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Abstract

Companies can use a wide range of dynamic capabilities to improve their performance in a dynamic and competitive environment. This study
aims to analyze which dynamic capabilities are related to stakeholder management. A systematic review was carried out on articles published
in the Web of Science database. The results contribute to management literature and practice by indicating eleven dynamic capabilities for
stakeholder management. According to the literature, these capacities are conceptualized, and routines and ways of developing are presented.
The second contribution of the research refers to discussing which capabilities have a greater or lesser potential for creating a competitive
advantage. Finally, this research proposes a model for analyzing the influence of dynamic capabilities on each other and their relationship
with the competitive advantage of companies.
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Capacidades dinamicas para gestdo de stakeholders

Resumo

Ha uma ampla gama de capacidades dinamicas que podem ser usadas pelas empresas para melhorar seu desempenho num ambiente
dinamico e competitivo. A fim de contribuir para essa questao, este estudo tem como objetivo analisar as capacidades dindmicas relacionadas
com a gestdo de stakeholders. Para isso, realizou-se uma revisdo sistematica em artigos publicados na base de dados Web of Science. Os
resultados agregam na literatura e na pratica de gestdo ao indicarem 11 capacidades dinamicas para o gerenciamento dos stakeholders. Essas
capacidades sdo conceituadas conforme a literatura, e apresentam-se rotinas e formas de elas serem desenvolvidas. A segunda contribuicdo
da pesquisa se refere a discussdo de quais capacidades tém maior ou menor potencial para criar vantagem competitiva. Por fim, a pesquisa
propde um modelo para analise da influéncia das capacidades dinamicas entre si e sua relacdo com a vantagem competitiva das empresas.

Palavras-chave: Teoria dos stakeholders. Estratégia. Revisdo de literatura.

Capacidades dindmicas para la gestion de stakeholders

Resumen

Existe una amplia gama de capacidades dinamicas que las empresas pueden utilizar para mejorar su desempefio en un entorno dindmico y
competitivo. Para contribuir a esta cuestion, este estudio tiene como objetivo analizar qué capacidades dindmicas estan relacionadas con
la gestion de stakeholders. Para ello, se realizd una revision sistematica de los articulos publicados en la base de datos Web of Science. Los
resultados contribuyen a la literatura y la practica gerencial al indicar once capacidades dindmicas para la gestion de stakeholders. Estas
capacidades se conceptualizan de acuerdo con la literatura, y se presentan rutinas y formas de ser desarrolladas. La segunda contribucion de
la investigacion se refiere a la discusion de qué capacidades tienen mayor o menor potencial para crear una ventaja competitiva. Finalmente,
esta investigacion propone un modelo para analizar la influencia de las capacidades dindmicas entre si'y su relacion con la ventaja competitiva
de las empresas.

Palabras clave: Teoria de los stakeholders. Estrategia. Revision de literatura.
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INTRODUCTION

Studies in the area of organizational strategy seek to understand the factors that lead some companies to obtain superior
performance and competitive advantages over the competition (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997). There are many theoretical
approaches that explain these relationships, among which are the stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984; Harrison, Bosse, &
Philips, 2010), the Resource Based View (RBV) (Barney, 1991), and dynamic capabilities (Teece, 2007; Teece et al., 1997).

The first explains competitive advantage through the relationships that a company develops with its stakeholders; the
second, the competitive advantage when considering the unique, rare, and valuable resources of the company; the third,
the ability of companies to continually change their organizational resource and capability base. More recently, several
researchers have recognized the importance of understanding how these theoretical approaches can be applied together
to explain the performance of companies and their competitive advantage (Barney, 2018; Barney, Ketchen, & Wright, 2021;
Freeman, Dmytriyev, & Phillips, 2021).

Studies in this area explain similarities, differences, and complementarities between stakeholder theory and RBV
(Freeman et al., 2021), as well as including stakeholders in models of value appropriation (Barney, 2018). Although both have
been addressed in more depth by researchers in the field, the relationship between dynamic capabilities and stakeholder
theory is still little explored in the management literature.

Thus, the evolution of these two theories presents some challenges. One of them corresponds to the identification of dynamic
capabilities that contribute to stakeholder management. Some efforts have identified different capabilities for stakeholder
management, such as the capability for engagement and relationship (Mention, Barlatier, & Josserand, 2019; Sraha, Sharma,
D. Crick, & J. M. Crick, 2020). However, a wide range of dynamic capabilities can be used by companies to improve their
performance in a dynamic and competitive environment (Leemann & Kanbach, 2021).

In order to contribute to this question, this study aims to analyze the dynamic capabilities that are related to the strategic
management of stakeholders. For this, a systematic literature review was carried out on articles collected in the Web of
Science database, according to the Prisma model. The articles were analyzed considering the following research questions:
what dynamic capabilities can be used for stakeholder management? What can be sources of competitive advantage?

This study offers three contributions. The first consists of defining a list of dynamic capabilities that can be developed
by companies for stakeholder management in the search for better organizational performance. These capacities are
conceptualized according to the literature, and routines and ways of developing them are presented. The second refers to
the discussion about which capabilities have greater or lesser potential to create competitive advantage, contributing
to the demand of researchers in the area for more research on when dynamic capabilities are likely to be rare, expensive to
imitate and nonsubstitutable, in rather than just describing their nature and attributes (Barney et al., 2021). Finally, the
research proposes a model for analyzing the influence of dynamic capabilities among themselves and their relationship
with the competitive advantage of companies.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Stakeholder management

Stakeholder theory has gained a prominent position in the organizational studies literature (Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2014;
Bundy, Vogel, & Zachary, 2017; Freeman, Harrison, Wicks, Parmar, & De Colle, 2010; Laplume, Sonpar, & Litz, 2010; Laplume,
Sonpar, & Litz, 2008), especially because of the potential for managing organizations in complex environments
(Freeman, 1984). Its application is present in the dialogue of emerging issues in society, being recognized as a fundamental area
for growth and the development of strategies for creating value and improving organizational performance (Harrison et al.,
2010; Mascena & Stocker, 2020).

One of the most used definitions for the term stakeholders is proposed by Freeman (1984, p. 46), who considers it as
“any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives.” Other
definitions, including broader and narrower ones, are also used to conceptualize stakeholders (Friedman & Miles, 2006;
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Mascena & Stocker, 2020). The most recent ones include the importance of stakeholders in value creation processes.
Garcia-Castro and Aguilera (2015, p. 138), for example, define it as “any group or individual who creates and captures economic
value in its interaction with the firm.”

This perspective has been discussed in the management literature when considering the importance of stakeholders for
creating and maintaining competitive advantage (Harrison et al., 2010). Their ability to generate income and competitive
advantage is reinforced by RBV by attributing most of the income to resources and capabilities embodied in individuals, which
correspond to the company’s stakeholders (Coff, 1999; Garcia-Castro & Aguilera, 2015). In this context, stakeholders create
value by bringing specific, causally ambiguous, and socially complex resources and capabilities to the company, as well as
appropriating part of the value created in their relationship (Coff, 1999; Garcia-Castro & Aguilera, 2015).

