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ABSTRACT

Organizations are originated and continue to be successful as transition mechanisms which
interested and powerful actors use to come together in order to define problems, issues or
opportunities in a manner that increases potentials for an agreed strategy and actions that
lead to successful outcomes. The three components of this process are the potential
problem, issue or opportunity, the composition of interested and powerful stakeholders who
comprise the organization and the universe of possible solutions that are both limited and
predicted by the former two. One approach that helps to ensure the organization is properly
comprised as a transitional link between the problem, issue or opportunity is a set of
exercises that produce a stakeholder influence map. These exercises are designed to identify
the boundaries of the problem, issue or opportunity and the set of stakeholders whose
combined interest and efforts will increase probabilities for a preferred, successful outcome.
This thesis explores the utility of these exercises and begins to develop the organizational

theory supporting them.
The process is then evaluated against three other processes that use the stakeholder approach

In a case study. The intent is not to demonstrate which approach is better. Rather to give

the reader a good understanding of how these approaches work so they can evaluate what

would work best for them.
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Thesis Overview

The major difference between my approach and the three other stakeholder
approaches examined in this thesis is based upon different assumptions of composition and
boundaries of an organization. My approach is founded on a different understanding of why
and for what an organization exists and functions. I argue that organizations originate as a
response to perceived problems, issues or opportunities to pursue an agreed upon, preferred
solution. Here I shall argue that the primary reason that organizations exist is to address
problems, i1ssues or opportunities. As these stimuli change, the question of what an
organization should address is based on the problem or issue or opportunity rather than upon

a historical artifact that the organization exists to address in a different context. The

stakeholder approach developed here is based on these assumptions and therefore examines

potentials for developing an organization that is designed to address a particular problem,

issue or opportunity.

Within the field of management science, the idea that stakeholder identification and
stakeholder relations are an important component that should be taken into account by
organizations 1s relatively new. Freeman stated that the first use of the term “stakeholder” in
the management literature was 1963 and his book “Strategic Management: A Stakeholder
Approach” (1984) is widely considered the first comprehensive work in the field. This
publication ignited a whole series of discussions and writings regarding stakeholder issues
and approaches, those which are recent and promising will be examined in this thestis. I
want to note at the very beginning however that the concept of stakeholder relations and

management are not new phenomena as Freeman posits. Stakeholder analysis, relations and
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management have existed in some form as activities within organizations for untold years.
Stakeholder analysis, relations and management are founded on the proposition that
organizations and individuals do not exist in a vacuum. Most strategies and actions involve
other actors both within and without the organization that must be taken into account in
order for an individual or organization to be successful. What is new is the discovery by
some management science researchers and practitioners of the relative importance of
stakeholders in terms of how organizations make sense of and deal with the world around
them (Bryson, 1993, Eden, 1996, Eden and Ackermann (forthcoming) (the stakeholder parts
are included in the 1996-7 Strathclyde Business School, General and Strategic Management

Strategic Intervention Issues Reader), Finn, 1996, Freeman, 1985, Nutt and Backoff, 1992.
[ do not mean to make light of the naming of this phenomena, but want to establish this
event as a recognition by management science of longstanding social and organizational

processes that have now been validated utilizing qualitative research techniques.

Given the recent introduction of stakeholder analysis, relations and management to
the field, it should not be surprising that there is a plethora of stakeholder definitions and
prescriptions for organizations. Indeed, there is still serious debate regarding who should be

labelled as stakeholders, as well as how organizations should relate to them. It should also
be noted that mainstream management practices, both in the private and public/nonprofit
sectors, have not adopted stakeholder approaches in their general operations. Even
researchers and practitioners who believe in a stakeholder approach often find it difficult to
get organizations to seriously consider the stakeholder component in a formalized manner,
(Bryson, 1995, Mitroff, 1983).

[ suggest in this thesis that the difficulty organizations have in utilizing these
approaches is due to a fundamental flaw in the definition of an organization. That leads to a

biassed behavioural result. The question I pose is: what would the eventual result be if




practitioners approached a problem, issue or opportunity with no assumptions of what
comprised an organization? The presumption then, is that the initial issue, problem or
opportunity, as it originally stands, defines the organization necessary to deal with it. In
other words, I argue that problems, issues and opportunities exist and that generally,
stakeholder relationships form or coalesce from within and/or without existing entities that
then become the organization which will further define the issue or problem and work
towards a solution. The solution developed by the organization is also bounded or
constrained by the original problem, issue or opportunity. This implies that a multi-variate

dynamic exists that an organization must first comprehend and then negotiate in order to

succeed.

Omganzation

Organization Matrix

Given the need to first define the organization based upon the perceived problem,
what stakeholder approach would help to determine the composition and boundaries of an

organization and how would this approach affect the outcome? Other stakeholder
approaches take differing positions regarding stakeholder rights, management
responsibilities to stakeholders and the use of stakeholder techniques as a management tool,
which will be examined in this work.

One observation that can be argued for all the stakeholder approaches examined
herein is that regardless of which approach (or combinations thereof) are used, the result

will most probably be better than if they were not employed. However, my intent is to not



only develop a process that is powerful and informative, but to deliver a process that can be
employed in an organization with little or no external facilitation. One of the major motives
behind my first interest was to develop a process that would allow low income community
organizations to successfully convene and plan when they have few resources to employ
outside help. These organizations often are pitted against private and public sector
organizations with sophisticated strategists, who have a distinct advantage over under
funded community efforts. While my approach is not yet tested and refined to the point
where [ feel confident in promoting it as such a solution, it is my ambition to make it so.
NOTE: I intentionally use the phrase “problem, issue or opportunity” throughout this work

to 1dentify the potential condition that an organization might be designed to address. This is
to continually remind readers that organizations face all types of conditions which they must

respond to by organized planning and action to produce preferred solutions.

NOTE: The terms group and organization are used throughout the work in a manner which
frankly, can be confusing. This is because there is a great deal of confusion about what they

are. In many cases, group and organization mean the same thing for a group can be

understood to be an organization. Generally, members make up a group and groups belong

to an organization. But a group can also be a subset of an organization and an organization
can itself be a member of a group! Both Schein (1985) and Louis (1983) discuss this same
problem. I would suggest the reader defines the term as it is used in the context it is found.
NOTE: But it gets even worse... a group of organizations might be called a community.
Indeed in this text, the term community is used in two different ways. The first is to define
an agglomeration of cultures that is designated as a location. An example of this in this
work is the community that is comprised by the city of Boston. The second and more

common use of the word herein is to designate a particular perspective represented by a
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group of organizations who might be defined as acting in behalf of the “public good.”
Therefore, the term: from the “community perspective” identifies a group of organizations

generally consisting of neighbourhoods and government whose interest is the general well

being of those domains.
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THESIS DESIGN

The writing follows a five-step progression, designed to be approached as parts of
the whole, yet somewhat complete in their own right. The first section is the research
context where the author defines his interest and work to that point as more member, planner
and facilitator than researcher in terms of strategic management and planning. The intent is
to give the reader an informed starting position for the approach as it was originally
developed from a combination of experience, reading, discussion with colleagues and

informed research. The case discussed was sort of a “breakthrough™ for the writer in that 1t

established a great deal of his thinking and assumptions.

Section two represents the journey taken, utilizing action research methods to begin
to develop some grounded theory regarding how and why the approach developed above
appears to work. The work of other writers is drawn upon to further understand, refine and

justify the process. In addition, three other processes utilizing stakeholder approaches are

developed and critiqued.

Section three sets out the stakeholder approach developed and the potential theory
supporting it. This section stands on its own regarding instruction for using the approach.
The method used 1s to illustrate the approach in its basic form and build layer upon layer
until it is both complex and complete.

Section four is an analytical comparison of the approach to three other approaches.
An actual case which the author was involved in is employed as the playing field. The case

is developed utilizing critical incident analysis to establish performance criteria for the four

approaches then can be evaluated against.
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Section five is the conclusion, which sets forth comparisons and observations
regarding the four stakeholder approaches and reflects upon them. Finally, there is

discussion of avenues for future research.

Note: Two terms whose definition needs some elaboration on are method and approach.
Method is used to when the discussion applies to some type of analysis. For example, one
method of analysis used in the thesis is action research. Approach is used to identify a

process being utilized. For example, there are four stakeholder approaches being applied in
this thesis. This does not necessarily connote that the four approaches are not methods as

they are employed for analysis.
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Chapter Design

Each chapter begins with an introduction which gives an overview of what is
contained within the chapter along with some expectations regarding what the reader will be
able to do with the information. The corpus of the chapter is then delivered. Finally, a
conclusion is given that briefly discusses what was presented in terms of a learning

“deliverable” from the chapter and introduces the next chapter from that context.

A Guide for those who might want to approach the material differently

If the reader 1s interested in just learning the process, I would suggest going directly
to section three first. At that point, a decision could be made to look further by either
delving into chapters eight and nine if further elucidation is needed. If there is a general
interest in what the other three approaches look like, I would suggest chapter 13 as a good
introduction with further reading in chapters four through six. Finally, I would encourage
the reader to investigate chapter fourteen as it discusses the opportunities opened, but yet to
be examined by this research to date. At least for me, the frontier is an exciting place as we
struggle to understand what organizations are today and what that could mean about

tfomorrow.

The Document Flow Diagram
The diagram on the next page is a directed graph that illustrates the five sections of
the thesis and how each chapter flows into and supports the others as they are introduced

above. This thesis is not a strictly linear document, with certain chapters informing others

that are not placed immediately after. For example, the three chapters that describe and
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critique the three stakeholder processes presented other than my own, directlv contributed to

my starting method in chapter two as well as chapter seven and thirteen.
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MAP LEGEND:

® Arrows are used to connote one-way relationships to indicate direction, where one

part of the writing informs, emerges from or follows another.

o No arrows represent relationships that are related, but no discernable information
flow is alleged.

