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ABSTRACT 

 

Santos Jhunior, R. O. (2023). Stakeholder engagement and the role of institutional dimensions. 

(Tese de Doutorado). Faculdade de Economia, Administração, Contabilidade e Atuárias, 

Universidade de São Paulo, São Paulo. 

 

The current business environment is increasingly complex, with organizations realizing the 

importance of creating effective stakeholder engagement actions that yield positive outcomes 

and foster sustainable development for themselves and their stakeholders. Engaging with 

stakeholders can benefit organizations as it can help improve their reputation and overall 

success. Organizational actions can have far-reaching consequences that transcend national 

boundaries. To comprehend the impact organizations can have on a country or a global level, 

it's essential to understand how the institutional characteristics of different markets can either 

promote or hinder their contributions towards sustainable development. This doctoral 

dissertation addresses the current lack of understanding regarding companies' stakeholder 

engagement considering varying institutional influences. Thus, by benefiting from the cross-

fertilization of insights from stakeholder literature and institutional approaches, the central 

argument is that institutional dimensions, such as the State, Financial Markets, Social Capital, 

Human Capital, and Corporate Governance, play a role in stakeholder engagement behavior of 

companies under distinct institutional influences. The primary objective of this study is to 

analyze companies' stakeholder engagement practices in light of their relations with the role of 

national institutions. In meeting this objective, it is possible to arrange the levels of stakeholder 

engagement considering the influence of institutional dimensions. The study method takes two 

steps: qualitative research through content analysis on stakeholder engagement practices in non-

financial reports of sensitive publicly traded companies following the GRI Standards, and 

quantitative research on institutional dimensions categorized by the Varieties of Institutional 

Systems framework and the stakeholder engagement practices found in the previous step using 

multivariate quantile regression. The findings of this research establish communications with 

corroborating or contrasting with some prior theoretical endeavors. The results suggest that 

institutional dimensions significantly influence stakeholder engagement practices in emerging 

and middle-income economies, highlighting the Corporate Governance and Financial Markets 

dimensions. This investigation theoretically contributes to the literature by better understanding 

the relationship between stakeholder engagement and the institutional environment. It also 

generates social and managerial contributions by clarifying that companies must create 

stakeholder engagement strategies to succeed in developing countries, considering the 

institutional factors that influence stakeholder relationships. In sum, this knowledge can help 

enhance companies' stakeholder engagement capabilities by considering the institutional 

systems in which they operate. 

Keywords: Stakeholder Engagement; Institutional Dimensions; Content Analysis; Quantile 

Regression; Emerging and Middle-Income Markets.  



 

 
 

RESUMO 

Santos Jhunior, R. O. (2023). Engajamento de stakeholders e o papel das dimensões 

institucionais. (Tese de Doutorado). Faculdade de Economia, Administração, 

Contabilidade e Atuárias, Universidade de São Paulo, São Paulo. 

 

O atual ambiente de negócios é cada vez mais complexo, com as organizações percebendo a 

importância de criar ações efetivas de engajamento de stakeholders que gerem resultados 

positivos e promovam o desenvolvimento sustentável para si e para seus grupos de interesse. O 

envolvimento com os stakeholders pode beneficiar as organizações, pois é capaz de melhorar 

sua reputação e seu sucesso geral. As ações organizacionais podem ter consequências de longo 

alcance que transcendem as fronteiras nacionais. Para compreender o impacto que as 

organizações podem ter em um país ou em nível global, é essencial entender como as 

características institucionais de diferentes mercados podem promover ou impedir suas 

contribuições para o desenvolvimento sustentável. Esta dissertação de doutorado aborda a atual 

falta de compreensão sobre o engajamento de stakeholders das empresas considerando as 

diversas influências institucionais. Assim, beneficiando-se da fertilização cruzada de reflexões 

da literatura de stakeholders e das abordagens institucionais, o argumento central é que as 

dimensões institucionais, como Estado, Mercados Financeiros, Capital Social, Capital Humano 

e Governança Corporativa, desempenham um papel no comportamento de engajamento de 

