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"It is the long history of humankind (and animal kind, too) that those who learned to 
collaborate and improvise most effectively have prevailed." – Charles Darwin 
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Abstract 
Stakeholder engagement can increase the likelihood of project success through a stronger 
commitment by stakeholders to the firm, increased firm legitimacy, greater potential for 
value creation and competitive advantage, and more trust in firm-stakeholder relationships 
(Berman et al., 1999; Graves and Waddock, 1994; Harrison et al., 2010; Hillman and Keim, 
2001; Post, Preston, and Sachs, 2002; Parmar et al., 2010). The aim of this study was to 
investigate how project managers can create stakeholder engagement in innovative urban 
development projects that are of regional importance. Relevant literature on stakeholder 
management and engagement was analyzed and a framework was constructed. Based on 
this framework, a tool for stakeholder engagement was created which project managers can 
apply in innovative urban development projects. This tool consists of several recent 
advancements in literature that are linked together by determining the relationships 
amongst them. The tool is applied in an innovative urban development project in Eindhoven 
called ‘District E’, where the tool was used to guide the process of creating stakeholder 
engagement. To apply the tool in this project, multiple interviews were held with 
stakeholders. The results from the case indicated that the tool is effective in creating 
stakeholder engagement in this specific project and engagement from multiple stakeholders 
was realized. This indicates that the stakeholder engagement tool that was developed in this 
research can serve as a boundary object that can guide research and assist practitioners that 
want to create stakeholder engagement. 
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Executive Summary 
Introduction – This report describes a study conducted at TU/e Lighthouse commissioned by 
Amvest on District E, an innovative urban development project in Eindhoven. In this and 
similar projects, stakeholder engagement is becoming increasingly important for project 
developers. Innovative urban development projects are large-scale, affect many 
stakeholders, have regional importance, take multiple years of preparation and execution, 
and are often built on locations that complicate the execution (Yang, 2014). These 
innovative urban development projects are becoming more common and project developers 
require competitive advantage to differentiate their projects from the competition. 
Therefore, these innovative urban development projects require a different approach to 
ensure stakeholder engagement and a successful project. For Amvest, it is unclear how 
project managers should approach these new projects and how they can create stakeholder 
engagement. Therefore, this study sets out to improve Amvest’s ability to create stakeholder 
engagement through a strategic, systematic, validated and well-informed tool. This means 
the following research question is posed: “How can an organization successfully create 
stakeholder engagement in an innovative urban development project of regional 
importance?” 
 
Method – In order to solve this field problem, a science-based design approach to 
organizational design is adopted by employing the approach of developing design knowledge 
(Van Aken et al., 2012). The goal of creating design knowledge is to integrate normative and 
descriptive theories into design paths that can be employed to produce more effective 
organizational systems (Talmar et al., 2018). Furthermore, this study adopted a two-step 
methodology. The first step was theoretical, involving the development of design knowledge 
from the literatures on stakeholder management and engagement toward constructing a 
tool. The second step was empirical, where the stakeholder engagement tool was applied in 
an innovative urban development project. Multiple interviews with stakeholders of the 
project formed the basis for gathering information and evaluating the tool. Through the 
application in practice, the stakeholder engagement tool was validated and adapted or 
improved where necessary.  
 
Theory – Based on the review of stakeholder management and engagement literature, it 
became clear that these concepts have been around for quite some time now. However, as 
with many theories in the stakeholder literature, managers are struggling with putting these 
theories into practice (Jensen and Sandström, 2011). And across academic literature there is 
limited theorizing of stakeholder engagement and little to no theorizing of its 
implementation (Lane and Devin, 2017; Greenwood, 2007). This study integrated multiple 
constructs into a stakeholder engagement tool. The most important constructs of the tool 
are multi-attribute utility functions (Harrison et al., 2010), stakeholder synergy (Tantalo and 
Priem, 2016), synergistic value propositions (Frow and Payne, 2011), and project-stakeholder 
fit (Bundy et al., 2017). These constructs were iteratively developed into a cyclical 
stakeholder engagement tool that can be used by project managers in innovative urban 
development projects. 
 
Stakeholder Engagement Tool – The stakeholder engagement tool that was developed in 
this thesis will guide project managers in innovative urban development projects. This tool 
was iteratively developed by extracting recent constructs that made advancements in 
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stakeholder management and engagement literature and applying the tool in practice. The 
tool starts with viewing the identification of stakeholders and means that are required to 
understand multi-attribute utility functions as inputs. Then, through a cyclical process, the 
inputs are transformed into additional interested stakeholders and stakeholder engagement 
in the operations of an innovative urban development project. The cyclical process revolves 
around the actual understanding of stakeholders’ multi-attribute utility functions, identifying 
and finding possibilities to create stakeholder synergy, synergistic value propositions, total 
project-stakeholder fit, stakeholder engagement in the orientation phase and legitimacy of 
the project. If project managers effectively apply the stakeholder engagement tool in their 
innovative urban development projects, the chances of project success are likely to increase. 
This is due to the fact that in these types of projects stakeholders often determine the 
success of a project (Freeman, 2010; Parmar et al., 2010). The stakeholder engagement tool 
is shown in Figure i.1. 
 

 
Figure i.1: Stakeholder Engagement Tool 

 
Empirical Analysis – The data for the application of the stakeholder engagement tool was 
gathered through two rounds that consisted of 17 semi-structured interviews. The first 
round concerned the initial exploration of the selected stakeholders based on a 
prioritization. The second round concerned follow-up talks to transform the initial interest 
into specific and practical stakeholder engagement. This process was conducted as a 
validation of the stakeholder engagement tool that was developed. Several important 
conclusions with regards to the stakeholder engagement tool emerged. First, when 
organizations are searching for possibilities to create stakeholder engagement, they should 
first focus on the possibility with the highest level of total stakeholder synergy across all 
stakeholders. Second, the stakeholder engagement tool forces project managers to consider 
multiple viewpoints. This offers them the possibility to adhere to previously unknown 
sources of value that are important for their stakeholders. Third, effectively applying the 
stakeholder engagement tool will take a considerable amount of time from the project 
managers and the organization must be willing to commit this time. However, as shown in 
the case, the benefits might outweigh the costs of applying the stakeholder engagement 
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tool. Fourth, the high response rate and willingness to participate in the project is 
remarkable. In line with one of the strengths that was mentioned by many stakeholders, 
cooperation and collaboration are important in the Brainport region.  
 
Conclusion – This thesis presented a first attempt to develop design knowledge for creating 
stakeholder engagement in innovative urban development projects of regional importance. 
Furthermore, this research on stakeholder engagement provides a tool that project 
managers can use to create stakeholder engagement in innovative urban development 
projects. Creating stakeholder engagement will increase the likelihood of project success 
through a stronger commitment by stakeholders to the firm, increased firm legitimacy, 
greater potential for value creation and competitive advantage, and more trust in firm-
stakeholder relationships (Berman et al., 1999; Graves and Waddock, 1994; Harrison et al., 
2010; Hillman and Keim, 2001; Post, Preston, and Sachs, 2002; Parmar et al., 2010). Overall, 
creating stakeholder engagement in innovative urban development projects of regional 
importance is not straightforward. There are many interests and wishes that might conflict 
or exclude one another. This means that project managers have the difficult task of trying to 
incorporate the stakeholders and their accompanying wishes into the project. 
 
Discussion – This study identified multiple important constructs and their links to 
stakeholder engagement, by offering project managers in innovative urban development 
projects a tool for creating stakeholder engagement. 
The theoretical implications of this study include, amongst others, that the design 
knowledge lies on the interface of scholarly and management knowledge and facilitates the 
interaction between research and practice. Furthermore, this thesis provides a frame for 
positioning current and future research on stakeholder engagement. Additionally, previous 
as well as future research on stakeholder engagement can be positioned within, and/or in 
the interface of any set of the constructs of the design knowledge.  
Besides the theoretical implications, this study also has implications for practitioners. This 
research developed a new stakeholder engagement tool that project managers in innovative 
urban development projects can employ. Second, it also provided insights into the 
consequences of applying the individual constructs in practice and the links between them. 
Third, it provided insight into which factors stakeholders in the Eindhoven region deem 
important for an innovative urban development project.  
Like any other research, this research has its limitations. The limitations of this study are 
related to the case study, a part of the research team being involved in the project, and the 
context.  
Future research should focus on further refining the tool and the links between the 
individual constructs and focusing in more detail on the strategies that project managers 
should employ to realize stakeholder engagement in certain situations.
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1. Introduction 
1.1. Innovative Urban Development Projects 

The success of a city is dependent on its ability to attract and retain talent. Cities should be 
able to promote diversity and inclusiveness to remain attractive for future talent (WEF, 
2017). Densification, which describes an increasing density of people living in urban areas, is 
becoming more prevalent in our towns and cities (Propertyweek, 2018). This population 
pressure combined with an increasingly competitive market forces project developers to 
think creatively and produce sites that allow for future flexibility (Propertyweek, 2018). 
Due to densification and competitive market forces, project developers are forced to 
develop increasingly complex and larger projects that are becoming known as innovative 
urban development projects (Yang, 2014; Propertyweek, 2018). Innovative urban 
development projects are large-scale, affect many stakeholders, have regional importance, 
take multiple years of preparation and execution, and are often built on locations that 
complicate the execution (Yang, 2014). These so called innovative urban development 
projects are becoming more crucial due to the ever-increasing densification of cities who 
want to attract and retain talent. These innovative urban development projects require 
project managers to identify and manage multiple differing stakeholders with different 
levels of priority.  
 
The increasing research interest in multi-stakeholder analysis in urban planning reflects a 
growing recognition that stakeholders can and should influence the decision-making of 
urban development projects (Yang, 2014). An organization that currently encounters and will 
encounter a lot of these type of projects in the future is Amvest. Currently, Amvest is 
working on the plans for District E, an innovative urban development project in the city 
center of Eindhoven. District E will be iconic for the image of Eindhoven due to its location 
(neighboring the Eindhoven railway station), the scale of the project and all the stakeholders 
that are (in)directly involved by or with the project. This project requires a transformation 
from traditional project development processes to processes that are fit for innovative 
urban development projects of regional importance. These projects require a different way 
of thinking about the stakeholders of a project and how they should be managed, engaged 
and involved.  
 

1.2. Stakeholder Engagement 
Several authors have investigated stakeholder engagement and its benefits. These include, 
amongst others, a stronger commitment by stakeholders to the firm (Graves and Waddock, 
1994; Hillman and Keim, 2001), increased firm legitimacy (Post, Preston, and Sachs, 2002), 
greater potential for value creation and competitive advantage (Harrison et al., 2010), and 
more trust in firm-stakeholder relationships (Parmar et al., 2010). Through all these benefits, 
stakeholder engagement might have a positive effect on project success. Stakeholder 
engagement aims to help organizations compete in an increasingly complex and ever-
changing business environment. 
 
Building on the conceptual framework offered by stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1983), 
stakeholder engagement tries to analyze how it is possible to support collaboration among 
companies and stakeholders when the claims of stakeholders are not fully specified (Klein et 
al., 2012). Deegan and Parkin (2011) identified two levels of stakeholder engagement: (1) 
involvement as a means of “information giving and consultation” to increase stakeholders' 
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knowledge of a project; and (2) participation as a higher level of engagement by reducing 
stakeholder resistance to a project. Organizations engage with stakeholders to identify (and 
perhaps meet) their expectations, and to communicate how they are being responded to 
(Devin & Lane, 2014; Dobele et al., 2014).  
 

1.3. Developments in the Literature 
In today’s world, where organizations are becoming increasingly specialized, single firms will 
need to cooperate with other organizations to acquire the required resources for developing 
and realizing a complex value proposition (Appleyard and Chesbrough, 2017; Kapoor and 
Furr, 2015; Talmar et al., 2018). This is especially true for project developers who develop 
innovative urban development projects that affect a whole city or region and are thus 
considered to be of regional importance. Therefore, organizations often need to rely on 
actors and stakeholders to successfully build a complex value proposition (Lane & Devin, 
2017). On the one hand, collaborating with multiple organizations might increase the 
complexity of a project. On the other hand, firms can make use of synergies, 
complementarities, and network effects arising between actors to formulate and realize 
complex value propositions (Adner & Feiler, 2017). For organizations that engage in complex 
projects with multiple stakeholders, effectively managing and engaging stakeholders 
becomes increasingly important for success (Freeman, 2010; Parmar et al., 2010).  
 
The stakeholder perspective in organizational research has traditionally recognized the 
importance of managing relationships between an organization and its many stakeholders 
(Freeman, Harrison, & Wicks, 2007). Given the interdependence between an organization 
and its stakeholders, survival and success for both are, in many ways, jointly determined. 
Hence, successful organizations are often those that are able to effectively foster 
cooperation with stakeholders—understood as interdependent actions that benefit both 
parties or the relationship between them (Barringer & Harrison, 2000; Bosse & Coughlan, 
2016; Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005). 
 
In academic literature, however, there is limited theorizing of stakeholder engagement, and 
little or no theorizing of its implementation (Lane & Devin, 2017). In the concept of 
stakeholder engagement, managers are confronted with the difficult task of identifying 
stakeholders (Heikkurinen & Ketola, 2012), understanding their concerns and requirements, 
and feeding those back to inform business practice (Green & Hunton-Clarke, 2003). Despite 
the ubiquity of the stakeholder concept (Donaldson, 2002) and stakeholder engagement 
activities, the engagement of stakeholders is an undertheorized area (Greenwood, 2007). 
Many accounts of stakeholder activities focus on the attributes of organizations or the 
attributes of stakeholders rather than on the attributes of the relationship between 
organizations and stakeholders (Frooman, 1999; Greenwood, 2001). 
 
Yang et al. (2011) conducted a literature review to identify gaps in previous stakeholder 
management and engagement literature. Amongst others, they concluded that a systematic 
framework for stakeholder management and engagement should be developed. 
Furthermore, their study provided empirical evidence on the context-specific feature of 
stakeholder management. Their conclusion is that the selection of approaches should be 
suitable for a particular situation and they are dependent on the available resources of the 
project, the nature of the project and the objectives of stakeholder engagement, all of which 
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can be determinants whether or not stakeholder engagement can be created. This indicates 
that stakeholder engagement is highly context specific.  
 
Meanwhile, the debate on stakeholder engagement has raised some interesting points: not 
only with reference to the aims of understanding stakeholders’ needs and perceptions but 
also with reference to the stakeholders’ perceptions of strategies adopted by companies to 
satisfy their needs (Hill et al., 2014). According to Brown and Forster (2013), to achieve 
efficient, effective, and suitable collaboration between companies and stakeholders it is 
necessary to identify and understand the aims of stakeholders, and the types of purpose 
that can be considered legitimate and aligned with the company’s perspectives. Hence, the 
capability of companies to improve the quality of stakeholder engagement requires 
investigation and deep understanding of the cognitive dimensions and strong beliefs that 
influence stakeholders’ behaviors and actions (Brown and Forster, 2013).  
 
Olander and Landin (2008) found that the outcome of stakeholder engagement mainly 
depends on how well the managers make stakeholders aware of the benefits of the 
intended action or project. Walley (2013) stressed the necessity to have a clear scope to 
initially engage stakeholders, maintain effective communication during the involvement of 
stakeholders, and dedicate time and managerial resources to manage and overcome the 
resistance to change, confirming an earlier study by Dentoni and Veldhuizen (2012).  
 
As is the case with many theories in the stakeholder literature, due to their general nature, 
they may be failing to reach a central aim: being very useful to managers (Jensen & 
Sandström, 2011). Furthermore, even though the stakeholder concept (Donaldson, 2002) 
and stakeholder engagement activities are latently present in many areas, the engagement 
of stakeholders is an undertheorized area (Greenwood, 2007). These findings highlight a 
potential literature gap. 
 
Although the concept of stakeholder engagement has been around for a long time, academic 
literature on stakeholder engagement still features significant gaps. An interesting avenue 
for future studies could be to enable stakeholder engagement by means of a managerial tool 
that supports strategy development and value creation. Literature emphasizes that 
stakeholders may have an active role in defining the strategies and plans of a company, 
acting as filters in understanding the market and in guiding companies towards a deeper 
alignment with context perceptions (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014). A stakeholder 
engagement-oriented strategy tool could enable managers to operationalize these academic 
suggestions toward practical advancements. 
 

1.4. Current Complications 
Although there is a significant body of literature available on stakeholder theory, creating 
stakeholder engagement is not always as straightforward as it seems. From a practical as 
well as from an academic perspective, there are at least two complications that make it 
difficult to propose new or improved approaches to stakeholder engagement, especially 
concerning a complex infrastructural project.  
 
First, project managers will have to assess to what extent they want to give stakeholders an 
active role in defining the companies’ strategies and plans (Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014). 
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Currently, stakeholder engagement is often organized in an ad-hoc type of way. 
Organizations should move away from this ad-hoc approach and use a more strategic 
approach to stakeholder engagement. Second, the complex nature of innovative urban 
development projects requires a different approach to stakeholder engagement. This holds 
that due to several reasons such as the large-scale of the project, the project affecting many 
stakeholders, it having regional importance, taking multiple years of preparation and 
execution, and built on locations that complicate the execution, firms need to strategically 
think about which stakeholders they want to include and which stakeholders they want to 
exclude. These complications identify the need for an improved strategic approach to 
stakeholder engagement.  
 
The purpose of this Master’s thesis is to research stakeholder engagement to better 
understand how it can be created in innovative urban development projects. By doing so, we 
address the need expressed by Lane and Devin (2017), for additional theorizing on 
stakeholder engagement and its implementation. To achieve this, a literature review is 
conducted to develop a framework that consists of the relevant constructs for stakeholder 
engagement. And this framework is applied through a single case study in an innovative 
urban development project. By developing a stakeholder engagement process tool, that will 
serve as a boundary object, practice and theory are brought together to create stakeholder 
engagement.  
 

1.5. Thesis Outline 
This thesis is structured as follows: Chapter 2 provides background information of the firm 
and describes the problem. Based on this problem, a problem statement is derived and 
according research questions are posed. Then, Chapter 3 describes the design science 
methodology that will be employed in this research, followed by the conceptual research 
design. Chapter 4 describes the theoretical approach used in this thesis. First, the theoretical 
background of stakeholder engagement literature is elaborated before defining the 
theoretical framework. This framework is essential for creating stakeholder engagement and 
is validated in practice. Chapter 5 discusses the creation of a stakeholder engagement tool 
that is based on the framework that was identified in the previous chapter. Thereafter, the 
tool is applied and evaluated in practice in Chapter 6 and conclusions about the 
implementation are made. Lastly, in Chapter 7 the conclusion and discussion section of this 
thesis are described. 
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2. Problem Statement and Research Question 
In this chapter, the context for this thesis is introduced. First, the need for design knowledge 
for stakeholder engagement is elaborated on. Then, the project background is described by 
introducing the project and the company. Thereafter, the problem mess is described from 
which, fourth, the problem statement is derived. Finally, the research question and 
accompanying sub-questions are posed. 
 

2.1. In Need of Design Knowledge for Stakeholder Engagement 
Eskerod et al. (2015) posed four reasons why project stakeholders are crucial for success. 
These reasons are that the project requires contributions from project stakeholders 
(Aarseth, Rolstadas, & Andersen, 2011; de Bakker, Boonstra, & Wortmann, 2011), 
stakeholders often establish the criteria for success (McLeod, Doolin, & MacDonel, 2012; 
Morris & Hough, 1987), stakeholders’ resistance may negatively affect the project (Sallinen, 
Ahola, & Ruuska, 2011; Turner & Zollin, 2012;), and the project may affect its stakeholders in 
both positive and negative ways (Vrhovec, Hovelja, Vavpotič, & Krisper, 2015). For project 
developers, managing and engaging stakeholders becomes increasingly important. In this 
context, Bridoux & Stoelhorst (2014) suggested firms to develop stakeholder engagement 
strategies and think about stakeholder engagement in a strategic way.  
 
Academic research has revealed that the relevant issues to consider when strategizing 
stakeholder engagement are manifold. Approaching stakeholder engagement in a strategic 
way requires firms to take into consideration which stakeholders to include (Lane & Devin, 
2017); which requirements stakeholders might have (Devin & Lane, 2014); feeding 
requirements back to inform business practice (Green & Hunton-Clarke, 2003); attributes of 
the stakeholders (Greenwood, 2001); strategies for stakeholder engagement should always 
be context specific (Yang et al., 2011); understanding of the cognitive dimensions and strong 
beliefs that influence stakeholders’ behaviors and actions (Hill et al., 2014); and have a clear 
scope initially to engage stakeholders (Walley, 2013). The underlying assumption for 
managerial decision making on stakeholder engagement strategy is thus a thorough 
understanding of who the specific stakeholders are and how their requirements can be 
incorporated in the project.  
 
Unfortunately, it remains rare for theories and research results in stakeholder and project 
management studies to be used as cognitive tools by practitioners without the need for 
great modifications (Jensen and Sandström, 2011). This also holds for literature on 
stakeholder engagement. While many scholars have developed managerial considerations 
with respect to stakeholder engagement, there is no comprehensive tool that empowers 
managers to create stakeholder engagement and analyze the considerations in a structured 
way. 
 
Meanwhile, scholars too appear to struggle with operationalizing stakeholder engagement 
in a structured manner, there being nearly as many theoretical frameworks as there are 
papers on stakeholder engagement (Aarseth, Rolstadas, & Andersen, 2011; de Bakker, 
Boonstra, & Wortmann, 2011; McLeod, Doolin, & MacDonel, 2012; Morris & Hough, 1987; 
Sallinen, Ahola, & Ruuska, 2011; Turner & Zollin, 2012; Vrhovec, Hovelja, Vavpotič, & Krisper, 
2015). By defining the stakeholder synergy concept and the structural components, Tantalo 
& Priem (2016) made a first step toward conceptualizing stakeholder engagement. However, 
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it remains unclear for scholars how to represent stakeholder engagement and its structural 
components for analytical purposes.  
 
Thus, in order to empower both practitioners and scholars studying stakeholder 
engagement, this study sets out to develop design knowledge for stakeholder engagement.  
In developing the stakeholder engagement process tool, the design science cycle (van Burg 
et al., 2008) is used to create design knowledge that translates the theoretical arguments in 
stakeholder engagement to managerial guidelines. 
 

2.2. Project Background 
Amvest is a Dutch project developer that is active in property development and investment 
management. Amvest aims to develop social and sustainable living environments where 
people live, work and enjoy comfortably and healthy. The total value of assets under their 
management is over €4.5 billion.  
 