There are at least two theoretical strands that explain this relationship between stakeholders and competitive advantage,
which can be considered complementary. The first understands that competitive advantage can be achieved through
good stakeholder management (Harrison et al., 2010). From this perspective, managers must develop relationships based
on justice and trust with their stakeholders, generating a positive reciprocity in which they contribute to organizational
objectives (Gdes, Reis, & Abib, 2021; Harrison et al., 2010). This strand argues that, with this type of relationship, the
company will have differentiated information about the utility function of the stakeholders, that is, their preferences for
combinations of tangible and intangible results arising from the relationship with the company (Harrison et al., 2010;
Tantalo & Priem, 2014). Such an understanding of the utility function is what can lead to competitive advantages in terms
of opportunities for value creation through greater demand and efficiency, higher levels of innovation, and a better ability
to adapt to unexpected changes (Harrison et al., 2010).

On the other hand, in the second theoretical approach, stakeholders can be understood as sources of resources and capabilities.
From this perspective, they are or have important resources and capabilities for the company. However, not everyone would
be able to generate competitive advantage, as some resources and capabilities are only a source of competitive parity
(Barney et al., 2021). Thus, for dynamic capacity linked to stakeholders to be a source of competitive advantage, it must be
valuable, rare, costly to imitate and nonsubstitutable (Barney et al., 2021). Dynamic capabilities definitions will be presented
in the following section.

Dynamic capabilities

The concept of dynamic capabilities was initially proposed by Teece et al. (1997, p. 516), who defined it as the company’s
ability “to integrate, build and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address rapidly changing environments”.
This conception emerged as a response to static assumptions of the RBV, considered inappropriate to understand how
organizations could face the dynamism of their markets and the constantly changing demands of stakeholders (Bakker &
Nijhof, 2002; Vargas & Mantilla, 2014). In this context, the theory of dynamic capabilities can be considered an extension of
RBV, as it addresses the continuous improvement of resource configurations in the company, in the search for competitive
advantages (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000).

C. L. Wang and Ahmed (2007) propose a hierarchical order to distinguish resources, capabilities, core capabilities and dynamic
capabilities. According to the authors, resources are “zero-order” elements of the hierarchy and correspond to the basis of
a company and its capabilities. They are able to provide competitive advantage if they present Value, Rarity, Imitability, and
Organization (VRIO) characteristics. Capabilities are “first order” elements and correspond to the company’s ability to use
and combine available resources to achieve a desired goal. Core capabilities are “second order” elements that integrate
important resources and competencies, considering the strategic direction intended by the company. Finally, dynamic
capabilities, of “third-order”, emphasize a company’s constant search for renewal, reconfiguration, and re-creation of
resources, capabilities, and capabilities essential to dealing with environmental change. Thus, they are particularly importantin
high volatility environments, while common capabilities can only provide an advantage under stable environmental conditions
(Drnevich & Kriauciunas, 2011; Haarhaus & Liening, 2020; Teece, 2014).

Dynamic capabilities involve different organizational capabilities, which include: sensing — identification and assessment
of threats and opportunities —; seizing — mobilization of resources to address new opportunities and formulate
adequate responses to these needs —; and transforming — continuous organizational renewal, developing an action strategy
(Helfat & Peteraf, 2009; Leemann & Kanbach, 2021; Teece, 2007, 2018). Sensing capability encompasses analytical systems
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“to learn and feel, filter, shape and calibrate opportunities” (Teece, 2007, p. 1326); seizing is “business structures, procedures,
projects and incentives to seize opportunities” (Teece, 2007, p. 1334); those of transforming are linked to “continuous alignment
and realignment of specific tangible and intangible assets” (Teece, 2007, p. 1340).

These dynamic capabilities are necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for competitive advantage (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000,
p. 1106). To be strategic, a capability must be tailored to a user’s need, unique and difficult to replicate (Teece et al., 1997).
So, in essence, a dynamic capability that creates competitive advantage cannot be readily found in the market but can be built
internally within the company. According to Teece et al. (1997), this construction depends on three categories: processes,
positions, and paths. The former correspond to the way things are done, that is, current routines or patterns, and include
the functions of coordination/integration, learning and reconfiguration. The second concerns the company’s tangible and
intangible assets, such as technology, intellectual property, customer base and its external relationships with suppliers. Third
parties are the strategic alternatives available. Thus, processes are shaped by asset positions and the company’s evolutionary
paths (Teece et al., 1997).

Dynamic capabilities that are sources of competitive advantage are often socially complex, causally ambiguous, path-
dependent, making them valuable, rare, costly to imitate and nonsubstitutable (Barney, 1991, 2018). In this way, dynamic
capabilities that are valuable in rapidly changing environments are performed interactively (Asija & Ringov, 2020; Eisenhardt &
Martin, 2000), which reinforces the importance of considering stakeholder perspectives (Barney, 2018).

To classify the dynamic capabilities found in the systematic review, we used the sensing, seizing, and transforming capabilities
proposed by Teece (2007). The procedures performed for the collection, analysis and interpretation of data are described in
the following section.

METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

To meet the research objective of analyzing which dynamic capabilities are related to the strategic management of stakeholders,
a systematic literature review was carried out. This type of approach uses qualitative analysis methods, such as content
analysis, to consolidate results and contributions from the collected articles (Greenhalgh, 1997; Xiao, Yu, & Watson, 2019).
For the collection and analysis of articles, we used the Prisma method, which indicates a four-step flow for the reporting
of systematic literature reviews, which include identification, screening, eligibility, and inclusion (Liberati et al., 2009;
Mobher, Liberati, Tetzlaff, & Altman, 2009), as described below.

Identification

Upon identification, we collected the articles from the Web of Science. The choice of this database is justified because it is
one of the most important scientific bases (Carvalho, Fleury, & Lopes, 2013), with recognized content and relevance (Stocker,
Mascena, Azevedo, & Boaventura, 2019). Due to these characteristics, it is widely accepted and used in systematic reviews
in organizational studies (Carvalho et al., 2013). For the search, the following filters were used: a) the keywords stakeholder*
and dynamic capabilit* should appear in the title or abstract; b) the article as a type of document; c) the articles should be in
the areas of knowledge of management or business; d) the time horizon was from 1997 to 2020. The year 1997 was chosen
because it was the publication of Teece’s seminal paper on dynamic capabilities (1997), while 2020 was the last complete
year before the research. At this stage, 134 articles were collected.

Screening

In the screening, the verification of duplicates and the reading of titles and abstracts were carried out. There were
no duplicate articles. Reading titles and abstracts made it possible to make a preliminary selection of articles that could
present dynamic capabilities for strategic stakeholder management. At this stage, 79 articles were excluded, which dealt with
dynamic capabilities related to organizational results other than stakeholder management. More specifically, excluded articles
had capabilities for innovation, sustainability, marketing, and reputation, for example, or researched stakeholder influence
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on innovation, sustainability, and social responsibility outcomes, without an explicit relationship to dynamic capabilities.
Thus, 55 articles remained for the eligibility stage.