stakeholders de empresas sob distintas influências institucionais. Este estudo busca analisar as 

práticas de engajamento de stakeholders das empresas à luz de suas relações com o papel das 

instituições nacionais. Ao atingir esse objetivo, é possível estruturar os níveis de engajamento 

considerando a influência das dimensões institucionais. O método de estudo segue duas etapas: 

pesquisa qualitativa por meio de Análise de Conteúdo sobre práticas de engajamento em 

relatórios não financeiros de empresas sensíveis de capital aberto seguindo os padrões GRI e 

pesquisa quantitativa sobre dimensões institucionais categorizadas pelo modelo das Variedades 

de Sistemas Institucionais e as práticas de engajamento usando a técnica multivariada da 

Regressão Quantílica. Os achados desta pesquisa estabelecem comunicações que corroboram 

ou contrastam com alguns esforços teóricos anteriores. Os resultados sugerem que as dimensões 

institucionais influenciam significativamente as práticas de engajamento de stakeholders em 

economias emergentes e de renda média, com destaque para as dimensões Governança 

Corporativa e Mercados Financeiros. Esta investigação contribui teoricamente para a literatura 

ao compreender melhor a relação entre o engajamento de stakeholders e o ambiente 

institucional. Também gera contribuições sociais e gerenciais ao esclarecer que as empresas 

devem criar estratégias de engajamento de stakeholders para obter sucesso em países em 

desenvolvimento, considerando os fatores institucionais que influenciam as relações com os 

grupos de interesse. Em suma, esse conhecimento pode ajudar a aprimorar a capacidade de 

engajamento das empresas, considerando os sistemas institucionais em que operam. 

Palavras-chave: Engajamento de Stakeholders; Dimensões Institucionais; Análise de 

Conteúdo; Regressão Quantílica; Mercados Emergentes e de Renda Média. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Stakeholder theory suggests that in order to be successful in the long run, companies 

must look beyond their shareholders and meet the needs and goals of other stakeholders 

(Freeman, 1984). From this perspective, the literature on stakeholder theory has developed 

interpretations that have gathered prominence over time, such as the idea of managing for 

stakeholders (Freeman, Harrison & Wicks, 2007). This approach involves recognizing the 

diverse interests of stakeholders and accommodating them through key decision-making 

processes, leading to engagement, interaction, and value creation with stakeholders (Freeman, 

2017). As a result, companies that adopt the managing for stakeholders’ approach create and 

distribute value across a broader range of groups than just shareholders, leading to improved 

engagement, performance and socio-environmental responsibility (Harrison, Bosse & Phillips, 

2010; Goes, Fatima, Santos Jhunior & Boaventura, 2023).  

In this regard, engaging with stakeholders can benefit organizations as it can help 

improve their human capital, reputation, and culture. According to the literature, this can lead 

to increased innovation and overall success (Surroca, Tribó & Waddock, 2010; Sulkowsky, 

Edwards & Freeman, 2018). Such potential benefits have been attracting interest and generating 

several discussions and possibilities for reflection within and beyond stakeholder theory. 

Business environments have become increasingly complex, prompting organizations to 

create effective engagement strategies that yield positive outcomes and foster sustainable 

development for themselves and their stakeholders (Stocker, Arruda, Mascena & Boaventura, 

2020). Studies have highlighted the importance of prioritizing sustainability in stakeholder 

engagement to achieve better results. These strategies have the potential to not only drive 

competitive advantage but also facilitate value creation for society and stakeholders (Sulkowski 

et al., 2018; Stocker et al., 2020).  

Over the last decades, stakeholder theory has fomented interest in both academic and 

managerial spheres. However, unresolved and unexplored aspects still require further 

theoretical reflection and empirical application (Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022). Moreover, among 

different perspectives, recent research supports the notion that there is still much to explore 

when it comes to understanding the impact of national institutional factors on the 

implementation of stakeholder engagement strategies (Ortas, Gallego-Alvarez & Alvarez, 

2019; Stocker et al., 2020; Lopez-Concepción, Gil-Lacruz & Saz-Gil, 2021). 
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Organizational actions can have far-reaching consequences that transcend national 

boundaries. To comprehend the impact organizations can have on a country or a global level, 

it's crucial to understand how the institutional characteristics of different markets can either 

promote or hinder their contributions towards sustainable development and social well-being. 