In June of 2017, Amvest won the tender for the ‘Stationsplein Eindhoven’ that was organized 
by the municipality of Eindhoven. The goal of the project is to transform the stationsplein 
from a dispersed square with no appearance into a high-quality urban area for living, 
working, going out and recreation. The new stationsplein will house a varied program with, 
amongst others, housing, hotels, work- and meeting spaces, study rooms, stores, multiple 
hospitality functions and exposition spaces. The proposal that Amvest made consists of 
three high-rise towers, where the first three floors of the towers are public space and thus 
accessible to the public. This new area will be named District E and should be completed in 
2023, it is shown in Figure 2.1.  
 

 
Figure 2.1: District E in Eindhoven (The three towers slightly left from the center of the 

image). 
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Amvest won the contest issued by the municipality with a proposal to create a vibrant area 
where the DNA of the city, which consists of a combination of technology, design and 
knowledge, is represented (Eindhoven 365, 2019). Organizations that are involved in the city 
marketing of Eindhoven use these three topics or DNA to position Eindhoven on an 
international stage (Eindhoven 365, 2019). Several key players have mentioned that the 
cooperation between the academia, business and government is one of the key reasons why 
the Brainport region became so successful. The stakeholders that have made the Brainport 
region a success consist of the so-called Triple Helix that consists of academia, business and 
government (Leydesdorff and Etzkowitz, 1998). However, due to the ambition of becoming 
the heart of the Brainport region, the plan for District E cannot be realized by Amvest solely. 
If Amvest really wants District E to become the heart of the Brainport region, they need 
commitments and engagement from stakeholders that have contributed to the success of 
the Brainport region. 
 
Several types of stakeholders are already involved with the project. The local government is 
the principal of the project and they are responsible for the public space surrounding the 
buildings. The buildings will be property of Amvest and the concept aims for a seamless 
connection with the public space. Neighboring residents are also involved with the project 
because the buildings will physically impact their houses. However, the stakeholders that are 
not yet involved in the project are the businesses that have contributed to the success of the 
Brainport region. Involving these businesses and creating stakeholder engagement amongst 
them will be beneficial for the project. 
 
The District E project is a good example of an innovative urban development project because 
it will affect the image and attractiveness of Eindhoven and the region due to its location 
and the scale of the project. There is also a clear need for the project managers to cooperate 
with many different stakeholders to realize the plans and it is important to include the voice 
of relevant and important stakeholders in the project. The context of the District E project 
offers the possibility to experiment with a ‘new’ (assembled and maybe even extrapolated 
from existing literature) stakeholder engagement approach. The involved organizations feel 
that due to the location and scale of the project, failure should not be an option because this 
will have tremendous consequences for Eindhoven and its image.  
 

2.3. Problem Mess 
Even though Amvest has successfully developed a large amount of property over the past 22 
years, projects like this with an ambition to become the heart of the Brainport region and 
the innovation involved in the project, remain challenging. This project will be the first of its 
kind for Amvest and the expectation is that several similar projects will be developed in the 
coming years. Especially the innovative nature and scale have consequences for the 
development process. With development space becoming more and more scarce, Amvest is 
looking for new ways to increase the total value that is created for the stakeholders. 
 
To explore the problem mess, several conversations were held with Amvest’s project team. 
From the conversations, it became clear that there is a need for a structured way to manage 
and engage stakeholders in a project of this kind. Amvest expects to develop more similar 
projects in the coming years and will benefit strongly from a structured and substantiated 
approach to stakeholder engagement.  
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Currently, the approach to stakeholder engagement in projects is mostly ad-hoc and based 
on experience. As indicated in literature, project managers would benefit from a strategic 
approach to stakeholder engagement and its implementation (Lane & Devin, 2017). Because 
the project managers are becoming increasingly busy with managing and engaging 
stakeholders, Amvest would benefit from a systematic and strategic approach. 
 

2.4. Problem Statement 
Reflecting on the previous two sections, the problem statement can be defined as follows: 

“The current approach to stakeholder engagement in projects is not structured and often 
based on an ad-hoc approach. For project managers, it is unclear how they should create 
stakeholder engagement through a strategic approach. Consequently, there is a lack of 
guidelines to assist project managers in creating stakeholder engagement, which results 
in wasted potential.” 
 

From this problem statement, the following assignment is formulated: 
“Improve Amvest’s capability to create stakeholder engagement in innovative urban 
development projects of regional importance through a systematic, strategic and 
substantiated approach.” 

 
2.5. Research Questions 

Research Question 
The central research question is formulated based on the problem statement: 
“How can a project development organization create stakeholder engagement in an 
innovative urban development project of regional importance?” 
 
Sub-questions 
SQ1: Based on previous theory, which factors predict achieving stakeholder engagement?  
SQ2: Which process should project managers engage in order to create stakeholder  

engagement? 
SQ3: What does the specific context for the District E project look like? 
SQ4: How can stakeholder engagement be created in the District E project by applying the  

stakeholder engagement tool? 
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3. Method 
The choice of the appropriate research approach and method is dependent on the nature of 
the phenomenon, the body of existing knowledge, and the practical circumstances of the 
research environment (Van Aken, Berends & van der Bij, 2012). In this chapter the method 
that is employed in this thesis is discussed, whilst keeping the things mentioned by van Aken 
et al. (2012) in mind. We first discuss the design science paradigm and accompanying 
methodology. Then, the conceptual research design is explained. Third, the research method 
is elaborated further. Finally, the quality of the research and how this is guaranteed are 
reviewed.  
 

3.1. Design Science Paradigm and Method 
3.1.1. Design Science Paradigm 

In the context of organization studies, Van Aken et al. (2012) have distinguished two 
paradigms – the exploratory research paradigm and the design science paradigm. The 
exploratory research paradigm is known for its quest for truth, which entails describing and 
understanding the objects of study and generating knowledge as the end goal (Van Aken et 
al., 2012). This paradigm allows researchers to describe, explain and predict with regards to 
the objects of study (Denyer, Transfield & Van Aken, 2008). A question that is often central 
in this paradigm is ‘how organizations work’, which is often explained by employing the 
empirical cycle, allowing the researchers to be observers. In the second, the design science 
paradigm, the quest for pragmatism is central, and designing and improving the objects of 
study and developing knowledge as a mean are in focus (Van Aken et al., 2012). This offers 
researchers the possibility to design and evaluate solutions for field problems to be 
generalized later and generate design knowledge so generic solution concepts can be 
derived for a class of particular field problems. Since the underlying epistemological notion 
of design is based on pragmatism, design knowledge is not only open to validation, but also 
actionable (Romme, 2003). The central questions that are answered by this paradigm are 
‘how should organizations work’ or ‘how should organizations be designed’. Approaching 
these research questions is done by employing the regulative cycle, allowing the researchers 
to be actors (Van Aken et al., 2012).  
 
The regulative cycle, shown in figure 3.1, is a practice-based research method, it is aimed at 
decision making. In contrast to the empirical cycle, which is aimed at producing scientific 
knowledge, the regulative cycle is applicable in business- and social-scientific problems. It 
consists of multiple steps which include identifying and analyzing the problem mess; 
analyzing the problem and designing solution(s); implementing the solution(s); and finally, 
evaluation. This evaluation could then lead to the definition of a new problem (Van Aken et 
al., 2012).  
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Figure 3.1: The regulative cycle (adopted from Van Aken et al., 2012) 

 
Approaching the problem statement that was defined in section 2.3 from the explanatory 
research paradigm, which means a mere explanation of the causes, will not be sufficient to 
solve the problem in practice. In this thesis, the encountered problem is part of a real 
business context and for it to be solved, more than a mere understanding of the problem is 
required. In order to tackle real life organization problems such as the one presented in this 
thesis, design science research can be a suitable approach. There are multiple particular 
reasons (Van Aken & Romme, 2009) why design science research is deemed a suitable 
approach for this research. First, the focus of this study is a field problem that is 
encountered by an organization, for which there is no adequate solution available in 
literature. Second, project managers that encounter the problem require solution-oriented 
knowledge which they can apply in practice. Third, it is performed through an actor’s 
perspective, which matches with the project that is studied, where the researcher can be 
part of the project. Fourth, the goal of this thesis is developing knowledge that can be used 
to improve a situation, which matches with research on the basis of pragmatic validity.   
 

3.1.2. Design Science Method 
This research adopts the science-based design perspective that has emerged approximately 
fifteen years ago in organization research (Dunbar, Romme and Starbuck, 2007; Romme, 
2003; Van Aken, 2004). It is focused on the development of design principles that are 
grounded in organization science as well as implemented solutions in practice (van Burg, 
Romme, Gilsing & Reymen, 2008).  
 
The main goal of design science methodology is to bridge the gap between academic 
research and managerial practice, by tackling problems that are encountered within 
organizations. An often-used way of doing this is by constructing design principles which 
Denyer et al. (2008, p. 396) have defined as: “what to do, in which situations, to produce 
what effect, and why this happens”. The purpose of design principles is to articulate generic 
design knowledge that’s applicable for achieving desirable outcome in a specific context.  
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There are two distinct approaches for developing design knowledge. The first approach is to 
build up principles from research, create design solutions and test those in practice, which is 
represented by the arrow labeled ‘deliberate design’ in Figure 3.2. Design solutions should 
have a certain level of implementability that allows for the design knowledge to be put into 
practice with relative ease. In this study, a design solution is developed by contextualizing 
scholarly knowledge to design principles and then further toward an actionable design 
solution for a project development organization. The second is to experiment with new 
practices to extract new principles from practice for research (van Burg et al., 2008), which is 
represented by the arrow labeled ‘emergent design’ in Figure 3.2. An example of 
decontextualization might be a first sample of new ventures processed through a university-
based incubator (van Burg et al., 2008). Or in this study, the implementation of a new design 
solution in practice and extracting design solutions from practice with the perspective of 
further decontextualizing it. In this research, both approaches were employed. Figure 3.2 
visualizes the link between practice and research. 
 

 
Figure 3.2: The research-design-development cycle form a science-based design perspective 

(adapted from van Burg et al., 2008). 
 
The nature of this research is exploratory, meaning that the focus was not investigating 
hypotheses, but rather generating understanding of stakeholder engagement practices. 
Finally, as the design knowledge is developed and tested in the context of its application a 
clinical perspective is adopted (van Aken, 2004).  
 

3.2. Conceptual Research Design 
In order to effectively answer the main research question of this thesis, this research is 
divided into multiple steps. Step 1 is the problem identification, where the problem and 
underlying causes are dissected, which is described in Chapter 2. Step 2 consists of an 
analysis of the theoretical background that is underlying to the problem. Based on the 
analysis of the theoretical background, the 3rd step is identifying the literature gap that will 
be addressed by this research. Step 4 consists of identifying the factors that might predict 
stakeholder engagement from academic literature, which is related to SQ1. This is done by 
analyzing academic literature on stakeholder management and engagement. After these 
factors have been identified, the relationships between these factors are determined by an 
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extensive literature review relating to the factors that have been identified, which results in 
a framework for stakeholder engagement, and is executed in step 5. The 6th step consists of 
designing a strategic stakeholder engagement tool based on the framework that was 
developed in the previous step, which is related to SQ2. In step 7, the stakeholder 
engagement tool is applied in the District E project, which is the object of study in this thesis. 
This is related to SQ4. This step also includes a context analysis to inform the application of 
the tool, which is related to SQ3. The tool is applied in this project and the effect of the tool 
is evaluated in step 8 to see which parts worked well and which parts worked less and the 
tool is adapted accordingly. The 9th and final step of this research is to translate the 
learnings, findings and contributions of this research into possible additions to academic 
literature, theory and practice.  
 

Figure 
3.3: Conceptual Research Design 

 
In relation to Figure 3.1, the development of a stakeholder engagement tool and the 
stakeholder engagement tool itself is seen as a design solution and a boundary object 
spanning between research and practice, as shown in Figure 3.3. This boundary object is 
then implemented in practice to conduct the testing and validation of the design solution 
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and confirm whether or not the stakeholder engagement tool works. If the tool is 
performing sub optimal, adaptations are made accordingly based on additional literature.  
 

3.3. Data Collection 
The first part of this research (represented by number 4 and 5 in Figure 3.3), which consists 
of identifying individual constructs from academic literature that are related to stakeholder 
engagement, serves to construct a stakeholder engagement tool. The second part of this 
research (represented by number 7 in Figure 3.3), consists of applying the stakeholder 
engagement tool in an innovative urban development project in Eindhoven called District E. 
The data for this part was collected from the field by conducting interviews with potential 
stakeholders of the project. The main purpose of this data collection is to identify the 
current problems, challenges, needs and requirements for these organizations in relation to 
the project. This information is then used as input and guidance for the application of the 
stakeholder engagement tool. To ensure the data is collected in a systematic way, an 
interview protocol is constructed.  
 
When the stakeholder engagement tool is applied in the District E project, the issues that 
are encountered in practice can inform the stakeholder engagement tool and its guidelines. 
Then, yet again, it is possible to turn to academic literature and search for relevant 
information with regards to the issues that were encountered. Furthermore, the innovative 
urban development project that will be studied in this thesis will be described as a case 
study. There are several reasons for choosing a case study. The first reason is due to the 
nature of the research question, which is aligned with the nature of a case study. The second 
is that the researcher has little control over events. And the third is a focus on a 
contemporary phenomenon in a real-life context, which is clearly applicable in this research 
(Yin, 2009).  
 

3.3.1. Validation Case Study Design 
In general, case studies adopt three main purposes, being either exploratory, descriptive, or 
explanatory in nature. Every purpose has its own accompanying strategy for execution (Yin, 
2009). The purpose of the case study in this thesis will mainly be exploratory as it aims to 
explore a new phenomenon. Furthermore, this study will explain how stakeholder 
engagement can be created in innovative urban development projects of regional 
importance, by developing a stakeholder engagement tool and applying it in practice. Yin 
(2009) stated that the goal of a case study is to expand and generalize theories, which 
matches very well with the purpose of this study. 
 
A research design is an important element that increases the quality of the case study itself 
and its outcomes (Yin, 2009). Developing an interview guide or protocol forces the 
researcher to think about the questions that need to be answered and the data that should 
be collected (Knox & Burkard, 2009). Another detail that is mentioned concerns the 
strictness of the protocol, the researcher can choose a strict protocol or a more unstructured 
approach. As the first data is gathered any analyzed, the questions and the central focus of 
the study can be refined (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). It is likely that basic themes and topic 
areas are determined prior to the interviews and that those are included in the protocol, 
whilst the questions might be subject to changes throughout the process of conducting 
interviews (Knox & Burkard, 2009). As stated by Castillo-Montoya (2016), a refined protocol 
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may strengthen the quality of the data that is obtained throughout the entire study. 
Therefore, it is considered valuable to develop a protocol before starting the data collection.  
 

3.3.2. Interviews 
As mentioned before, the majority of data that is used in this study is gathered through 
interviews. Interviews have two main purposes, the first is that it can serve as an instrument 
for conversation about a certain topic (Castillo-Montoya, 2016), the second is that it can be 
used to ask questions to gather specific information that is relevant for the study (Patton, 
2015). These interviews are especially important as they provide insight into how the 
stakeholder engagement tool is performing in practice. On the other hand, the interviews 
will shed light on the issues that arise from applying the stakeholder engagement tool in 
practice.  
 
The choice is made to use semi-structured interviews to gain insight into information that 
can be used for creating stakeholder engagement, whilst assessing different views and 
opinions. Semi-structured interviews offer researchers the possibility to gather specific 
information and enable comparison across persons (Knox & Burkard, 2009), remain open 
and flexible, and probe individual stories more accurately (Di Cicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006), 
which fits well with the objective of this thesis. The interview protocol for the interviews is 
shown in Appendix B. 
 
An introduction letter is sent to the participants prior to the interview. This introduction 
letter containing information about the project is shown in Appendix C. All of the interviews 
were conducted in Dutch, since the researcher and the interviewees are all Dutch. All of the 
interviews were recorded and during the interview notes were taken on the sheet shown in 
Appendix D. These notes were processed within 24 hours after the execution of the 
interview. Prior to starting the recording, the participants were asked for their explicit 
consent to record the interview. Unfortunately, the recording of the first interview failed 
due to a malfunction of the recording device. 
 
After the first round of interviews, three out of the 14 organizations are contacted again to 
have an additional interview. These interviews have a different focus than the first round of 
interviews, which is on further elaborating the results of the first round of interviews. These 
interviews were also semi-structured and the interview protocol for these interviews is 
shown in Appendix K. Since the participants were already familiar with the project and the 
context, there was no need to send another introductory letter prior to the interview. The 
participants for this round are highlighted in Appendix A.  
 

3.3.3. Interview Participants 
To identify the essential stakeholders for this project a list of 14 organizations is composed, 
together with the project team of Amvest. This list contains multinationals, knowledge 
institutions, design agencies and other organizations that have been important for the 
Brainport region and are still considered important. Due to the regional importance of the 
project and the ambition to become the heart of the Brainport region, these organizations 
are considered to be stakeholders. 
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All of the 14 selected organizations responded to our interview requests and three 
interviews are held with two participants. Since the project requires strategic and tactical 
commitments from the interviewed organizations, the interviews are taken at the right level 
in the organizations. The high response rate for the interviews is remarkable considering the 
high-level profiles that are selected for the interviews. This holds that, in line with the 
ambition that was mentioned before, all interviewees work for an organization that is 
located in Eindhoven or the surrounding region. And the specific participants within an 
organization are selected based on their function and position within the organization. 
Practically this means that many of the interviewees are CEO, Executive Vice-President, 
Partner or Owner, and are thus authorized to make commitments to the project. An 
overview of the participants is shown in Appendix A. 
 

3.4. Data Analysis 
The collected data is especially important for the cyclical middle part of the stakeholder 
engagement tool that is shown in Figure 5.1. Before the data from the interviews is 
analyzed, the recorded interviews were transcribed. A well-known approach for qualitative 
data was suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994). They suggested that qualitative data 
analysis consists of three steps: (1) data reduction: organizing, reducing, and discarding 
irrelevant data; (2) data display: displaying the data in a correct way so it is possible to draw 
conclusions; (3) drawing conclusions: developing conclusions from the data in relation to the 
study.  
 
In this thesis, the approach by Miles and Huberman (1994) is employed in the following way: 
(1) The raw data from the interviews is reduced and cleaned, discarding irrelevant data. 
Irrelevant data concerns specific examples or topics that are not in focus in this research. 
Since the interviews were semi-structured, some interviewees commented extensively on 
examples they mentioned. (2) Codes were determined based on the stakeholder 
engagement tool and the accompanying individual constructs that are shown in Figure 5.1. 
These codes are shown in Table 3.1. (3) The gathered data was analyzed using the list of 
codes. (4) When the analysis was completed, the data was analyzed for a second time to 
check whether or not the researcher coded the right data. (5) Finally, all coded parts were 
analyzed to confirm that the codes were assigned correctly.  
 
In conclusion, the data are structured into a table that is presented in Appendix G. This table 
is structured in the same way as Table 3.1, meaning that insights are clustered based on the 
code. These insights are accompanied by insights and actual quotes from the interviewees. 
This approach is deemed the most appropriate since several interviewees have described 
similar things using similar wordings.    
 

Category Code Definition 
Understanding 
of MAUFs 

Strategic Strategic attributes that are important for 
the organization and the interviewee  

Tactical Tactical attributes that are important for the 
organization and the interviewee 

Operational Operational attributes that are important for 
the organization and the interviewee 
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Ability to find 
Stakeholder 
Synergy 

Single stakeholder value 
creation 

Increasing the utility received by one 
stakeholder  

Complementary utilities Complementarities in needs across two or 
more stakeholders 

Follow-on efficiencies The increased utility offered draws high-
quality, essential stakeholder members  

Synergistic 
Value 
Proposition 

Value creation Possible value that can be created by 
offering a product or service 

Value delivery How the possible value is delivered to the 
customer 

Value capture Possible value that can be captured by the 
stakeholder 

Total Project-
Stakeholder Fit  

Value congruence The similarity of values, principles, and 
beliefs 

Strategic 
complementarities 

The mutual provision of resources to satisfy 
strategic needs 

Stakeholder 
engagement in 
Orientation 

Financial Financial commitments that the stakeholder 
is willing to make to the project 

Resources Non-financial resources that the stakeholder 
is willing to commit to the project 

Knowledge/Network Knowledge or networks that the stakeholder 
is willing to commit to the project 

Legitimacy of 
the Project 

Process Legitimacy of the process of engagement 
itself 

Decisions Legitimacy of the decisions that are reached 
via engagement 

Project/Organization Legitimacy of the project or organization 
itself 

Table 3.1: List of Codes 
 

3.5. Research Quality 
To ensure that this research is conducted according to academic standards, this subsection 
discusses the research quality. Since the boundary object that is in focus in this thesis is a 
strategic stakeholder engagement tool that can be used by project managers, traits that are 
valued by managers in strategy tools are important. These traits include, amongst others, a 
step-by-step systematic analysis of the situation, taking into consideration different 
viewpoints of different actors, an exploration of linkages between the inter-related elements 
of the system, a focus on the critical factors that are likely to determine the success of 
stakeholder engagement, and potentially identifying needs for additional data (Jarzabkowski 
and Kaplan, 2015; Wright et al., 2013; Talmar et al., 2018). These traits will be taken into 
consideration in the actual design of the stakeholder engagement tool in Chapter 5.  
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Hevner et al. (2004) state that the utility, quality, and efficacy of a design artifact must be 
rigorously demonstrated via well executed evaluation methods, meaning that evaluation is a 
crucial component of the design science research process. Furthermore, they mention that 
evaluation should include the integration of the artifact within the technical infrastructure of 
the business environment (Hevner et al., 2004). In their research, Hevner et al. (2004) 
mention that artifacts can be evaluated in terms of functionality, completeness, consistency, 
accuracy, performance, reliability, usability, fit with the organization, and other relevant 
quality attributes. A design artifact is viewed as complete and effective when it is able to 
fulfill the requirements and solve the constraints of the problem it was meant to. In this 
thesis, the design artifact is actually implemented in the business environment (Hevner et 
al., 2004).  
 