Eligibility

In terms of eligibility, the 55 articles were read in full. At this stage, 21 were excluded because, although they presented
aspects related to stakeholder management, they did not present the dynamic capabilities linked to this management or
those described in the text did not meet the characteristics of dynamic capabilities, as defined by Teece (2007). That is, to be
included in the final sample, the article should have capabilities able to integrate, build and reconfigure internal and external
resources and competencies to deal with stakeholders, as well as meet the characteristics of sensing, seizing, and transforming

(Teece, 2007). In addition to the 21 articles excluded for not being fully adherent to the topic, we did not have access to one.
Thus, 33 articles remained after eligibility.

Inclusion

Upon inclusion, the articles were reread and analyzed based on the following research questions: what dynamic capabilities
are related to stakeholder management? What can be sources of competitive advantage? To answer the first question, Teece’s
(2007) classification was used. Capabilities were classified into sensing capabilities — identification and assessment of threats
and opportunities —, seizing — resource mobilization to address new opportunities and formulate appropriate responses to
them — and reconfiguration/transforming. To answer the second question, we developed the discussion section in the light
of Barney’s propositions (1991, 2018), considering that, for a dynamic capability to be a source of competitive advantage, it
must be rare, difficult to imitate and nonsubstitutable. Box 1 presents the steps developed in the research.

Box 1
Methodological procedures

Excluded Total

Ste Criteria . .
P articles articles

Criteria used to identify the articles:

Database: Web os Science

Keywords: stakeholder* AND dynamic capabilit* in the title or abstract -
Type of document: article

Time horizon: from 1997 to 2020

Areas of knowledge: management OR business

Identification

Number of articles after analyzing titles and abstracts. 79 55

Screening

+ Reading the articles in full

+ Exclusion of articles that did not show dynamic capabilities adhering 22 33
to Teece’s definition (2007).

Eligibility

+ ldentification and classification of dynamic capabilities for stakeholder

management in the sensing, seizing, and transforming categories. -
+ Analysis of dynamic capabilities considering rarity, difficulty to

imitate and nonsubstitutable.

Inclusion

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
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RESULTS PRESENTATION

This section presents the dynamic capabilities found in the literature and related to stakeholder management, which were
classified into: stakeholder sensing, stakeholder seizing and stakeholder transforming. In the discussion section, we
present the relationship between dynamic capabilities and competitive advantage.

Stakeholder sensing

The first set of capabilities found in the literature refers to sensing, which contribute to the identification and assessment of
threats and opportunities in the environment (Teece, 2007). They identify opportunities and threats through mapping, radical
transactiveness, and communication with the company’s stakeholders.

Mapping capability

Mapping capability is the company’s ability to identify important stakeholders, their needs, demands, resources and competencies
(Dentoni, Bitzer, & Pascucci, 2016; Kazadi, Lievens, & Mahr, 2016; Nenonen, Storbacka, & Windahl, 2019). More specifically, it is
the ability to produce an explicit overview of the different competences present in each of its stakeholders (Kazadi et al., 2016).

Mapping is necessary to match the competencies of various stakeholders with the internal competencies of the focal company
(Kazadi et al., 2016). This is pointed out by Freeman (1984) as one of the first steps in the process of strategic stakeholder
management. However, the author warns that carrying out this mapping, in terms of identifying specific groups and their
demands, is not an easy task. Stakeholder mapping is a challenge for management, since the rational analysis of identifying who
affects or is affected by the company needs a complete understanding of the organization’s functioning, through an analysis
of its strategic and operational processes (Freeman, 1984). Mapping is not limited to identifying important stakeholders for
management, as this analysis is extended to the mapping of the competencies of these stakeholders (Kazadi et al., 2016).

For the development of this competence, Kazadi et al. (2016) define routines and managerial skills for their execution, such
as regularly conducting exploratory meetings with stakeholders, explicitly documenting the assessment of competences, and
internally disseminating the assessment of stakeholder competencies. Necessary individual skills include personal mandate
as the first line of communication with different stakeholders and knowledge of the inner workings of stakeholder groups
(Kazadi et al., 2016).

Radical transactiveness capability

Radical transactiveness is the organization’s ability to systematically identify, explore and integrate the views of stakeholders
on the periphery, that is, poor, weak, isolated, illegitimate, and even non-human stakeholders (Hart & Sharma, 2004, p. 7).
This ability consists of two complementary skills (Hart & Sharma, 2004). The first of them identifies voices from peripheral
stakeholders in their networks, both to anticipate their concerns and to generate new business ideas, while the second creates
mechanisms for complex interaction and empathy with them. According to Hart and Sharma (2004), radical transactiveness
reverses the traditional logic, focused on managing known, prominent or powerful stakeholders, and, by focusing on the
peripherals, allows managers to manage disruptive changes and develop imagination about competitive future business models.

Communication capability

Communication is the company’s ability to build dialogue with stakeholders in order to inform, listen and respond to their
demands and interests (Nutsugah, Anning-Dorson, Braimah, & Tweneboah-Koduah, 2021). This contributes to the integration
and alignment of stakeholders with organizational and analytical processes. Through continuous dialogue, conveying
consistent and transparent messages, communication can promote profitable long-term relationships (Nutsugah et al., 2021)
and improve the stakeholders’ perception of authenticity in relation to the company’s actions (Nenonen et al., 2019; Shams,
Vrontis, Thrassou, Themistocleous, & Christofi, 2020). It also offers simple, free, and fast ways to detect or shape market
opportunities through its stakeholders (Ince & Hahn, 2020).
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Stakeholder seizing

The second set of dynamic capabilities found in the literature are those of seizing, which mobilize resources to address new
opportunities and formulate appropriate responses to them (Teece, 2007). These capabilities allow mobilizing the company’s
stakeholders to achieve common goals, jointly formulate solutions and seize market opportunities, through engagement,
leadership, political, and donation.

Engagement capability

Stakeholder engagement refers to the company’s ability to involve stakeholders in different organizational activities to
find collaborative solutions for value creation (Sharma, Aragon-Correa, & Rueda-Manzanares, 2007; Mention et al., 2019;
Panda & Sangle, 2019; Peters, Hofstetter, & Hoffmann, 2011; Watson, Wilson, Smart, & Macdonald, 2018). This capability can
be developed through different strategies, ranging from a reactive one, involving minimally the stakeholders in organizational
processes, to those with a high degree of involvement, in which stakeholders have an active participation in the company’s
decision-making process (Panda & Sangle, 2019). Therefore, the way a company interacts with its stakeholders establishes
the extent of their cooperation and the benefits obtained from this relationship (Panda & Sangle, 2019).