The impact of institutional factors on decisions, behavior, and corporate interactions in 

different countries has been extensively studied in the new institutionalism literature (Ortas et 

al., 2019; Ntim & Soobaroyen, 2013; Williams & Aguilera, 2008; Rodrigues & Craig, 2007). 

This body of research aims to illustrate how differences in institutional constraints across 

nations affect businesses' internal structures, processes, decisions, relationships, and 

performance. From a broad perspective, we see institutional theory as a valuable lens for 

comprehending and clarifying how the various features of initiatives that aim at managing for 

stakeholders, sustainability, and corporate social responsibility take different characteristics in 

multiple national contexts (Ortas et al., 2019; Brammer, Jackson & Matten, 2012). 

Understanding how companies interact with stakeholders in different market situations 

is crucial for successful engagement strategies. Each market has unique economic, social, and 

political factors that impact stakeholder relationships (Ortas et al., 2019; Aguilera et al., 2021). 

Examining these specifics can provide valuable insights for effective stakeholder management. 

In an attempt to develop a dialogue with different stakeholders, organizations worldwide 

have been publishing sustainability-like reports to communicate their corporate responsibility 

strategies. In this type of non-financial report, organizations can disseminate information about 

strategies considering the interests of the company, stakeholders, and society (Hourneaux Jr, 

Galleli, Gallaerdo-Vazquez & Sánchez-Hernández, 2017). In other words, it is a way of 

revealing stakeholder relationship strategies by aligning them with their material themes 

(Moroney & Trotman, 2016). 

Companies must satisfy a complex set of stakeholder expectations; hence, one key 

challenge for business practitioners is understanding and managing such expectations and 

demands beyond financial needs (Grushina, 2017). Consequently, non-financial reports have 

evolved into a vital tool for companies around the world to communicate their strategies and 

actions to stakeholders to develop strong communication and connections and engage them in 

organizational activities (Grushina, 2017). Hence, this document type holds validity and 

acknowledgment in the literature, serving as a source to comprehend stakeholder engagement 

(Stocker et al., 2020). 
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1.1 Research Problem and Gap 

Long-standing stakeholder theory (Freeman et al., 2007; Harrison, Bosse & Phillips, 

2010; Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2016; Jones, Harrison, & Felps, 2018) states that mutually 

beneficial relationships between companies and their stakeholders lead to increased 

profitability and value creation. Furthermore, according to the literature on stakeholder 

engagement, companies can improve their overall performance by fostering more cooperative 

relationships with their stakeholders (Ortas et al., 2019) through various engagement strategies, 

such as communication, partnership, and involvement (Stocker et al., 2020). 

On the other hand, recent studies debating novel paths for stakeholder theory attempt to 

broaden research choices by considering arguments that go beyond the relationship between 

stakeholder management and market performance (Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022). In other 

words, there is incentive and opportunity in the theory's state of the art to unveil and empirically 

assess the consequences of company-stakeholder interactions with outcomes that are not always 

tied to financial performance, as observed in the mainstream of stakeholder theory. The quest 

to comprehend the relationships between concepts from stakeholder theory and other theoretical 

or empirical perspectives while taking into account different forms of influence and impact, 

therefore, nurtures a research gap. In this regard, benefiting from the cross-fertilization of 

insights from stakeholder literature and institutional approaches, we believe this research 

enhances the comprehension of companies' stakeholder engagement under a variety of 

institutional influences. 