The chosen evaluation method should be aligned with the designed artifact and the selected 
evaluation metrics (Hevner et al., 2004). The goodness and efficacy of an artifact can be 
rigorously demonstrated via well-selected evaluation methods (Basili 1996; Kleindorfer et al. 
1998; Zelkowitz and Wallace 1998). In this research, the most appropriate way of evaluating 
the design artifact is through an observational method, the case study. In a case study, the 
artifact is studied in depth within the business environment and the artifact’s ability to 
adhere to the requirements and solve the constraints of the problem is assessed. 
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4. Stakeholder Engagement 
This chapter describes the start of the search for design knowledge related to stakeholder 
engagement and the individual constructs that are part of it. In section 4.1 the theoretical 
background is discussed. Second, in section 4.2 the starting point of the search for design 
knowledge is elaborated on. Third, in section 4.3 the individual constructs that are important 
for stakeholder engagement are identified from literature. Fourth, in section 4.4 the 
relationships of the constructs are described. The goal of this chapter is to understand how 
stakeholder engagement can be created, what the consequences of stakeholder 
engagement are and how the literature has developed over time. This chapter ends with a 
general conclusion on the design knowledge on stakeholder engagement. More theoretical 
background on the subjects that are discussed in this section can be found in Appendix E. A 
literature review is conducted to identify and analyze the elements that will be crucial for 
creating stakeholder engagement. The constructs that are identified in this chapter are used 
to iteratively develop a stakeholder engagement tool. 
  

4.1. Stakeholder Engagement Process 
As starting point for the analysis of stakeholder engagement, a recent process model on 
stakeholder engagement will be used (Lane and Devin, 2017). Lane and Devin (2017) 
developed a process model to operationalize stakeholder engagement. Their process model 
consists of four steps. The first step of their model consists of the identification and selection 
of stakeholders, the second step entails securing stakeholder interest, the third step entails 
the implementation, and these three steps will result in legitimation of decisions, the 
process and the organization (Lane and Devin, 2017). This process is shown in figure 4.1. 
Hence, most existing literature seems to have posited that stakeholder engagement can be 
created following an almost linear plan. 
 

Figure 4.1: Stakeholder engagement process model as proposed by Lane and Devin (2017) 
 

Although this model is one of the first attempts to operationalize stakeholder engagement in 
a process model, the applicability of this model remains limited. It can be viewed as an 
oversimplification of the practice that managers operate in. As is the case with many 
theories in the stakeholder literature, due to their generalness, this theory may also be 
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failing to reach one of the central aims: being useful for managers that want to apply it in 
practice (Jensen and Sandström, 2011). Process models for stakeholder engagement should 
be more sensitive to the context and provide managers with concepts and tools they can 
apply in practice (Brandon and Fukunaga, 2014). In this research, the argument is made that 
these insights need to be substantially extended before they can apply to innovative urban 
development projects that are of regional importance with many potential stakeholders.  
 

4.2. Stakeholder-engagement constructs 
In the literature on stakeholder engagement and management there have been several 
recent advancements that take a step towards explaining and creating stakeholder 
engagement. This part identifies and describes these constructs and what they mean for 
stakeholder engagement. As described in section 4.1., the identification of relevant 
stakeholders is taken as the starting point. 
 

4.2.1. Identifying Stakeholders 
In a project, the stakeholders and accompanying definition differ slightly from organizational 
contexts. Several authors have investigated project stakeholder analysis methods and a 
typical project stakeholder analysis consists of a number of steps, which involve stakeholder 
identification and several stakeholder assessments, for example, the determination of 
needed contributions from each stakeholder as well as each stakeholder’s requirements, 
wishes, and concerns in relation to the project (Eskerod & Huemann, 2014a; Karlsen, 2002; 
Littau, Jujagiri, & Adlbrecht, 2010; Yang, Shen, Bourne, Ho, & Xue, 2011). 
 
Multiple authors indicate that an important step in project stakeholder management is to 
identify the stakeholders that are (potentially) relevant for the project. There are four 
reasons why project stakeholders are crucial for project success (Ekerod et al., 2015). First, 
the project requires contributions (financial and non-financial resources from stakeholders); 
second, stakeholders often establish the criteria for assessing the success of the project; 
third, stakeholder’ (potential) resistance may cause various risks and negatively affect the 
success of the project; and fourth, the project may affect stakeholders in both negative and 
positive ways (Aarseth, Rolstadas, & Andersen, 2011; de Bakker, Boonstra, & Wortmann, 
2011; McLeod, Doolin, & MacDonel, 2012; Sallinen, Ahola, & Ruuska, 2011; Turner & Zollin, 
2012; Vrhovec, Hovelja, Vavpotič, & Krisper, 2015). 
 
If an organization wants to create stakeholder engagement, the organization should first 
identify the relevant or important stakeholders. The central aim of stakeholder identification 
is to identify the stakeholders and assess the unpredictable environment (Aaltonen et al., 
2008). Survival of the organization often depends on the successfulness of the project for 
the stakeholders (Aaltonen, 2011). The relative importance of a particular stakeholder is 
strongly dependent on the degree to which the organization, or more specifically the 
project, needs the stakeholder (Leung et al., 2013). Verbeke and Tung (2013) have argued 
that the project’s success mainly depends on the capability to manage and control 
stakeholders’ requirements. Project managers are responsible for fulfilling, controlling and 
managing the needs of the stakeholders in every phase of the project (Olander, 2007). 
 
Moreover, the definitions and other themes presented above determine that in 
management practice, the range of stakeholders differs from company to company, and 
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even for the same company in different situations, tasks, or projects. As a result, stakeholder 
identification is context specific, and all-purpose definitions of stakeholders, such as the 
examples noted above, do not allow the identification of a definitive group of relevant 
stakeholders for any given corporation in any given situation (Crane & Matten, 2010, p. 62). 
Furthermore, Eskerod and Huemann (2013) argue that the current working forms are not 
suited for grasping the increased complexity facing project managers and project teams. 
 
Even though exceptions exist (e.g., Ackermann and Eden, 2011; Savage et al., 2010), it is 
characteristic for the project management literature that the relationships between the 
project and the stakeholders are seen as dyadic relationships, meaning that they should be 
between the project and each stakeholder, placing the project in the middle (Eskerod et al., 
2015). Several authors have pointed to the weakness of this project-centric approach due to 
the fact that it does not acknowledge that (1) the project may not be the center of attention 
for the stakeholders as they have their own set of stakeholders to relate to (and some of 
them may even be more important); (2) the project stakeholders may relate to each other 
and even be more influenced by some of the other stakeholders than the project team; and 
(3) the project stakeholders may form coalitions that might be much more powerful than a 
dyadic analysis can detect. Therefore, Eskerod et al. (2015) argue that project stakeholder 
analysis methods will benefit from a network approach rather than a dyadic approach. This 
is in line with Ackoff’s (1974) classical work in which he suggests “stakeholders in a system” 
as the proper unit of analysis.  
 
The identification of stakeholders is often executed from the perspective of the organization 
that initiates a project and identifies the stakeholders with whom the organization wants or 
needs to establish contact (Lane and Devin, 2017). When the stakeholders have been 
identified, the organization should decide with which stakeholders it will attempt to connect 
with. This area of stakeholder literature has received much attention, including the well-
known framework by Mitchell et al. (1997), who suggested that organizations should 
consider the power, legitimacy, and urgency of each stakeholder group. The traditional view 
on this issue is that the stakeholders who are determined to be the highest on all categories 
should be prioritized for engagement.  
 
As indicated by this analysis, it is important to understand who the stakeholders of a project 
are and the needed contributions from each stakeholder as well as each stakeholder’s 
requirements, wishes, and concerns in relation to the project. Harrison et al. (2010) 
suggested that stakeholders’ preferences can be dissected into multi-attribute utility 
functions.  
 

4.2.2. Multi-attribute Utility Functions 
4.2.2.1. Means to understand Multi-attribute Utility Functions 

If an organization wants to understand the multi-attribute utility functions of its 
stakeholders, it should possess certain means to realize this. The prevailing view in 
stakeholder literature is that the success of managing stakeholders is dependent on 
managers’ abilities to balance the competing or diverse needs of different stakeholder 
groups, whilst simultaneously building and maintaining good relationships with each of the 
stakeholder groups (Clarkson, 1995; Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Freeman, 1984; Porter 
and Kramer, 2011).  
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In marketing literature, the concept of how organizations can attract potential customers 
based on their multi-attribute utility functions (Ratchford, 2001) has received considerable 
attention. More recently, management scholars have started applying this approach to 
different questions involving strategies for value creation and appropriation (Adner and 
Snow, 2010; Gruber, MacMillan, and Thompson, 2008; Priem, 2007) and users’ roles in 
entrepreneurial innovation (Faulkner and Runde, 2009; von Hippel, 1976; Shah and Tripsas, 
2007). 
 
Essential stakeholder groups can be characterized by different multi-attribute utility 
functions and how these functions explain “a stakeholders’ preferences for different 
combinations of tangible and intangible outcomes resulting from actions taken by the firm” 
(Harrison et al., 2010: 62). Every stakeholders’ decision making is guided by these multi-
attribute utility functions. As an example, the overall utility of a new product for a certain 
stakeholder might be a function of the use benefit the product is expected to provide, the 
product’s money cost, and the time required to purchase the product and master using it 
(Priem, 2007). 
 
Further complicating efforts to base clear predictions on stakeholder theory, Bridoux and 
Stoelhorst (2014) recognize different utility functions for individuals within stakeholder 
groups. This holds that it is important to involve the right persons within the chosen 
organizations. So, if an organization wants to fully understand the multi-attribute utility 
functions of their stakeholders, the project managers should be capable of doing this. To do 
so, they will require certain cognitive capabilities combined with the fact that the 
organization should grant them the authority to focus on building and maintaining the 
relationship (Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2014).  
 
Now the multi-attribute utility functions and the required means have been described, the 
next subsection will describe what it means if an organization understands their 
stakeholders’ multi-attribute utility functions and why it is important for creating 
stakeholder engagement.   
 

4.2.2.2. Understanding of Multi-attribute Utility Functions 
If an organization wants to achieve stakeholder engagement, the managers must play a 
central role. This means that managers must continually attend to employees, suppliers, 
financiers, and communities with the same value-creating mindset that usually is exclusively 
reserved for customers. By doing so, the likelihood of value-creating innovations becomes 
higher and it becomes more likely that the managers move beyond the dominant 
stakeholder trade-off mindset and increase value creation for multiple essential stakeholder 
groups (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). This additional value that is offered to the stakeholders 
will allow the firm to compete more effectively for the fully engaged participation of high-
quality stakeholders (Tantalo and Priem, 2016).  
 
The practical implications of this concept for managers are straightforward. First, a singular 
emphasis on near-term financial or market return is unlikely to lead to sustainable 
advantage (Bruce et al., 2005; Friedman, 1970; Morris, Chindehutte, and Allen, 2005; 
Slywotzky, 1996; Stewart and Zhao, 2000; Stout, 2012). Second, managers’ roles include 
seeking to integrate the multi-attribute utility functions of their essential stakeholders with 
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their firms’ strategies in novel ways. And third, sustainable value creation for all essential 
stakeholders will likely lead to competitive advantage and to strong financial performance 
over the long term. These outcomes are most probable when firms are able to build 
synergistic economic and social value for their shareholders and for their other essential 
stakeholders (Tantalo and Priem, 2016).  
 
Harrison et al. (2010) identified a critical aspect for any organization that wants to create 
stakeholder engagement. They elaborate on why building trust between firms and 
stakeholder groups is so important. Harrison et al. (2010) argue that when trust exists 
stakeholders will be more willing to share the subtleties of their multi-attribute utility 
functions, which can result in a “better understanding of the minimum requirements of a 
stakeholder”. But still, opportunities remain to clarify how a better understanding of 
stakeholder groups’ differing multi-attribute utility functions might be used to increase value 
creation for stakeholders (Tantalo and Priem, 2016).  
 
Furthermore, it was found that when a firm understands a broader set of stakeholders’ 
utility functions, it increases the chance that it will be able to use unexpected events, for 
instance changes in technology, relative prices, consumer tastes, or regulations, to create 
value (Freeman and Evan, 1990; Rumelt, 1984; Tantalo and Priem, 2016). 
 

 
Figure 4.2: Relations between the first three identified constructs (MAUFs stand for multi-

attribute utility functions) 
 

As shown in figure 4.2 above, by identifying the relevant stakeholders and possessing the 
means to understand the multi-attribute utility functions, an organization will enable 
understanding of their stakeholders’ multi-attribute utility functions. The ‘+’ mark in the 
figure represents the fact that the understanding increases, this will also be used in the 
following figures in this chapter. As described above, the understanding of multi-attribute 
utility functions offers project managers a way of identifying possibilities for creating 
stakeholder synergy. The stakeholder synergy concept will be explained in the following 
section in more detail.  
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4.2.3. Stakeholder Synergy 
Synergy is a concept that is mostly known in the literature on organizational science and 
more specifically in the literature on mergers and acquisitions and interfirm collaborations. 
Articles on synergy and the different types of synergy go back to the 1970s. In 1999, Larsson 
and Finkelstein found that synergy realization is described as a function that considers the 
similarity and complementarity of two merging businesses (combination potential) and the 
extent of interaction and coordination during the organizational integration process.  
 
Synergy has been studied in a variety of contexts including interfirm synergy (Chatterjee, 
1986), intrafirm synergy (Zhou, 2010), customer-specific synergy (Schmidt et al., 2015), intra-
industry synergy (Li and Greenwood, 2004), and more recently stakeholder synergy (Tantalo 
and Priem, 2016). Synergy is a concept that has also been used to explain sociological 
interactions, both as an outcome and as a means through which more constructive 
relationships are fostered. Milgrom and Roberts (1992) defined synergy as a circumstance 
when doing more of one activity increases the return on other related activities. This means 
that synergy between two or more activities exists whenever the value generated when 
these activities are performed together exceeds the sum of the values they can generate if 
performed separately.  
 
Tantalo and Priem (2016) state that stakeholder synergy is created when managers are able 
to identify novel combinations of different utilities, each valued by different stakeholder 
groups, which may be increased together. This stems from the thought that stakeholder 
groups have multi-attribute utility functions, which offers innovation-seeking managers 
opportunities to create new value for two or more essential stakeholder groups, 
simultaneously and without trade-offs (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). These multi-attribute 
utility functions have been explained in the previous sections and form the basis for the 
stakeholder synergy concept.  
 
As described in the previous sections, in order to apply stakeholder synergy, an organization, 
and more specifically its managers should come up with a value proposition that enables 
strategies to address the multi-attribute utility functions of stakeholders that are crucial to 
reaching the objective of the project. This perspective identifies new value creation 
opportunities that are especially effective strategically because a single strategic action will 
increase different types of value for two or more essential stakeholder groups 
simultaneously and does not reduce the value that is already received by any other essential 
stakeholder group (Tantalo and Priem, 2016).  
 
Particularly for managers, the stakeholder synergy perspective offers a path toward seeing 
opportunities for value-creating actions that can synergistically increase the value received 
by multiple stakeholder groups or subgroups, even when a particular value opportunity may 
not yet have been perceived by the stakeholders or subgroups themselves (i.e., when their 
needs/values remain latent) (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). However, the research by Tantalo 
and Priem (2016) does not translate their conceptual framework into actionable constructs 
or processes that managers can employ to realize value creation through stakeholder 
synergy. Furthermore, another question that is spurred by their research is how might 
scholars and managers identify, ex-ante, opportunities for across-stakeholder 
complementarities (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). According to Eskerod et al. (2015), a deep 
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understanding of both the theoretical concept and the project as a context is a necessity to 
move the field of project stakeholder management forward.  
 
If an organization wants to apply the stakeholder synergy perspective it should start by 
identifying the possibilities for stakeholder synergy. This identification process would likely 
start by dissecting the firms’ multi-attribute stakeholder value proposition for each essential 
stakeholder group, and then uncovering the specific stakeholder utility areas with 
underserved multi-stakeholder opportunities or multi-stakeholder complementarities that 
indicate possibilities for synergistic value creation (Tantalo and Priem, 2016).  
The stakeholder synergy approach presents a first thought on how scholars and managers 
might identify, ex-ante, the opportunities for across-stakeholder complementarities. 
Although it does not really provide workable suggestions or processes, it provides a theory-
based template for uncovering value creation opportunities both within and across essential 
stakeholder groups. This stakeholder synergy perspective paves the way for seeing 
opportunities for value-creating actions that synergistically increase the value received by 
multiple stakeholders, even when the value opportunity has not yet been perceived by the 
stakeholders themselves (i.e., when the needs or values remain latent) (Tantalo and Priem, 
2016). 
 

 
Figure 4.3: Relation between the understanding of MAUFs and the ability to find stakeholder 

synergy 
 
Based on the analysis of stakeholder synergy, the conclusion is made that an increased 
understanding of multi-attribute utility functions will likely result in a better ability to find 
stakeholder synergy, which is shown in Figure 4.3. When the project managers have 
identified the possibilities for stakeholder synergy, they can focus on creating synergistic 
value proposition(s) that serve the needs of multiple stakeholders. The next section will 
focus on how the project managers should develop this synergistic value proposition. 
Additional theoretical background on stakeholder synergy can be found in Appendix E.  
 

4.2.4. Synergistic Value Propositions 
During the last 25 years, the value proposition has been increasingly used in both academic 
and practitioner settings. The origin of the customer value proposition lies within the work 
of Lanning and Michaels (1988). They focused on two key activities; developing a value 
proposition, and creating a value delivery system. Furthermore, only a few organizations 
appear to consider value propositions in the context of a broader set of stakeholders (Frow 
and Payne, 2011).  
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In any value proposition, there are several elements such as organizations, institutions, and 
individuals that engage with value creation, delivery, and capture (Adner and Feiler, 2017; 
Autio and Thomas, 2014; Gulati et al., 2012). Almost every business model definition 
incorporates a customer-oriented value proposition that is based, explicitly or implicitly, on 
multi-attribute utility functions (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). Zott and Amit (2007) made a 
definition for explaining business model value creation: “The total value created is the value 
created for all business model stakeholders (focal firm, customers, suppliers, and other 
exchange partners)” (2007: 183). In the value proposition of a development project, this 
focus on all business model stakeholders should be clearly present.  
 
Frow and Payne (2011) concluded that value propositions play a key role in co-creating value 
between multiple stakeholders, acting as a value alignment mechanism within a specific 
system. Their work extended the understanding of value propositions and value co-creation 
processes in stakeholder relationships. More specifically, the development of value 
propositions within a network of stakeholders can create opportunities for value co-creation 
and provide a mechanism for increasing the stability of those relationships (Frow and Payne, 
2011). Based on their research on stakeholder synergy, Tantalo and Priem (2016) suggest 
that stakeholder value propositions, trust, and commitment are likely to reinforce one 
another in a virtuous cycle.  
 
Frow and Payne (2011) proposed an iterative planning framework that can serve as a value 
alignment mechanism. Their framework consists of the following steps: (1) Identify 
stakeholders, (2) determine core values, (3) facilitate dialogue and knowledge sharing, (4) 
identify value co-creation opportunities, and (5) co-create stakeholders value propositions. 
This framework has many parallels with the stakeholder synergy concept and the other 
elements that have been identified thus far.  
 
Stakeholders may have an active role in defining companies’ strategies and plans, acting as 
filters in understanding the market and in guiding companies towards a deeper alignment 
with context perceptions (Brandon and Fukunaga, 2013). To transform conceptual 
contributions in practical advancements, it is necessary to develop shared pathways to 
support reciprocal understanding and progressive alignment between companies and 
stakeholders (Barile et al., 2014; 2015). Ben Mahmoud-Jouini, Mideler & Silberzahn (2016) 
argued that design thinking is well suited to addressing the exploration and stakeholder 
involvement efforts required in projects confronted with complexity and uncertainty. It 
helps frame ill-defined issues and develops them into clearly defined problems around which 
key stakeholders can be mobilized. 
 

 
Figure 4.4: Relation between the ability to find stakeholder synergy and synergistic value 

propositions.  
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As shown in figure 4.4, based on the analysis of the synergistic value proposition(s), the 
conclusion is made that an increased ability to find stakeholder synergy will likely lead to a 
more synergistic value proposition. By creating one or multiple synergistic value propositions 
the project managers can increase the level of project-stakeholder fit. The following section 
will analyze the concept of project-stakeholder fit and the implications it has for stakeholder 
engagement. 
 

4.2.5. Project-Stakeholder Fit 
Project-based companies require a proactive approach so that the needs and interests of 
stakeholders can be satisfied. When stakeholders are involved in a project this increases the 
likelihood of more engaged and satisfied stakeholders, increases the danger of losing focus 
on those stakeholders who possess the most critical resources for the project’s survival and 
progress, and increases the danger of inducing stakeholder disappointment due to 
expectation escalation and impossibility of embracing conflicting requirements and wishes 
(Eskerod et al., 2015).  
 
Bundy et al. (2017) developed a theory about organization-stakeholder fit which suggests 
that organizations are likely to prioritize stakeholders based on sharing important values and 
the joint ability to satisfy strategic needs, and vice versa. This concept can also be applied in 
relation to projects, and thus in this thesis will be viewed as project-stakeholder fit. In line 
with similar notions by Harrison et al. (2010), they argue that stakeholder salience should be 
framed in terms of the characteristics of the relationship, and not exclusively on 
characteristics of one of the parties, which calls for relational explanations of stakeholder 
phenomena.  
 
The organization-stakeholder fit theory is built on recent advancements in stakeholder 
theory (Bosse & Coughlan, 2016; Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2014; Harrison et al., 2010; Tantalo & 
Priem, 2016). The concept describes the compatibility that might exist between an 
organization and a specific stakeholder. Organization-stakeholder fit is possible on two 
dimensions, in terms of value congruence (i.e., the similarity of values, principles, and 
beliefs) and strategic complementarity (i.e., the mutual provision of resources to satisfy 
strategic needs) (Bundy et al., 2017). Furthermore, they look into more detail on the unique 
relational factors that are associated with each dimension of organization-stakeholder fit 
that will motivate cooperative behavior in a relationship.  
 
Bundy et al. (2017) further specify that there are two primary motivations for organizations 
to engage in cooperative behavior in organization-stakeholder relationships. The first 
motivation is intrinsically motivated cooperation which is based on the inherent meaning 
found within the relationship. The second motivation is extrinsically motivated cooperation 
and this is primarily driven by the pursuit of material outcomes that are derived from the 
relationship (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Penner et al., 2005). 
 