® Dotted lines identify paths where one body of the writing informs another. For
example, the three stakeholder approaches discussed in chapters four. five and six

inform the discussions in both chapters two and seven.

o Solid lines represent paths of information flow that are directly related. For

example, chapter one leads to chapter two, which leads to chapter three...

® The assorted dotted and dashed boxes around groups of chapters represent the

sections of the thesis.
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SECTION ONE

RESEARCH CONTEXT

This section 1s designed to introduce the reader to the context of certain problems I

faced during my previous years of practice as researcher. planner, facilitator and member of

various efforts in the public sector to understand and devise community solutions. During

that time, [ have observed and applied many strategic planning and management approaches
as [ tried to produce processes that would contribute to a successful result. Indeed, [ had
come by a process through a series of *“trials and learning,” in a “*quasi” research context that

appeared to have a potential to positively affect organizational and group process in a
manner that seemed to increase possibilities of a successful solution. By quasi research, I
mean that I had attended to the literature and utilized an approach that was grounded in
experience (my own and others) and insight. However, I had not applied techniques to setup
or evaluate the approach in a manner that could seriously be considered research.

This section introduces that approach, presents a case where the approach was used
and contemplates the result. Chapter two describes the approach that [ had first devised and
is discussed 1n its final version in Chapter ten. Chapter three gives the reader a good
understanding of how the process works in the real world, with results and discussion of

why the process 1s helpful.




Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

This chapter sets out the history and context that brought me to investigate the fields

of strategic management, planning and management under the rubric of exploring the

potentials for organizational enhancement and change. A discussion is developed regarding
the path this thesis takes to accomplish the objectives that will hopefully lead the larger goal
of organization and community empowerment. And some hint of further challenges is

given.

How My Interest Developed

Over the past twenty-two years | have worked with many public and nonprofit
agencies, trying to help them understand their environment and devise options for success.
For the first fifteen years of this period, I was engaged as a community organizer and leader,
as well as an economist. During this time, I was involved in many research projects and
large community events that while they would be termed successful, did not in my opinion
reach their full potential, given the resources and involvement invested in them. For
example, a colleague and 1 were the principal researchers for a newspaper series in Atlanta,
Georgia. The series examined the activities (or lack thereof) of banks in low income and

minority communities of that city. The findings were that the banks’ actions had directly led

to a discriminatory effect in those communities, which was quite damning. The series
received national attention and garnered a Pulitzer Prize and hearings in the United States
Senate, which led to a flurry of attention in those communities by the banks. Although that

might seem to be a successful solution, it turned out to be much less than that. The banks

2.



entered communities that had no real experience with them as indeed, the banks had no
cultural experience to inform them. The result was that hundreds of millions of dollars were
pushed into people’s hands who certainly needed them, but had no experience regarding
how to use them. The result was that much of the desperately needed resources were poorly
invested by both the banks and the people, with resulting default rates of almost fifteen
percent (15%) where less than three percent (3%) was the norm. Certainly, no one wanted
to see the resources wasted and no one wanted to see people first set in a home and then
evicted. And even worse, the loss rates were then used by the banking industry as excuses

as to why they had discriminated in the first place! So, the very effort and research to help

remedy a problem were then used to excuse it...
[ had similar (but not nearly so devastating) experiences in Detroit, Michigan and

Boston Massachusetts. But my intent in developing the research approach in Atlanta,

Georgia had been twofold. First had been to expose the discriminatory effect by the bankers
and to begin the process towards a remedy. Second had been to develop the analysis in such
a manner that 1t could be taken on by community organizations themselves so they could
proceed on their own with it. I realized from the beginning that if the analysis was left only
in the hands of trained economists and mathematicians, it would have only minimal impact
as only a few cities would be examined due to constraints on research funding and interest.

Simply put, the only way a successful national impact could be attained was to place the
diagnostic tools within the reach of the communities themselves, which is what was

accomplished.

However, I was now faced with what | considered to be an ethical dilemma. While
the research approach was replicable by community groups and was used across the country,
these groups were experiencing similar outcomes where it was clear that a lot of resources

were being poorly utilized and the net result was not nearly what it could be. In essence, a
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great tool had been developed to unearth a problem, but no similar process for a solution
was at hand, which resulted in resources waste and human suffering that should not have
occurred. At that point, [ became convinced that developing and propagating tools that
defined a problem without some process that would help communities toward a solution was
not enough. In fact, it was a disservice.

Given this frustration, my research interests in the past seven years have shifted
from examining what effects the activities’ organizations have on communities to how
organizations can be effective within a community. With this new focus, it became readily
apparent to me that | had been involved in several large community events which, in
retrospect, would have greatly benefited from the utilization of stakeholder process
approaches. In particular, an episode regarding changes in the approach to discrimination
and banking in the city of Boston, Massachusetts, USA demonstrates ably how certain
stakeholder approaches could increase potentials for success for the organizations involved.

My initial entries into these areas were as a student attempting to discover processes

that would help solve the problems listed above. I investigated various areas of discussion

and research regarding community organizing, the political science of organizations, and the
effect of religious organizations on the community, before settling on the management

science area. By that time, | had partially devised the stakeholder influence approach and
wanted to make a serious attempt at developing a rigorous, grounded set of tools that would
benefit the community. This led to my application to the PhD program five years ago and
my subsequent investigations.

The objective of this thesis then is to comparatively explore the potentials for
utilizing existing stakeholder approaches for strategic planning largely by public and
nonprofit organizations with a process which I shall develop based upon a revised definition

of the concept of the organization itself. This will be accomplished by deriving a definition
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of the organization based on learning derived from experiences in using stakeholder
techniques and examining the recent historic evolution organization; have undergone.

[ define an organization as a transitional object that first comprehends the problem,
Issue or opportunity facing the organization, which is bounded or constrained by the
possible solutions. The organization then negotiates a set of agreed upon actions with
stakeholders that leads to a successful, agreed upon solution, based upon the power,
relationships and interests of the various stakeholders involved. These stakeholders exist

both within and without the organization. As there are many combinations of stakeholders
and relationships that could be developed that would lead to different definitions of the

problem, issue or opportunity and would also lead to different solutions and potentials for

success, this can be considered a multi-variate problem that is dynamic.

0@%

N

J §
Omanization

Organization Matrix

External stakeholders influence both the problem, issue or opportunity, the possible
solutions and potentials for success regardless of the existence of the organization. Internal
stakeholders and relationships between external and internal stakeholders influence the
definition of the problem, issue or opportunity in terms of the organizations itself, which
informs the actions undertaken towards a preferred solution, with increased potential for

success. This defines the multi-variate dynamic that an organization must first comprehend
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and then negotiate in order to succeed. Therefore, an organization exists as a transitional
object that comprises various combinations of stakeholders (both external and internal) and

the relationships they employ to first define and agree upon the problem, issue or

opportunity and then to incorporate agreed upon and supported actions that both enhance the
potentials for and predict and agreed upon solution. The process I have devised for the
discovery and negotiation of stakeholders and stakeholder relationships as the vehicle that
allows an organization to both define the problem, issue or opportunity and to move towards
a preferred solution with greater potentials for success in itself defines the organization
necessary.

These premises will then be tested by applying current stakeholder approaches to the
“Boston banking episode” and extrapolating results based upon identified shortcomings in
the process as it happened. These results will then be evaluated by common criteria that
were developed to evaluate the differences between the approaches and their potentials to

enhance the intended result of the actors involved.

The path I will follow in this thesis is to:
1. Set the context for my interest (this chapter).

2. Set forth my original stakeholder approach (chapter two), and present a case where
it 1s used (chapter three).
3. Examine and critique the three pre-eminent public and nonprofit stakeholder

approaches (chapters four, five and six).



W

8.

Develop the methodology for evaluating stakeholder approaches based on action
research method I used (chapter seven) to examine the cases presented in chapter
eight.

Make the case for a stakeholder approach based upon a revised definition of an
organization and discuss why these approaches are even more important today and
present my approach (chapters eight, nine and ten).

Develop a methodology (chapter eleven) used to examine the Boston case as it
happened in terms of stakeholders and discuss process failures (chapter twelve).
Develop the methodology to evaluate the four stakeholder approaches and to apply
those approaches to the case from the Boston Redevelopment Authority’s
perspective and evaluate the results (chapter thirteen).

Discuss possible directions this research could take (chapter fourteen).

(see figure 1.1)

The overall objective beyond this thesis remains the same however. That is to

develop processes that help organizations to realize and seek solutions for problems, issues

or opportunities that are both important to them and they are entrusted to undertake. And to

build these processes so they do not require (to the extent this is possible) outside

researchers and consultants. This is not an objective that will put people like me out of

work. Rather it will allow the countless groups and organizations who lack the resources to

hire expensive help the opportunity to proceed in a fashion that is efficient and rewarding.




Conclusion

The reader should have an understanding of how this thesis fits into the scheme of
developing methods that will allow organizations and communities to more successfully
understand, plan and manage their situations. Within this context, the chapter two sets out a
method for helping organizations understand the stakeholders involved and how their

perspectives can help in the development of a successful solution.




Chapter 2

Starting Method

Introduction

This chapter describes the stakeholder development and influence mapping
approach as I had originally devised it. The intent is to present a concise description of how
the process works with embellishment employed only where it is helpful to understanding.
After reading this chapter. the reader should have a good understanding of how the process
works and may even be able to employ it. The approach employs two, general process steps.
First is the process of developing a list of stakeholders and then identifying their interest.
Second is the process of exploring interests and the power of relationships stakeholders

have in terms of generating a greater potential for a successful solution. The objective being

to develop common interests and commitment, out of which will emerge a common solution

that stakeholders will “own.”

The Stakeholder Identification and Influence Mapping Process

Process: Stakeholder Identification

This process was first developed by Bryson (1988) and modified by the author to
ensure consideration of the problems of stakeholder inclusion. The modification is a
variation of stakeholder identification first advocated by Freeman (1984).