Considering the diversity of institutional contexts and their respective characteristics, 

understanding the relationship between companies and stakeholders in several countries 

becomes challenging. In this sense, as mentioned, disclosing non-necessarily financial 

information, such as those related to sustainability, CSR, or stakeholder engagement strategies, 

presents an interesting data source for developing studies. In other words, sustainability or non-

financial reports can be a way of observing the actions of organizations in different countries, 

serving to understand the behavior of companies and their relationships with stakeholders in 

their political, legal, economic, and social environments. We argue that understanding how 

engagement relationships between companies and stakeholders are configured in different 

institutional contexts makes a relevant contribution to the literature, both from theoretical and 

empirical perspectives. 
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Based on the above arguments, this dissertation attempts to address the issue regarding 

the current lack of understanding about companies' stakeholder engagement under varying 

institutional influences. To this end, the study will analyze non-financial reports classifying the 

stakeholder engagement levels (Stocker et al., 2020) in countries categorized by the Varieties 

of Institutional Systems framework (Fainshmidt, Judge, Aguilera & Smith, 2018). Building on 

prior literature, we contend that a critical aspect of this research is the congruence between 

strategy and context (Gupta, Crilly & Greckhamer, 2020). Accordingly, this dissertation 

proposes an arrangement of stakeholder engagement based on two theoretical assumptions: 

first, that institutional contexts create directions, rules, and norms that can shape stakeholder 

engagement, and second, that these institutional directions offer opportunities for different 

strategies in a variety of contexts. Combining these assumptions is crucial because businesses 

can only establish positive relationships and deliver superior performance when they 

comprehend the competitive environment in which they operate and when they can fulfill the 

needs of their stakeholders (Gupta et al., 2020; Zhao, Fisher, Lounsbury & Miller, 2017). 

1.2 Research Objectives 

To address the research issues presented above, the primary objective of this study is to 

analyze companies' stakeholder engagement actions considering their relations with the role of 

national institutions. In meeting this objective, it will be possible to arrange the levels of 

stakeholder engagement considering the dimensions of institutional influence of different 

countries, organized in the varieties of institutional systems. Recent literature states that 

engaging with stakeholders is complex and context-specific (Freeman et al., 2017; Kujala, 

Sachs, Leinonen, Heikkinen, & Laude, 2022). From this perspective, we follow Kujala et al. 

(2022), arguing that more research is needed to understand stakeholder engagement in diverse 

geographical and organizational contexts beyond North America and Western Europe, regions 

overrepresented in the literature. 

Thus, in an effort to address contexts that have been relatively overlooked in the 

stakeholder engagement literature, this dissertation will investigate companies from emerging 

and middle-income markets, according to the IMF (2022). These markets play a significant role 

in the global economy and trade, as evidenced by their participation in influential groups such 

as BRICS and G20. Even nations not typically considered emerging, such as Botswana, Nigeria, 

and Vietnam, have garnered international attention due to their anticipated economic growth in 

the near future, as reported by the IMF in 2022. Furthermore, forecasts for the long term indicate 
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that developing and emerging countries are expected to contribute to nearly 60% of the world's 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) by 2030 (OECD, 2010). Finally, as for the investigated 

companies, this study concentrates on sensitive sectors, which are often subjected to political 

pressure and moral debates and have a significant potential for socio-environmental impact 

(Garcia, Mendes-da-Silva & Orsato, 2017). The choice of these sectors was based on the 

availability of published reports worldwide and the necessity to comprehend the behavior of 

industries that can significantly affect society and the environment. 

In the wake of understanding the effects of different institutional dimensions related to 

the literature on varieties of capitalism – or institutional systems – in stakeholder engagement 

actions, an extensive literature review is necessary to systematize the efforts of previous studies. 

Furthermore, an overview of the primary theoretical foundations used in this study is provided 

to highlight the connections established in the literature that led to the development of this 

research.  

Considering the above, the following specific objectives are observed: 

1. To investigate the scientific production on stakeholder engagement and varieties 

of institutional systems. 

2. To analyze the stakeholder engagement levels in non-financial reports of 

companies from countries categorized in the varieties of institutional systems; 

3. To examine the levels of stakeholder engagement of the analyzed companies 

relating to the influences of the institutional dimensions observed. 

1.3 Research Contributions and Justifications 

As noted earlier, research on stakeholder theory and its various possibilities for analysis 

are not recent. Even so, this field shows increasing development with new reflections expanding 

or challenging already established approaches. From this perspective, this study aims to 

elucidate stakeholder engagement by generating better awareness of the role of organizations 

in their contexts of activity, which is associated with new research trends for stakeholder theory 

(Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022).  