For stakeholders and managers, the organization-stakeholder fit theory has a number of 
implications and suggestions. If a stakeholder wants to enhance their relationship with a 
certain organization, the theory suggests finding ways of enhancing either the value 
congruence or strategic complementarity (Bundy et al., 2017). By searching for situations or 
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choices where values are aligned or instances that enable the satisfaction of mutual needs, 
the stakeholders will likely receive more attention and increased cooperation from the 
organization. In parallel, this also holds for organizations that are searching for ways to 
satisfy stakeholders, who might find ways to enhance the perceptions of shared values or 
strategic needs being satisfied to increase and strengthen the cooperation between the 
organization and its stakeholders. Even so, stakeholders that perceive a level of fit with an 
organization will probably feel less threatened and therefore are less likely to conduct 
actions that are against the organization (Bundy et al., 2017).  
 
When the organization-stakeholder fit theory is applied in a situation with multiple 
stakeholders that have heterogeneous demands, the complexity increases considerably 
(Neville & Menguc, 2006). Since a single organization-stakeholder relationship already 
consists of many values and needs, an organization’s multiple stakeholder network might be 
viewed as a complex web of potentially congruent and incompatible values and needs 
(Bundy et al., 2017). Still, Bundy et al. (2017) argue that their theory can contribute to 
facilitating cooperation through value congruence or strategic complementarity.  
 
Furthermore, Bundy et al. (2017) encourage future research to account for the complexity of 
multiple stakeholder relationships with regards to fit or misfit (Harris & Wicks, 2010; Tantalo 
& Priem, 2016). Besides that, they also assumed that the relationships are symmetric and 
that the parties would receive more or less equal benefits from the cooperation. A possible 
extension to their theory might consider asymmetric relationships, where one party receives 
more benefit from the cooperation than the other (Bundy et al., 2017).  
 

 
Figure 4.5: Relation between synergistic value propositions and total project-stakeholder fit. 
 
As shown in figure 4.5, based on the analysis, the conclusion is made that when a value 
proposition becomes more synergistic, the total level of project-stakeholder fit will likely 
increase. An increased level of total project-stakeholder fit will yet again lead to increases in 
other elements. One of these elements is stakeholder engagement in the orientation phase. 
The following section will analyze stakeholder engagement in the orientation phase in more 
detail.  
 

4.2.6. Stakeholder Engagement 
4.2.6.1. Stakeholder Engagement in Orientation Phase 

As indicated in the previous section, when the level of project-stakeholder fit increases, the 
level of stakeholder engagement in the orientation phase will likely also increase. 
Stakeholder engagement has been defined in different ways, from different perspectives, 
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and in differing contexts. Stakeholder engagement has been viewed as the process of 
engaging stakeholders in a particular context to obtain desired results (Alladi et al., 2015).  
Stakeholder engagement has been defined as practices that the organization undertakes to 
involve stakeholders in a positive manner in organizational activities (Greenwood, 2007). As 
authors have indicated, stakeholder engagement remains an under-theorized area 
(Greenwood, 2007; Lane & Devin, 2017).  
 
In the context of projects, stakeholder engagement has been conceptualized in different 
ways. It is viewed from a strategic management perspective aimed at capturing knowledge, 
increasing ownership of the project, reducing conflict, encouraging innovation and 
facilitating spin-off partnerships (Mathur, Price & Austin, 2008). And stakeholder 
engagement is viewed from an ethical perspective, where meaningful stakeholder 
engagement can be seen to enhance inclusive decision making, promote equity, enhance 
local decision making and build social capital (Mathur, Price & Austin, 2008). Building on 
Brodie et al.’s (2011) and O’Riordan and Fairbrass’s (2014) work, stakeholder engagement 
has also been defined as a psychological state that occurs by virtue of stakeholder 
experiences throughout an interactive process within a specific project (Jonas et al., 2018).  
 
Some authors have argued that project stakeholders possess different values and they judge 
the value of a project in diverse ways and thus the purpose of stakeholder engagement in 
this context is to identify and understand the diverse needs and expectations (Thomson et 
al., 2003; Olander, 2007). Therefore, from this perspective, stakeholder engagement is 
aimed at capturing the stakeholders’ inputs into the project development process (Bourne & 
Walker, 2005).  
Several authors have discussed the engagement of external actors in collaborative processes 
and projects such as open innovation (Chesbrough, 2003; Dahlander and Gann, 2010); user 
innovation (Von Hippel, 1988; Baldwin and Von Hippel, 2011); and co-innovation 
(Ramaswamy and Gouillart, 2010; Lee et al., 2012). More recently, Jonas et al. (2018) argued 
that engagement is closely linked to value co-creation (Jaakkola and Alexander, 2014). The 
alignment of resources and competences towards a common goal during inter-
organizational collaboration is a crucial aspect for creating stakeholder engagement (Mora-
Valentine et al., 2004; Linnarson, 2005). This aspect highlights the importance of single 
stakeholder strategic planning for engagement in inter-organizational collaboration (Jonas et 
al., 2018).  
 
This view on stakeholder engagement makes it possible to zoom out from discrete dyadic 
relationships between stakeholders and focusing on resource integrations between any 
number of actors (Vargo and Lusch, 2015). Morsing and Schultz (2006) have proposed three 
stakeholder engagement strategies, namely informing, responding, and involving. These 
strategies are not mutually exclusive, which means that an organization can apply a 
combination of two strategies for one stakeholder.  
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Figure 4.6: Relation between total project-stakeholder fit and stakeholder engagement in 

orientation. 
 

Based on this analysis of stakeholder engagement, the conclusion is formulated that an 
increase of project-stakeholder fit that was explained in the previous section will lead to an 
increase in stakeholder engagement. Here, the distinction is made between stakeholder 
engagement in the orientation phase and the operations due to the time-wise constraints of 
the project. The definition of stakeholder engagement that is used in this thesis is 
formulated by Alladi et al. (2015), which views stakeholder engagement as the process of 
engaging stakeholders in a particular context to obtain desired results. The next section 
describes the following phase, which is stakeholder engagement in the operations. 
 

4.2.6.2. Stakeholder Engagement in Operations 
As indicated before, a distinction was made between stakeholder engagement in the 
orientation phase and stakeholder engagement in the operations. This is due to the fact that 
the initiation for creating stakeholder engagement is started way before an innovative urban 
development project will reach the operations. 
 
A logical follow-up of increased stakeholder engagement in the orientation phase is an 
increased level of stakeholder engagement in the operations of the project. When the 
project managers have managed to increase and capture the engagement of stakeholders in 
the orientation phase, they are likely to build on this increased engagement in the following 
phases of the project. In essence, this form of stakeholder engagement is the same as in the 
previous phase.  
 
Therefore, as shown in figure 4.7, the argument is made that increased stakeholder 
engagement in the orientation phase will lead to increased stakeholder engagement in the 
operations. Project managers should continue to build trust and focus on the relationships 
so they realize stakeholder engagement in the operations.  
 

 
Figure 4.7: Relation between stakeholder engagement in orientation and stakeholder 

engagement in operations.  
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Besides stakeholder engagement in the operations, the stakeholder engagement in the 
orientation phase will likely lead to an additional increase in legitimacy of the project. This 
legitimacy of the project will be described next. 
 

4.2.7. Legitimacy of the Project 
An important factor that will likely increase when stakeholder engagement is increased, is 
the legitimacy of the project. The legitimacy of the project is an important aspect that 
relates to the image and the attractiveness of the project. A project with a higher legitimacy 
will more likely attract high-quality stakeholders that are either willing to affiliate 
themselves with the project or are attracted by the value proposition that was developed 
(Tantalo & Priem, 2016).  
 
There are multiple ways how the legitimacy of a project can increase. Lane and Devin (2017) 
highlight that legitimation is the consequence of the overall process of stakeholder 
engagement. They dissect legitimacy into three forms, namely: legitimacy of the process of 
engagement itself; legitimacy of the decisions that are reached via engagement; and/or 
legitimacy of the project or organization itself (Lane and Devin, 2017).  
 
Furthermore, when the legitimacy of the project increases, it becomes more likely that the 
project managers will be able to increase their understanding of the multi-attribute utility 
functions of the stakeholders because the stakeholders are willing to share more subtilties 
about the weightings of their multi-attribute utility functions due to an increasing amount of 
trust (Harrison et al., 2010). 
 

 
Figure 4.8: Relation between stakeholder engagement in orientation and legitimacy of the 

project.  
 

As shown in figure 4.8, when the stakeholder engagement in the orientation phase 
increases, the legitimacy of the project also increases. Yet again, increased legitimacy of the 
project will lead to additional interested stakeholders, which will be described in the 
following section.   
 

4.2.8. Interested Stakeholders 
When the legitimacy of a project increases, it is more likely that a project will attract 
interested stakeholders that want to engage with the project. This was also described by 
Tantalo and Priem (2016) as follow-on efficiencies and is likely to draw high-quality, essential 
stakeholder members who wish to either join, buy from, or do business with the firm. 
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Furthermore, Harrison et al. (2010) indicated that when the legitimacy of a project increases, 
this increases the organization’s ability to understand the multi-attribute utility functions of 
the stakeholders. This is due to the fact that stakeholders will be more willing to share the 
subtilties of their multi-attribute utility functions which in turn can increase the 
organization’s understanding of the multi-attribute utility functions.  
 

 
 

Figure 4.9: Relation between the legitimacy of the project, understanding of multi-attribute 
utility functions and interested stakeholders. 

 
As shown in figure 4.9, when the legitimacy of the project increases, it will result in an 
increased understanding of the multi-attribute utility functions and additional interested 
stakeholders. This means that the identified elements will partly form a cycle due to their 
connectedness. Now the distinct elements have been identified, the following part of this 
section focuses on combining the research-based design principles into a preliminary 
framework for stakeholder engagement.  
 

4.3. Relationships of Constructs 
Now all the constructs have been identified and analyzed, they can be combined into a 
framework that depicts the relationships between the constructs. This framework is shown 
in Figure 4.10 below. To shortly summarize, this literature review was structured by the 
constructs that are important for creating stakeholder engagement in an innovative urban 
development project of regional importance. A promising avenue might be the stakeholder 
synergy theory proposed by Tantalo and Priem (2016). The goal of this literature review was 
to identify important constructs for creating stakeholder engagement in an innovative urban 
development project of regional importance.  
 
This goal is reached by identifying the relevant constructs that can be used to create 
stakeholder engagement. It started with the project that has a certain objective which leads 
to the identification of a set of stakeholders. Curran et al. (2018) identified the three most 
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important external stakeholders for projects of regional importance and these included local 
authorities, residents and local businesses. Another input will be the means that can be 
employed to understand multi-attribute utility functions. Together, these two inputs will 
lead to an understanding of the stakeholders’ multi-attribute utility functions. When project 
managers understand the multi-attribute utility functions, this offers them the possibility 
and ability to find stakeholder synergy. Based on this identification of stakeholder synergy, 
the organization can determine one or multiple synergistic value propositions that will be 
developed based on the information from the multi-attribute utility functions. When the 
project proposes one or more synergistic value propositions, this will increase the level of 
project-stakeholder fit. An increased level of project-stakeholder fit will lead to stakeholder 
engagement in the orientation phase of a project. Eventually, this higher level of stakeholder 
engagement in the orientation phase will lead to stakeholder engagement in the operations 
phase of the project. Besides that, the increase in stakeholder engagement will also lead to 
increased legitimacy of the project. Building on this increased legitimacy, the project will 
attract more interested stakeholders that will want to contribute to the project. If the 
legitimacy increases, this will likely also result again in a better understanding of the multi-
attribute utility functions. Furthermore, additional interested stakeholders will probably lead 
to the identification of more stakeholders, but that relationship is not in focus in this 
research.  
 

 
Figure 4.10: Framework consisting of constructs and their relationships  

 
4.4. Concluding Remarks on Design Knowledge for Stakeholder Engagement 

In this chapter, the starting point of the design knowledge and the accompanying individual 
constructs have been discussed. The final part of this chapter consisted of the relationships 
amongst the constructs and a visual representation of these relationships in a framework. 
Now the framework with the constructs and their relationships has been developed, the 
following chapter will focus on the development of the stakeholder engagement tool itself.  
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5. Stakeholder Engagement Tool 
In instantiating the design knowledge on stakeholder engagement into a practitioner-
oriented tool, frequently used agile project management models that guide project 
managers are used as a foundation. Visually, these models are often circular or cyclical and 
focused on continuous monitoring and adjustment. The detailed constructs and model 
relationships were embedded into a visual structure and these are presented in the 
graphical stakeholder engagement artifact as presented in Figure 5.1.  
 
Whilst designing the tool, it is important to keep in mind the traits that managers value in 
strategic tools. These traits include, amongst others, a step-by-step systematic analysis of 
the situation, taking into consideration different viewpoints of different actors, an 
exploration of linkages between the inter-related elements of the system, a focus on the 
critical factors that are likely to determine the success of stakeholder engagement, and 
potentially identifying needs for additional data (Jarzabkowski and Kaplan, 2015; Wright et 
al., 2013; Talmar et al., 2018).  

Figure 5.1: Stakeholder Engagement Tool 
 
The key elements of this stakeholder engagement artifact consist of: (1) the identification of 
relevant stakeholders which is one of the starting points of the model; (2) stakeholder 
synergy and the necessary requirements to create stakeholder synergy which is the other 
starting point of the model; (3) multi-attribute utility functions which are a crucial aspect for 
the creation of stakeholder synergy; (4) synergistic value propositions which are the 
important link between stakeholder synergy and project-stakeholder fit; (5) project-
stakeholder fit; (6) stakeholder engagement which is a part of the process and an outcome; 
(7) legitimacy of the project; (8) additional interested stakeholders that might surface; (9) 
arrows that indicate the sequence of the artifact; and (10) input, throughput and output 
which indicate if the specific construct is an input, throughput or output. In considering 
design choices for the tool, the inclusion of links particularly pointed to a circular or cyclical 
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base for the tool, allowing to represent one of the key features of stakeholder engagement – 
that it is an ongoing and continuous process.  
 

5.1. Guidelines for Application 
An extensive version of the methodological guidelines for using the stakeholder engagement 
model can be found in Appendix J. Nevertheless, a short description per subprocess that 
focuses on the main aspects of every subprocess with regards to stakeholder engagement 
will be given below.  
 

1. Identifying Stakeholders 
As the title already shows, the main purpose of this subprocess is identifying the relevant 
stakeholders that might influence or be influenced by the project. Research has suggested to 
look at several categories, which include industry and businesses, education and research, 
government and politics, environment and socio-economic organizations, and finally, media 
and social organizations (Carayannis, Barth & Campbell, 2012).  
 

2. Means to Understand Multi-attribute Utility Functions 
In this subprocess, it is important to verify that the organization possesses the right means 
for them to be able to understand their stakeholders’ multi-attribute utility functions. At the 
end of this phase it is important that the project organization objectively assesses if they 
possess the required means. If the project organization applies the stakeholder engagement 
tool without the required means, the likelihood of success will be lower.  
 

3. Understanding of Multi-attribute Utility Functions 
The understanding of multi-attribute utility functions requires the organization to collect 
information about the stakeholders’ preferences for certain values, propositions, subjects or 
themes. The project managers should present an overview of the stakeholders and their 
three to five most preferred strategic elements in a tabular form that makes the multi-
attribute utility functions visible. 
 

4. Ability to Find Stakeholder Synergy 
In this subprocess, project managers should search and identify possibilities for creating 
stakeholder synergy. This entails searching for simultaneous options for value creation 
across multiple stakeholders. The quality of execution of this step is crucial for the success of 
the following steps. The project managers should apply one of the three strategies proposed 
by Tantalo and Priem (2016): single stakeholder value creation, complementary utilities, 
follow-on efficiencies.  
 

5. Synergistic Value Propositions 
Synergistic value propositions are crucial when an organization wants to create stakeholder 
engagement. The project managers should iteratively develop appealing value propositions 
that are attractive to multiple stakeholders. Depending on the value propositions that are 
developed in this phase, the stakeholders will eventually make the decision whether or not 
they commit to the project. 
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6. Total Project-Stakeholder Fit 
To assess the level of project-stakeholder fit, it is important for the project managers to 
assess the fit between the values and strategic motives of the project and the stakeholders. 
To accurately assess this, we propose to divide the stakeholders into four categories: 
potential leaders, potential contributors, interested, and uninterested. External validation is 
also a possibility in this subprocess.  
 

7. Stakeholder Engagement in Orientation Phase 
Stakeholder engagement in the orientation phase can be seen as the outcome of the 
previous processes. If the previous subprocesses have been conducted successfully, 
stakeholder engagement will be realized in the project. The most important consideration 
for the project managers to consider in this phase are the level of participation they will 
grant to the stakeholders. This ladder of participation consists of five different levels of 
participation ranging from information, consultation, participation, partnership to self-
mobilization (Conde and Lonsdale, 2004). 
 

8. Stakeholder Engagement in Operations 
Due to the nature of innovative urban development projects, a distinction was made 
between the orientation and operations. In essence, stakeholder engagement is the same as 
in the previous subprocess. What is important for this phase is building on the stakeholder 
engagement that was created in the previous phase. This can be realized by further detailing 
the engagement and translating this into specific requests from and assignments for the 
stakeholders. 
 

9. Legitimacy of the Project 
When stakeholder engagement is created successfully, it will result in increased legitimacy of 
the project. This legitimacy can be used by the project managers to gather more information 
about the stakeholders’ multi-attribute utility functions. Lane and Devin (2017) dissected 
legitimacy into three forms, namely: legitimacy of the process of engagement itself; 
legitimacy of the decisions that are reached via engagement; and/or legitimacy of the 
project or organization itself. 
 

10. Interested Stakeholders 
The project managers will need to decide whether or not they will include additional 
interested stakeholders in the project. The potential benefits and consequences need to be 
taken into consideration. The project managers will have to decide if they offer these 
additional interested stakeholders the possibility to become a part of the project. 
 

5.2. Mutability of the Design 
Through cycles of application cases, design knowledge should evolve to become more 
refined and accomplish its purpose increasingly better (Simon, 1996). First of all, prior to 
applying the tool in practice, the tool was subjected to a test whether or not the tool can be 
expected to achieve its articulated purpose (i.e., alpha testing) (Rescher, 1977). Thereafter, 
the tool was employed in a real-life innovative urban development project in Eindhoven, 
District E. The following chapter will, amongst others, describe how the tool was employed 
within this project. Since implementing the tool in a real project takes considerable amounts 
of time and this type of projects do not show up every month, the tool was only extensively 
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applied one time. Future instances for application will be available in the coming years 
within the project organization Amvest.  
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6. Stakeholder Engagement in District E 
In this chapter, the application of the stakeholder engagement tool in a real-life innovative 
urban development project is described. This District E project, which was described in 
section 2.2., is the subject of the case study. The chapter starts with a context analysis by 
means of a SWOT-analysis. After the context analysis has been completed, the stakeholder 
engagement tool and the accompanying methodological guidelines that are shown in 
Appendix J are applied in the District E project. Finally, the application of the tool within the 
District E project is evaluated, all of which is shown in Figure 6.1. below. In relation to Figure 
3.3., this chapter represents step 7 and 8, which stand for applying the tool in practice and 
evaluating the use of the tool in practice.  
 

 
Figure 6.1: Set-up of Chapter 6. 

 
The application of the tool within the case is performed through the overview that is shown 
in Figure 6.2. In this figure, the activities and events that are undertaken are shown in their 
respective sequence.  
 

 
Figure 6.2: Timeline of case activities. 

 
6.1. Context Analysis 

In order to assess the current situation of Eindhoven and the corresponding region, an 
analysis of the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats, and trends is made. At the 
beginning of the interviews, the interviewees were asked what they felt were the strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities and threats. This understanding is important to understand the 
context for the stakeholder engagement tool and getting familiar the specificities of the 
region and the issues that are relevant for the interviewed organizations. This information 
can be used later in the process as input in certain phases of the stakeholder engagement 
tool.  
 

Context 
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Application 
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6.1.1. SWOT  
In the first part of the interview, the interviewees were asked what they felt the most 
important strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats are. Besides that, the 
interviewees were asked what current trends are. A description of the interviewees can be 
found in section 3.3.3., and their respective organizations are shown in Appendix A. To 
triangulate the findings of the interviews available publications and articles were used to 
substantiate the findings. In this section, only the most important strength, weakness, 
opportunity or threat are described. A more detailed description of the results of the SWOT-
analysis can be found in Appendix F.  
 
Strengths 
“The Brainport region has a well-functioning ecosystem where many organizations are 
working together intensively. Even competitors are working together, that is something you 
hardly find anywhere in the world. The CEOs of the important organizations in this region 
regularly meet with each other and discuss recent issues.” - CEO C4. 
As indicated by the quote above, there is a well-functioning ecosystem in place in the 
Brainport region and these organizations are in close contact with one another.  
 
Weaknesses 
“If we manage to combine the strengths of our design and technology clusters, I think there 
are still enormous possibilities.” - CEO D2. 
As indicated by the quote above, and acknowledged by practically every interviewee from 
either of the clusters, the technology and design clusters that Brainport is famous for are 
hardly cooperating.  
 
Opportunities 
“If it was up to me we would open up everything to show this region’s unique capabilities. 
Although I recognize that it might be more difficult for some organizations or institutions to 
open up.” – Head of Strategy and Business Development D1. 
As indicated by the quote above, the Brainport still has trouble to profile themselves and 
show to a large audience what they are doing exactly. Further defining the message and the 
way this should be communicated presents a good opportunity. 
 
Threats 
“Attracting and retaining international talent is becoming an increasingly difficult challenge. 
As Brainport, we have to compete with regions such as Silicon Valley. Keeping the Brainport 
region attracting for expats is therefore crucial for our success. – CEO C3. 
As indicated by the quote above, and acknowledged by practically every company that was 
interviewed, attracting and retaining international talent is the biggest threat for the 
Brainport region. The companies that are active here require a steady inflow of international 
talent which they can employ.  
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Conclusion on SWOT-analysis 
Based on the information that was gathered through the interviews, the most important 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats are shown in Table 6.1.  
 

Strengths Weaknesses 
1. Network of organizations 
2. Recent social and cultural 

developments 
3. Brainport Development 
4. Creativity and innovation 

1. Technology and design that do not 
cooperate 

2. Speeds of developments 
3. Lack of leadership 
4. Start-up and investment climate 
5. Dependence on specific industry 
6. The image and ambassadorship of 

Eindhoven 
Opportunities Threats 

1. Opening up processes and 
technologies 

2. Social opportunities 
3. Sharing growth benefit with the 

whole region 

1. Attracting and retaining 
international talent 

2. Financial situation municipality 
3. Organizations’ connection with the 

region 
Table 6.1: Summary of the SWOT-analysis that was extracted from the interviews.  

