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(second component). On the other hand, some general background information concerning 

the needs of the partner company in the thesis came from the interviews. The interview 

sessions also made it possible for the interviewees or stakeholders to contribute to the 

stakeholder map that was developed for the partner company. 

Observation: the observation aspect of this study was helpful in the development of the 

service blueprint. Observation also provided additional background information on the service 

that was studied. 

Benchmarking:  the benchmarking aspect of this study was useful in the identification of the 

standard stakeholder engagement framework that was explored and proposed as part of the 

process model.  

 

The use of service design tools 

Service blueprint was one of the service design tools that were used in this study. It was used 

to “explore” all the essential issues that existed in the service offering of the partner 

company. The use of service blueprint helped to identify the problem areas in the service 

touchpoints. Suggestion on ways in which the partner company could address the identified 

problems was also highlighted in this thesis. The recommendations that were made from the 

use of the two service design tools (i.e. service blueprint and co-creation tool) also formed 

part of the managerial implication of this study.  

 

Conclusions and recommendations from literature review 

 

A literature review was made on the terms and key concepts in this thesis. On reviewing the 

definitions of service design, this author concluded that most of the definitions were 

synonymous with creating value, better experience and other positive indices of a quality 

service to customers. In other words, service design aimed to meet or exceed customers’ 

expectation without undermining the interests of the service providers. This can as well  be 

described as the designing of a win-win experience and situation for all stakeholders. The 

literature  review on  value  co-creation  also  led  to  a  conclusion.  This  author  concluded  that  

value co-creation relied heavily on the level of cooperation, understanding and trust that 

existed among the customers, the service provider and other stakeholders. From the 

literature review on service design processes and models, the author of this thesis presented 

a conclusion with a recommendation for future research. I found out that as a result of the 

usual differences in service design projects; there exists no absolute rules concerning the 

order in which service design stages follow one another. The overlapping, interlinking, and 

iterative nature of service design processes regardless of the model adapted has been 

identified in this review. This inference was also emphasized by Moritz (2005, 145). 

I concluded that the success of a service design goes beyond the type of service design model 

that was adapted. Rather, the success of a service design process lies in a combination of 
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many factors such as individual skills and the experiences of the designers. Among these 

factors is the availability of the basic skills of service designing. A total of 17 basic skills for 

service designing were highlighted in Moritz literature. There also existed additional and 

similar set of skills that were recommended for each of the six stages of service design 

(Moritz 2005, 161-162). The author of this thesis opined that the service design skills 

highlighted  by  Moritz  were  basic  and  non-exhaustive.  I  also  opined  that  the  intangible 

characteristic of a service may require a more understanding of the necessary intangible 

skills for designing a service. As a recall,  a service is  intangible in characteristic because it  

cannot be touched, felt, looked at, stored, or returned as in the case of physical goods. These 

intangible skills will go a long way in complementing the basic tangible skills and experience 

of designers towards an improved outcome. Tangible skills are easier to learn than intangible 

skills. Tangible skills are skills needed for a specific task or job. Whereas, intangible skills are 

skills that often complement many other specific tasks or jobs. Some individuals develop 

intangible skills out of hobbies, special interests, natural talent, subconscious state etc. Some 

examples of intangible skills are intuition, visualization, open-mindedness, innovative & 

creative thinking, reflection ability, adaptability, T-shaped skills etc. In view of this, I 

recommended further research on  intangible  skills  for  designing  services  and  how  they  

impact the process and outcome of a service design.  

 

6.1 Reliability and validity of the thesis 

 

The reliability and validity section of this thesis draws on the literature of Kananen (2011). 

According to Kananen (2011, 66), reliability has to do with the “repeatability” and 

“consistency” of the “measurement” and research result. This implies the possibility of 

getting the same results in case the research is repeated. On the other hand, validity seeks to 

ensure that the thesis or research has answered the question(s) it planned to answer. This 

implies whether the researcher has researched the “right things.” The concepts of reliability 

and validity have been described to have sub-concepts. “External validity” or 

“generalizability” has been described as the most vital one among these sub-concepts 

Kananen (2011, 67). The term "generalizability" implies the ability to transfer or apply the 

results to other circumstances or situations. Documentation with specific reasons for using a 

particular research method, data collection, analysis, and interpretation is one of the ways of 

increasing the reliability and validity of the research. It will be necessary to give reasons as 

much as possible for each solution and choice that was made at every stage of the thesis. 

 

In view of the above, this author has listed below some of the reasons behind the choices and 

decision made concerning some of the stages of this thesis. 
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- Why the topic “engaging stakeholders in the designing of a service?” 

 

Service Design is the discipline in which this thesis was written. The topic of this thesis was 

inspired  by  one  of  the  latest  definitions  of  service  design  with  reference  to  the  word  

“stakeholders”. This definition of “service design” was given by a Swedish Researcher and 

Service Designer, Segelström (2010, 16). Many other definitions of “service design” have only 

laid emphasis to end users and customers. Selgelström’s definition of service design has been 

able  to  combine  some  of  the  key  search  words  of  this  thesis  which  are  “Stakeholders”,  

“service design” and “stakeholder engagement.” Literature search on this thesis has been 

limited to the terms “Stakeholder engagement” or “engaging stakeholders” as part of its 

search words for the avoidance of ambiguity. For instance, this thesis does not seek to 

assume that terms such as “stakeholder integration, stakeholder collaboration or stakeholder 

management etc.” are one and the same as “stakeholder engagement.” In other words, 

“Stakeholder engagement” in this context is seen as a standard term or phrase as applied to 

ethics and organisational management among many others.   