This investigation seeks to theoretically contribute to stakeholder theory by providing a 

better understanding of the relationship between stakeholder engagement and the institutional 

environment. It also aims to generate social and managerial contributions by clarifying which 

engagement actions are present in different national contexts. This knowledge can help enhance 
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companies' stakeholder engagement capabilities by considering the institutional systems in 

which they operate. 

Organizations such as the World Economic Forum (WEF) have recommended studies 

of this nature, which in 2020 launched the Davos Manifesto, strengthening the international 

positioning of stakeholder theory by stating that the purpose of business is to engage all its 

stakeholders in shared and sustained value creation. Additionally, the United Nations (UN) 

supports research that aligns with the conceptual framework of this dissertation. The 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) address the interplay of various stakeholders in 

resolving conflicts and addressing social, economic, and environmental concerns. This 

emphasizes the potential societal impact of the research, in addition to the scientific 

implications already mentioned. 

High-quality stakeholder engagement practices have emerged as an essential tool for 

companies to address managing and societal challenges and contribute to sustainable 

development. Such practices have the potential, for instance, to reduce income inequality and 

promote social equity by improving working conditions and creating opportunities for 

disadvantaged stakeholders. Given organizations' significant role in society, it is essential to 

explore the potential impact of their engagement with stakeholders. This research aims to 

contribute to this exploration by investigating how stakeholder engagement behavior varies in 

different institutional settings. Through this research, practical implications can be identified to 

help organizations better understand the importance of effective stakeholder engagement in 

developing economies. This is the primary motivation for carrying out this research considering 

the potential impacts of organizations on society as a whole. 

1.4 Doctoral Dissertation Structure 

The doctoral dissertation is divided into seven chapters, each covering a specific topic. 

Chapter 1 serves as the introduction, which highlights the research problem, literature gap, 

research objectives, potential contributions, and justifications for the investigation. 

In Chapter 2, we explore the theoretical basis of the study. We delve into the core 

principles and theoretical frameworks of stakeholder theory, along with a thorough analysis of 

the stakeholder engagement concept. Furthermore, this chapter offers an overview of 

institutional concepts, such as Varieties of Capitalism from a wide perspective and Varieties of 

Institutional Systems from a particular viewpoint. Lastly, the Theoretical Background section 

concludes by briefly discussing the study's pathways and interrelationships, based on the 
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primary references utilized in this research. Moving forward, Chapter 3 outlines the hypothesis 

development for the study. 

Chapter 4 details the research methodology, outlining the variables utilized in the study, 

how they were operationalized and measured through content and multivariate analysis, the 

description of the sample, and the methods for analyzing the data. Chapter 5 provides the study's 

results, including statistical analyses and the outcome of the hypotheses tested. Complementary 

analysis models are also provided to deepen the empirical reflections.  

Chapter 6 delves into the discussion of the results considering the research problem, 

objectives, and hypotheses. Finally, Chapter 7 provides the concluding remarks, encompassing 

the findings, implications, theoretical and empirical contributions, limitations, and future 

research paths propositions. 
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2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

 Although more companies worldwide have started to invest in positive stakeholder 

engagement behavior, prior research on stakeholder theory reveals that there are still notable 

differences across national boundaries in terms of what engagement involves and how to 

address the expectations of diverse stakeholders, taking into account the institutions of the 

countries in which the companies operate (Gallego-Álvarez & Pucheta-Martínez, 2020; Gupta 

et al., 2020; Pucheta-Martínez & Gallego-Álvarez, 2020; Kumar, Boesso, Batra & Yao, 2021). 

In this sense, this research establishes its theoretical guidelines for empirical analysis by 

approaching stakeholders' perspectives and institutional influence features. 

The stakeholder approach sees organizations as vehicles by which stakeholders are 

engaged in a joint involvement of creating value for each other (Freeman et al., 2007). In this 

regard, one of the most recent definitions of stakeholders understands that they are groups and 

individuals who have a stake in the success or failure of a business (Valentinov & Chia, 2022).  