 
Trends 
For the fifth year in a row, the Brainport region has realized economic growth (4,9%) and is 
the strongest grower of the Dutch economy (Brainport Eindhoven, 2018). Furthermore, the 
Dutch cabinet will invest 130 million euros in the Brainport region, this agreement is part of 
the so-called ‘Brainport Nationale Actieagenda’ (Brainport Eindhoven, 2018a). In the 
Brainport Nationale Actieagenda, several areas of attention are mentioned. These areas 
include attracting and attaining talent, developing knowledge, promoting entrepreneurship 
and developing the business climate (Brainport Eindhoven, 2018b).  
 

6.2. Identifying Stakeholders 
As stated before, the stakeholder engagement artifact has been translated into applicable 
actions in the District E project. Similar to the tool, the project started with identifying the 
stakeholders for this project. As indicated by Curran et al. (2018), the three most important 
external stakeholders for projects of regional importance include local authorities, residents 
and local businesses. In this analysis, the focus was on local businesses and institutions. The 
first part of stakeholder identification consisted of charting the organizations that are and 
have been important for the region. This resulted in the stakeholder map that is shown in 
Figure 6.3.  
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Figure 6.3: Stakeholder map for the District E project. 

 
Due to the regional importance of this project, the initial selection of stakeholders was 
based on the influence every organization had and still has on the region. Therefore, the 14 
organizations that are ought to be the most promising were selected. Since Amvest 
experienced difficulties in approaching and establishing relationships with these 
organizations and the right persons within these organizations, the network of the 
Eindhoven University of Technology was used to establish contact. Existing contacts were 
assessed in relation to the objective of the study and the most promising contacts were 
selected. The list that contains the organizations and the selected interviewees is shown in 
Appendix A. 
 

6.3. Means to Understand Multi-attribute Utility Functions 
As indicated before, if an organization wants to understand their stakeholders’ multi-
attribute utility functions, they should possess certain means. These means consist of project 
managers serving as innovation-seeking entrepreneurs and organizations that offer the 
resources to the project manager to function as innovation-seeking entrepreneurs.  
 
Amvest encountered difficulties with contacting the preferred organizations and establishing 
meaningful relationships. Therefore, the decision was made to contact a third party that 
would establish contact with the organizations. By contracting a third party, TU/e 
LightHouse, Amvest outsourced the function of innovation-seeking entrepreneurs to this 
organization. The reason for this outsourcing was that this organization would be better 
capable to objectively assess the preferences of the stakeholders. The table that was 
included in the methodological guidelines serves as the formal check to determine whether 
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or not the specific project organization will be able to successfully create stakeholder 
engagement. In this case, the organization did not possess the required means to 
understand the multi-attribute utility functions of the stakeholders right away, so therefore 
an external firm was hired to take on this innovation-seeking entrepreneurial role.  
 

6.4. Understanding of Multi-attribute Utility Functions 
On a general level, it became very clear that the interviewed organizations expect and 
require leadership from the project leader. They strongly indicated that they are in favor of 
the project and that they support the objectives of the project. However, they do expect 
leadership from the project organization in defining the value proposition(s) and executing 
the project. Multiple stakeholders indicated that they are willing to provide input and share 
information about their needs and requirements and even provide ideas and suggestions 
how these needs can be met and which aspects they value the most. But they expect the 
project leader to actively follow-up on these aspects and indicate what the possibilities are 
and how this can be incorporated into the project.  
 
This understanding of the multi-attribute utility functions is realized by analyzing the data 
that was gathered through the interviews. Every organization will value different aspects 
and has unique needs. An overview of the strategic elements that every organization values 
are shown in Table 6.2. 
 

 

Strategy 
Elements K1 K2 C1 C2 C3 C4 C5

1.

Attracting 
and 

Retaining 
International 

Talent

Attracting 
and 

Retaining 
International 

Talent

Interesting 
Youth for 
Industry

Keeping and 
Retaining the 

Connection 
with 

Eindhoven

Attracting 
and 

Retaining 
International 

Talent

Attracting 
and 

Retaining 
International 

Talent

Creating 
Traffic and 

Attention for 
Eindhoven

2.
Sustainable 
Growth of 
the TU/e

Sustainable 
Growth of 

Fontys

Steady 
Growth of 

the BIC

Attracting 
International 

Toptalent

Keeping 
Eindhoven 

Attractive as 
Habitat for 
Employees

Keeping 
Eindhoven 

Attractive as 
Habitat for 
Employees

Profiling 
Eindhoven on 

an 
International 

Level

3.

Improving 
the 

Connection 
with the City 

Centre of 
Eindhoven

Increasing 
the 

Connection 
with the City 

Centre of 
Eindhoven

Bringing 
Together the 

Industry of 
the Brainport 

Region

The 
Metropolitan 

Image of 
Eindhoven

Growing 
Steadily in 

the Coming 
Years

Experimentin
g and 

Developing 
New 

Technologies 
in Eindhoven

Creating 
Attention for 
Working with 

Technology

Stakeholders
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Table 6.2: Overview of the stakeholders and the strategic elements they value.  

 
All in all, the table containing the strategy elements for the most important stakeholders on 
the previous page contains enough possibilities for creating stakeholder synergy and 
simultaneous value creation for multiple stakeholders. Based on the information in Table 6.2 
and the information that is extracted from the interviews, a promising possibility to explore 
would be combining multiple different strategic elements that might reinforce each other. 
An example of this could be by combining the strategic elements that are important for C4, 
D1 and D3. 
 

6.5. Ability to find Stakeholder Synergy 
As prescribed in the methodological guidelines, in this phase of the project the ambitions, 
visions, needs, potential contributions and expectations of the stakeholders should be 
determined. When these have been determined, the project managers can assess the 
possibilities for creating stakeholder synergy across multiple stakeholders. The sections on 
ambitions, visions, needs, contributions and other suggestions summarize the most 
important findings from the interviews regarding these aspects. This is done by identifying 
all the possibilities and further investigating what the organizations feel about these options.  
 

6.5.1. Ambitions of the Interviewed Organizations 
The ambitions of the interviewees’ organization were assessed on three levels. The first level 
was the ambition of the organization in general. The second level was the ambition of the 
organization with regards to Eindhoven and the accompanying region as a whole. The third 
and final level was the ambition of the organization in relation to District E.  
 
An almost unanimously ambition between the technology and knowledge organizations is 
that they want to and plan to grow considerably in the coming years. If the organizations 

Strategy 
Elements C6 C7 C8 C9 D1 D2 D3

1.

Developing 
the 

Ecosystem of 
the Brainport 

Region

Keeping 
Eindhoven 

Attractive as 
Habitat for 
Employees

Attracting 
and 

Retaining 
International 

Talent

Attracting 
and 

Retaining 
International 

Talent

Branding 
Eindhoven as 
the City to Be

Positioning 
Eindhoven as 
International 
Design City

Making 
Eindhoven as 
Attractive as 
Possible for 

Everyone

2.

Putting 
Brainport on 
the National 
Agenda and 
Collecting 

Funds

Attracting 
and 

Retaining 
International 

Talent

Keeping 
Eindhoven 

Attractive as 
Habitat for 
Employees

Keeping 
Eindhoven 

Attractive as 
Habitat for 
Employees

Communicati
ng Special 

Things That 
Happen in 
Eindhoven

Offering 
Designers a 

Stage to 
Show their 
Creations

Translating 
Visions into 

Physical 
Spaces

3.

Connecting 
Diverse 

Initiatives in 
Eindhoven to 

Create 
Synergies

Perfectly 
Executing the 

Current 
Strategies

Implement 
Light 

Concepts in 
Projects

Showing 
Eindhoven on 

a World 
Stage

Profiling the 
'Story of 

Eindhoven'

Taking Care 
of the Design 
Ecosystem of 

Eindhoven

Developing 
Eindhoven 

into a City of 
Global Level

Stakeholders



 46 

want to realize this growth, they require several developments that will facilitate this 
growth. This holds that Eindhoven should further develop to remain attractive on a social, 
cultural, and economic level.  
 
Besides that, all of the interviewees indicate that the Eindhoven region has gone through a 
considerable change over the last twenty years. Multiple aspects of the region have 
developed remarkably to facilitate further growth. However, the interviewees still indicate 
that Eindhoven needs to stay on track with developing the city itself and the region 
surrounding it.  
 
Finally, all of the interviewees indicated that projects such as District E would definitely 
benefit the image of Eindhoven and the region and its attractiveness towards international 
talent. They feel that District E captures a good combination of what present day urban 
developments should be like. In attracting international talent, the whole region should 
work together to coordinate developments and realize the ambitions these organizations 
have.  
 

6.5.2. Visions for District E 
To assess where the stakeholders stand in relation to the plans for District E, their vision on 
the current plans was investigated, together with their vision for the ideal situation of 
District E and Eindhoven. This resulted in a comparison between the current plans and the 
ideal situation that is envisioned by the relevant stakeholders.  
 
Multiple interviewees indicated that they feel that the technology and design cluster are 
hardly cooperating with each other. If these two disciplines can be connected successfully, 
this might prove extremely valuable for Eindhoven and the region. They believe that 
cooperation between these two clusters will prove very beneficial. Parallel to this insight is 
the remark that the Eindhoven or Brainport region has a technological heart and a 
knowledge heart, but the interviewees feel that the design heart is still missing. Although 
they acknowledge that there are a lot of developments going on they think there is potential 
to create a physical place for this. District E might be the place where these hearts are 
connected to implicitly show ‘the story of Eindhoven’.  
 
For the multinationals such as C9, C3, C7, C4, C2 and C8 it is a top priority that Eindhoven is 
profiled on an international level. They are searching for the right way to represent this in 
District E. One thing they do know for sure is the fact that they do not feel the need to be 
physically present in District E. This is due to the fact that most organizations in the 
Brainport region are business-to-business oriented and they do not feel the need to use 
District E as a marketing tool for their customers. 
 
Almost all interview participants indicated that District E would offer the chance to profile 
Eindhoven as the hotspot of technological innovation and this would benefit the image of 
Eindhoven as a city and the attractiveness for foreign employees. Which is the key priority 
for most of the commercial organizations in the region.  
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6.5.3. Needs 
Compared to the two previous categories, in a more practical way, the interviewees were 
asked which needs they feel are not being addressed properly in the Eindhoven region. 
Whether this is on a business, social, leisure or cultural level. This input can be used to assess 
whether or not the actual project plan of District E should be adapted or extended.  
 
Multiple high-tech companies highlighted the need for an international conference center of 
considerable scale to attract renowned conferences. This need has also been expressed in 
the so-called ‘Brainport Actieagenda’. More specifically, the organizations expressed the 
need for a conference center that could house approximately 5.000 to 10.000 people. 
Whether or not this will be possible within the current project plan will need to be assessed.  
 
Furthermore, several organizations indicated that they want to increase their connectedness 
with the city of Eindhoven but that they are searching for the most appropriate way to 
realize this. There is a lot of energy and desire to undertake activities but they want to make 
the correct decision and are thus reluctant to decide.  
 
Additionally, C4 indicated that they are searching for a multifunctional landing spot in the 
city center of Eindhoven which can be used by employees, suppliers and customers. They 
are currently searching for the right place and concept where they can realize this spot.  
 
Since the project plans of District E will use the space that is currently used by the Eindhoven 
brand store of D1, they require a new spot where they can continue their functioning as the 
entrance to the city. They indicated that District E would be the perfect location for this 
based on the high number of passersby that are present every day.  
 

6.5.4. Contributions 
Based on the analysis of the interviews and the potential contributions of the organizations, 
they were conceptually split up into three groups that will be detailed further in section 6.8.  
 

6.5.5. Other Suggestions 
Besides the ambitions, visions, needs and contributions, the interviewees were also asked 
whether or not they had other suggestions that might be valuable for this project. This 
resulted in two general suggestions. 
 
A concern that was present with multiple stakeholders is the fact that there are a lot of 
developments going on in Eindhoven and the region that display similarities with District E. 
Connecting and coordinating these developments will be beneficial. The stakeholders’ 
concern is that these developments are competing with each other whilst they should be 
cooperating to improve Eindhoven. This suggestion was also recently made in the press by 
the project manager of Amvest.  
 
Another important issue that was raised by multiple interviewees is the fact that it is rather 
important to develop innovative visions for the different functions that will be present in 
District E (e.g. living, working, entertainment, care, etc.). “If you want to claim certain things, 
you have to be willing to put the things you claim into practice” - Managing Director of C6. 
This suggestion was posed by multiple stakeholders.  
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6.5.6. Conclusion on Ability to Find Stakeholder Synergy 
This section on the ability to find stakeholder synergy analyzed the ambitions, visions, needs, 
contributions and other suggestions of the potential stakeholders to analyze if there is 
enough potential to create stakeholder synergy. Based on the information and insights that 
were gathered during the interviews, the conclusion is drawn that there is enough potential 
to create stakeholder synergy in the District E project. Multiple organizations are concerned 
and care about the image and attractiveness of Eindhoven and they are enthusiastic to take 
on roles in the process and contribute to the development of Eindhoven. 
 

6.6. Synergistic Value Proposition(s) 
Now the first possibilities and directions for stakeholder synergy have been identified, the 
most complex part of stakeholder engagement, developing a synergistic value proposition, is 
the next focus. The interviews have shed a light on the stake and relevance of the essential 
stakeholders together with the needs, expectations and possible contributions. To process 
these insights correctly it is important to keep in mind the theoretical framework by Tantalo 
and Priem (2016). This means that it is important to realize that (1) stakeholders use a multi-
attribute utility function for deciding whether or not to participate in, and how 
enthusiastically to participate in, a particular firm’s business system, (2) the firm’s managers 
make strategic individual decisions regarding their own participation in the system and (3) 
there is potential for simultaneous value creation or synergies across essential stakeholders.  
 
In order to make the project a success, Amvest needs to create stakeholder synergy by 
formulating a synergistic value proposition. Stakeholder synergy is described as whenever a 
single strategic action creates new value for two or more essential stakeholders 
simultaneously, without reducing the value obtained by another essential stakeholder group 
(Tantalo and Priem, 2016). For this project, this means that value propositions need to be 
formulated iteratively which offer value for two or more essential stakeholders of the 
project.  
 
Based on the insights from the interviews, several needs, expectations and contributions 
have been expressed by the interviewees that might be promising for creating stakeholder 
synergy. These insights were collated into eight general propositions that have been 
mentioned by multiple interviewees, a description of this process can be found in Appendix 
H: 

1. Start a design project with ‘core teams’ of stakeholders and creatives to assure that 
the functions of District E are realized in an innovative way.  

2. Take on contemporary (social, technological, cultural) challenges in tinker- and 
workspaces and show what this could mean for people.  

3. Open and accessible place with tables and vegetation where people can work and eat 
from international food stalls. 

4. A large multi-purpose conference center which can be used flexible as a theater, 
movie theater or lecture hall.  

5. Tourist office 2.0 that visualizes what is currently visible or experienceable within the 
region. 

6. An institution like the library that will make sure there is a lot of organic run-up which 
offers possibilities for people to meet.  
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7. An environment that stimulates social behavior and thereby connects nerds, natives, 
and (international) visitors.  

8. Programming that makes serendipity possible.  
 
Not all of the propositions that are listed above are preferred by Amvest and not all of the 
propositions are executable within the current plan. After feedback from the project team of 
Amvest, the decision was made to cluster the eight propositions into three central value 
propositions for District E.  
 
These value propositions are: 

1. Valuable encounters between people; 
2. Becoming acquainted with the region; 
3. Participative process to ensure innovation in District E’s functions. 

 
Between these value propositions, there are possibilities to create synergy between the 
organizations that are involved in the propositions. Insights or results that might be created 
in one of the propositions might serve as a basis to create synergy with other stakeholders 
that are working on the other value propositions. This holds that there is a possible 
connection between the value propositions. Now the propositions have been formulated, 
the next step of the stakeholder engagement tool revolves around project-stakeholder fit.   
 

6.7. Total Project-Stakeholder Fit 
Another important step in the process is to prioritize the main stakeholders based on the 
insights they offered during the interviews. The interviews provided enough insights to 
prioritize the interviewed stakeholders based on the possibilities to create stakeholder 
synergy and their willingness to cooperate and contribute to the execution of the project 
plan.  
 
As prescribed by the methodological guidelines, and based on the interviews, the 
stakeholders were divided into four categories: potential leaders, potential contributors, 
interested, and uninterested stakeholders. This resulted in the following division of 
stakeholders that is shown in Figure 6.4. 
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 Figure 6.4: Overview of the stakeholders and their accompanying categories. 

 
Building on the prioritization of the stakeholders, we can now identify strategies that can be 
employed by Amvest to create value through stakeholder synergy. 
 
Tantalo and Priem (2016) delineated three different forms of stakeholder synergy: 

1. Single stakeholder value creation: increasing the utility received by one stakeholder 
without negatively affecting the value proposition received by any other stakeholder. 

2. Complementary utilities: finding complementarities in needs across two or more 
stakeholders. 

3. Follow-on efficiencies: the increased utility offered through stakeholder synergy to 
each essential stakeholder is likely to draw high-quality, essential stakeholder 
members who wish to either join, buy from, or do business with the firm. 

 
In this case, the most appropriate form to create stakeholder synergy will be complementary 
utilities which will likely also result in follow-on efficiencies. The reason why the 
complementary utilities strategy is deemed the most appropriate is because the project aims 
to create the highest amount of value for as many stakeholders as possible. This holds that 
the synergistic value proposition should aim to be valuable for as many of the interviewed 
organizations as possible.  
 
In any value proposition there are multiple actors such as organizations, institutions and 
individuals that engage with value creation, delivery and capture (Adner and Feiler, 2017; 
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Autio and Thomas, 2014; Gulati et al., 2012). Actors are seen as a construct that represent 
the legally independent, but economically interdependent entities involved in the ecosystem 
(Talmar et al., 2018). Since the project managers cannot provide unlimited time and 
resources to the project, they need to choose which organizations will receive their 
attention. Based on the interviews, potential leaders for the value proposition were 
identified. These potential leaders of the project were approached and their role was 
determined. This resulted in the figure that is shown in Figure 6.5.  
 
C4, D3, and D1 have been selected to be the leaders of one of the value propositions. C4 was 
selected to be the leader of the ‘valuable encounters between people’ proposition. D3 was 
selected to be the leader of the ‘participative process’ proposition. And finally, D1 was 
selected to be the leader of the ‘becoming acquainted with the region’ proposition.  
 

 
Figure 6.5: Proposed ecosystem for District E. 

 
Since the total level of project-stakeholder fit will determine the level of stakeholder 
engagement, it is important to ensure that the project-stakeholder fit is maximized. This can 
either be done by maximizing the fit between the values of the project and its stakeholders 
or maximizing the fit between the strategic motives of the project and its stakeholders.  
 
By formulating the value proposition(s) based on inputs from the stakeholders, the 
expectation is that the total level of project-stakeholder fit will be maximized. The value 
proposition can be seen as a translation of the fit between values that will pave the way for 
the strategic motives to become aligned. To ensure that the value propositions are 
recognized by a broad audience, the value propositions were presented at a public meeting. 
The value propositions were presented to the attendees and the attendees were given the 
possibility to comment, question, and elaborate on the value propositions. The most 
important result of this public meeting was that the attendees recognized and confirmed 
that the value propositions offered value to a broad audience. A description of the public 
meeting is shown in Appendix I. 
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6.8. Stakeholder Engagement in Orientation 

The stakeholder engagement in the orientation phase follows from the level of project-
stakeholder fit. As argued before, a higher level of project-stakeholder fit will result in more 
stakeholder engagement during the orientation phase of the project. This again will have 
positive consequences for the remainder of the project due to the continued increase in 
stakeholder engagement and the following increase in legitimacy of the project.   
 
By iteratively developing the synergistic value propositions that will maximize the project-
stakeholder fit, stakeholder engagement can be created. This is where the second round of 
interviews is performed to obtain actual commitment from these organizations. Together 
with the leaders, each of the propositions were detailed and elaborated further. In this 
phase, the leaders’ interest is translated into more specific actions and roles that these 
organizations should pursue. First, together with C4, the proposition regarding valuable 
encounters between people was elaborated further. Second, together with D1, the 
proposition regarding getting acquainted with the region was elaborated further. And 
thirdly, together with D3, the proposition regarding the participative process was elaborated 
further. This resulted in the following conclusions:  

1. Instead of three individual propositions, the proposition regarding the participative 
process might be the means through which the other two propositions can be 
realized. Based on the three follow-up interviews, the decision was made to focus on 
the two other propositions regarding valuable encounters and getting acquainted 
with the region, whilst using the participative process to shape the collaboration 
between the leaders. This resulted in the visualization that is shown in Figure 6.6.  

2. With regards to stakeholder engagement, the following commitments from the 
organizations were realized: 

a. C4 committed to further elaborate the proposition regarding valuable 
encounters between people and contribute time, knowledge and even 
financial resources if necessary.  

b. D1 committed to further elaborate the proposition regarding getting 
acquainted with the region since this is completely aligned with the 
organization’s strategic objectives. They acknowledge that there is a lot of 
synergy between this proposition and their organization.  

c. D3 committed to be a leading party in the elaboration of the two propositions 
by connecting the two propositions and partially becoming the project 
manager of the continuation of the project.  
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Figure 6.6: Updated ecosystem with two distinct propositions. 

 
For the District E project, it was important to make a clear distinction between the 
orientation and the operations, because the operations could not be part of this research 
due to the start of this phase, which is set for the end of 2019. However, for other projects, 
the distinction between orientation and operations might be smaller or in some cases these 
phases may be intertwined. Therefore, a small simplification of the tool might be possible to 
increase the applicability.  
 

6.9. Stakeholder Engagement in Operations 
The increased amount of stakeholder engagement in the orientation phase will likely lead to 
increased stakeholder engagement in the following phases. As the operations of the project 
will not start until the end of 2019, this phase will not be the main focus of this research. 
Especially since the operations phase will take at least four years for the construction to be 
completed, it is not possible to include this phase in this research.  
However, the expectation is that stakeholders that are engaged in the orientation phase will 
also be engaged in the operations. As indicated in the previous section, C4, D3, and D1 were 
selected and agreed to play a prominent role in the project plan.  
 