This process requires stakeholders already at the table at the initiation of a process
to explore potentials of a problem, issue or opportunity to identify other potential

stakeholders. In this context, a 'stakeholder' is defined as any person, organization,
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community or government that is affected by or can affect the deliberations of and potential
solution to the issue. Members of the group are asked to "brainstorm™ a list of possible
‘stakeholders based on the stakeholder definition by listing individually all internal and
external stakeholders who might be involved in the problem, issue or opportunity (Bryson,

1995, Nutt and Backoff 1989). An'ovals' or 'snowcard' process (Brson, Ackermann, Eden

and Finn, 1995, (included as Appendix C)) is then employed where members of the group
are broken into sub-groups that allow for full discussion. Generally. the sub-grouping
rationale is to produce relatively homogeneous subsets of the group or organization at large.
The stakeholders’ names produced from the brainstorming process are then written on small
oval cards (about 15 CMS wide, 10 CMS high) and placed upon a wall. The subgroup
format is used only if the membership of the meeting exceed the requirements for small
group interaction, which is commonly no more than 7-9 members. Members then develop
categories of stakeholders by grouping them on the wall. This begins to reveal the larger
context of the issues they would be interested in. A descriptive sentence of the identified
categories 1s then developed that further defines selected stakeholders as to why they would

be involved. Table 2.1 below is a typical instruction set used with this process.
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STAKEHOLDER BRAINSTORMING

 AS AN INDIVIDUAL: ON A SHEET OF PAPER, LIST ALL
STAKEHOLDERS -WHO- FROM YOUR PERSPECTIVE,

SHOULD BE CONSIDERED WHEN ADDRESSING THIS
PROBLEM

« RANK THE TOP TEN STAKEHOLDERS YOU THINK SHOULD
BE CONSIDERED

+ ON THE SNOW CARDS PROVIDED, LIST ONE STAKEHOLDER

PER CARD YOUR TEN STAKEHOLDERS (write large enough to
be legible from 8 feet)

» ASSEMBLE WITH YOUR GROUP AND TAPE YOUR
SNOWCARDS UP ON THE WALL |

 SELECT STAKEHOLDER SNOWCARDS THAT ARE THE SAME
AND KEEP ONLY ONE

« ARRANGE THE REMAINING SNOWCARDS INTO
CATEGORIES OF SIMILAR STAKEHOLDERS

« CREATE ON A SNOWCARD, A DESCRIPTIVE SENTENCE OF
THE STAKEHOLDER CATEGORY

Table 2.1 Stakeholder Brainstorming Procedure

Members are then asked to evaluate the problem, issue or opportunity from the perspective

of each category of stakeholder, and then to list strategic options that:

LIST EACH STAKEHOLDER CATEGORY ON A SEPARATE FLIP CHART SHEET.

FOR EACH STAKEHOLDER CATEGORY LIST FROM
THE STAKEHOLDER'’S PERSPECTIVE WHAT OPTIONS:

® WOULD ENSURE CONTINUATION OF ACTIVITIES THE STAKEHOLDER
WOULD APPROVE OF

® WILL WORK TOWARD SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEMS THE
STAKEHOLDER PERCEIVES

® WILL TEND TO AVOID POTENTIALLY ADVERSE CONSEQUENCES
GENERATED BY THE PROBLEM

Table 2.2 Stakeholder Issue Generation
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The entire group is then reconvened. Categories. evaluations and strategic options
from each subgroup are presented and integrated with the work of the other subgroup as it is
presented. The result is an agreed upon (consensus) set of stakeholder categories and
strategic options by the group at large. The output from this process is recorded and a
printout of these groupings and related strategic options becomes part of the record for the
group and possibly, the affected stakeholders. By insisting that the group itself explicitly
consider 'who' is involved and 'why,' helps to employ the full potential of the perspectives of

affected stakeholders. This helps to further define the issue and ensure the process does not

fail due to lack of stakeholder inclusion.

Process: Stakeholder Influence Mapping

A second step to the identification process, is Stakeholder Influence Mapping,
which further develops stakeholder definition and also gives strategic direction to the
evolving initiative. I developed this approach during 1990-1991. It represented an attempt
to understand relationships between the organization, the problem, issue or opportunity and
affected stakeholders. My objective was to increase the possibility of developing solutions
that had higher potentials for success as they took into account stakeholders’ perspectives by
examining both individual and combined power generated by influence relationships. This
procedure involves a process of 'targeting' stakeholders within the context of the
organization and problem. Members of the subgroup are asked to generate a subset of
tdentified stakeholders that have some perceived level of relevance to the process (members

are asked to select the top ten (or more) most important stakeholders from their perspective).
The names of these key stakeholders are placed upon ovals located on a wall, using a
defined central point as the place to position the most important stakeholders. By definition

those identified near the centre are the key and possibly internal stakeholders to the
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organization addressing the problem. The interest and power of the rest of the selected
stakeholders, as evaluated by the group, are indicated by the relative distance they position
them from the centre and the clusters of stakeholders they develop (Figure 2.1). This focus

on power and interest is similar to Eden and Ackermanns. (1997)..

State politicians
Opponent |

Opponent 2

Ve important ‘

| Internal petennal saboteur
Current political Stakeholder
leadership group A
Internal Internal
_ Stakeholder Stakeholder
Local politicians B C
Very important

potential sponsor

Partner of

internal stakeholder
C

Figure 2.1 Basic Stakeholder Map

The group 1s then asked to identify perceived influence relationships between
stakeholder clusters, using arrows or lines to demonstrate types of relationships (Kelly,
1955, Eden, 1989). A line without arrows or with arrows at each end suggests that influence

and direction pass both ways between the stakeholders. A dotted line suggests that there is
an indirect or informal relationship between the stakeholders such as a friendship or mutual

interest. Solid lines with an arrow in one direction infers there is a direct,

superior/subordinate relationship. Solid lines with arrows on both ends suggest a
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relationship which requires a mutual support and/or a "quid pro quo” exchange. A final
task is to draw 'circles of influence' that represent the interest/power relationships in
groupings that allow associations of influence among groupings of stakeholders (figure

2.2).

Illustration of a Basic Stakeholder Influence Diagram

N

Opponent 2

Very important

Currert poliucal potential saboteur

leadership group

Local pdigicians
I‘ *
Partner of
o K internal stakeholder
Circles of Influence C

Lines with arrows show direction of influence
Lines without arrows show two-way mteractions

Figure 2.2 Stakeholder Influence Diagram

-14-



Placing the stakeholders closer to - or within - the internal stakeholder circle represents their
relative ability to affect the groups' strategies. The circles do not necessarily need to be
“round.” The internal stakeholder group, which is defined as the people who should
participate as members in this planning process should comprise the key actors necessary to
ensure a successful outcome. It should be noted that this process identifies all key actors as
potential internal stakeholders, whether they are supportive of or oppose the process. The
group itself should explicitly consider whether or not to include the opposition (often they
do not). In any case, these key actors who oppose the intent of the group should be
seriously considered as they comprise the group/s the organization will have to deal with. In
the case of this particular stakeholder map, the potential alliance that comprises the

“opposition” is well linked and might be considered as a potential alliance (figure 2.3).

This is represented with the “greyed” circle. Members of the group should note not only the

Ilustration of a Stakeholder Influence Diagram with Support and Opposition Dimensions

State politicians

N

Very important
Current political ey Sotential saboteur
leadership group t cAo cr
Internal
Internal Stakeholder
X Stakeholder C
Local poilycians
4
Circles of Influence =~ Very important

potential sponsot

Partner of

internal staheholder
C

Lines with arrows show direchon of influence
Lines without artows show two-wav miteractions

Figure 2.3 Stakeholder Influence Diagram with Potential Opposition
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relationships between the three potential opponents, but also the strong influence these

stakeholders can bring to bear on two of the internal stakeholders and the state politicians.
Obviously, this potential coalition could be a threat to the group’s activities.

Members are required to articulate the perspective of their organizations, the
composite perspective of the internal stakeholders that comprise the group/organization, and
the perspective of the external stakeholders. This allows these statements of perspective to
be investigated and elaborated or refuted if necessary.

The intent of this process is to help the organization to discover, understand and
iInclude the necessary composite of stakeholder interests necessary to garner their support
and therefore, increase the organizations’ overall understanding of the problem, issue or
opportunity, agreement on strategies and actions and commitment to a solution. The result
will increase overall potentials for success and therefore, a suitable outcome. To ensure the
necessary stakeholders are involved, members are asked at this point: “in light of the
relationships mapped, should any of the identified stakeholders be included in the process?.”
For example in figure 2.2 above, the question might be whether to include the “very

important potential sponsor” in the internal stakeholder group and invite them to the next
meeting. [f that decision were made, then the group would explore avenues to approach the
very important potential stakeholder. This might be by having Internal Stakeholder C work
through their partner (Partner to internal stakeholder C), who has a direct relationship with
the Very Important Potential Sponsor. This may be especially important, given the potential
threat from the potential opposition coalition.

The one or more Stakeholder Influence Maps produced by this process are then
presented, compared and discussed in order to share perspectives, educate each other
regarding relationships and come to a general consensus of the definition of the group.

Generally, each group will develop maps that are somewhat similar regarding placement of
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internal stakeholders and the lines of influence, but there also seems to be quite a bit of
variance regarding the clustering of external stakeholders, depending on the existing,
knowledge and relationships of the individual internal actors. Differences in perspectives
regarding internal stakeholders are often small due to the requisite knowledge necessary for
the actors to make an informed decision to invite the members to the table in the first place.
However, these small differences can lead to incorrect assumptions regarding interest and
intent and must be resolved as these essentially define a cohesive and agreed upon
organization. Differences regarding the location and clustering of external stakeholders
should be noted and stored as they reflect possible differences in the interpretation of the

“political landscape,” which lend valuable information regarding definition and strategies
for inclusion. For it is not only the increased number and power of relationships the
stakeholders bring to the organization, but the knowledge about these relations that increases

potentials for success. As these are multidimensional constructs, a mapping program such

as Graphics Cope (Cropper, Ackermann and Eden, 1990) is often utilized to record the

information and interactive dynamics represented by the maps.