From an overall perspective, the stakeholder approach was initially established as a 

viewpoint centered on strategic management. However, despite this initial effort, much of the 

subsequent research remained disconnected to some extent from developments in the field of 

strategy, as there was a mismatch between the mainstream of strategic studies and the focus of 

stakeholder scholars until the mid-2000s (Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022; Valentinov & Chia, 

2022). Such a mismatch was due to strategic researchers' emphasis on economic approaches 

while stakeholder scholars maintained their focus on ethical issues in business (Bridoux & 

Stoelhorst, 2022; Dmytriyev, Freeman & Hörisch, 2021).  

In addition, more classic strategic management researchers view organizations as a 

collection of independent actors with agency and limited rationality (Valentinov & Chia, 2022; 

Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022). They tend to overlook the role of relationships among actors in 

shaping social reality. On the other hand, the stakeholder approach acknowledges the impact of 

interactional involvement between organizations and stakeholders in shaping social reality, 

with individualities and identities playing a vital role (Dmytriyev et al., 2021; Valentinov & 

Chia, 2022). 

From this viewpoint, it's worth noting that stakeholder theory's integration thesis is a 

key principle, stating that business decisions often have an underlying ethical perspective, just 

as statements about ethics often have an underlying view of business (Freeman et al., 2010; 

Dmytriyev et al., 2021). Essentially, stakeholder theory refutes the notion of the separation 
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fallacy, which suggests that business decisions lack ethical considerations (Harris & Freeman, 

2008; Dmytriyev et al., 2021). 

In recent years, there has been a noticeable shift towards a stakeholder perspective 

among mainstream strategy scholars, which can be attributed to the strengthening of Freeman's 

approach proposed in 1984. This change has been referred to as the "stakeholder turn" in the 

strategy field (Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022; Valentinov & Chia, 2022). In this respect, several 

stakeholder relational approaches have gained traction, such as stakeholder engagement; the 

stakeholder theory concept here studied taking institutional aspects into account. Such an 

approach can be found in previous research, such as Ioannou and Serafeim (2012) and Ortas et 

al. (2019), who conducted cross-national studies to investigate how national institutions 

influence firms' likelihood of engaging in corporate social responsibility-related actions with 

an emphasis on different kinds of returns and performance. 

Regarding the institutional features addressed in this dissertation, Glynn and D'Aunno 

(2023) argue that institutional theory has become highly relevant in studying organizations over 

the past decades. As a result, the institutional view has drawn much interest, and many of its 

arguments have obtained empirical support in the business management field (Heugens & 

Lander, 2009). Thus, increased theoretical and practical approach diversity has been a result of 

institutional studies' expansion, and this has allowed the development of a wide variety of 

perspectives and applications (e.g., DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Hall & Soskice, 2001; Voronov 

& Vince, 2012, Lawrence, Leca & Zilber, 2013; Musacchio, Lazzarini & Aguilera, 2015; 

Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Glynn & D'Aunno, 2023). By addressing a broader institutional theory, 

comparative capitalism as a subject for study may be interpreted as one of these perspectives 

(Bohle & Greskovits, 2009). 

In the context of studies of the varieties of capitalism, here also referred to as 

institutional systems, we observe the relevance of nations’ institutional characteristics. Such 

features generate impacts at different levels, such as the countries' competitiveness or even the 

actions and relationships between subnational actors, such as companies, non-governmental 

organizations, and individuals (Bohle & Greskovits, 2009). In other words, the studies carried 

out in this field have as their main scope the investigation of the impacts of the different 

institutional configurations of the economies on their respective performances, considering 

political, economic, and social factors, as well as the existence or not of an institutional 

convergence process between countries, economies, or markets. 



 

23 
 

As a concept originated in the field of political economy (Ebeling, 2016), the approach 

of varieties of capitalism has lately gained traction in business and management literature, 

particularly when considering the influences of environmental factors on company behavior 

(Bazuchi, Zacharias, Broering, Arreola & Bandeira-de-Mello, 2013). In this context, recent 

studies have shown an increased interest in examining the effects of national characteristics on 

the relationships between companies and their interest groups. As a result, there has been a 

diverse range of studies exploring various institutional scenarios. This research focuses on 

understanding institutional factors affecting stakeholder engagement strategies, in line with the 

current trend in research. 