Before the start of this phase it is important that the degree of participation for each 
stakeholder is determined. Some stakeholders will have minor influence and are used for 
giving information or consultation, whilst others will be consulted in a more extensive way 
as participation, partnership and/or self-mobilization (Conde & Lonsdale, 2004). Conde and 
Lonsdale (2004) developed this ladder of stakeholder participation to describe the different 
possibilities of stakeholder involvement in a project.  
 

ECOSYSTEM DISTRICT E

Amvest

exchange of ideas

GETTING ACQUAINTED WITH THE REGIONVALUABLE ENCOUTERS

PARTICIPATIVE PROCESS

Leader

Core Team

Participants

Leader

Core Team

Participants
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Figure 6.7: Ladder of stakeholder participation (Conde and Lonsdale, 2004). 

 
For this project, the choice was made to grant C4 and D1 the mandate of partnership. Whilst 
D3 was granted the mandate of self-mobilization to gather the required parties and 
organizations based on a specific instruction to guide the process further. Within their 
respective propositions, they are free to attract people to their teams that they deem 
suitable for helping them elaborate the proposition further. Again, this participation can be 
categorized using the ladder of participation (Conde & Lonsdale, 2004). The stakeholder 
engagement in the operations is one of the outputs of the stakeholder engagement tool, so 
in the next section we turn to the legitimacy of the project.  
 

6.10. Legitimacy of the Project 
As mentioned before, more stakeholder engagement will likely lead to increased legitimacy 
of the project. Legitimacy is seen as a consequence of stakeholder engagement (Lane and 
Devin, 2017). Legitimacy has been viewed in three different forms, namely: legitimacy of the 
process of engagement; legitimacy of the decisions that are reached via engagement; and/or 
legitimacy of the project or organization (Lane and Devin, 2017).  
 
Firstly, legitimacy of the process of engagement will be beneficial for Amvest to convince 
stakeholders that their approach to this project is serious and that their objective is to 
contribute to the future of the Brainport region. Secondly, legitimacy of the decisions that 
are reached via engagement will result in a solution that is recognized by a broad audience 
and little resistance. Thirdly, legitimacy of the project or organization will be beneficial for 
Amvest because this will allow them to become part of the Brainport ecosystem. 
 
These forms of legitimacy will yet again lead to a better understanding of the stakeholders’ 
multi-attribute utility functions and additional interested stakeholders. Through the 
engagement of C4, D1 and D3, the legitimacy of the project increases. These organizations 
are also representatives of a network of organizations. C4 is the representative of the high-
tech cluster that Brainport is known for. D3 is the representative of the design cluster that is 
also present in Brainport and receiving international attention. D1 is the representative of 
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the city-marketing of Eindhoven and all other organizations that are involved in positioning 
Eindhoven on an international level.  
 

6.11. Interested Stakeholders 
Another outcome of increased legitimacy of the project will likely be the emergence of 
additional interested stakeholders that are attracted to the project based on the follow-on 
efficiencies (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). Considering the nature of the project and the fact 
that physical buildings are being developed, it is not sure that the multi-attribute utility 
functions of interested stakeholders that might be attracted due to the increased legitimacy 
will be incorporated into the project. The initial selection of organizations that was made in 
this project means that some organizations have been deemed more important than others. 
So, it is unlikely that other interested stakeholders that will be attracted due to the follow-on 
efficiencies will be able to directly influence the project plans.  
 
Besides the emergence of additional interested stakeholders, there might be stakeholders 
that indicated that they are not interested at this moment, but are attracted now due to the 
increased legitimacy of the project. C6, who indicated that they were not interested during 
the first interview, indicated that they are willing to support and contribute to the project 
during following contacts.  
 
This case confirms the statement by Tantalo and Priem (2016) that a project with a higher 
legitimacy will likely attract high quality stakeholders that are either willing to affiliate 
themselves with the project or are attracted by the value proposition that was developed. As 
described in the previous paragraph, C6 indicated that they want to be engaged with the 
project after they knew which stakeholder were already engaged with the project.  
 

6.12. Conclusion and Evaluation on Stakeholder Engagement Tool 
In this Chapter the findings and the developed stakeholder engagement tool were discussed 
and applied in practice. Amongst others, a context analysis was performed, which showed 
that there is a lot of energy, motivation and willingness to partake in this project. The result 
of this analysis of the current situation was an overview of the most important strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats. Thereafter, the stakeholder engagement tool was 
applied in District E to assist project managers who want to create stakeholder engagement. 
Finally, this Chapter will end with the most important findings and learnings that were 
extracted from the application of the stakeholder engagement tool and an evaluation of the 
tool.  
 
The application of the stakeholder engagement tool in District E has provided valuable 
learnings with regards to the stakeholder engagement tool. These learnings will be explained 
and detailed further.  

1. Time consuming 
Effectively applying the stakeholder engagement tool and the accompanying methodological 
guidelines in a project is time consuming and requires commitment from the project 
organization. However, in the case that was discussed in this research, the benefits 
outweighed the costs due to the stakeholder engagement that was created and the 
commitments that were made by the stakeholders.  
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2. Multiple viewpoints 
By adhering to the stakeholders of a project, the project managers come into contact with 
multiple stakeholders and differing viewpoints. In line with comments made by Tantalo and 
Priem (2016), this requires project managers to keep an open mindset and continually 
attend to stakeholders with the same value-creating mindset that usually is exclusively 
reserved for customers.  
 

3. Response rate and willingness to participate 
A remarkable fact that has been established is the response rate, every stakeholder freed 
time to contribute to the project. Furthermore, the stakeholders’ willingness to participate 
in the project was remarkable. As already shown in the context analysis, one of the 
Brainport region’s strengths is the cooperation and the network that already exists within 
this region. This was noticeable through the relative short time period it took to make 
interview appointments with high level employees of the stakeholders. Furthermore, the 
openness and information that was shared during the interviews showed that the 
organizations are willing to contribute to the project.  
 

6.12.1. Evaluation 
As indicated by Hevner et al. (2004), a design artifact is viewed as complete and effective 
when it is able to fulfill the requirements and solve the constraints of the problem it was 
meant to. So, in order to evaluate the stakeholder engagement tool, it should be determined 
how well the tool was able to reach its intended purpose. By employing the stakeholder 
engagement tool in the District E project, actual stakeholder engagement from three 
stakeholders was created. C4, D1 and D3 have committed themselves to the project, the 
plans and the detailed elaboration of the plan. Furthermore, C3, C8 and C9 are also 
committed to the project but they are committed on a more operational level. On a 
numerical level, this means that stakeholder engagement was created amongst 6 of the 14 
stakeholders that were involved in the process.  
 
Although the stakeholders in this case were willing to cooperate and contribute to the 
project, this might not be so for other projects where the stakeholder engagement tool is 
applied. If this is the case, the project organization should try to increase the legitimacy of 
the project by attracting persons or organizations that are known in the region and are able 
to exert influence over other organizations.  
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7. Conclusion & Discussion 
This chapter is focused on the conclusion of this study and the accompanying discussion 
section. First, the sub- and research-questions are posed and the answers to them are 
described. Then, the contributions of this research to theory and practice are discussed. 
Finally, the limitations of this study and the future research directions are discussed.   
 

7.1. Conclusion 
In order to answer the main research question of this study, several sub-questions were 
posed. The sub-questions of this thesis are: 
SQ1: Based on previous theory, which factors predict achieving stakeholder engagement? 
SQ2: Which process should project managers engage in order to create stakeholder  

engagement? 
SQ3: What does the specific context for the District E project look like? 
SQ4: How can stakeholder engagement be created in the District E project by applying the  

stakeholder engagement tool? 
 
These sub-questions are necessary to effectively answer the main research question of this 
study which is: 
“How can a project development organization create stakeholder engagement in an 
innovative urban development project of regional importance?” 
 
First, to answer the sub-question related to the specific constructs that are required to 
create stakeholder engagement, a literature review was conducted to identify and analyze 
relevant individual constructs. After the individual constructs had been identified, the 
relationships between the constructs were determined. This resulted in a framework that 
captures the relationships between individual constructs that are important when a project 
manager wants to create stakeholder engagement. The specific constructs that are required 
to create stakeholder engagement consist of multi-attribute utility functions (Harrison et al., 
2010); stakeholder synergy (Tantalo and Priem, 2016); synergistic value propositions (Frow 
and Payne, 2011); and project-stakeholder fit (Bundy et al., 2017). The framework that was 
developed is shown in Figure 7.1.  
 

 
Figure 7.1: Stakeholder engagement framework 

 
Second, to answer the sub-question related to the process that project managers should 
engage, the framework that was developed to answer the previous sub-question was 
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iteratively developed into a tool that can be used by project managers to create stakeholder 
engagement, whilst considering important traits that managers value in strategic tools 
(Jarzabkowski and Kaplan, 2015; Wright et al., 2013; Talmar et al., 2018). Besides the 
development of the tool, the focus was also on developing methodological guidelines that 
will help project managers in applying the stakeholder engagement tool in innovative urban 
development projects. This resulted in the tool that is shown in Figure 7.2. This tool was 
developed using recent advancements in existing literature. The methodological guidelines 
that have been developed to accompany the tool are shown in Appendix J. This tool has a 
continuous cycle which ensures that the stakeholders will be adhered to constantly. 

Figure 7.2: Stakeholder engagement tool 
 
Third, to answer the sub-question related to the specific context for the District E project, a 
context analysis was performed by interviewing potentially relevant stakeholders of the 
project. This resulted in an overview of the most important strengths, weaknesses, threats 
and opportunities that might influence the project. The general conclusion of the context 
analysis is that the Brainport region has some unique strengths when it comes to 
cooperation and there is a large network of organizations that know when and how to find 
each other. If Amvest, the project developer, manages to integrate themselves within the 
existing network of the Brainport region and use the strength of this network, this would be 
beneficial for the project. This finding is important and guides the application of the 
stakeholder engagement tool within this project.  
 
Fourth, to answer the sub-question related to how stakeholder engagement can be created 
in the District E project, the stakeholder engagement tool and methodological guidelines 
that have been developed are applied in the District E project. The application of the tool 
and methodological guidelines has been guided by the researcher. The answer to this sub-
question is that by applying the stakeholder engagement tool and methodological guidelines 
in the District E project, as illustrated by the case study in Chapter 6, stakeholder 
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engagement was created from at least three organizations. Two of these organizations were 
engaged to further elaborate two propositions that were developed in this thesis and 
committed time and possibly even financial resources to realize it. The third organization 
agreed to take on a leading role in guiding the two other organizations in further detailing 
the propositions and executing the project further.  
 
In relation to the main research question of this study, a project development organization 
can create stakeholder engagement in an innovative urban development project of regional 
importance by applying the stakeholder engagement tool and the accompanying 
methodological guidelines that have been developed in this study. As indicated by multiple 
authors, creating stakeholder engagement will result in stronger commitment by 
stakeholders to the firm, increased firm legitimacy, greater potential for value creation and 
competitive advantage, and more trust in firm-stakeholder relationships (Berman et al., 
1999; Graves and Waddock, 1994; Harrison et al., 2010; Hillman and Keim, 2001; Post, 
Preston, and Sachs, 2002; Parmar et al., 2010). 
Overall, creating stakeholder engagement in innovative urban development projects of 
regional importance is not straightforward. Applying the stakeholder engagement tool is 
time-consuming and requires the project managers to consider multiple perspective of their 
stakeholders. Furthermore, there are many interests and wishes that might conflict or 
exclude one another. This means that project managers have the difficult task of trying to 
incorporate the stakeholders and their wishes into the project.  
 

 
Figure 7.3: Stakeholder engagement tool as a boundary object. 

 
In line with what several authors have suggested, this research was aimed at application-
orientedness (Hodgkinson et al., 2001; Romme et al., 2015), developing a boundary object 
that serves practitioners as well as academics (Romme, 2003; Worren et al., 2002). The 
stakeholder engagement tool that was designed in this research plays an important role in 
carrying scientific knowledge to practice, and the other way around, practitioner-held 
knowledge to science, serving as a boundary object on the interface of scholarship and 
management, as shown in Figure 7.3 (Romme et al., 2015). This means that the study has 
contributions to theory and practice, these will be described next.  

 
7.2. Contributions to Theory 

The gap in literature that is addressed by this research is the lack of literature regarding 
stakeholder engagement and the lack of literature that prescribes how managers can apply 
these concepts (Jensen & Sandström, 2011). Furthermore, stakeholder engagement remains 
under theorized and there is little or no theorizing about its implementation (Lane & Devin, 
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2017). Within stakeholder engagement research, a core topic of inquiry is related to the 
creation of stakeholder engagement: how can project managers create stakeholder 
engagement in their projects.  
 
More specifically, the most important contributions to theory of this research are the 
framework that was developed in Chapter 4 and the tool that was developed in Chapter 5. 
The framework connects several recent advancements in academic stakeholder research 
such as multi-attribute utility functions (Harrison et al., 2010); stakeholder synergy (Tantalo 
and Priem, 2016); synergistic value propositions (Frow and Payne, 2011); and project-
stakeholder fit (Bundy et al., 2017). Up until now, there was no framework that was directly 
applicable for project managers in innovative urban development projects that want to 
create stakeholder engagement (Brandon and Fukunaga, 2014).  
 
The tool that was created based on the framework offers researchers the possibility to study 
stakeholder engagement and the individual constructs that are part of it. Furthermore, if the 
tool and accompanying implications arising from individual instances of applying the 
stakeholder engagement tool are captured in a systematic manner and made available as 
part of the collective body of knowledge in stakeholder engagement (Romme, 2016), they 
can be the basis for designing increasingly accurate context-specific organizational 
interventions in the context of stakeholder engagement.  
 
The stakeholder engagement tool empowers researchers to study this topic in at least three 
ways. First, the basis for the creation of stakeholder engagement lies in the particular 
context as represented by the interplay of the structural elements. The tool allows the 
explicit consideration of the creation of stakeholder engagement in an innovative urban 
development project, thus providing grounds for contextualizing scholarly inquiries into 
stakeholder engagement. Second, in describing the process, researchers can use the 
developed tool to structure the creation of stakeholder engagement. Third, applying the tool 
in different innovative urban development projects enables comparability of the process, 
research and project output.  
 

7.3. Contribution to Practice 
This sub-section will focus on the practical implications that hold for Amvest as well as any 
other organization that is involved in developing innovative urban development projects. A 
core contribution of the stakeholder engagement tool is toward empowering managers for 
better decisions regarding strategic stakeholder relations, as well as in designing and 
applying interventions through which they can assert influence over stakeholders, which has 
been lacking until now (Jensen & Sandström, 2011). In the case that was presented in this 
study, it has been illustrated that implementing the stakeholder engagement tool can be 
helpful to create stakeholder engagement in innovative urban development projects. 
 
Additionally, the individual constructs, links between constructs and guidelines can also 
empower managers to improve their decision making regarding the individual constructs 
such as multi-attribute utility functions, stakeholder synergy, synergistic value propositions 
or project-stakeholder fit. As the case showed, effectively applying the whole stakeholder 
engagement tool can be quite time consuming and resource intensive. However, in these 
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innovative urban development projects, the benefits of stakeholder engagement will 
outweigh the costs.  
 
Furthermore, applying the stakeholder engagement tool forces project managers to view the 
project from different perspectives and identify potential value drivers that have been 
unknown so far (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). This will enable them to increase the size of the 
pie for the organizations that are involved. It requires a step away from focusing solely on 
shareholder value and viewing the total value created as the value that is created for all 
business model stakeholders (focal firm, customers, suppliers, and other exchange partners) 
(Zott and Amit, 2007). 
 

7.4. Limitations and Future Research Directions 
This research, like any other research, is subjected to limitations, these limitations include: 
the case study, the researcher and the time and context dependency. 
First, the case study was focused on a single innovative urban development project. This 
aspect limits the diversity of the data, reduces the quality of the findings, and questions the 
generalizability of the findings to other contexts or industries. However, these type of 
innovative urban development projects are becoming more common and multiple of these 
projects will be executed the coming years. Additionally, the theory-informed approach that 
identified the important constructs reduced the dependence of insights from the single 
project. An application of the tool in several other innovative urban development projects 
will help to further refine the stakeholder engagement tool and enable the comparison of 
innovative urban development projects.  
 
Second, although the methodology section of this thesis aimed to keep the reliability of this 
study as high as possible, it cannot be excluded that researcher bias might have been 
present. Even though the research is conducted under supervision of two academic 
supervisors and one firm supervisor, the vast majority was executed by a single graduate 
student, which increases the risk of potential researcher bias and lowers the internal 
reliability. To reduce the risks of researcher bias interview protocols, coding, as well as a 
case study have been used. This increased the transparency and replicability of this thesis, as 
was already described in the methodology section.  
 
Third, as this thesis has been conducted at a single firm for six months, it is highly time and 
context dependent. Design knowledge is time and context dependent by nature, and design 
knowledge is subject to future research to refine and improve it. By applying the stakeholder 
engagement tool in other cases and other projects, the context dependency of the findings 
might be decreased. Future research might also focus on analyzing retrospective instances of 
projects where stakeholder engagement was or was not created. The tool might serve as a 
basis for analyzing why the attempts to stakeholder engagement failed in certain projects 
and were successful in others.  
 
The individual constructs and stakeholder engagement tool that were constructed in this 
thesis should be tested in more detail. This can be realized by using multiple case studies of 
innovative urban development projects. By testing the tool in different projects and 
contexts, the validity and generalizability will increase. A few examples of future research 
areas would include how organizations can engage stakeholders that they have no direct 
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links with; how not included stakeholders respond to the stakeholder engagement attempts 
by the organization; what the consequences of stakeholder engagement are for the 
relationships between the organization and its stakeholders; as well as the strategies that 
project managers could best employ to create stakeholder engagement from a specific type 
of organization.  
 
Furthermore, an interesting avenue could be to conduct research into more detailed 
strategies and processes that managers might employ to realize value creation through 
stakeholder synergy and synergistic value propositions. This research was one of the first to 
try and connect stakeholder engagement, stakeholder synergy, synergistic value 
proposition(s), and project-stakeholder fit through a stakeholder engagement tool. As 
indicated before, there is little to no literature that prescribes managers, it is often not 
useful to managers, and there is limited theorizing on stakeholder engagement and its 
implementation (Jensen & Sandström, 2011; Lane & Devin, 2017; Greenwood, 2007). 
 
Since District E is an example of a complex innovative urban development project, the 
approach to stakeholder engagement that is developed in this thesis first is also applicable 
to other innovative urban development projects that Amvest and other project developers 
might be involved in the coming years. Additionally, the stakeholder engagement tool or 
slightly adapted versions of the stakeholder engagement tool might also be applicable to 
other urban development projects. If the stakeholder engagement tool is further 
decontextualized, as described in section 3.1.2., it might even be applicable for other 
projects that are not related to project development.  
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9. Appendices 
Appendix A – Overview of Interviewees 

Organization Function 

K1 Secretary  
K2 President Executive Board 
C1 Managing Director 
C2 Executive Vice President  
C3 CEO  
C4* CEO  
C5 Head of Communications  
C6 Managing Director  
C7 President Netherlands 
C8 CEO Benelux  
C9 Board Member 
D1* Head of Strategy & Business 

Development 
D2 CEO  
D3* Partner 

Table A.1: Overview of interviewees 
* = people who partook in the second round of interviews.  
 
The choice was made to anonymize the list of interviewees so the quotes and comments 
that are included in this research cannot be traced back to one of the interviewees. 
However, the individual organizations were clustered into three groups, dependent on the 
industry they operate in, namely: knowledge organizations (K), companies (C), and design or 
creative agencies (D).  
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Appendix B – Interview protocol 

Interview guide 
<Prior to the interview> 
 
At the start of the interview: 
First of all, I would like to thank you for freeing the time for this interview and participating 
in this research. As we have mentioned before, this study considers the District E project 
that will be realized on the Stationsplein Eindhoven. The goal of this research is to identify 
opportunities how we can optimize the value that can be synergistically created for multiple 
stakeholders at the same time. We hope to identify and create a solution or framework for 
project managers who want to create stakeholder engagement.    
 
Our interview will last approximately 45 minutes during which I will ask several questions 
that are related to creating stakeholder engagement in projects.  
 
If you do not mind I would like to record the interviews so I can transcribe and process them 
later. Do you consent?  
 
Before we get started, is there anything you would like to mention or do you have any 
questions? 
 
<Interview questions> 
 
Background information 

1. Can you tell me something about your prior experience?  
2. What is your current function and what are the responsibilities that come along with 

it?  
3. Are you familiar with the District E project?  

Ambitions and visions (current situation) & internal trends and challenges 
4. What are your (organization’s) ambitions and visions? In relation to: 

a. Your company  
 Probe: Where do you want to be in five years? 
b. Eindhoven 

Probe: What should Eindhoven offer in five years? 
c. District E 

Probe: How can District E facilitate any of the previously mentioned things? 
5. Which aspects of the vision for District E are appealing to you/your organization? 

Probe: There are multiple views on this: a social, economic, cultural or 
technological. 

6. What would be social and macro objectives for you or your organization in relation to 
District E? 

7. What are the most important factors for you when collaborating with a partner? 
Probe: Do you value trust, reputation, legitimacy, history, etc.? 

8. What are strengths and weaknesses of the current Eindhoven ecosystem?  
 Probe: The Eindhoven ecosystem has been renowned for the innovativeness 
and  
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cohesiveness, what are other strengths and weaknesses? 
9. What are opportunities and threats for the current Eindhoven ecosystem? 

 
 Desired situation   

10. What are the most important pillars or platforms that the District E project should be 
built around?  

Probe: Possible pillars or platforms could be smart cities, sustainability, living 
comfort, etc. 

11. What are potential contributions that you or your organization could have to the 
District E project?  

Probe: Possible contributions could be: knowledge, materials, innovation, 
money, etc. 

12. Would you or your organization be willing to support the District E project in the 
orientation phase?  

Probe: Possible support can be in various forms. What would be limiting you 
from supporting the District E project?  

13. What are, according to you, incentives or mechanisms that might be used to attract 
stakeholders? 

 
<Interview closing> 
 
Closing statement: 
Before we officially finish this interview, is there something that was not mentioned in the 
interview questions that you would like to mention? 
 
Once again, I would like to express my gratitude for freeing the time and cooperating with 
this interview. I sincerely appreciate the commitment you have made for me and for this 
project. 
 