The result of this exercise is to illustrate relationships graphically so the group can

appreciate the larger picture necessary to gain a fuller understanding of the actors involved,
their relationships with each other; and therefore an appreciation of the potential solutions
that would gain the support necessary for successful implementation. Another ancillary
outcome of the exercise 1s the development of strategies to contact and include identified

stakeholders in the process. The strategy not only informs the group regarding whom to
contact or communicate with in terms of importance, but how and who should be
responsible for that task. It therefore, defines the relationships between stakeholders

necessary for a successful outcome. Stakeholders are also examined regarding their
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importance to the organization, which allows the group to efficiently understand to whom
and where they should focus their attention. Possibly of even greater importance, the
process helps the group begin to understand the positions of stakeholders who might oppose
the group(Nutt and Backoff 1989). This gives the group the chance to consider alternatives,
options or approaches that would tend to answer or mitigate the interest of the opposition.
As a final process guideline, it is advised to restrict the initial meeting to the
production of these products. This is necessary as the intent of the exercises is to give the
group a more comprehensive understanding and definition of 'whom' this new organization
i1s, and which stakeholders should be at the table in terms of the problem identified and the

solution preferred by the group. Therefore it is advisable to delay other activities that would
progress from this point to the next meeting when possible missing stakeholders can be

invited and they also can identify with the organization.

Conclusion

A careful study of this chapter should give the reader a basic and possibly a working
understanding of how the stakeholder generation and influence mapping process works.

Some appreciation should also have been conveyed for why the process should be
undertaken and how it helps to increase potentials for developing and implementing a

successful solution. The next chapter describes a case where this process was emploved and

what was learned from that experience.
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CHAPTER 3
PUBLIC TEACHING

HOSPITALS CASE

Introduction

This Chapter details a case in which the organization involved directly benefited
from a careful exploration of stakeholders and stakeholder relationships. It represents my
work at the time as a practitioner/researcher that allowed me to begin to discover the

relationship between problem, issue or opportunity, the organization, and the solution,

which is introduced at the end of the chapter.

The Public Teaching Hospitals Experience

In 1990-1991, I was asked to facilitate a series of workshops by a collection of
public teaching hospitals in the United States that had been at that time been working
together as a “trade association”. A trade association can be defined as a group of similarly
interested parties that act as an “information conduit™ to keep the parties abreast of
important issues in their respective fields and publically espouse their position to the public
and legislatures. Generally, an organization of this type will not serve other collaborative
type functions due to certain legal restrictions regarding “restraint of trade™ and
monopolistic activities. This organization however was faced with the ramifications of a
national crisis in the health care industries regarding provision and cost of medical care

which threatened their very survival. The state (a governmental unit of the United States. a
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country which functions largely as a federal system with certain constitutional rights and
protections given to state governments) where these hospitals exist had become of one of
the national leaders in medical systems reform. Indeed, much of the national legislation
currently under consideration at the US national level is modelled after that state's
legislation. This model was based upon large insurance organizations using their ability to
command competitive pricing by medical providers. By wielding the competitive market
“sword” the withdrawal of tens of thousands of patients from one medical network and
awarding them to another based on an assessment of medical costs has allowed these huge
insurance groups to move beyond just accepting the lowest bidder to dictating terms to
these hospitals. The result is there is far less profit margin for providers. In addition, as
each medical service provided, the margins for all type of service remain relatively the
same. For years, providers had operated on a “net sales” basis with an overall estimated
margin of profit. This meant that certain services tended to subsidize others. With the new
payment scheme, this was no longer possible

A second tactic taken by these huge insurance providers is an economies of scale
management policy. The two outcomes from this tactic are that procedures offered by all

providers are essentially the same in that payment schedules detail not only the medical

procedures, but the drugs that may be prescribed as well. The other outcome is that
individual doctors, hospitals and clinics are simply too small to efficiently apply the
attention of insurance company managers and lawyers. This means that these individual
members are required to merge into massive provider networks that offer the same services
and billing.

This new approach was designed as a response to real perception of the cost of
medical care at the national level as exorbitant. This industry pricing for services regularly

resulted in double digit increases on a yearly basis. The public perception is that medical
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provision and insurance costs are completely out of control and do not reflect the real costs
of producing services. Indeed the market acting on its own had resulted in a surplus of
medical specialists where salaries in the area of $200,000+ per year for beginning
practitioners was common. On the other hand, general practitioners were receiving a
relatively small starting salary of $100,000, which led to a shortage in this area. However.
the American Medical Association (AMA) has the authority to license doctors, which gives
them the ability to “gate keep” the number of practising doctors, which keeps potential
competition at what they would consider an acceptable level that maintains the high
salaries. Once a doctor had been awarded a general practitioner license however, there
were no restrictions in pursuing a specialist course and making the “big bucks.”

The effect of the new insurance policies being developed at both the state and
national level have resulted in a radical change in the provision of health services that
includes price controls, service mandates, requirements that doctors join with large medical
network providers and... what might be taken as doom for individual doctors, hospitals and
teaching hospitals. Provider networks are unwilling to merge with the teaching hospitals
due to the increased costs tncurred, but not reimbursed by the insurance companies. In
addition, the public interest functions have generally resulted in these type hospitals being
publically owned and managed by elected officials (generally as oversight mechanisms).
Few private firms have any wish to risk their investment and profits on the whims of an
electorate and its elected officials. Simply put, these large insurance companies cannot be
bothered with the additional costs of dealing with one doctor, hospital or teaching hospital
with its special pricing. These prospective changes will significantly impact upon high cost
facilities including many of the public teaching hospitals which bear the additional cost of
education, as well as a governmental mandate to serve certain low income and indigent

populations.
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These hospitals were founded and to a certain extent, funded on the basis of
provision of these additional medical services that serve the “public good.” The common
estimate in the industry is that these additional services result in an additional fifteen
percent to the basic costs of medical services provision. Yet, the new formulae for
funding medical services do not account for these type institutions which are the exception
to the rule. The real irony of this whole situation is the short sightedness of this “market”
derived approach. Without the teaching hospitals, there will be no supply of doctors... Yet
no private medical provider or insurance company feels it is their responsibility to subsidize
this necessary public good.

While these institutions operate with budgets of hundreds of millions of dollars,
they comprise a small percentage of their market area. Relatively small investments by

large institutions in their markets could have devastating consequences to these institutions.

With the future of medical care provision spelling almost imminent doom for the

constituent hospitals, and agglomeration tendencies in the market putting them in increasing

risk, they decided to explore the potential of collaboration.

The process strategy employed for this potential collaborative organization
involved first defining the problems these hospitals faced in an “up close and personal”
way. To accomplish this, the Chiet Executive Officers (CEOs) of the four institutions were
asked to prepare a presentation for the collaborative in terms of hopes and fears. This is the
same hopes and fears process that i1s employed by Bryson and discussed in chapter five.
The organization’s membership was the four Chief Executive Officers and the manager of

the trade association. The Chief Executive Officers were asked beforehand to be as honest
and explicit as they could about their future planning as possible, both as an individual
stakeholder and as a member of this organization. A common agreement was forged before

the meeting that information provided would not “leave the room.” These assignments in
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preparation for the meeting were discussed in detail with each Chief Executive Officers in
advance, which built up an expectation for a realistic discussion. At the beginning of the
meeting, these agreed upon conditions were again discussed and agreed to.

While these organizations “compete” in that they all provide medical care services,
their history within the organization allowed for a certain level of “trust,” which translated
into some almost shocking revelations regarding the pessimism of these units. One of the
hospitals was not quite so forthcoming and this was openly discussed by the group members
as they felt somewhat betrayed by the perceived reticence of the one member. This resulted
in some additional revelations regarding the question of privatizing the hospital in response
to what this stakeholder perceived as a rather dim future. To sum up, they all knew they
were in trouble and it was abundantly clear that their agreed upon vision of survival

encompassed some sort of collaboration with one another. Yet, no unit was at all

interested in mergers and was politically constrained from doing so.

My Stakeholder Influence Mapping process as generally presented in chapter two
was then employed to help this organization that had just agreed that the “status quo™” meant
sure extinction, to explicitly explore their relationships with the outside world. The process
followed the agenda detailed in chapter two with one exception. As this was a small group
of four Chief Executive Officers and their manager of the trade association, they did not
break into subgroups. Rather they constructed the map after going through the stakeholder

brainstorming process (figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1 Public Teaching Hospitals Original Stakeholder Map

By utilizing the stakeholder identification as developed by Bryson (1986), and
stakeholder influence mapping techniques, the Chief Executive Officers found that the
Public Teaching Hospitals organization, as they had identified 1t previously (that is, the four

CEOs), was not adequate in terms of marshalling the capacity both from within their
systems and without in the legislatures and marketplace. Indeed, they would not be viable
without including the medical department heads, and another private hospital that also had a

significant teaching content as part of their portfolio (figure 3.2).
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Figure 3.2 Public Teaching Hospital Map as Re-construed

This process did not result in immediate recruitment of the other hospital. Indeed,
negotiations began only after six months of further consideration as the organization
members had always considered this other hospital to be a competitor. In this case, it

increased the number of internal stakeholders from fourteen to nineteen.