Regarding these initial reflections, as one of its specific objectives, this doctoral 

dissertation aims to provide a comprehensive review of the literature that brings together the 

topics of stakeholder engagement and the varieties of institutional systems. This section will 

illustrate the evolution of concepts and applications over time, considering potential 

institutional influences on corporate stakeholder engagement strategies and practices to further 

understand both themes in business and management studies. Discussions about potential 

research paths to be covered in this dissertation and beyond will be possible in this way. The 

first theoretical contributions of this thesis are thus established with the presentation of 

propositions regarding relationships between institutional elements and stakeholder 

engagement.  

From this perspective, this theoretical background section seeks to contribute to the 

literature as follows. First, we analyze the conceptualization of stakeholder theory, followed by 

a focus on stakeholder engagement as a prominent subject in the stakeholder literature. Then, 

drawing upon insights from the varieties of institutional systems literature, the research reveals 

a need to further understand the stakeholder theory in this background. Next, we briefly address 

interconnections between the primary theoretical references of this research in order to know 

how the interdisciplinary literature is organized around the two theoretical models used.  

This discussion serves as a basis for understanding the relevance of the subjects to be 

analyzed in this dissertation. In this way and closing the theoretical reflections, we have a new 

chapter proposing research hypotheses considering gaps in the literature and corroborating that 

national institutions' influences are determinants for stakeholder engagement practices. 
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2.1 Stakeholder Theory 

The stakeholder concept emerged in the 1980s, not precisely as a theory then, to address 

the need for organizations concerned with social issues to manage relationships with individuals 

and groups. Since its seminal discussions, the stakeholder perspective considers that an 

organization's success relies on its capacity to manage the relationships with its stakeholders 

(Madueño, Jorge, Conesa & Martínez-Martínez, 2016). Thus, as mentioned, the stakeholder 

approach was positioned as an alternative to traditional strategic and economic theorizing 

(Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022). 

The concept of stakeholder theory originated from Freeman's book, which was 

published in 1984 and introduced the most famous model of stakeholder strategy. Although 

there are numerous definitions of the term stakeholder in the literature (Frooman, 2010), 

Freeman's definition is the most commonly used. According to Freeman (1984), a stakeholder 

is any person or group that can impact the attainment of organizational objectives or is 

influenced by the pursuit of these objectives.  

Freeman (1984) states that in formulating the strategic direction of companies it is 

important to align social and ethical issues with the traditional vision of the company, and 

changes in strategic direction must consider the impact on stakeholders, especially on primary 

stakeholders. Subsequently, Evan and Freeman (1988) propose, as an objective function of 

companies, that the real purpose of the company is to serve as a vehicle to coordinate the 

stakeholders' interests. The proposed objective function contributes to incorporating the theory 

of stakeholders in the business strategy and, on the other hand, contradicts the primacy of 

shareholders defended by the theory of the firm, which culminated in criticisms and 

misinterpretations of the theory of stakeholders, named by Phillips (2003) as the limits of 

theory. 

Based on this conceptualization, various theoretical and empirical frameworks 

developed in the stakeholder literature can be identified. Freeman (1984), for example, outlines 

stakeholder management at three levels: rational, procedural, and transactional. The rational 

level involves identifying the stakeholders of the corporation and their positions regarding the 

company's objectives. At the procedural level, it is important to comprehend which 

organizational procedures are involved in relationships with stakeholders and how these 

procedures are related to the rational level. Lastly, the transactional level pertains to the 
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organization's discussions and negotiations with stakeholders and how these negotiations are 

linked to the preceding levels. 