I would like to finish with three short questions: 

1. Do you feel we discussed everything or are there things you missed? 
2. Can I contact you in case I have additional questions or requests? 
3. Is there anyone that I should additionally interview for their relevance to this 

research or knowledge of relevant aspects? 
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Appendix C – Introduction letter for interviewees 
This introduction of the District E project was sent to all interviewees together with the 
invitation for the interview. This was sent to ensure the interviewees at least had some 
knowledge about the project and the plans. The introduction is in Dutch since it was 
extracted from the bid book that Amvest created for the contest that was organized by the 
municipality. Since prior to the interview it was not known how much knowledge of the 
District E project every interviewee had we informed them to assure that the interview 
would deliver a result.  
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Appendix D – Interview form 
This form was used to directly note the most important findings during the interview. It was 
extremely helpful when transcribing the interviews because the form contained the most 
important conclusions and insights that were mentioned during the interview. It also 
assisted with remembering the interview when it was being transcribed.  
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Appendix E – Additional Theoretical Background on Stakeholder Synergy 
Chatterjee (1986) distinguished three different types of synergy, namely financial, 
operational and collusive synergy. Bititci et al. (2007) made a distinction between strategic, 
operational, cultural and commercial synergy. The goal of strategic synergy is to ensure that 
there is a common ground between the stakeholders and that their distinct objectives and 
expectations are understood and are aligned with the competencies and contributions of 
the partners. The main goal of operational synergy is to ensure that each partner’s internal 
management processes and difficulties are understood and resolved and now the customer 
focused operational systems extend across organizational boundaries. Cultural synergy 
exists when the mindset, organizational culture and managements styles are compatible 
between stakeholders and there is a sufficient level of trust and commitment between the 
stakeholders. The final type of synergy, commercial synergy, exists when the short- and long-
term expectations, benefits and risks are understood (Bititci et al., 2007).  
 
As mentioned in the chapter on the individual constructs for stakeholder engagement, 
stakeholder synergy is a central element in this thesis. Since stakeholder synergy is an 
important aspect of the stakeholder engagement tool and the tool is built on concepts that 
are central in Tantalo and Priem’s (2016) theory on stakeholder synergy, some additional 
theoretical background on stakeholder synergy will be described here.  
 
Besides the concepts that are important in their theory on stakeholder synergy, Tantalo and 
Priem (2016) state that they have several contributions to the literature. Their first 
contribution is that they have developed a theory for creating new value simultaneously 
across multiple groups of essential stakeholders (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). This theory can 
be further elaborated and developed by future research to advance the concept of 
stakeholder synergy. Second, managers’ roles include seeking to integrate the multi-
attribute utility functions of their essential stakeholders with their firms’ strategies in novel 
ways (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). This holds that managers will have additional tasks besides 
their current ones to ensure that the concept of stakeholder synergy can be applied in 
practice. And third, sustainable value creation for all essential stakeholders will likely lead to 
competitive advantage and to strong financial performance over the long term (Tantalo and 
Priem, 2016). This is a consequence of stakeholder synergy and this aspect will also be 
important for stakeholder engagement. Competitive advantage is becoming increasingly 
important in property development. 
 
Summarizing, Tantalo and Priem (2016) show how organizational decisions on business 
strategy can be integrated with knowledge of essential stakeholders’ multi-attribute utility 
functions. Furthermore, they also identify more complex second-level links between the 
increases in simultaneous value creation and stronger motivation, commitment to the firm, 
and cooperation among multiple essential stakeholder groups (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). All 
of which are important for organizations that want to create stakeholder engagement in 
innovative urban development projects.  
 
The stakeholder synergy perspective that was elicited by Tantalo and Priem (2016) is best 
described as a perspective that identifies new value creation opportunities that are 
especially effective strategically because a single strategic action increases different types of 
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value for two or more essential stakeholder groups simultaneously, and does not reduce the 
value already received by any other essential stakeholder groups (Tantalo and Priem, 2016).  
The stakeholder synergy approach complements and will likely help advance other research 
based on factors like trust (Harrison et al., 2010), reciprocity (Bosse et al., 2009), and degree 
of stakeholder salience (Mitchell et al., 1997). 
 
If an organization wants to achieve stakeholder synergy, there are three fundamental 
methods. The first method is by increasing the utility received by one of the essential 
stakeholder groups without negatively affecting the value proposition that is received by 
another essential stakeholder group. This is labeled as “single stakeholder value creation” 
(Tantalo and Priem, 2016). The second method that can be applied by managers is finding 
complementarities in the needs of two or more essential stakeholder groups. This is labeled 
as “complementary utilities” (Tantalo and Priem, 2016). The third and final method is when 
follow-ons occur to the single stakeholder or complementary utilities described above. If 
one, two or more essential stakeholder groups receive increased value from a strategic 
innovation, those groups are likely to be more motivated and to exhibit stronger 
commitment to and trust in the firm (Harrison et al., 2010). This again, will likely result in 
better communication and cooperation efforts by and among those essential stakeholder 
groups’ members. Furthermore, these increases in motivation for two or more stakeholder 
groups are likely to have follow-on positive effects on the behaviors of other essential 
stakeholder groups of the organization.  
 
The three forms of stakeholder synergy that have been delineated by Tantalo and Priem 
(2016) are: 

1. Single stakeholder value creation: increasing the utility received by one stakeholder 
without negatively affecting the value proposition received by any other stakeholder. 

2. Complementary utilities: finding complementarities in needs across two or more 
stakeholders. 

3. Follow-on efficiencies: the increased utility offered through stakeholder synergy to 
each essential stakeholder is likely to draw high-quality, essential stakeholder 
members who wish to either join, buy from, or do business with the firm. 

 
Although stakeholder theorists have made progress in describing the “managing for stake- 
holders” process (Freeman, 2010; Freeman et al., 2007; Harrison, Bosse, and Phillips, 2010), 
and Tantalo and Priem (2016) have extended this to include the concept of stakeholder 
synergy, the specific actions necessary for creating shared value remain underspecified. Still 
relatively little is known about how managers can employ stakeholder theory for improving 
their firms’ value creation strategies (Freeman, 2010; Harrison et al., 2010). 
Tantalo and Priem (2016) do not delve deep enough into a manager’s new role when trying 
to increase the value created for all essential stakeholders. Managers will have to serve as 
innovation-seeking entrepreneurs (Kirzner, 1997; Low and MacMillan, 1988) to identify new 
opportunities for stakeholder synergy. However, there might already be multiple common 
but untapped, stakeholder synergies available at most firms today. The stakeholder synergy 
concept requires that managers of an organization’s business system serve as connectors 
between customers and suppliers, shareholders and employees, customers and employees 
and communities. For managers, it is crucial to understand the multi-attribute utility 
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functions of their stakeholders and formulate value propositions that are able to serve 
multiple stakeholder groups.  
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Appendix F – Detailed Results of SWOT-Analysis 
Strengths 
All of the bigger organizations in this region indicated that there is a well-functioning 
ecosystem and that these organizations are in close contact with one another. Whenever 
there is a need to quickly contact another manager from one of the organizations there are 
multiple possibilities to do so. This results in a network of organizations that have very 
strong connections and well-built relationships amongst them. Another important strength 
of this region that is related to the previous, is the cooperation that exists, even between 
competitors, throughout the value chain. Several organizations indicated that they 
cooperate with competitors on certain aspects.  
 
On a social and cultural level, the city of Eindhoven has gone through considerable 
developments the past ten years and these are still ongoing. These developments strongly 
increase the attractiveness of Eindhoven as a city and region to live in. This finding is 
supported by recent research conducted by Numbeo, where Eindhoven was positioned as 
one of the top-three cities worldwide to live in and the number one European city to live in 
(Brainport, 2018).  
 
Multiple interviewees indicated that an organization such as C6, that stimulates and realizes 
projects and programs, promotes the Brainport region on a national and international scale 
and develops and monitors the regional economic strategy, is a strength of this region. 
Especially the developments that they have accomplished over the past 15 years is highly 
appreciated by the interviewees.   
 
Another strength of the Brainport region that is mentioned by multiple interviewees is the 
creativity and innovation that is (latently) present. This is predominately shown by the 
various design organizations, like D2 with several concepts such as the Dutch Design Week 
and the high reputation of Eindhoven when it comes to product design and other forms of 
design.  
 
Weaknesses 
Several interviewees indicated that the Brainport region is a region of two speeds or two 
worlds. On the one hand there is the high-tech systems cluster that is operating on a global 
level with companies such as C4, C7, C9, C8, C2, etc., and on the other hand there are the 
design-oriented companies. Both worlds, technology and design should be more connected 
to create synergies between them. Furthermore, other interviewees indicated that they feel 
that the potential of the region is not yet being used to the fullest.  
As one interviewee said: “If we manage to combine the strengths of our design and 
technology clusters, I think there are still enormous possibilities.”  
 
In comparison to other countries, such as China, the pace of developments in the 
Netherlands is too slow to match the speed of development. This is partly due to legislation 
issues and partly due to cultural issues. Multiple organizations view this as a limiting factor in 
the development of Eindhoven and the Netherlands as a whole.  
 
Another important insight that was indicated by multiple interviewees is the fact that there 
is a lack of leadership with regards to the ongoing developments within the region and what 
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the focus of these developments should be. This results in a lot of parallel developments 
that are indirectly competing with one another. A suggestion that was made is to contract a 
city-wide manager with a vision for urban development that is able to coordinate the 
different initiatives and developments.  
 
An additional comment was made with regards to start-ups and their existence within the 
region. It was mentioned that a lot of start-ups are having a struggling existence. There is a 
feeling that there is limited cooperation between start-ups and the bigger organizations 
within the region. As one interviewee put it: “Every time I have a conversation with someone 
that is involved with start-ups, they indicate that someone should do something about this 
but the people that are actually doing this are limited.” 
Besides that, it was mentioned that the investment climate in the Netherlands as a whole is 
not favorable. People are still reluctant to invest in a start-up or company, where this is 
more accepted in other countries.   
Thirdly, it was mentioned that to their knowledge, it has not yet been accomplished to 
create successful and lasting collaborations between the technology, design and knowledge 
clusters in the region.  
 
The Brainport region and its ecosystem are very dependent upon one type of industry, high-
tech systems. Although the position they take within this industry is that of market leader, 
and the market is likely to grow in the coming years, diversifying through new technologies 
and start-ups should also be a primary point of focus.  
 
Finally, the region has difficulties to successfully propagate the image of the region to a 
global audience. Although organizations such as Eindhoven365 are trying heavily and even 
succeeding lately, more could be done to profile Eindhoven and the region on a global level. 
As one interviewee said: “In line with this problem is the fact that we claim to be very open 
and accessible in this region, but quite frankly, in practice I feel this is not entirely true.” 
 
Opportunities 
Besides strengths and weaknesses, the interviewees were asked what they felt were 
opportunities that are currently present within the region. An opportunity that was 
mentioned by several interviewees was that the interesting activities and processes that are 
being performed in this region should be brought more to the forefront so people, at least to 
a certain extent, know more of what is going on here. Because they feel that most people 
still do not know much about this region and what is going on here.  
Talking about this issue an interviewee said: “If it was up to me we would open up everything 
to show this region’s unique capabilities. Although I recognize that it might be more difficult 
for some organizations or institutions to open up.” 
 
Another opportunity or which some organizations view as a challenge is how are we going to 
make sure that the other parts of Eindhoven, the region and its inhabitants will also feel that 
they are part of the success. This goes hand in hand with the fact that more super ambitious 
goals should be set on the regional and national agenda to ensure progress and innovation 
in the coming few years.  
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Threats 
A threat that is felt by several regions worldwide is the attraction of international talent to 
fulfill the needs of the companies that are growing. In order to attract international talent, 
multiple interviewees believe that the region should also be developed on a social and 
cultural level. Because this will be beneficial for them in attracting international talent. Some 
other interviewees indicate that this might also be seen as a growing shortage of human 
capital in certain fields that is a potential threat for the strength of the region. For almost 
every organization this is a current threat.  
 
A second threat for the region might be the municipality budget and the current financial 
situation of the municipality that might be threatening for the offer of cultural and valuable 
projects and programs for the inhabitants. The municipality has had a few financially difficult 
years where they had a considerable budget deficit (Gemeente Eindhoven, 2018).  
 
An additional threat was mentioned by multiple interviewees is the fact that they wonder 
how big the connection with Eindhoven and the region still is within certain corporations 
that have worldwide shareholders. For example, one interviewee said: “For me, the 
connection is especially visible with C4 and the accompanying supply chain. I question 
whether this connection is still present with some of the other corporations.” 
 
Conclusion on SWOT-analysis 
Based on the information that was gathered through the interviews, the most important 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats are shown in table F.1 below.  
 

Strengths Weaknesses 
1. Network of organizations 
2. Recent social and cultural 

developments 
3. Brainport Development 
4. Creativity and innovation 

1. Technology and design that do not 
cooperate 

2. Speeds of developments 
3. Lack of leadership 
4. Start-up and investment climate 
5. Dependence on specific industry 
6. The image and ambassadorship of 

Eindhoven 
Opportunities Threats 

1. Opening up processes and 
technologies 

2. Social opportunities 
3. Sharing growth benefit with the 

whole region 

1. Attracting and retaining 
international talent 

2. Financial situation municipality 
3. Organizations’ connection with the 

region 
Table F.1: Summary of the SWOT that was extracted from the interviews.  

 
  



 84 

Appendix G - Detailed Results of Interview Analysis 
Code Insights Interviewee 
Understanding of MAUFs 
Strategic Attracting international talent. All 

Profiling Eindhoven and the Brainport region on an 
international stage as the place to be for technology, 
design and knowledge.  

K1, C1, C2, 
C3, C4, D1, 
D2, D3. 

Addressing the social and societal challenges that 
come along with attracting a large number of foreign 
knowledge workers.   

C2, C3, C4, 
C5, C8, C9. 

Interesting the youth for working in the industry and 
choosing for a career in industry.   

C1. 

Developing the ecosystem of the Brainport region to 
remain attractive for start-ups and other 
organizations that want to settle themselves in the 
Brainport region. 

C6. 

Keeping Eindhoven attractive as habitat for 
employees that are currently working for our 
organization. 

C2, C3, C4, 
C7, C8, C9. 

Tactical Creating international traffic and attention for 
Eindhoven by profiling Eindhoven as one of the cities 
to be for contemporary design.  

D1, D2, D3. 

Branding Eindhoven as an international hotspot 
where many different social and cultural activities are 
hosted. 

C6, D1, D2. 

Keeping the level of facilities Eindhoven has to offer 
on a sufficient level so employees will want to settle 
here. 

C2, C3, C4, 
C5, C8, C9. 

Sustainable and continuous growth of our 
organization. 

K1, K2, C1, 
C2, C3, C4, 
C5, C6, C7, 
C8, C9. 

Operational Making sure there is a good offer of diverse cultural 
activities in Eindhoven. 

C4, C5, C7, 
C9. 

Organizing multiple events that generate traffic and 
attention for Eindhoven.  

C6, D1, D2. 

Offering designers a stage where they can show their 
creations to other designers, visitors or an 
international audience. 

D1, D2. 
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Communicating and marketing the special things that 
happen in Eindhoven. Whether it is related to social, 
cultural or sports activities. 

D1. 

Actively shaping the story of Eindhoven and how this 
is portrayed in the media. This is aligned with the 
higher strategic goal of our organization. 

D1. 

Ability to find Stakeholder Synergy 
Single stakeholder 
value creation 

Although the knowledge and technology cluster 
already have their respective home bases, the design 
cluster is still lacking a home base.  

D1, D2. 

Increasing our connection with the city center would 
be great but we are still searching for the best way to 
realize this.  

K1, C4, C5, 
K2. 

A multifunctional landing spot in the city center of 
Eindhoven is something we are searching for quite 
some time now. There has been no location that 
matched our needs so far.  

C4, C5. 

Our brand store is located on the square where 
District E will be realized so another location for our 
brand store is required.  

D1. 

Complementary 
utilities 

We know that the other high-tech companies are also 
struggling with the attraction and integration of 
international knowledge workers and that we are all 
searching for the right way to tackle this problem. 

C2, C3, C4, 
C5, C7, C8, 
C9. 

An ambition for the technology and knowledge 
organizations is considerable growth in the coming 
years. Sustainable growth with attention for relevant 
topics is the way forward. 

K1, K2, C1, 
C2, C3, C4, 
C5, C6, C7, 
C8, C9. 

District E and the developments that come along with 
it will be very beneficial for the image of Eindhoven. 
District E captures a good combination of what 
present day urban areas should be like.  

C4, C5, D1, 
D2.  

A conference center with a very large capacity would 
be very much appreciated. The Brainport region is still 
lacking such a place where international conferences 
can be held.  

C1, C4, C5, 
C7. 

At this moment, there are multiple projects that are 
being developed and that are basically competing 
with each other due to similar requests that are part 
of these projects. It would be beneficial if these 
developments are coordinated on a higher level.  

C4, C5, C6, 
C7. 
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Follow-on 
efficiencies 

The technology and design cluster are hardly 
cooperating with each other. If the strengths of these 
two clusters can be combined that would be very 
beneficial for the region.  

C1, C3, C4, 
C5, C7, D1, 
D2, D3. 

There should be more cooperation between the 
technology, design and knowledge cluster in the 
Brainport region.  

All. 

Synergistic Value Proposition 
Value creation Taking on contemporary (social, technological or 

cultural) challenges in tinker- and workspaces and 
show what this could mean for people. 

D1, D2, D3.  

Creating open and accessible spaces with tables and 
vegetation where people van work and eat from 
international food stalls.  

C4, C5. 

A tourist office 2.0 that shows what is currently visible 
or experienceable within the region.  

D1, D2. 

Due to the location of the District E project, an 
important aspect will be creating and organizing 
valuable encounters between people that will be 
present in District E. 

C4, C5, D1, 
D3.  

This location forces the project to take on a certain 
role. Every visitor that comes to Eindhoven with the 
train will pass District E. Therefore, it will be the most 
fit location for people to become acquainted with the 
region. 

C1, C6, D1, 
D3.  

Value delivery  An institution like the library can make sure there is a 
lot of organic run-up which offers possibilities for 
people to meet.  

C6, D3.  

An environment that stimulates social behavior and 
thereby connects the visitors. A considerable amount 
of our employees will benefit from an environment 
like that.  

C4, C5. 

To ensure that there is actual innovation in the 
different functions that District E will house, a 
participative process should be engaged that is 
focused on innovating the functions. 

C6, D1, D3. 

Value capture Benefiting from the increased attractiveness of 
Eindhoven due to more international knowledge 
workers that are willing to settle themselves in the 
region. 

C3, C4, C5, 
C9.  
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Creating a modern neighborhood that is fit to the 
needs and requirements of contemporary inhabitants 
of a city.  

D1, D2, D3.  

Total Project-Stakeholder Fit 
Value congruence Our organization is willing to contribute to the actual 

realization of District E. We are not going to take on a 
leading role but support the project actively.   

C3, C8, C9. 

Our organization supports the project and the 
ongoing developments that come along with it. 

K1, C1, C2, 
C6, C7, K2. 

The project will have different functions for different 
stakeholders. There are clear matches between 
comparable organizations that value the same 
aspects. 

C4, C5, C8, 
C9. 

A fancy lounge or skybar would be something where 
we can take our suppliers, customers and relations. 

C2, C3, C4, 
C5, C7, C8, 
C9. 

Strategic 
complementarities 

Our organization is willing to take on a distinct role in 
further specifying and developing the concept of 
District E.  

C4, C5, D1, 
D3.  

At this moment, there is no active role for our 
organization in the project. The project will remain on 
our radar for the coming years.  

K1, C1, C2, 
C6, C7, K2. 

The social and societal challenges that come along 
with integrating international knowledge workers 
into the society. This is a struggle for every 
organization that is employing international 
knowledge workers.  

C2, C3, C4, 
C5, C7, C8, 
C9.  

The development of Eindhoven on multiple levels is 
something that our organization, and many others, 
are concerned about. Inside our organization, there 
are clear views on how this can be further improved. 

C3, C4, C5, 
C6, C7, C8, 
D1, D2, D3. 

Stakeholder Engagement in Orientation 
Financial If it is necessary we can always sponsor cultural 

initiatives that are focused on developing Eindhoven 
as a habitat for our employees. Just like we are doing 
with the ‘Muziekgebouw’ at this moment. 

C4. 

Together with other technological companies from 
this region we could be sponsoring a dedicated space 
that is branded with our names where we can take 
our suppliers and clients.  

C2, C4.  
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Resources Our organization can make connections between 
functions that are included in the project plan and our 
customers that offer certain products and services. 
There are valuable links possible that will be 
beneficial for both.  

C9 

Developing concepts that fit with District E and force 
us to be flexible and innovative. There is added value 
in developing new concepts for this project. 

C8 

Our organization is willing to commit to one of the 
value propositions and serve as a leading party in 
further examining and defining the value 
propositions.  

C4, C5, D1, 
D3.  

Knowledge/Network Through several initiatives that have been executed 
over the last twenty years. My network has grown 
considerably and I am well represented within 
multiple clusters in the region.  

D1, D3. 

Our workforce consists of a very diverse collection of 
people with over 100 nationalities. This makes it 
possible to gather unique insights into the 
preferences of the employees from different 
nationalities.  

C4, C5.  

Legitimacy of the Project 
Process  By adhering to the potential stakeholders, the 

process will be seen as objective and complete and 
this will be recognized by other potential 
stakeholders.  

C1, C5, C6, 
D1, D2.  

The organizations that are part of the process are 
representatives of the technology, design and 
knowledge cluster. Which make up a large part of this 
region’s strengths.  

C5, D3.  

Decisions The concept so far is familiar to us and we recognize 
issues that are important for our organization. 

C5, D1, D3.  

The value propositions that have been developed are 
aligned with what we as an organization think that 
the project should be like and what it should be 
focused on. 

C5, D1, D3.  

Project/Organization It is highly appreciated that we are given the 
opportunity to communicate and show our wishes for 
a new urban development project. This shows the 
positive intentions of Amvest as a project developer.   

C2, C4, C5. 
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Amvest shows that it is well-informed about the 
issues that are currently relevant in the Brainport 
region. This is shown in the project plan and the 
contacts we had with the organization so far.   

C5, D1, D3.  

Although we indicated that we did not see the 
benefits of cooperating in this project before, our 
organization would like to be involved in the 
continuation of the project.   