Stakeholder engagement is understood as a transactional process, in which managers learn about the interests of
their stakeholders, process this information, and reconfigure it to reconcile conflicting interests (Watson et al., 2018). This
approach seeks synergistic actions that avoid the trade-off between interests and focus on the complementarity of resources
(Watson et al., 2018). Engagement is influenced by managerial diplomacy, which aims to win the hearts and minds of internal
and external stakeholders, with a view to gaining support for the development of the organizational mission by identifying a
wide range of relevant issues and coalitions that can influence the company’s competitive position (Henisz, 2016).

Organizational leadership capability

Organizational leadership is the company’s ability to include leadership in the organization’s structure (Kivipdld, 2015). According
to Kivipold (2015), this capacity is formed by two behavioral dimensions that act simultaneously: organizational orientation
and adaptation. The first seeks cohesion and relies on shared mental models. The second refers to the collective knowledge
of explaining activities and routines of individuals according to the strategic objectives of an organization (Kivipdld, 2015).

Political capability

Political capabilities refer to the company’s ability to deploy or leverage its political resources, mobilizing political actors
such as government officials, lobbyists, members of parliament, and so on (Mbalyohere & Lawton, 2018). It is exercised
through activities aimed at influencing government regulations and policies for the benefit of organizations (Mbalyohere &
Lawton, 2018), as well as influencing various representations that portray or characterize a market and impact norms or rules
of the game (Nenonen et al., 2019).

Donation capability

Donation capacity concerns the execution of corporate social responsibility (CSR) donation processes (Cantrell, Kyriazis, &
Noble, 2015). These authors argue that this capability is in the process itself, which must be thought of with the intention of
using CSR donation to meet stakeholder expectations. This intent is captured in the formal CSR strategy policy, where return
goals and expectations are articulated.

Stakeholder transforming

The third set of capabilities found in the literature are those of reconfiguration/transforming, which seek continuous
organizational renewal (Teece, 2007). They allow the organization to continually reconfigure its relationships with diverse
stakeholder groups, including learning, change, networking, and relationships.
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Learning capability

Learning refers to the company’s ability to acquire, assimilate, transform, and share the knowledge generated during co-creation
activities with its stakeholders (Dentoni et al., 2016; Kazadi et al., 2016). When companies include several stakeholders in
their activities simultaneously, knowledge is also created among them. Thus, it involves not only the knowledge generated
by the focal company’s interaction with its stakeholders, but also that generated by the stakeholders interacting with each
other (Kazadi et al., 2016).

The learning capability is important to prevent the learning generated in interactions with stakeholders from being easily lost
if any of them interrupts their involvement with the company (Kazadi et al., 2016). It establishes adaptive procedures and
routines that embed and codify this knowledge into organizational practices and processes (Dentoni et al., 2016).

Change capability

Change is the organization’s ability to adapt and reconfigure its strategies, routines and culture to the pressures and demands
of different stakeholder groups (Dentoni et al., 2016; Nenonen et al., 2019). This capability uses stakeholder knowledge
in organizational operations and strategies; in the reformulation of the organizational structure; changing organizational
culture, co-creating different types of innovation, and redeploying organizational resources and techniques based on advice and
pressure from stakeholders (Dentoni et al., 2016). It allows redesigning business models, modifying networks of relationships
and reforming institutions, influencing the norms or rules of the game (Nenonen et al., 2019).

Networking capability

Networking refers to the company’s ability to find, attract and retain the appropriate stakeholders for the creation of valuable
networks and partnerships (Kazadi et al., 2016). It is composed of a complex set of routines and individual skills that articulate
different groups with different goals (Kazadi et al., 2016). Routines include consistent communication about innovation partner
selection criteria and the types of collaboration partners needed, as well as involvement in networking opportunities —
e.g., roundtables, conferences — within networks of different stakeholders. Individual skills include employee network and
individual employee networks (Kazadi et al., 2016).

Mu, Thomas, Peng, and Benedetto (2017) make a distinction between networking capability and ability. The first refers
to an organization’s practice of exploiting its relationships with external stakeholders to achieve new capabilities and
competitive advantage. The second is related to internal interface mechanisms, which refer to the effectiveness of managers
in building coalitions within the organization itself (Mu et al., 2017). Both are important for managing internal and external
stakeholder groups.

The creation of networks contributes to the dissemination of organizational results to various stakeholders, which, in
turn, can attract additional resources and transmitting the accumulated experience (Uruefia, Hidalgo, & Arenas, 2016).
Thus, it allows the organization to interact and communicate with its stakeholders in partnership processes with
mutual benefits.

Relationship capability

Relationship or relational capability is defined as the ability of a company to initiate, develop, establish, and strengthen
its relationships with different groups of stakeholders, as well as their relationship with each other (Dentoni et al.,
2016; Kazadi et al., 2016). It is important because an organization is a dynamic social system formed by interactions
and cooperative relationships that change depending on the combination of relationships among its stakeholders
(Fang, Huang, & Huang, 2010).

To build these capabilities, Kazadi et al. (2016) indicate some individual routines and capabilities, considered microfoundations
of it. In terms of routines, the authors suggest building specific relationships with stakeholders, trust-building activities, goal
identification exercises, conflict management routines, assigning key contacts within the company (gatekeepers) and allocating
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senior management resources for co-creation activities. For individual capabilities are cited investment in employees with

relationship-building skills and openness to informal meetings with external stakeholders.

Jarrat (2008) developed a relationship management model composed of three dimensions: infrastructure, learning and
behavior. The first comprises the management system, experience resources, and memory that support generative learning.
The second incorporates generative and adaptive learning, the former being focused on the search for new ideas and the
latter on adapting to changes. Finally, the third considers collaborative, flexible and innovative behaviors.

Box 2 presents a summary of the dynamic capabilities for stakeholder management, divided into three groups: stakeholder
sensing, stakeholder seizing and stakeholder transforming.