A second round of stakeholder analysis was then employed with the enlarged group.
The stakeholder influence maps were shared, discussed and modified. An adaption of the

'ovals' process (Bryson and Finn, 1995) was employed in this group.
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Figure 3.3 Public Teaching Hospitals (Final Construct)

A day was then set aside for external stakeholders identified in the stakeholder
influence mapping process who were both powerful and interested in the Teaching
Hospitals® position to meet and discuss their interests. The external stakeholders included
legislators, Chief Executive Officers of insurance companies, competitor hospital
organizations, the professional association representing physicians and practising
physicians who used the hospitals. These stakeholders were encouraged to define their
'world' in the context of public teaching hospitals. In this mode, they identified several
stakeholder groups and redefined others (Figure 3.3). An example of such was the view of
rural physicians, in which the concept of 'a country doctor,’ who 1s a one person health

delivery system and their requisite needs were completely debunked as rural physicians
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strive for coordinated and supportive health care systems. Options were generated by the
collaborative group and a position paper was drafted.

The newly construed organization continues to meet and works with the Legislators

to craft the new policies and as of this point. they are quite optimistic.
To sum up the case:

- The group, based upon a strategic assessment, re-construed their definition and
membership to address the large environmental threat to their existence.

- Members of the new organization redefend their approaches to key stakeholder
groups, such as rural physicians and the legislature. based upon an options
analysis and targeting exercise.

- The new organization is redefining the national problem of medical service
delivery in a manner that reflects their niche, based upon analysis of external
stakeholder relations.

- The group has developed a common sense of ownership towards their problem,
based upon a good understanding of the relationships between stakeholders and
shared identification of the problem.

- Toa certain extent, a 'social contract' has been created within the organization
In they have agreed upon expectations regarding their joint responsibilities and
behaviour.

- They have reported to me in exit interviews with both staff and the chair that

stakeholder process was both powerful and beneficial. That they would never

have considered altering the organizations membership or function without it.

In other words, they have succeeded in the identification of the problem/solution

domain and have strategized on options based upon the larger context and stakeholder
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groups involved in the 1ssue. This group transformed itself from an information sharing
group to a larger organization that is capable of recognizing options and opportunities
within the context of large scale change... and acting upon it.

[ would note that the experience was not as smooth as it reads here. As a facilitator
of this experience, | was continually surprised by the options generated and opportunities
that developed. In at least one meeting, I carefully planned the agenda, only to find the
group had leaped completely past my thinking as the evolving sense of who they were
opened new vistas of opportunity for them. In essence, I found that as a strategic planner, [
could not forecast in advance regarding the definition of the organization as I lacked the
knowledge and insights developed by the group in this exercise. Perhaps the most telling
point to make 1s the discovery of the potential for the process to help groups define an

organization in terms of what it takes to be successful. While at some level, I

comprehended that possibility, this was not my major intent in using the process with this

group.

A First “Cut” at the Organizational Model

From this and other experiences, I developed a technique that generates an agenda
for an organization by carrying out the stakeholder process delineated above and combining
the options developed there with options generated through brainstorming issues within the
organization. Through this process, an agenda of concerns is both generated and addressed
that essentially defines the problem, issue or opportunity and suggests solutions from the
perspectives of the members of the group itself. The problems and options are also
reviewed from the perspective of the external stakeholders. Stakeholder Influence

Mapping also gives further definition to the political landscape that defines the problem,

solution and implementation.
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P=>5=>]

Figure 3.4

From a strategic management and management perspective, problems should
generate strategies for solution, which should then be implemented. Thus, P=>S=>I (figure
3.1) represents the proposition that Problem Definition should lead to or result in Strategies
for Solution, which should then lead to provide support for actions for Implementation.

This model is very much like the one developed by Huxham (1996). Indeed, in a
pre-judicial sense, problem definitions are constrained by stakeholder perspectives dealing
with mandates, beliefs, interests and resources. Successful endeavours in strategic planning
and management occur as a result of careful attention to this exercise. This simple diagram
was my first attempt at explaining why and how stakeholder analyvsis and influence mapping
fit into the organizational process. Stakeholder techniques ensured that the proposed
solutions addressed problems stakeholders considered important and therefore, would
support and carry through the implementation. If one assumes that the organization “exists”

as a matter of fact and that problems, issues or opportunities will be addressed by that

entity, this model is helpful. However, this is not always the case. which is discussed in

Chapter 8.

Conclusion

From this chapter, the reader should have gained an understanding of the

stakeholder process from the perspective of how it works and what can be discovered by an

organization through its use. Second, this chapter begins to explore the theory grounding

the approach. Thus convinced that I had a technique that had potential and some

understanding of the organizational theory involved (P=>S=>I). I proceeded to modify the
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technique and apply it to other organizations with fair success. Of particular importance to
this research was the testing of the procéss with an organization in its formative stages. My
Interest was to test the potentials of the process to help clearly define an organization in a
manner that would enhance potentials for a successful outcome. Therefore, | began to look
for an opportunity to use the process on an organization that had not clearly established
itself in terms of its membership. Testing and refining a developing hypothesis however 1s
quite different from observing and pondering the effects of a process. So before such an

effort can be discussed, the methodology and related literature must be investigated.



SECTION TWO
FORMAL RESEARCH
STORY . -

This section begins with an examination of three stakeholder approaches that are
recognized in the literature as well documented and successful applications of the technique.
Each approach is examined and presented in such detail as the reader should readily
understand the assumptions supporting the application and an overall comprehension of the
stakeholder aspect. Chapter seven sets out the research methodology used to examine three
cases that directly led to the development of a stakeholder approach. The two cases
examined in chapter eight have an emergent research theme that addresses the function of
an organization as one that operates as a transitional mechanism which defines the problem,
issue or opportunity as a negotiated agreement between a set of stakeholders who have the

capacity to successfully work towards an agreeable solution.
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CHAPTER 4

NUTT AND BACKOFF

Introduction

Nutt and Backoff’s stakeholder analysis model is presented within the context of
their strategic planning approach for public and nonprofit organizations. The authors argue
that their strategic planning approach flows from a dialectical focus that evolves through the
stages of their process. Therefore, in order to understand their methods and intent, one must
first comprehend their overall approach. I take issue with this presumption and will critique
their approach as it unfolds. My intent is to extract their stakeholder and resource analysis

tools as they are the powerful predecessor to Bryson’s, Eden and Ackermann’s and my own

processes.

Nutt and Backoff

While Nutt and Backoff discuss a variety of strategic planing options that they have
evolved their model from, there are three basic premises that flow from one another and
ground their discussion. They first state that strategic planing in the public and nonprofit

sectors are very different from the private sector regarding expectations, authority and
implementation. Nutt and Backoff’s terms for this are environmental, transactional and

organizational processes. Due to these differences, accepted practices that are derived from
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the private sector will not address the additional strategic planing requirements of the public
nonprofit sector and therefore are more likely to fail.

While this argument is defensible in that there are clear differences in terms of
scope and opportunity between these sectors, I would hold that the difference is really a
question of where these sectors are located on a continuum of organizational behavior,
rather than as separate entities. Perry and Rainey (1988) agree with my interpretation and
Eden and Ackermann’s work also appears to ascribe to this rendition. I discuss the further
blurring of these differences as organizations have evolved in chapter nine.

The second premise and perhaps the major differences cited are the differing
manners which managers and organizations utilize i1ssues as opportunities to form and
articulate agendas. An issue is defined as “a trend or event, arising inside or outside an
organization, that can have an important influence on the organization’s ability to reach its

desired future” (Ansoff, 1984, Nutt and Backoff, 1987). The objective then, of strategic

management is to successfully identify and deal with these important issues among the
myriad of competing ones that are not as important to the short and long term success of the
organization. Perhaps the major difference from the private sector in this area is the degree
to which issues are developed outside the organization; are beyond the capacity of the
organization to deal with alone, yet still must be addressed; and are subject to decision
process that are both competitive and outside the organization’s control. Many of the
possible portfolios of issues may be exceedingly important to the organization within the
right context, yet can seem relatively unimportant due to the number or immediate
“emergency” type situations that demand the attention of managers and organizations (Kolb,

1983, Bryson, 1995). Also, many small decisions made only within the context they bring

can miss the direction the sum of those small decisions entails. In many cases, these
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decisions are incremental (Lindblom, 1959) and indeed do reflect a policy context, but the
problems addressed by Nutt and Backoff manifest as unintended consequences.

This 1s a well-used concept. Even an old children’s rhyme - “There is a Hole in my
Bucket” illustrates this dilemma. Nutt and Backoff seem to be making the argument that
public sector organizations are not able to internally devise, control and implement major
policy and decisions to the extent private sector firms are able to. Again this appears to be a
difference in degree rather than a difference in kind. This difference could also be an
artifact of a private sector condition that is not particularly appropriate to firms functioning
in a global economy with many factors outside their control as I discuss in chapter nine.

Therefore, given that strategic planing processes are necessarily different and that

organizations need to work at the issue level to be successful. Nutt and Backoff propose the
best process to use is one that utilizes a process of comparison and contrasting in order to

discover, examine, strategize and implement solutions.
All of the stakeholder authors examined herein agree with this premise. However, I

would want to elaborate the term issue to better define the various domains the term issue
seems to encompass. I use the phrase: problem, issue or opportunity to identify these

options which also tends to illustrate the continuum mentioned above. Public sector

organizations tend to operate in terms of issues and problems while private sector

organizations operate in terms of opportunities and problems. Yet the public sector also acts

on opportunities as the private sector also has to deal with issues (figure 4.1)
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Figure 4.1

In order to address the identified issues, Nutt and Backoff employ a dialectical
process they describe as framing a “tension format.” This process defines an 1ssue not only
by its common definition but also by what it is not (antithesis) (Kelly, 1955, Eden, 1989).
Another similar approach is to develop the tension as one which represents a paradox (Van
de Ven and Poole, 1987). While each interpretation is mutually exclusive in and of itself,
when considered together they can offer insights (Cameron, 1986). They then compare
issues to one another using a competing values format to develop dialectical conversations
and comparisons around the issues that manifest the tensions between them. This allows the
manager and organization to identify and contextualize their decisions (Quinn, 1988, Nutt

and Backoff, 1992). From this perspective, Nutt and Backoff argue that the real areas of

Domains of Attendance
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concern for managers and organizations are not the individual issues themselves, but the
relationship between those issues. The framing of these 1ssues as tensions allows
organizations to focus on the larger directions and questions before them as an
agglomeration of issues that define them.