 

Why did this author use qualitative research methods in data collection?  

 

Qualitative research has been found very useful in researches with individuals or groups of 

people  as  their  objects  (Kananen  2011,  66).  The  stakeholders  that  form  the  crux  of  this  

research are individuals and groups of people. Furthermore, qualitative research methods 

have  been  recommended  on  the  Master’s  program  in  which  this  thesis  was  written.  In  

addition, qualitative research methods had been recommended in past stakeholder related 

researches (Laplume et al. 2008, 1174-75).  

 

How did the consistency in the result of the qualitative and quantitative analysis of data 

help to support the validity and reliability of the study?    

 

The interviews that generated the research data were conducted by four different 

researchers.  The  four  researchers  included  this  author  and  three  other  members  of  “SISSI  

project”. Research interviews and data were collected from two separate groups which are 

the service provider and its business-to-business customer groups. Both big and small 

customer groups of the service providers were considered as case companies. The result of 

the analysis and the interpretation of data collected separately from the service provider’s 

perspective, and it customers’ perspectives were similar in comparison. In other words, the 

result from the analysis of the service provider’s data was consistent with the summary result 

from  the  analysis  of  its  customers’  data.  This  result  fulfilled  the  consistency  of  the  
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interpretation of research result as a way of increasing the reliability and validity of a 

qualitative  research  (Kananen  2011,  68-69).   The  use  of  a  quantitative  approach  to  analyse  

the data aside the previous qualitative approach reflected a consistency in result. The use of 

both qualitative and quantitative approach in analysing the data fulfilled “methodological 

triangulation” as a way of increasing the reliability and validity of a research (Kananen 2011, 

70-71). According to Bryman, a Professor of Social Research, “triangulation is sometimes used 

to refer to all instances in which two or more research methods are employed”. Triangulation 

may be used to describe “multimethod research” in which a “quantitative and a qualitative 

research  method”  are  used  to  develop  a  “more  complete  set  of  findings”  that  could  be  

generated through the use of one of the methods alone (Bryman 2011, 1142). 

 

Why did this author select the five stage stakeholder engagement framework for 

adaptation in the designing of a service?  

 

The exploration of the five stage engagement framework aimed to give a description of 

necessary things to be done in terms of materials, processes and tools towards stakeholder 

engagement. Service and service design was used as the context and issue of engagement 

respectively.  

 

Service design has been defined as a “new holistic, multidisciplinary, and integrative field” 

(Moritz, 2005). Similarly, Mager (2012) has described the future of service design with 

features such as open mindedness, connectivity, interdisciplinary and inspiring etc. 

Furthermore, she said service design can no longer focus on the users and the interfaces as 

they have now become a “commodity” and well enshrined in service designing. Mager said the 

focus of service designing is expected to shift to systems and strategic levels. At systems 

level, there will be more emphasis on system maps, stakeholder maps, complexities etc. as 

against touchpoints, design probes, ethnographies at interphase level. Among others, the 

application of strategic thinking as a concept, and stakeholder maps in a more elaborate way 

are some of the contributions of this engagement framework to service design. This 

framework  presents  a  useful  approach  with  which  stakeholder  engagement  can  be  aligned  

with  the  “core  strategy”  of  an  organization  (Krick  et  al.  2005,  14).  The  proposal  of  the  

stakeholder engagement framework for adaption in service designing process is in compliance 

with the interdisciplinary, integrative and open-minded nature of service design. Service 

design as a discipline is expected to be open to useful and relevant ideas, tools, methods and 

knowledge from other disciplines in order to address some of its challenges or broaden its 

expertise. It is understandable to some Service Designers that many service design tools of 

today have been borrowed or adapted from other disciplines such as social science and other 

fields of design e.g. user experience design. Kimbell (2011, 41) mentioned how service design 

has found part of its footing or origin from the existing approaches in other disciplines such as 
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design, management and social sciences. For instance, ethnographic method of research 

originates from the field of social science. Similarly, the stakeholder engagement framework 

that has been proposed for adaptation in the designing of a service in this thesis comes from 

the areas of ethics and organisational management. This author did not plan to carry out the 

process of engagement in the practical sense of it in this thesis using this engagement 

framework. The author only seeks to explore, acquaint himself to the processes and tools in 

the framework, and learn from it for possible future use. It is also important to bear in mind 

that  stakeholder  engagement  may  be  complex.  Its  process  cannot  be  carried  out  as  an  

individual or in isolation in the capacity of a student writing a thesis.  It  demands adequate 

planning and readiness of the engaging organisation in terms of time, resources, commitment 

and cooperation of relevant stakeholders. Nonetheless, this author believes that interested 

organisations, businesses, open minded service designers and other professionals may find this 

framework quite useful. 

 

The question and answers above have been highlighted in order to throw more light on the 

reliability and validity part of this thesis.  

 

Conclusion: 

 

In conclusion, the importance and usefulness of stakeholder engagement to businesses and 

organisations cannot be overemphasised. Stakeholder engagement has been discovered to 

have the capacity of engendering preventive ways of addressing organisational challenges 

beyond being a reactionary mechanism. Its preventive approach of addressing future 

problems includes systematic way of identifying and managing risks. A good understanding of 

an organisation’s stakeholders often generates a more progressive operating environment. 

Strategic and operational performances of organisations have been improved through 

stakeholder engagement. Stakeholder engagement also serves as a veritable source of 

remarkable innovations and partnerships (AccountAbility 2008, 8) 
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