Box 2
Dynamic capabilities for stakeholder management
Dynamic capabilities Definition Authors
Dentoni et al. (2016)
is the company’s ability to identify important Ince and Hahn (2020)
Mapping stakeholders, their needs, demands, resources Kazadi et al. (2016)
o and competencies. Nenonen et al. (2019)
i@ Shams and Solima (2019)
(]
L is the organization’s ability to systematically
§ identify, explore and integrate the views of
% Radical transactiveness | stakeholders on the periphery, that is, poor, Hart and Sharma (2004)
= weak, isolated, illegitimate, and even non-
bl human stakeholders.
is the company’s ability to build dialogue Ince and Hahn (2020)
Communication with stakeholders in order to inform, listen Nenonen et al. (2019)
and respond to their demands and interests. Nutsugah et al. (2021)
Henisz (2016)
Manzanares (2007)
Mention et al. (2019)
Sharma, Aragon-Correa,
R ) Rueda-Manoukian, HassabEInaby,
. t !stdhgfcomi)anys§b|;tyto||nv§|Y§st§kehzldetrs and Odabashian (2015)
ngagemen in different organizational activities in order to Nenonen et al. (2019)
find collaborative solutions for value creation. i
.ED Odabashian, HassabElnaby,
5 and Manoukian (2019)
g Panda and Sangle (2019)
2 Peters et al. (2011)
§ Watson et al. (2018)
©
& Organizatignal ?s the compa.ny"satiilitytoincludeIeadership Kivipsld (2015)
leadership in the organization’s structure.
is the company’s ability to deploy or leverage
Political its political resources, mobilizing political Mbalyohere and Lawton (2018)
actors such as government officials, lobbyists, Nenonen et al. (2019)
members of parliament, and so on.
Donation is the compan\{’sla.bility to executg of corporate Cantrell et al. (2015)
social responsibility (CSR) donation processes
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Continue
Dynamic capabilities Definition Authors
is the company’s ability to acquire, assimilate,
Learnin transform, and share the knowledge Dentoni et al. (2016)
& generated during co-creation activities with Kazadi et al. (2016)
its stakeholders.
is the company’s ability to adapt and
reconfigure its strategies, routines and culture Dentoni et al. (2016)
Change )
to the pressures and demands of different Nenonen et al. (2019)

stakeholder groups.

Ince and Hahn (2020)
Kazadi et al. (2016)

Um et al. (2017)
Uruefa et al. (2016)
Carbone, Moatti, Schoenherr,
and Gavirneni (2019)

Chen and Kitsis (2017)
is the company’s ability to initiate, develop, Dentoni et al. (2016)
e§tabllsh, and strengthen its relationships with Fang et al. (2010)
different groups of stakeholders, as well as Jarratt (2008
their relationship with each other. arratt ( )
Kazadi et al. (2016)

Sraha et al. (2020)
H. M. D. Wang and Sengupta (2016)

is the company’s ability to find, attract and
Networking retain the appropriate stakeholders for the
creation of valuable networks and partnerships.

Stakeholder Transforming

Relationship

Source: Research data.

In the next section, we discuss how each group of dynamic capabilities relates to each other and which of them can be sources
of competitive advantage for the companies that develop them.

DISCUSSION

This study aims to identify in the literature the dynamic capabilities that are important for stakeholder management. The
11 found, classified in the categories of stakeholder sensing, stakeholder seizing and stakeholder transformation, present
different relationships with the companies’ competitive advantage, as well as a link of interdependence between them. These
two issues will be further explored in this section.

The first set of dynamic capabilities helps the company identify opportunities and threats. Stakeholder sensing occurs through
mapping capabilities, radical transitivity, and communication. The first two are responsible for identifying and analyzing
the most diverse groups that can affect and be affected by the company (Freeman, 1984), in addition to having power and
strategic importance for management (Boaventura, Bosse, Mascena, & Sarturi, 2020). Furthermore, to identifying stakeholder
groups, they are also important for identifying and analyzing stakeholder resources and capabilities that can contribute to the
company’s value creation. Communication, although not intended to identify stakeholders, is also important for understanding
their demands and interests, as it establishes a dialogue with them.

Thus, as these capabilities allow the collection of information from such actors, they contribute to the identification of the
stakeholders’ utility function, that is, their preferences for different types of resources (Harrison et al., 2010; Tantalo &
Priem, 2014). This knowledge is useful to define the best action strategies in terms of mobilizing the necessary resources for
stakeholder management.

Although important, stakeholder sensing capabilities do not, by themselves, confer a competitive advantage to the company,
as its routines and procedures can be easily copied. However, when well developed, they contribute to improving stakeholder
seizing capacity, given that, once identified, analyzed, and understood, stakeholders can be won over, engaged, and mobilized
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to contribute to the company. Thus, the stakeholder sensing capability is important for the development of other more complex
dynamic capabilities, such as stakeholder seizing. Considering this perspective, we propose that:

Proposition 1: The better the capacity for stakeholder sensing — mapping, radical transactiveness and communication —,
the better the capacity for stakeholder seizing — engagement, leadership, political, and donation.

The second set of dynamic capabilities mobilizes the company’s stakeholders to create joint value. This capability includes those
of engagement, leadership, political and donations. Unlike stakeholder sensing, these can offer greater potential for creating
competitive advantage. This is because stakeholder seizing capabilities are more difficult to find in the market, since they are
usually built by the company, whose development processes are embedded in a specific context (C. L. Wang & Ahmed, 2007).

Engagement, for example, is developed over time and needs to continually evolve (Panda & Sangle, 2019). According to the
two authors, among the characteristics of engagement that make it a strategic capability are the need to adjust to the user,
the exclusivity, and the difficulty of replicating the practices adopted by a competing company. In this way, just having a set
of stakeholders does not confer a competitive advantage, but it is the relationship that the company has with its stakeholder
groups that establishes this advantage depending on how much these actors will contribute to organizational objectives
(Panda & Sangle, 2019). This dynamic also applies to leadership, political, and giving. Another example of this relationship can
be seen in the relationship between political and change capabilities, in which the former mobilizes various political actors,
which influence companies’ ability to change in terms of business models, relationship networks and institutional changes
(Mbalyohere & Lawton, 2018, Nenonen et al., 2019).

Some stakeholder seizing capabilities can be understood as creating competitive advantage. Cantrell et al. (2015) argue that
the CSR donation process provides a competitive advantage, by positively affecting the management of internal and external
stakeholders, allowing the company to execute its strategies more effectively. However, we understand that the effect of this
relationship does not occur directly. In other words, dynamic stakeholder seizing capabilities first improve learning, change,
networking, and relationships, which in turn generate competitive advantage. Thus, we propose that:

Proposition 2: The better the capability for stakeholder seizing — engagement, leadership, political and donation —, the better
the capability for stakeholder transformation — learning, change, networking, and relationships.

The third set of dynamic capabilities continually reconfigures the company’s relationships with its stakeholder groups. They
include learning, change, networking, and relationship. Their maintenance can provide a sustainable competitive advantage,
since replicating them in different contexts is difficult and costly, due to their characteristics of path dependence and causal
ambiguity. More specifically, learning, change, networking, and relationships, although they may rely on specific routines and
processes for their development, are socially constructed and have a large share of tacit knowledge and interrelationship
between actors, which makes difficult to identify the different paths taken by the company over time for its development.

These characteristics make dynamic stakeholder transforming capabilities valuable, rare, expensive to imitate, and nonsubstitutable.
They are valuable because their reconfiguration allows the company to increase its customers’ willingness to pay and/or the
ability to reduce costs (Barney et al., 2021). An example of this is the application of learning to understand and explore
the utility function of stakeholders. This ability, by exchanging information with its main stakeholders, fosters their trust, which
unlocks important information about preferences for certain combinations of tangible and intangible value (Harrison et al.,
2010; Tantalo & Priem, 2014), which results in an adequate meeting of stakeholder expectations, without wasting resources.