An example of such a problem would be a social service agency that works with a
burgeoning homeless population. On one hand there is tremendous pressure to increase
services to help these populations deal with survival. On the other, political considerations
manifested through budgets often under-fund these type organizations due to lack of
knowledge and political power among the constituents. Organizations of this sort find they

can satisfy no one as there are limits to efficiency that are quickly reached within. These
separate issues offer up a paradox that the agency must address in order to effect
understanding of what “success” may be and promulgate change. If they do not, there will

be one meeting where the organization seeks to build staffing in order to fulfill their

mandate to serve the homeless and perhaps the very next meeting will be held to layoff staff

due to budget cutbacks.

Utilizing tensions as a method to deal with complex issues and ideas are grounded
in several authors’ writing on strategic planing. Jantsch (1975) wrote about using strategic
planning in much the same way as the homeless example above. Mitroff and Emshoff
(1979) and Mason and Mitroff (1969) are cited in Nutt and Backoff’s work regarding the
use of dialectical ideas to frame discussions when organizations address needs in policy

making as opposites along with Cobb and Elder (1972) who pose that opposing issues as
conflicts between interest groups. Finally, they cite both Mason (1969) and Sussman and
Herden (1985) who found that exploring issues as opposing forces led both to superior

results and innovative thinking.
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In order to capture the dialectic, Nutt and Backoff utilize a framework process to
identify and déveloP issues. They begiﬁ with the d;veIOpmeni of a Sfratégic Management
Group (SMG) whose role is to identify the issue and strategy and then inform and work
towards agreement among key stakeholders. The SMG is “made up of people (five
members is ideal, Nutt, (1989a)) who appreciate the wants and needs of clients, can speak to
professional values, and understand the authority system in which the organizations must
function” (Page 153). They remark that outside stakeholders may be part of the SMG but
are limited to involvement at the beginning to legitimizing the process and then are again
involved during formulation and implementation of strategies. Their discussion of how the
original group is formed clearly demonstrates they have not considered a stakeholder
approach to the formulation of the SMG. While they suggest some attributes the members
of the group should have, they clearly do not utilize the variables of power, influence,
resources or any other credential offered by other writers. It is somewhat puzzling to their
whole process that they do not even use their own stakeholder approach.

The process begins with a scheme that categorizes the issue into types of
developments that organizations recognize and then define six categories of Issue Tension
that should be used to identify and examine the type issues and organization is working

with.

Types of Developments That Organizations can recognize
Nutt and Backoff submit that issues can be defined as concerns of equity, transition,
preservation and productivity (or combinations thereof). In figure 5.1 from their book a 2X2
chart is developed that again employs the dialectical tactic to compare and contrast issues by

identifying their poles (see figure 4.2). So that problems can be evaluated by where the fit

on the two scales of openness/flexibility and internal/external.
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Figure 5.1. Types of Developments Facing Organizations. (Nutt and Backoff)

Open
and
flexible
Human resource needs Innoy ation and change
(equity) (transition)
Scan Approach
Maintenance of tradition Rationale process
Regulatory (preservation) (productivity)
and
controlled

Internal External

Direction of Attention

Figure 4.2 Nutt and Backoff (Figure 5.1)

The Six Issue Tensions
Transition-Productivity Tension relates to when an organization is required to undergo
some significant change in its operation or service provision while maintaining a level of
services. An example would be an airport changing the drive-up and parking areas while at

the same time, keeping traffic flows necessary for normal operations.

Equity-Transition Tension happens when change is anticipated with an imbalance of either

work or compensation. People will compete for the issue if they perceive potentials for

reward or prestige, while they will make sure that new work without compensation becomes

someone else’s problem (Bardach, 1977).

Equity-Preservation Tension deals with the imbalance between what seems fair and the
way things are currently done. This is a common occurrence in organizations that have

experienced high cohesion regarding employees and are then required to change in some
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manner. For example, new employees often perceive they are unfairly compensated

compared to older employees doing the very same job they are but paid sufficiently more

due to time on the job.

Preservation-Productivity Tension involves organizations that strong traditions that are

well accepted for being equitable, but some “shock” to the system requires that the old ways
be abandoned in order to survive. For example, when a small organization is forced to cut

back working hours so that everyone can maintain their job, but the supervisor retains the

right to attend conventions that are perceived as “junkets.”

Equity-Productivity Tension occurs when an organization is forced into change, but
established agreements (not within the control of the organization) influence less rational
decisions. For many years diesel locomotives continued to have a Fireman ride along even
though there was nothing for this person to do as the job was to fuel the firebox with coal.

This was due to union agreements that at the time seemed easier to follow than confront.

Transition-Preservation Tension addresses the problem of organizational inertia.

Entrenched systems are hard to change due to established operating procedures, historical
perspectives, undocumented operations, etc. The perspective of the people working is that
what they have been doing to date is successful, so why change? An example of this might
be the resistance politicians have to changing the fundraising system they now use. While

hardly anyone likes the system, no one wants to risk change.

While this process seems to work for the authors, I have not been able to adopt it for

two reasons. First is the problem of complexity. I have found that processes that are overly
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complex tend to inhibit the productivity of a group. There are several reasons for this, but
the most important is that the very process of arriving at an agreement regarding an
acceptable definition of what the issue is requires intense effort by group members. Any
process that requires the group to concentrate on it rather than the group dynamics of
defining the issue are counterproductive. This process requires the group to first
comprehend it in order to develop the issues. In fact, this defines it as a process that deals
with abstractions rather than the issues themselves. It would appear the authors have
applied a phenomenological reductionist method to their treatment of the abstractions. This
is best illustrated by their use of the “six tensions’™ as a process to examine issues. These six
tensions are manifestations of a reflective process applied to itself (transcendental), which
Hegel and Husserel identified as “etdetic reductionism.” This certainly would be helpful to
understanding the theory of organizations, but is impractical as a group process. Second is
the question of how well defined an issue is for the group at this beginning process stage.
The Nutt and Backoff analysis applies processes that presume the issue is quite developed
and I have not found that to be the case in my work. [ argue for a more open approach that
encourages first the discovery of the issue and then an accommodation of the issue

definition by the group.

Using the Framework
Nutt and Backoff use the term “triggering development” to describe whatever
condition precipitated the strategic planing planning process. They then compare and
contrast these triggering developments using Table 5.1 (above) to produce tensions. They
use an example regarding a dispute about perks for executives which would involve

questions of equity and preservation/ productivity/ transition to define the tensions involved
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in the 1ssue. They then explore the other generic categories not involved to elicit any other
tensions that might have been missed.

This process according to Nutt and Backoff has two positive outcomes. First, the
process reveals underlying concerns that are subsumed (buried) within the larger problem,
but must be addressed in order to comprehend the larger problem. Second, the process
demonstrates how organizations can be pulled in different directions that both can advocate
for valid issues within the fabric of the firm which allow constituents to pursue their
perspective while respecting others.

[ found this “discovery” process to be quite interesting as Nutt and Backoff seem to
acknowledge two assumptions with this process. First is that issues exist in their own right.
Second ts that organizations discover these issues through some sort of triggering
development. The first assumption ts well founded in the problem solving literature and
underlies all four stakeholder approaches discussed here. The second assumption is more
intriguing as it alludes to some process that occurs within an organization to bring an issue
to the surface. Nutt and Backoff do not elaborate on this process, but I accept their premise.
What I have not completely understood to date are the various options that must be part of

this process. For example, one easily understood triggering process might be an

organizational mandate to begin a strategic plan and another could be a response to some

overt threat. However, many other triggers could be much more subtle, involving a slowly
dawning process of comprehension by members of the organization or some complex
development that presents itself as an issue to be discovered only by careful analysis. Nutt
and Backoff’s model does appear to deal with the obvious triggers, but I see no options

available to address the more subtle triggers. Therefore, I have rejected their issue analysis
as not being comprehensive enough to address all the possible manners issues could

manifest in an organization. While all of the authors analysed herein seem to accept that
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most issues exist in and of themselves, they do not agree on how these issues make it to the

“table.”

Nutt and Backoff then apply a six-stage process to be used by the SMG to.
strategically manage organizations. Each stage includes several steps. The SMG also
employs a three-step process of search, synthesis and selection that are employed in each
stage (see Table 4.3 below). I will briefly describe each step with particular attention to

steps five and six as they deal with stakeholder identification and implementation.

Table 4.3 from Nutt and Backoff (table 7.1) Search for:  Synthesis of: Selection of:

T

Stage Two: Situational Assessment
1. Strengths
P I

P R R R
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. Sakeholderanlyss I

(memalesternl I N
2. Resoure nalysi I N
tage Six: Implementat I N

D I N B

Stage One: Historical Context

Nutt and Backoff’s intent in this stage is to ground the thinking of the SMG by
“reconstructing” the historical past of the organization so the group is able to begin planning
for an ideal organization based up on what the organization 1s capable of. This
reconstruction would be based upon kyros intervals which would define the capabilities

within this process as those components of losses, failures, wins, successes, traditions,
leadership that historically define the organization. Kyros is a ancient Greek concept that
argues that time as it is perceived by humans is not necessarily linear and regular
(chronous). Kyros time is constructed by the incidents that are memorable and recorded.