C5. 
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Appendix H - Clustering Process Value Propositions 
Through a clustering process after the first round of interviews, eight propositions were 
distilled that contained the insights that were shared by the stakeholders. Multiple 
stakeholders shared similar concerns, needs or wishes that can be clustered and are 
represented by these eight propositions.  
 
The difference in the specificity of the concerns, needs or wishes was considerable. 
Therefore, we ended up with a lot of insights that we needed to cluster in order to extract 
valuable insights that could be translated into propositions. Multiple stakeholders 
mentioned that they would like to see more connections between the technology, design 
and knowledge clusters that exist in Eindhoven. When this insight was combined with other 
insights such as the fact that the Dutch Design Foundation is searching for a place to realize a 
Design Museum where people can experience design or the Brainport Museum or Expo that 
is included in the ‘Regiodeal Eindhoven’, which tells the story of Eindhoven, the link between 
this insights is that District E should be able to create moments of serendipity between the 
visitors, users, residents and expats that are present in District E.  
 
Another important insight that was extracted from the interviews was the fact that the 
bottom three floors of the towers should really be open to the public. Multiple stakeholders 
shared the concern that during the implementation of the ambitious project plan the 
openness of the three bottom floors would be limited and the feeling that people would get 
will not match with the ambition that was communicated in the plan. Therefore, the 
stakeholders indicated they would value an open and accessible space with seating and 
vegetation that would house multiple functions such as working, relaxing, hospitality and 
meeting spaces.  
 
Additionally, several stakeholders mentioned that due to the location of the project and the 
unique view that is available from the towers, it would be the ideal place for visitors and 
interested people to get to know the region. Multiple suggestions were given how this 
function and proposition might be realized by installing several screens that show what is 
being done in the region on a social, cultural, economic and business level, exposition space 
to show relevant exhibitions, the 360-degree skybar that literally shows what is happening in 
the region through virtual reality and several showcases from organizations that want to 
show more of what they are doing to the world.  
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Figure …: 

 
The propositions that were formulated based on this clustering process are: 

1. Start a design project with ‘core teams’ of stakeholders and creatives to assure that 
the functions of District E are realized in an innovative way.  

2. Take on contemporary (social, technological, cultural) challenges in tinker- and 
workspaces and show what this could mean for people.  

3. Open and accessible place with tables and vegetation where people can work and eat 
from international food stalls. 

4. A large multi-purpose conference center which can be used flexible as a theater, 
movie theater or lecture hall.  
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5. Tourist office 2.0 that visualizes what is currently visible or experienceable within the 
region. 

6. An institution like the library that will make sure there is a lot of organic run-up which 
offers possibilities for people to meet.  

7. An environment that stimulates social behavior and thereby connects nerds, natives, 
and (international) visitors.  

8. Programming that makes serendipity possible.  
 
Not all of the propositions that are listed above will be preferred by Amvest and not all of 
the propositions will be executable within the current plan. After feedback from the project 
team of Amvest, the decision was made to cluster the eight propositions into three central 
value propositions for District E that will be central in the further development of the 
project.  
These value propositions are: 

1. Valuable encounters between people 
2. Becoming acquainted with the region 
3. Design process to ensure innovation in District E’s functions 
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Appendix I - Report of Public Meeting 
The propositions that were made based on the first round of interviews with the 
stakeholders were presented on a public meeting. During the public meeting, the 
propositions were presented to the attendees and they were encouraged to provide 
feedback, comment on the propositions, and come up with additional suggestions.  
 
The posters that were used to present the propositions are shown below. For each 
proposition, a poster was made that contained a guiding sentence and more detailed 
information about what the proposition entails. The images below are in Dutch; therefore, a 
description of their content will be given.  

Figure G.1: Getting acquainted with the region.  
 
The first image concerns the proposition about getting acquainted with the region and states 
that District E celebrates the DNA of the city of Eindhoven which consists of technology, 
design and knowledge.  

/ expertise in smart lighting & smart cities

L IGHT
HOUSE

KENNISMAKEN MET DE REGIO
District E viert het DNA van de stad: techniek, design en kennis. 

In de 360º lounge kun je door virtual reality bijvoorbeeld 
letterlijk zicht krijgen op de regio en de techniek, mensen en 
verhalen die er achter zitten. 

In ateliers en tinkerspaces worden hedendaagse 
uitdagingen opgepakt en worden gezamenlijk ontwerpen 
gemaakt om de uitdagingen op te lossen. 

Welke zaken uit deze regio zouden zichtbaar/beleefbaar 
moeten zijn? Waar ben je nieuwsgierig naar?

Hoe zou dit ingericht moeten worden zodat jij ook mee 
zou doen?
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Figure G.2: Valuable encounters between people. 
 

The second image concerns the proposition about valuable encounters between people and 
this states that District E is a super interaction environment where all inhabitants and 
visitors of Eindhoven are welcome. These inhabitants and visitors may vary from young to 
old, from expats to born and raised inhabitants of Eindhoven, from tourist to employee.  

Figure G.3: Participative process. 
 

The third image concerns the proposition regarding the participative process that will be 
organized to embed the District E project and its propositions into the region and 
community.  
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To ensure that the public meeting would be visited by a broad audience, multiple media 
outlets were used to invite people to the public meeting which was held in the Warehouse 
of Innovation in Eindhoven. All organizations that are involved in the project presented their 
findings or work in progress to the visitors.  
 
The image below shows how the posters were set-up and the setting they were used in. The 
attendees were asked to write their suggestions and remarks on post-its and stick them to 
the poster at the right question.  
 

 
Figure G.4: Poster and set-up at public meeting. 

 
The results of the public meeting are shown on the following page. The three images contain 
the suggestions that were made by the visitors with regards to the propositions. The most 
important conclusion was that the comments and suggestions from the attendees confirmed 
that the propositions were complete and accurate. Most attendees indicated that they 
recognize and confirm the propositions and that the propositions sound attractive to them. 
A large part of the suggestions and comments they provided were related to the practical 
realization of the proposition into the actual building.  
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Appendix J – Detailed Guidelines for Application Stakeholder Engagement Tool 
This appendix provides a detailed overview of the guidelines for application of the 
stakeholder engagement artifact. The artifact consists of ten constructs that are inter-
related and form a cyclical process. The constructs are numbered and detailed below. Every 
construct is explained in detail and the connection to practice is detailed further. The 
guidelines can be seen as a walkthrough that describes the most important steps for each 
construct. All of the constructs have a certain threshold that should be met in order to 
successfully continue with the following step.   
 

1. Identifying Stakeholders 
An overview of the relevant stakeholder of a project is important for project success. Before 
the project is initiated, the project’s management should start by identifying the relevant 
stakeholders for a project. 
 
The prescribed way of doing this is starting with an overview of all stakeholders and 
downsizing the list of relevant stakeholders iteratively. Research has suggested to look at 
several categories, which include industry and businesses, education and research, 
government and politics, environment and socio-economic organizations, and finally, media 
and social organizations.  
 
An often-used way of depicting this is the stakeholder circle where the stakeholders are 
ranked based on their importance and influence in a circular model. Important and 
influential stakeholder are placed more in the center and stakeholders that are less 
important are more peripheral. This method of visualizing the stakeholders offers project 
managers a quick and useful overview of the relevant stakeholders of a project. Figure … 
below shows the template that can be used for depicting the identified stakeholders in a 
circular figure that consists of multiple categories.   
 

 
Figure H.1: Stakeholder identification circle 
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The threshold for identifying stakeholders is if enough stakeholders have been identified to 
come up with valuable insights. Ideally, the number of stakeholders will be not too high and 
not too low, since it should stay manageable and valuable. This will require some judgement 
from the project managers that will have to assess whether or not a sufficient number of 
stakeholders have been identified.  
 

2. Means to Understand Multi-attribute Utility Functions 
As mentioned earlier, organizations need to possess certain means to be able to effectively 
understand the multi-attribute utility functions of their stakeholders. As Tantalo and Priem 
(2016) have noted, project managers should function as innovation-seeking entrepreneurs. 
This means that they should possess certain creative capabilities as well as cognitive abilities 
to be able to realize stakeholder synergy.  
 
There are multiple ways how an organization can possess or gather the required capabilities. 
First of all, the organization should conduct a quick assessment to determine if the (to be) 
assigned project managers possess the required capabilities. The success of managing 
stakeholders is dependent on managers’ abilities to balance the competing or diverse needs 
of different stakeholder groups, whilst simultaneously building and maintaining good 
relationships with each of the stakeholder groups (Clarkson, 1995; Donaldson and Preston, 
1995; Freeman, 1984; Porter and Kramer, 2011). If they do possess the capabilities, the 
project managers can surely manage the project and the process. However, if they do not 
have the required capabilities, the organization should look for other ways of obtaining 
these capabilities. The three most obvious alternatives are training, hiring an external firm or 
attracting additional project managers that do possess the required capabilities.  
 
When the organization has made sure that it possesses the required means to understand 
multi-attribute utility functions it can move on to the actual understanding and 
interpretation of the multi-attribute utility functions. In this construct, a threshold is 
included that determines whether or not the project managers can continue with the next 
step. This threshold is whether or not the organization possesses the adequate means to 
understand the multi-attribute utility functions of their stakeholders. If the organization 
does not possess these means, the likelihood of successfully applying the stakeholder 
engagement tool will decrease.  
 

Does the 
organization possess 
the required means 
to understand the 
multi-attribute 
utility functions? 

Yes Continue with the 
following step 

No Conduct training Continue with the 
following step Hire external firm 

Attract additional 
project manager 

Table H.1:  
 

3. Understanding of Multi-attribute Utility Functions 
When the organization has successfully identified the relevant stakeholders and they are 
assured that they possess the required means, the organization can start with the actual 
gathering of the stakeholders’ multi-attribute utility functions and the interpretation. This 



 99 

requires the organization to engage in a relationship with the relevant stakeholders and 
assess their multi-attribute utility functions in relation to the project.  
 
The proposed way to gather this information is through interviews with a certain person 
within the organization. This often means that the interviewee should be a high-level profile 
within the organization that has the power and authority to make decisions. If the interview 
is not held at the right level, the insights that might be shared during the interview will not 
be supported by the whole organization and require additional follow-up meetings to gain 
support.   
 
A clear way of visualizing the multi-attribute utility functions is in tabular form where the 
three or five most important attributes per stakeholder are listed. This will facilitate the 
ability to find stakeholder synergy in the later stages of the process. It makes it easier to spot 
the possibilities for simultaneous value creation for multiple stakeholder groups (Tantalo 
and Priem, 2016). An example of such a table is shown in table … below. 
 

 
Table H.2: Stakeholders and the elements they deem important on a strategic level 

 
When the interviews are being conducted, insights from prior interviews should be validated 
and tested during later interviews. Stakeholders might come up with interesting suggestions 
and ideas that can be used by the project managers. These suggestions and ideas can be 
validated in the other interviews to see if they are recognized by a larger audience.  
 
For the understanding of multi-attribute utility functions, the threshold is whether or not 
valuable information has been gathered that offers insights into the multi-attribute utility 
functions of the stakeholders. If this is not the case, the project managers should seek to 
gather additional information that will inform them about the multi-attribute utility 
functions of the relevant stakeholders. This could mean that they should conduct additional 
interviews with different people from the stakeholder’s organization.  
 

4. Ability to Find Stakeholder Synergy 
In order to find stakeholder synergy, project managers will first have to identify the 
ambitions, visions, needs, contributions and other suggestions that stakeholders might have. 
The advice would be to start with ambitions on a general level and then focus more on how 
these general ambitions might be realized through the current project. The same can be 
done for the visions, needs, contributions and other suggestions that stakeholders might 
have. Based on this information, the project managers can start to identify possibilities for 
stakeholder synergy.  
 
First of all, if stakeholder synergy should be found, the information and insights that have 
been gathered should offer the possibility of stakeholder synergy. If the information and 
insights for every individual stakeholder are very different and there is no possibility to 

Strategy 
Elements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1.
2.
3.

Stakeholders
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combine them, it makes no sense to search for stakeholder synergy. When there are clear 
possibilities for stakeholder synergy, it will be valuable to develop synergistic value 
propositions that simultaneously offer value to multiple stakeholders.  
 
There are multiple ways through which project managers can create stakeholder synergy. 
Tantalo and Priem (2016) denoted three ways through which project managers can create 
stakeholder synergy: 

1. Single stakeholder value creation: increasing the utility received by one stakeholder 
without negatively affecting the value proposition received by any other stakeholder. 

2. Complementary utilities: finding complementarities in needs across two or more 
stakeholders. 

3. Follow-on efficiencies: the increased utility offered through stakeholder synergy to 
each essential stakeholder is likely to draw high-quality, essential stakeholder 
members who wish to either join, buy from, or do business with the firm. 

 
It is evident that project managers should aim for complementary utilities, that is increasing 
the need for multiple stakeholders simultaneously. As a result, follow-on efficiencies are 
likely to prevail due to the increased attention the project will receive. When the project 
managers have identified sufficient possibilities for stakeholder synergy and they feel they 
have collected enough information, they can continue with the following step. 
 

5. Synergistic Value Propositions 
When the options for stakeholder synergy have been identified, the project managers can 
start with developing synergistic value propositions that simultaneously deliver value to 
multiple stakeholders. In essence, the possible solutions or directions have been given by 
the stakeholder during the interviews that were conducted. A consequence of this fact is 
that the project managers should try to formulate the propositions using words that sound 
familiar to the stakeholders. Usually, this would be quite straightforward because the 
stakeholder provided insights during the interviews.  
 
Depending on the synergistic value propositions, stakeholders will decide whether or not 
they will participate. As Tantalo and Priem (2016) stated that each essential stakeholder uses 
their multi-attribute utility functions as part of an inducements-contributions calculation 
(Barnard, 1938) for deciding whether or not to participate in, and how enthusiastically to 
participate in, a particular firm’s business system. This means that the project managers 
should iteratively develop value propositions that offer value to multiple stakeholders.  
 
In order to combine the findings of Tantalo and Priem with the insights that are collected in 
a case we have to assume that (1) stakeholders use a multi-attribute utility function for 
deciding whether or not to participate in, and how enthusiastically to participate in, a 
particular firm’s business system, (2) the firm’s managers make strategic individual decisions 
regarding their own participation in the system and (3) there is potential for simultaneous 
value creation or synergies across essential stakeholders.   
 
The process often results in multiple value propositions that cannot all be incorporated into 
the project. Therefore, project managers might need to cluster the value propositions that 
were developed so they can be integrated into the project on a higher level. This also means 
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that the project managers might be required to choose between certain propositions 
because they are constraint by aspects related to the physical building or the fact that they 
cannot incorporate everything into the project.  
 

6. Total Project-Stakeholder Fit 
In order to determine the total amount of project-stakeholder fit, it is important to assess 
the stakeholders’ position in relation to the project. To accurately assess this, we propose to 
divide the stakeholders into four categories: potential leaders, potential contributors, 
interested, and uninterested. Preferably, there will be multiple stakeholders in the first three 
groups and little or no stakeholders in the final group. This is due to the fact that if the 
stakeholders were placed in the last group, it would be arguably if they are a stakeholder at 
all. The stakeholders that are placed in the category of potential leaders are the stakeholders 
that have the highest project-stakeholder fit. They feel the urge to contribute to the project 
and indicated that they even want to take on a leading role in further developing and 
executing the project plan. The potential contributors indicated that they are willing to 
contribute to the project but this will be particularly based on a specific request that is done 
by the project managers. The interested stakeholders indicated that they support the project 
and that they will keep on following the developments closely. However, they do not see a 
specific role for themselves at this moment in time.  
 

 
Figure H.2: Template for dividing the stakeholders into four categories. 

 
Furthermore, in this part of the stakeholder engagement artifact, it is important to think 
about the final constellation or organization that will be formed together with the 
stakeholders. Depending on the context and the project itself, some projects might be more 
suitable for a more formal agreement or participation whilst other projects might be more 
suitable for a more informal agreement or participation. An ecosystem-like constellation 
might also be an option depending on the goal or purpose of the ecosystem.  
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Figure H.3: Set-up of potential ecosystem  

 
7. Stakeholder Engagement in Orientation Phase 

Since innovative urban development projects often have a clear distinction between the 
orientation phase and the operations, the decision was made to also include this distinction 
in the stakeholder engagement artifact. In this phase, it is important to transform the 
interest and attention of stakeholders into real engagement or commitments.  
 
To realize this, follow-up talks with the potential leaders that were identified in the previous 
step should be held to further explore the possibilities. In this stage the focus should be on 
the practical contributions that the stakeholders might offer to the project. There are several 
options how the stakeholders might contribute to the project. Some examples of 
contributions are knowledge, financial, time, contacts, support, etc.  
 
Based on the course and outcome of these follow-up talks, the project managers can decide 
on how they want to further include the stakeholders in the remainder of the innovative 
urban development project.  
 
The alignment of resources and competences towards a common goal during inter-
organizational collaboration is a crucial aspect for creating stakeholder engagement (Mora-
Valentine et al., 2004; Linnarson, 2005). This aspect highlights the importance of single 
stakeholder strategic planning for engagement in inter-organizational collaboration (Jonas et 
al., 2018).  
 
An important aspect to take into consideration is the degree of participation that will be 
granted to the stakeholders in this phase. To determine the degree of participation, the 
ladder of stakeholder participation from Conde and Lonsdale (2004) will be used. This ladder 
of participation consists of five different levels of participation ranging from information, 
consultation, participation, partnership to self-mobilization. The ladder of stakeholder 
participation is shown in Figure ….  
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Figure H.4: Ladder of stakeholder participation (Conde and Lonsdale, 2004). 

 
8. Stakeholder Engagement in Operations 

Since innovative urban development projects often have a clear distinction between the 
orientation phase and operations, the stakeholder engagement that is realized in the 
previous step should be further extended during the operations. Now the contacts have 
already been created and the relationship is built, the focus should be laid on further 
expanding stakeholder engagement.  
This can be realized by further detailing the engagement and translating this into specific 
requests from and assignments for the stakeholders. This might be additional tasks for the 
stakeholders such as supporting the project in the press and committing themselves to the 
project.  
 

9. Legitimacy of the Project 
One of the most important consequences of stakeholder engagement is increased legitimacy 
of the project (Lane and Devin, 2017). Lane and Devin (2017) dissected legitimacy into three 
forms, namely: legitimacy of the process of engagement itself; legitimacy of the decisions 
that are reached via engagement; and/or legitimacy of the project or organization itself. All 
of the above-mentioned forms of legitimacy will be beneficial for project managers. This 
increase in legitimacy of the project will make stakeholders more willing to share subtilties 
about their multi-attribute utility functions and thus enable the project managers to further 
their understanding.  
 
Project managers can use the increased legitimacy of the project to increase the interest of 
organizations in the project or to increase the engagement of the stakeholders that are 
already committed.  
 

10. Interested Stakeholders 
When the legitimacy of the project has increased, additional stakeholders might become 
interested in the project. Even stakeholders that were deemed to be not interested or less 
interested than the potential leaders might indicate that they do want to be involved in the 
project now the project’s legitimacy has increased.  
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The project managers will have to decide if they offer these additional interested 
stakeholders the possibility to become a part of the project. If the addition of the 
stakeholder is deemed valuable and the collaboration can be beneficial to both, then it 
would make sense to incorporate the stakeholders in the project.  
 

 
Figure H.5: Stakeholder Engagement Tool 
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Appendix K – Follow-up meeting protocol 

Interview guide 
<Prior to the interview> 
 
At the start of the interview: 

First of all, I would like to thank you for freeing the time for this interview and participating 
in this research again. As we have mentioned before, this study considers the District E 
project that will be realized on the Stationsplein Eindhoven. We have been analyzing the 
data and insights from our first round of interviews. Based on this analysis we feel that you 
and your organization might play an important role in the execution of the plans for District 
E.  
 
This interview will take approximately one hour during which we will explore the possibilities 
how we can incorporate you and your organization into the execution of this project. The 
goal of this follow-up interview is to translate the interest that was shown during the first 
interview into more specific cooperation and actual commitments.  
 
Before we get started, is there anything you would like to mention or do you have any 
questions? 
 
<Interview questions> 
 
Background information 
With me today is Ralf Peeters, project director of District E. He will be representing Amvest 
during this follow-up conversation and is here to ensure this meeting will be translated into 
results.  

1. Shortly summarize the project so far and why we decided to contact the person and 
organization again at this moment.  

2. Check the citation (in Dutch) that was given in the previous interview to verify the 
interviewee actually meant this and still agrees with it.  

 
C4: “Ik zit in de project board van C4 Campus 2.0, en een van de zaken waar we gericht naar 
kijken is een multifunctionele “landingsplaats” en “mixed zone” voor C4-medewerkers en 
“stakeholders”, op een aansprekende locatie in het centrum van Eindhoven. Wij willen 
namens C4 op deze plek echt wel een flinke vingerafdruk achterlaten.” 
 
VE&C2: “Persoonlijk vind ik alle onderwerpen van District E interessant en dan met name de 
vraag hoe we binnen die onderwerpen kunnen vernieuwen? De uitdaging zit hem in het 
vertalen van de visie naar de fysieke ruimte en hoe dit ervaren wordt door de bewoners en 
bezoekers. Ik zou wel lid willen zijn van alle dreamteams. Deel van het kernteam dat 
ontwikkelt en afstemt met de andere onderdelen.” 
 
D1: “Met Eindhoven365 proberen we Eindhoven te positioneren als een stad waar 
internationaal toptalent tot zijn recht komt. District E zou de plek kunnen zijn waar alles 
samenkomt. Met goede connecties naar de andere gebieden. District E zou een plek moeten 
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zijn waar interventies worden toegevoegd die het leven en het verblijf veraangenamen. Voor 
ons zijn met name initiatieven interessant waarmee we Eindhoven internationaal op de 
kaart kunnen zetten en kunnen profileren. Wij zijn op zoek naar de paarse krokodillen en 
willen deze op een podium zetten.” 
 

3. Further explore the propositions based on the image that is shown below. 
 

4. Which roles are important for you to realize these propositions and further shape 
them?  

a. Which roles could you take on?  
b. Which roles should be taken on by others?  
c. Which roles should be taken by Amvest?  

 
5. Do you know other organizations or institutions in this region that might take up 

other roles?  
a. If so, do you know which persons we should attend within this organization?  

 
6. The total concept consists of three propositions, how do you view the link between 

these propositions?  
 

7. Which specific actions, agreements or follow-up meetings can we make now?  
 

 
  