Capabilities are rare as few competitors have similar ones. Companies capable of generating competitive advantage from their
stakeholder management capabilities achieve it not only by creating and sharing value with stakeholders, but also by becoming
known for this behavior, which results in reputational benefits (Harrison et al., 2010). Furthermore, the relationship based on
justice and trust generates loyalty and positive reciprocity on the part of the stakeholders (Gées et al., 2021, Harrison et al.,
2010). Reputation, loyalty, and positive reciprocity, to which they effectively contribute to organizational purposes, represent
barriers for competing companies (Harrison et al., 2010).

Finally, they are expensive to imitate and nonsubstitutable, as they are socially complex, path-dependent, or causally
ambiguous in nature (Barney et al., 2021). The relationship, for example, involves creating and maintaining fair organizational
relationships in terms of distribution, processes and interactions between the company and stakeholders. Likewise, networking
needs relationships based on trust to retain its stakeholder network. Relationships based on trust require management time
and dedication to build. However, once developed, they present several important results, such as increased innovation
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(Odabashian et al., 2019), brand equity (H. M. D. Wang & Sengupta, 2016) and performance (Fang et al., 2010). Considering
this context, we propose that:

Proposition 3: The better the capability for stakeholder transformation, the greater the potential for creating competitive
advantage.

Figure 1 graphically presents the propositions about the relationship between dynamic capabilities and competitive advantage.

Figure 1
The relationship between dynamic capabilities and competitive advantage

Stakeholder Stakeholder Stakeholder
Seizing Seizing Transforming
Engagement L i iti
Mapping 838 earning Competitive
. Advantage
. Leadership Change
Transactiveness > ‘ > R
o Political Networking
Communication
Donation Relationship

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

This research aimed to analyze the dynamic capabilities that are related to stakeholder management. The systematic review
of the literature revealed important dynamic capabilities for stakeholder management that ranged from capabilities more
widespread in the literature, such as engagement and relationships, to more specific ones, such as political and radical
transactiveness. As a contribution, the study presents a list of important dynamic capabilities for stakeholder management
and discusses their relationship with competitive advantage.

Managerial implications

The research results indicate important ways to broaden the discussion on stakeholder theory and dynamic capabilities in
an integrative view. However, his contribution is not restricted to theory. The article is also relevant for company managers,
who can use the list to map their company’s capabilities, and which should be developed to improve the management of
their stakeholder groups. The results also indicate the dynamic capabilities that can be a source of competitive parity and
easily copied by the competition, in addition to those that are sources of sustainable competitive advantage for the company.

Limitations and implications for future research

This research has some limitations that can be developed in future research. The first refers to the identification of antecedents
of dynamic capabilities for stakeholders. Despite not having been the objective of the study, understanding the factors that
contribute to the development of these capabilities can help managers to develop strategies for developing the dynamic
capabilities listed. Thus, it is suggested that future research analyzes the antecedents/determinants of dynamic capabilities
for stakeholder management. In this same perspective, the analysis of which organizational contexts or characteristics — such
as size, sector, etc. — affect the development of these capabilities can bring relevant advances to the literature.
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The second limitation lies in the analysis of the relationship between dynamic capabilities and the various stakeholder groups.
In other words, the same dynamic capability can have different effects on the management of different stakeholder
groups. For example, for employees, leadership may be highly important in explaining the relationship, while for customers,
the most important dynamic for management may be engagement. Thus, it is suggested that future research investigates
how each of the dynamic capabilities listed are associated with the management of distinct stakeholder groups.

Cad. EBAPE.BR, v. 20, n° 4, Rio de Janeiro, July/Aug. 2022 539-542



Dynamic capabilities for stakeholder management

REFERENCES

Asija, A., & Ringov, D. (2020). Dynamic capabilities: the role of
board monitoring and managerial incentives. BRQ — Business
Research Quarterly, 24(4), 268-280. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1177/2340944420916309

Bakker, F., & Nijhof, A. (2002). Responsible chain management:
a capability assessment framework. Business Strategy and the
Environment, 11(1), 63-75. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1002/
bse.319

Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive
advantage. Journal of Management, 17(1), 99-120. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108

Barney, J. B. (2018). Why resource-based theory’s model of profit
appropriation must incorporate a stakeholder perspective. Strategic
Management Journal, 39(13), 3305-3325. Retrieved from https://
doi.org/10.1002/smj.2949

Barney, J. B., Ketchen, D. J., Jr., & Wright, M. (2021). Resource-
based theory and the value creation framework. Journal of
Management, 47(7), 1936-1955. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1177/01492063211021655

Boaventura, J. M. G., Bosse, D. A., Mascena, K. M. C., & Sarturi, G.
(2020, April). Value distribution to stakeholders: the influence of
stakeholder power and strategicimportance in public firms. Long Range
Planning, 53(2), 101883. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
Irp.2019.05.003

Bridoux, F., & Stoelhorst, J. W. (2014). Microfoundations for stakeholder
theory: managing stakeholders with heterogeneous motives. Strategic
Management Journal, 35(1), 107-125. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1002/smj.2089

Bundy, J., Vogel, R. M., & Zachary, M. A. (2017). Organization-
stakeholder fit: a dynamic theory of cooperation, compromise, and
conflict between an organization and its stakeholders. Strategic
Management Journal, 39(2), 476-501. Retrieved from https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/smj.2736

Cantrell, J. E., Kyriazis, E., & Noble, G. (2015). Developing CSR giving
as a dynamic capability for salient stakeholder management. Journal
of Business Ethics, 130(2), 403-421. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10551-014-2229-1

Carvalho, D., Demo, G., Medeiros, J., & Scussel, F. (2021). Citizen
Relationship Management (CiRM): passado, presente e futuro de
um conceito emergente. Cadernos EBAPE.BR, 19(1), 32-44. Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.1590/1679-395120200057

Carvalho, M. M., Fleury, A., & Lopes, A. P. (2013). An overview of
the literature on technology road mapping (TRM): contributions and
trends. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 80(7), 1418-
1437. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2012.11.008

Chen, I.J., & Kitsis, A. M. (2017). A research framework of sustainable
supply chain management. The International Journal of Logistics
Management, 28(4), 1454-1478. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1108/1JLM-11-2016-0265

Coff, R. W. (1999). When competitive advantage doesn’t lead to
performance: the resource-based view and stakeholder bargaining

Cad. EBAPE.BR, v. 20, n° 4, Rio de Janeiro, July/Aug. 2022

Carine Dalla Valle
Greici Sarturi

power. Organization Science, 10(2), 119-212. Retrieved from https://
doi.org/10.1287/0rsc.10.2.119

Dentoni, D., Bitzer, V., & Pascucci, S. (2016). Cross-sector partnerships
and the co-creation of dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation.
Journal of Business Ethics, 135(1), 35-53. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10551-015-2728-8

Drnevich, P. L., & Kriauciunas, A. P., (2011). Clarifying the conditions
and limits of the contributions of ordinary and dynamic capabilities
to relative firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 32(3),
254-279. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;.882

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabilities:
what are they? Strategic Management Journal, 21(10-11),
1105-1121. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-
0266(200010/11)21:10/11<1105::AID-SMJ133>3.0.CO;2-E

Fang, S. R., Huang, C. Y., & Huang, S. W. L. (2010). Corporate social
responsibility strategies, dynamic capability and organizational
performance: cases of top Taiwan-selected benchmark
enterprises. African Journal of Business Management, 4(1), 120-
132. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.5897/AJBM.9000160

Ferrell, O., Gonzalez-Padron, T. L., Hult, G. T. M., & Maignan, I.
(2010). From market orientation to stakeholder orientation. Journal
of Public Policy & Marketing, 29(1), 93-96. Retrieved from https://
doi.org/10.1509/jppm.29.1.93

Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic management: a stakeholder approach.
Boston, MA: Pitman.