Therefore, an individual’s life would be measured in terms of the memorable events. For

example, from a kyros perspective, an individual who does not seek knowledge and
challenges might exist along a kyros time line as: Birth, Marriage, Children, Death. Kyros
in the organizational context would suggest that these entities also exist in terms of

opportunities for change along this type time line. The concept of kyros intervals may also

have significant impact on the potential for an organization to learn, which is discussed later

in this chapter. It is within the reconstruction to these contexts that the SMG can identify
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trends and events. El Sawy, (1985) argued that one factor affecting the predictability of the
future trend of an organization is how far back that trend can be established. In other words,
if the organization has been doing a particular task well for a long time, we can probably
predict that it will continue to do so, given there are few significant changes to be
considered. These trends and events allow the group to then explore possible future
directions for the 6rganization that will comprise possible ideals. Ideals are then derived by
employing best and worst case scenarios regarding possible future conditions the
organization may have to deal with. From these scenarios, ideals can set that speak
specifically to the desired future of the organization that are both realistic as they are based
upon historical context and clear as they are based upon realizable scenarios. The authors
contend that the creation of ideals allows the organization to formulate options that are

historically and realistically based but at the same time leaves room for creative thinking

regarding opportunities for the organization.

Stage Two: Situational Assessment

While it 1s important for the organization to look forward based upon its past, it is
also important to pay close attention to the present context it operates within. The process
employed is based upon Ansoff’s (1981) development of the process for identifying
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOTSs). A survey or group process is
employed to gather perceptions of these attitudes within the organization. They ascribe to
the Harvard policy model (1983), in which the situational assessment is directed towards

key stakeholders rather than “just senior managers” (page 178). This model identifies
strengths and weaknesses as internal to the organization while threats and opportunities are
conditions manifested by social obligations and mandates that impinge on the organization.

Nutt and Backoff vary from this model by stating that strengths and weaknesses can come
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from both internal and external sources for public and nonprofit organizations. This

variance is due to the differences between the private and public sectors. A private

organization operates within a realm where they are relative tightly controlled with few

external linkages in terms of responsibilities and dectsions. While public sector

organization must cope with relatively loose control and multiple external linkages as
funding, directions and even survival may be determined by external entities such as
legislatures, courts and public forums (Bryson and Crosby, 1991). The same rationale 1s

used to state that threats and opportunities can manifest either from within a public sector

organization or without.

Stage Three: The Issue Agenda

The first two stages are about setting the context for stage three in terms that an
organization must understand who/what it is about from both a historical and present
perspectives before it can realistically determine where it wants to go and what issues
should be addressed to get there. An issue is defined as “a difficulty that has a significant
influence on the way the organization functions or on its ability to achieve a desired future
for which there is no agreed-upon response (Ansoff, 1980). For a public sector
organization, issues can be either external or internal or perhaps both as authority, funding
and direction can be an amalgam also. It is during this stage that Nutt and Backoff utilize
the process for analysing issue tensions discussed earlier to elicit critical themes and issues

that must be addressed so that an organization may move toward its goals.

Stage Four: Strategic Options
Nutt and Backoff use SWOT analysis again at this stage to explore the dynamics

created by the tensions exercise above. The SMG examines these tensions in terms of
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identifying actions that allow an organization to utilize its strengths and/or address its

weaknesses and/or position itself to take advantage of opportunities and/or deal with a
threat. Actions that address more than one or perhaps all SWOT concerns are particularly
powerful as they could be synergistic (Ansoff, 1980).

A strategy is identified as a collection of actions that have a common theme. Strategies also
appear to address the ideals developed in stage one and perhaps these strategies should be
tested against them to ensure continuity in the process, but the authors do not discuss this.
The dynamics or relationships between actions that can be identified as strategies are
developed through the application of the tension process. Nutt and Backoff state “the
inference that springs from join{ng the SWOT’s with an issue, framed as a tension, leads to

more innovative strategic actions than other approaches we have tried” (page 189).

Stage Five: Feasibility Assessment

This stage is particularly important to public sector organizations as they must
consider the political, financial and legal implications of changes which often is even more
important to success than the normal private sector focus of customer and staff. To address
these concerns, they utilize a process that explores who will be aftfected by a strategy and
what those parties would have to contribute in order to effect a successful outcome. They
state that “Stakeholder and resource analyses clarify the range of joint commitments that
must exist or be built between the organization and its stakeholders and resource suppliers to
successfully implement the strategy.”

In order to identify the key stakeholders for each strategy, they have devised a
process that identifies each stakeholder in terms of relative importance to the strategic

outcome and the relative amount of support that stakeholder has for the strategy. The

process begins by having the SMG develop a list of stakeholders important to the issue with
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a brief description of why they are relevant. The examples they use as descriptions are “user
of services, suppliers of clients, cooperation in service delivery, costs of access and so on.”

—1

They suggest that internal and external stakeholders could be identified by placing an “I” or

an “E” next to their name. Once identified, each stakeholder is ranked regarding their
importance and support for the i1ssue. This information is then displayed in a 2X2 grid
where stakeholders are placed relative to the issue (centre) and each other. While the
authors do not discuss the relational characteristics of their scheme, I would assume this i1s

an omission as it follows the same dialectical approach they employ throughout their work.

Opppose
! Problematic Antagonistic
| stakeholders stakeholders
Stakeholder’s
. Position

| on Issue

Low-priority Advocate
stakcholders stakeholders

Support

0 5 - 10 |

Least Most
Stakeholder’s Importance

e — ———— — iiejimiy il - e e e . -

Table 4.4 Stakeholder Assessments Nutt and Backoff (table 7.2)
In order to identify the resources necessary to promote a strategy (that are controlled

by stakeholders), a similar process to the one above 1s employed. A list of the resources

necessary to carry out the identified strategy is compiled by the SMG. A supplier is then

identified and a statement regarding how the resource could be acquired.
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Table 4.5 Example of an SMG Resource Development Sheet:

Strategic Theme Resource Types Suppliers How to Acquire

Each resource 1s then rated in terms of how important it is to the strategy and therefore by
inference, how important it’s controller. This process of ranking is produced by a relative
scaling process where the least important resource/controllers are rated with a zero. Then
identify the most important resource/controller and rate it 10. Then place the rest of the

resources in between with the threshold of importance being five.

Table 4.5 Example of an SMG Resource Criticality Sheet:

Resource, Controller, or Code Rating

Each resource is then ranked in terms of its potential availability. The authors give the

?

example: “ease of funding or mobilization.” Easily acquired resources are ranked +5 while

extremely difficult to acquire (on a relative scale) are -5. Then other resources are ranked

between.
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Table 4.6 Example of an SMG Resource Potential Availability Sheet:

Resource or Code Rating

These ratings are then posted to a 2X2 grid (below) which rank’s resources by poien;cial
availability and importance to the strategy. The grid identifies the resources as one of four
types. Resources that are most important to the strategy yet are hard to obtain is designated
essential scarcity. Ones that are easily obtained but essential is designated core supporf.
Ones that are not important to the strategy and are easily obtained are auxiliary support and
ones that are not important and are hard to obtain is designated irrelevant. The SMG can
then focus on the essential resources that must be obtained (and who has them) in order to
successfully implement its strategy. The authors make a particular point of using this

procedure as a sort of “reality” test to ensure the strategy 1s viable.

Figure 4.3. Resource Assessments, Nutt and Backoff (figure 7.6)

Never

Irrelevant

Potential
Availability
of Resource

- - d - g m—— ——pr— — -

Always

Least ' Most
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[f a resource is both critical to the strategy and hard to obtain, the SMG should seriously

consider its options.

Stage Six: Implementation.

This stage 1s the fruition of the five previous ones in that developed strategies are
implemented in a manner that allow for the best chance for success. Nutt and Backoff state

that the objective of strategic management programmes is to “monitor and evaluate

stakeholders’ predicted actions and to manage resource suppliers.” There appear to be two
separate efforts within this stage. Both utilize the 2X2 grids developed for stakeholders and
resources. The authors advise that the tactics for managing both grids follow similar lines of
reasoning. Each category is then examined to determine overall themes that may exist by
comparing and contrasting the stakeholders within. Stakeholders that are determined to be
the most approachable within each category are considered to be starting potnts for
developing action plans to address the themes. They recommend a series of tactics for
addressing each category with a primary focus on the antagonistic category which contains
stakeholders that are both important and in opposition to the strategy. The majority of the
procedures (five of the six discussed) deal with identification and blocking of antagonistic
coalitions and preventing the undermining of other category stakeholders; the control of
information to so they are “kept in the dark;” and utilizing scenarios to anticipate objections
and possible negative reactions to the strategy (Bardach, 1977). The final tactic deals with
“engaging selected antagonistic stakeholders in bargaining and determining strategic

changes that will ensure their neutrality, if not support.”

A summary of these various tactics might be that an organization should do what it

can to limit negative impacts on the strategy by adversarial stakeholders. This approach
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clearly views stakeholders as an outside force that should be managed in order to increase

potentials for a successful solution. It does not consider options for including stakeholders
in the solution. Rather, it relies on cooption and manipulation. Most important, the authors

make no attempt to consider changing the strategy so that a win-win scenario exists and

antagonistic stakeholders buy 1n.

Potential advocates are encouraged by providing favourable information; co-option of key
stakeholders into the SMG process; and asking stakeholders to sell or arbitrate with other
stakeholder categories.

The Problematic stakeholders’ tactics are largely defensive so the SMG has
considered potential threats from coalitions and possibly targeting moderates for education

regarding the strategy. It is interesting to note that the SMG is encouraged to alter the

strategy so that strongly negative stakeholders “opt out.”
Low-priority stakeholders need to be managed only when some special condition exists that
promises some potential for coalitions.

As Nutt and Backoff argue that one of the reasons to employ strategic management
techniques is to marshal scarce resources to focus on critical issue areas, this advice follows
this viewpoint in that it encourages the SMG to focus on the stakeholders of relative
importance.

Resource management follows the same process discussed above with the SMG
focussing on the essential category, followed by core support, auxiliary support and finally
irrelevant. Finally resources are linked to stakeholders to further target the SMG’s efforts to
determine actions and feasibility.

Within the resource management discussion, the authors state, “Stakeholder

management can be carried out for pro active promotional activities as well as defensive

ones. Calling for support from key users and important people in the organizations authority

-51-



network 1s often feasible and useful.” This statement clearly identifies the stakeholder

process within this strategic management approach as one that supports the resource

requirements necessary to install strategies.

Nutt and Backoff’s strategic management process appears to follow a rationale that
utilizes dialectic processes to develop issues within a context that comprehends both the

experiences and mandates and current situation the organization faces. It then devises

strategies that are evaluated by their resource needs and the stakeholders necessary for

success. Finally, they promulgate the strategy based upon the resource/stakeholder analysis.
However, it does not appear to me that the stakeholder and resource management

process the authors have developed necessarily requires that the first four steps of their

process be initiated. Their process seems to have three phases.

1. Issue definition (stages 1 &2)

2. Seeking solutions (stages 3 &4)

3. Implementation (stages 5 &6)

I have described the problems with their issue definition approach which makes it
difficult for me to accept it. I have also discussed the problems with dealing in the
abstractions of issue tensions, which are the premise stages three and four are based. Stages
five and six is really a two-step process regarding the development of the stakeholder and
resource analysis and implementation of the plan based upon the same, which argues for five
stages rather than six.

However, [ have found the stakeholder analysis component of the Nutt' and Backoff model
particularly compelling and helpful. 1 have incorporated their dialectical stakeholder

approach regarding opposition/support into my stakeholder model.
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In an attempt to further understand this process, I was able to incorporate it into a

strategic planning process John M. Bryson and I planned and facilitated for the Office of

Behavioural and Social Sciences Research (OBSSR), National Institute of Health in 1995-
1996. The OBSSR was created by Congress to influence the research directions of the
National Institute of Health (NIH). The NIH over the years had focussed largely on what
might be called “hard science” research regarding health problems facing citizens while
other research found that only about ' of the health problems facing the nation today are
addressable by that approach. The other half of the problems identified are in the fields of
behaviour and social science, which Congress also wants NIH to address. The OBSSR
charge is to develop a plan that would begin to move NIH in that direction. John and I were
employed to help OBSSR develop that plan.

Nutt and Backoff’s interpretation of tensions produced appear to fall into three
categories for this effort. The first deals with deciding who are going to become the
principal benefactors of the new research funding directions (Equity-Transition) Second
would deal with the problems arising from the realization that the $13 Billion worth of
yearly research grants will not expand to meet the new research regime and some parts of
NIH who has traditionally received monies will lose funding to this new initiative (Equity-
Preservation). And finally, the organization itself is geared up to understand, evaluate and
encourage certain areas of research will have to rethink hiring policies and grant making
mechanisms in order to service this new area (Preservation-Transition).

Within that process (described in the Bryson strategic planing description) we employed
several stakeholder analysis modules.

Within the initial planning phase, we excerpted the stakeholder grid from Nutt and
Backoff's work. Using their technique during the planning phase would not have fit Nutt

and Backoff’s use of the model as they only discuss using the technique during the planning

-53-



and implementation phase. But we were more interested in exploring the dialectic

properties of the technique as they could be applied to the Bryson process. A group of
advisers was constituted during the initial problem formulation phase that operated as a sort

of advisory SMG as they had no formal links to the agency, but represented a group of key
stakeholders vitally interested in the agency and its promulgation of policy. We asked this
group to individually brainstorm the key stakeholders who are important to OBSSR’s
successful implementation. The group then rated and ranked the stakeholders relative to
each other by placing them on a stakeholder grid (below) that took into account their relative
importance to the strategy and their level of support. We did not use the worksheets or try
to get the group to separately rank stakeholders by importance or support. We also reversed
the polarity of support/oppose so that supporters who were also important were located in
the upper-left quadrant of the schematic. This follows the standard mathematical format
when graphing a grid where the upper right quadrant would be ++ which would also allow

the group to show + support and + importance.
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Figure 4.4 NIH Stakeholder Gnd

The dotted vertical line represents a truncation of the grid as there were no stakeholders
within that area.

At the beginning of this task, members were quite reluctant to proceed as they were
unsure as to how this exercise was to be used. It was abundantly clear to the group that
being “honest” about some of the members’ relative support and power had great potential
for harm not only to OBSSR, but to themselves as well if the information became public. It
was only after some explicit discussion with the group regarding who would see this
information and what would be done with it that the group agreed to go ahead with the

exercise. For those reasons, numbers have been substituted for the actual organization and



individual names on the grid used here. This substitution however does not limit the

usefulness of this exercise in this context.

The group identified ninety-three stakeholders. Most locations were not disputed,
but there was much discussion regarding the placement of ones located near the “0" value
line representing a stakeholder’s position on the issue. Again the issue of how those
stakeholders would react to the perception that they were in favour or not regarding the
OBSSR concept caused some degree of nervousness among the participants. The group was
encouraged to give an “honest” assessment that reflected the true position of the
organization rather than that reflected the appropriate “party line™ as defined by Congress
and the Director of NIH.

From our observations of these discussions, it would appear that stakeholders placed
below the line were clearly in opposition to the development of OBSSR. Stakeholders
placed just above the line may actually be in favour of OBSSR or may be located there
because the group was nervous about the information leaking out. From the Nutt and
Backoff perspective, perhaps the most important part of the relative location is that these
people are the groups the SMG must pay a lot of attention to. The problem being that the
prescriptive actions identified for each category may not be the correct ones due to
misplacement.

The two most important revelations for the SMG from this process were not ones
identified by Nutt and Backoff. The first had to do with how many of the very important
stakeholders had a favourable disposition toward the effort and conversely, how few oppose
the effort. This revelation moved the SMG into very different directions regarding
development of strategies and actions. The second was how many stakeholders were

involved and what an effort it was going to be to deal with them. The Director of OBSSR

had worked for many months on this very agenda and had only approached a fraction of the
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number who were obviously necessary contacts. A new major strategy needed to be devised
that could deal with this large number as it was obvious that one person simply could not

handle the numbers. This will be difficult within a very small department as objectives for
NIH are to sponsor research... not build bureaucracies. But of course, the organization as a
whole does not face the problems a “new” agency does and the assumptions for operations

illustrate another tension from the Nutt and Backoff perspective.

Conclusion

Nutt and Backoff present an approach to strategic planning and management that are
founded on dialectical reasoning processes. In several areas, their process becomes quite
complex and abstract, which makes it difficult to follow. Therefore using this relatively
complex process with a group has not been an experience I have wanted to undertake. [ also
do not agree with their position that dialectical processes must be followed throughout and
that there is a difference in “kind” between private sector and public sector approaches.
Rather I would maintain that the difference is in degree. Yet they have managed to produce

two, simple yet powerful strategic planning and management tools which I have

incorporated into my approach.
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CHAPTERS

BRYSON APPROACH

Introduction

John M. Bryson’s stakeholder analysis process is presented within the context of his
strategic planning model for public and nonprofit organizations. In order to understand his
method and intent, one must first comprehend certain central tenets of his overall approach.
Bryson’s approach is one of the most accepted approaches used in the public and nonprofit
sectors, which in itself argues for its importance. Within this chapter, the reader should
attain an understanding of the Bryson process rationale that has led him to place stakeholder
analysis at the beginning of his approach. This placement allows Bryson to take advantage
of stakeholder interests and perceptions that are not available to the two other authors’ work.

’.
S

By carefully pondering the “why’s and how’s,” of his rationale, I was able to begin to

develop a deeper understanding of what an organization is and how it works.

Bryson

I should remark at the beginning that we have worked as colleagues, bﬁsiness
partners and friends for the past eight years and have used his model and process numerous
times. We have worked both as a team and individually. During this time, we have

corroborated and challenged each others theortes and thinking which has resulted in an

enriched yet hard to dissimilate set of processes.



There are four premises that must be remarked upon as they emphasis Bryson’s

current thinking and underlie the rationale behind his model. The first has to do with the
relative importance of the stakeholder in the strategic planning process for public and non
profit organizations. Bryson has been persuaded over the past eight years that the most
important factor for success in the public and non profit sector is satisfying key
stakeholders. While his original edition of Strategic Planning for Public and Nonprofit
Organizations (1988), and his subsequent book with Barbara Crosby on Leadership for the
Common Good (1992) emphasis the importance of stakeholders, it is not until his 2™ edition
of Strategic Planning for Public and Nonprofit Organizations that he embraces the concept
to the point that it becomes an integral and critical part of his model and the strategic
planning process. He states on page 70 of this book: “Indeed, I usually argue that if an
organization has time to do only one thing when it comes to strategic planning, that one
thing ought to be a stakeholder analysis.”

Bryson has also changed his approach to initial agreements from one which implied
that such an agreement must be negotiated at the beginning of the process to where he
suggests that these agreements must also be carried throughout as perhaps a series of
agreements. These agreements should be explicit, but not “set in stone” as parties must feel
free to revisit these agreements as they “learn” through the strategic planning process.

Bryson advocates that successful planning efforts must be inherently flexible and
adaptive. While his process is sequenced in steps, it 1s important to recognize that
organizations need to begin where they are ready and what is important to successful
strategic planning is to recognize which step that 1s. Therefore sequencing is not important,
but ensuring that you have addressed each step in total is.

Bryson also believes that strategic planning for public and nonprofit organizations

are very different from the private sector for much the same reasons that Nutt and Backoff
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espouse. But he goes further to discuss the fragmentation and globalization directions of the
public and nonprofit sectors which have significantly complicated an organization’s ability
to achieve success. In addition, he challenges the assumption that change is a continuous
process, stating that what really happens 1s “periods of stability interrupted by significant
change, uncertainty, and surprise” (page 20). Successful public and nonprofit organizations
must operate during these periods of stability while being aware that their modes of funding,
management and service delivery, as 