Freeman, R. E., Dmytriyev, S. D., & Phillips, R. A. (2021). Stakeholder
theory and the resource-based view of the firm. Journal of
Management, 47(7), 1757-1770. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206321993576

Freeman, R. E., Harrison, J. S., Wicks, A. C., Parmar, B. L., & De Colle,
S. (2010). Stakeholder theory: the state of the art. The Academy of
Management Annals, 4(1), 403-445. Retrieved from https://doi.org
/10.5465/19416520.2010.495581

Friedman, A. L., & Miles, S. (2006). Stakeholders: theory and practice.
New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Garcia-Castro, R., & Aguilera, R. V. (2015). Incremental value creation
and appropriation in a world with multiple stakeholders. Strategic
Management Journal, 36(1), 137-147. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1002/smj.2241

Goes, H. A. A, Reis, G. G., & Abib, G. (2021). When stakeholder
theory meets justification theory: an intersection proposal.
Cadernos EBAPE.BR, 19(4), 901-917. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1590/1679-395120200179

Greenhalgh T. (1997). Papers that summarise other papers (systematic
review and metaanalyses). BMJ, 13(315), 672-675. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.672

Haarhaus, T., & Liening, A. (2020, June). Building dynamic capabilities
to cope with environmental uncertainty: The role of strategic foresight.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 155, 120033. Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120033



Dynamic capabilities for stakeholder management

Harrison, J. S., Bosse, D. A., & Phillips, R. A. (2010). Managing for
stakeholders, stakeholder utility functions, and competitive advantage.
Strategic Management Journal, 31(1), 58-74. Retrieved from https://
doi.org/10.1002/smj.801

Hart, S. L., & Sharma, S. (2004). Engaging fringe stakeholders for
competitive imagination. Academy of Management Perspectives, 18(1),
7-18. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2004.12691227

Helfat, C. E., & Peteraf, M. A. (2009). Understanding dynamic capabilities:
progress along a developmental path. Strategic Organization, 7(1),
91-102. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127008100133

Henisz, W. J. (2016). The dynamic capability of corporate
diplomacy. Global Strategy Journal, 6(3), 183-196. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1121

Igwe, P. A., Lock, D., Ochinanwata, C., Nwakpu, E. S., & Nwedu, C. N.
(2020). The global order, regional integration and multiculturally diverse
stakeholders. International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 29(1),
119-135. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1108/1JOA-10-2019-1896

Ince, |., & Hahn, R. (2020). How dynamic capabilities facilitate the
survivability of social enterprises: A qualitative analysis of sensing
and seizing capacities. Journal of Small Business Management, 58(6),
1256-1290. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12487

Jarratt, D. (2008). Testing a theoretically constructed relationship
management capability. European Journal of Marketing, 42(9/10), 1106-
1132. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560810891172

Kazadi, K., Lievens, A., & Mahr, D. (2016). Stakeholder co-creation during
the innovation process: Identifying capabilities for knowledge creation
among multiple stakeholders. Journal of Business Research, 69(2), 525-
540. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbusres.2015.05.009

Kivipdld, K. (2015). Organizational leadership capability—a mechanism of
knowledge coordination for inducing innovative behaviour: a case study
in Estonian service industries. Baltic Journal of Management, 10(4),
478-496. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-10-2014-0152

Konadu, R., Owusu-Agyei, S., Lartey, T. A., Danso, A., Adomako, S., &
Amankwah-Amoabh, J. (2020). CEOs’ reputation, quality management
and environmental innovation: the roles of stakeholder pressure and
resource commitment. Business Strategy Environment, 29(6), 2310-
2323. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2504

Laplume, A. O., Sonpar, K., & Litz, R. A. (2008). Stakeholder theory:
reviewing a theory that moves us. Journal of Management, 34(6), 1152-
1189. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308324322

Leemann, N., & Kanbach, D. K. (2021). Toward a taxonomy of dynamic
capabilities—a systematic literature review. Management Research
Review, 45(4), 486-501. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1108/
MRR-01-2021-0066

Liberati, A., Altman, D. G., Tetzlaff, J., Mulrow, C., Ggtzsche, P. C.,
loannidis, J. P. ... Moher, D. (2009). The Prisma statement for reporting
systematic reviews and meta-analyses of studies that evaluate health
care interventions: explanation and elaboration. Journal of Clinical
Epidemiology, 62(10), e1-e34. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pmed.1000100

Lynch, J. (2019). Advertising industry evolution: agency creativity,
fluid teams and diversity: an exploratory investigation. Journal of

Cad. EBAPE.BR, v. 20, n° 4, Rio de Janeiro, July/Aug. 2022

Carine Dalla Valle
Greici Sarturi

Marketing Management, 35(9-10), 845-866. Retrieved from https://
doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2019.1635188

Manoukian, A., HassabEInaby, H. R., & Odabashian, V. (2015). A proposed
framework for renewable energy technology commercialization and
partnership synergy: a case study approach. American Journal of
Business, 30(2), 147-174. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1108/
AJB-08-2014-0052

Mascena, K. M. C., & Stocker, F. (2020). Gestdo das partes interessadas:
estado da arte e perspectivas. Future Studies Research Journal — Trends
and Strategies, 12(1), 1-30. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.24023/
Futurelournal/2175-5825/2020.v12i1.490

Massa, R. M., Partyka, R. B., & Lana, J. (2020). Pesquisa e teoria
da agéncia comportamental: uma revisdo e agenda de pesquisa.
Cadernos EBAPE.BR, 18(2), 220-236. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1590/1679-395177017

Mbalyohere, C., & Lawton, T. C. (2018). Engaging stakeholders
through corporate political activity: insights from MNE nonmarket
strategy in an emerging African market. Journal of International
Management, 24(4), 369-385. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1016/].
intman.2018.04.006

Mention, A. L., Barlatier, P. J., & Josserand, E. (2019, July). Using social
media to leverage and develop dynamic capabilities for innovation.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 144, 242-250. Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.03.003

Mitchell, R. K., Agle, B. R., & Wood, D. J. (1997). Toward a theory of
stakeholder identification and salience: defining the principle of who
and what really counts. Academy of Management Review, 22(4), 853-
886. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.2307/259247

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., & Altman, D. (2009). Preferred
reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: the Prisma
statement. International Journal of Surgery, 8(5), 336-341. Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.b2535

Mu, J., Thomas, E., Peng, G., & Di Benedetto, A. (2017, July). Strategic
orientation and new product development performance: the role of
networking capability and networking ability. Industrial Marketing
Management, 64, 187-201. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
indmarman.2016.09.007

Nenonen, S., Storbacka, K., & Windahl, C. (2019). Capabilities for market-
shaping: triggering and facilitating increased value creation. Journal
of the Academy of Marketing Science, 47(4), 617-639. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-019-00643-z

Nutsugah, F. F., Anning-Dorson, T., Braimah, S. M., & Tweneboah-
Koduah, E. Y. (2021). Candle under a bushel: communicating
environmental performance to improve firm performance. International
Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, 70(8), 1953-
1971. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1108/1JPPM-12-2019-0578

Panda, S. S., & Sangle, S. (2019). Stakeholder engagement as a
dynamic capability. Business Strategy and Development, 3(2), 204-
212. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1002/bsd2.89

Peters, N. J., Hofstetter, J. S., & Hoffmann, V. H. (2011).
Institutional entrepreneurship capabilities for interorganizational
sustainable supply chain strategies. The International Journal of
Logistics Management, 22(1), 52-86. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1108/09574091111127552



Dynamic capabilities for stakeholder management

Odabashian, V., HassabElnaby, H. R., & Manoukian, A. (2019).
Innovative renewable energy technology projects’ success through
partnership. International Journal of Energy Sector Management, 13(2),
341-358. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1108/IJESM-04-2018-0001

Rebs, T., T., D., Brandenburg, M., & Seuring, S. (2019). Impacts of
stakeholder influences and dynamic capabilities on the sustainability
performance of supply chains: a system dynamics model. Journal
of Business Economics, 89, 893-926. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11573-019-00940-7

Shams, S. R., & Solima, L. (2019). Big data management: implications of
dynamic capabilities and data incubator. Management Decision, 57(8),
2113-2123. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-07-2018-0846

Shams, S.R., Vrontis, D., Thrassou, A., Themistocleous, C., & Christofi, M.
(2020). Stakeholder dynamics of contextual ambidextrous capabilities
and authenticity: a conceptual synchronisation for competitive
advantage. Journal of General Management, 46(1), 26-35. Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.1177/0306307020913688

Sharma, S., Aragén-Correa, J. A., & Rueda-Manzanares, A. (2007).
The contingent influence of organizational capabilities on proactive
environmental strategy in the service sector: an analysis of North
American and European ski resorts. Canadian Journal of Administrative
Sciences/Revue Canadienne Des Sciences de I’Administration, 24(4),
268-283. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1002/cjas.35

Sraha, G., Sharma, R. R,, Crick, D., & Crick, J. M. (2020). International
experience, commitment, distribution adaptation and performance:
a study of Ghanaian firms in B2B export markets. Journal of Business
& Industrial Marketing, 35(11), 1715-1738. Retrieved from https://
doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-05-2019-0197

Stocker, F., Mascena, K., Cunha, M., Azevedo, A. C., Boaventura, J.,
& Gama, M. (2019). Teoria de redes de influéncias de stakeholders:
uma abordagem revisitada. Cadernos EBAPE.BR, 17(Esp.), 673-688.
Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1590/1679-395176683

Tantalo, C., & Priem, R. L. (2014). Value creation through stakeholder
synergy. Strategic Management Journal, 37(2), 314-329. Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2337

Tattara, G. (2018). Building (or not building) dynamic capabilities: the
case of Italian subsidiaries in China and India. Multinational Business
Review, 26(4), 337-360. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1108/
MBR-11-2017-0087

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: the nature and
microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise performance. Strategic

Carine Dalla Valle
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5516-289X

Carine Dalla Valle
Greici Sarturi

Management Journal, 28(13), 1319-1350. Retrieved from https://
doi.org/10.1002/smj.640

Teece, D.J. (2014). A dynamic capabilities-based entrepreneurial theory
of the multinational enterprise. Journal of International Business Studies,
45(1), 8-37. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2013.54

Teece, D. J. (2018). Business models and dynamic capabilities. Long
Range Planning, 51(1), 40-49. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
Irp.2017.06.007

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities
and strategic management. Strategic Management Journal,
18(7), 509-533. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1002/
(SIC1)1097-0266(199708)18:7<509::AID-SMJ882>3.0.C0O;2-Z

Uruefia, A., Hidalgo, A., & Arenas, A. E. (2016). Identifying capabilities
in innovation projects: Evidences from eHealth. Journal of Business
Research, 69(11), 4843-4848. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jbusres.2016.04.041

Vargas, J. R. C., & Mantilla, C. E. M. (2014). Sustainable supply chain
management capabilities: a review from the resource-based view,
the dynamic capabilities and stakeholder theories. Latin American
Journal of Management for Sustainable Development, 1(4), 323-
343, Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1504/LAJMSD.2014.067388

Verona, G., & Zollo, M. (2015). The human side of dynamic capabilities:
a holistic learning model. In M. Easterby-Smith & M. A. Lyles (Eds.),
Handbook of Organizational Learning and Knowledge Management
(pp. 535-550). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley & Sons.

Xiao, Y., & Watson, M. (2019). Guidance on conducting a systematic
literature review. Journal of Planning Education and Research, 39(1),
93-112. Retrieved fromhttps://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X17723971

Wang, C. L., & Ahmed, P. K. (2007). Dynamic capabilities: a review and
research agenda. International Journal of Management Reviews, 9(1),
31-51. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2007.00201.x

Wang, H. M. D., & Sengupta, S. (2016). Stakeholder relationships,
brand equity, firm performance: a resource-based perspective. Journal
of Business Research, 69(12), 5561-5568. Retrieved from https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.05.009

Watson, R., Wilson, H. N., Smart, P., & Macdonald, E. K. (2018).
Harnessing difference: a capability-based framework for stakeholder
engagement in environmental innovation. Journal of Product
Innovation Management, 35(2), 254-279. Retrieved from https://
doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12394

Doctoral student in Administration at the Graduate Program in Business Administration at the Federal University of Santa Maria (UFSM).

E-mail: carinedallavalle@gmail.com

Greici Sarturi
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6670-7565

Adjunct Professor at the Federal University of Santa Maria (UFSM) at the Department of Administration, Palmeira das Missdes campus; Doctor
in Administration from the School of Economics, Business and Accounting of the University of Sdo Paulo (USP); Professor of the Graduate Programs in
Public Administration (PPGAP) and Management of Public Organizations (PPGOP). E-mail: greici.sarturi@ufsm.br

Cad. EBAPE.BR, v. 20, n° 4, Rio de Janeiro, July/Aug. 2022