Other authors that can be seen as seminal regarding the development of stakeholder 

theory are Donaldson and Preston (1995). They propose that stakeholder theory encompasses 

three dimensions: descriptive, instrumental, and normative. Stakeholder theory explains the 

corporation as a set of cooperative and competitive interests with intrinsic value in the 

descriptive dimension. The relationships between stakeholder management and corporate 

performance are developed in the instrumental dimension, assuming that good stakeholder 

management positively influences the corporation's overall performance, including financial or 

non-financial performance. Finally, the normative dimension, which serves as the theoretical 

foundation for the stakeholder approach, assumes that stakeholders have legitimate interests 

with intrinsic value and that managers should prioritize stakeholders in order to maximize value 

for the firm and its network of stakeholders as a whole (Boaventura, Bosse, Mascena & Sarturi, 

2020). 

Another classical understanding is the one of the organization as a nexus of contracts, 

where Jones (1995) advances the instrumental dimension of the stakeholder theory. The author 

uses three economic theories - agency theory, transaction cost, and team production theory - to 

describe the nature of contracts. The contract is the core of Jones's (1995) instrumental 

stakeholder management approach. The author highlights that managers are self-interested 

agents and that preventing or inhibiting their opportunistic behavior is costly. In this regard, 

because mutual collaboration can reduce transaction costs, businesses that establish contracts 

or relationships with their stakeholders based on trust and cooperation have a competitive 

advantage over those that don't. In other words, managers should establish and preserve 

beneficial connections with stakeholders (Jones, Harrison & Felps, 2018). 

The classification of stakeholders proposed by Clarkson (1995), in which stakeholders 

can be described as primary or secondary, is one of the most well-known stakeholder 

classifications. The primary stakeholders are essential for the company to keep operating. In 

this conceptualization, the company and its primary stakeholders are highly interdependent. 

Generally, the government, communities, employees, customers, suppliers, and 

shareholders/investors are considered to be the company's primary stakeholders. Secondary 

stakeholders are those who do not directly interact with the corporation but still influence, 

affect, or are affected by it. The author characterizes the media and other interest groups as 
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secondary stakeholders because, despite not being crucial to the organization's operation, they 

can affect how the primary stakeholders perceive the organization. This classification is 

adaptable considering the company's reality (Freeman et al., 2007). 

Mitchell, Agle, and Wood's (1997) stakeholder salience model made an essential 

contribution to the identification and classification of stakeholders. The degree to which 

managers prioritize competing stakeholder demands is referred to as salience. The authors argue 

that stakeholders can be identified based on three features: their power to influence the 

company, the legitimacy of the stakeholder relationship with the company, and the urgency of 

stakeholder demands. The managerial perception of the presence of these features is positively 

related to the stakeholder salience (Mitchell et al., 1997). In light of these features, stakeholders 

are labeled as latent, expectant, and definitive stakeholders, depending on the number of 

attributes they possess. The necessity to identify and evaluate the relevance of stakeholders is 

also reinforced by Wood, Mitchell, Agle, and Bryan (2018) in their revisit to the theoretical 

proposal of stakeholder salience twenty years after its initial release. 

Stakeholder theorists usually perceive strategic management as managing social 

relationships (Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022). The core element of the theory is that value creation 

relies on establishing enduring, equitable relationships with the firm's stakeholders (Vidal, 

Berman & Van Buren, 2015; Dmytriyev et al., 2021; Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022). Following 

the establishment of the foundations of stakeholder theory between the 1980s and 1990s, several 

theoretical and empirical developments were observed in relation to the aforementioned 

"stakeholder turn" in organizational strategy studies. Thus, in the context established in the 

2000s, we can observe the strengthening of the "management for stakeholders" or "value 

creation stakeholder theory" strand (Freeman et al., 2007), which was also led by some of the 

seminal authors mentioned above. According to this viewpoint, a business can be viewed as a 

collection of relationships that help to create value among parties interested in the business's 

operations (Freeman, 2017). Therefore, business is about the interactions and value creation 

between clients, suppliers, employees, financiers (stockholders, bondholders, banks, etc.), 

communities, and managers (Freeman, 2017). Knowing how these relationships occur is 

essential for understanding a business. 

In this context, Freeman, Harrison, and Wicks (2007) proposed stakeholder value-

creation strategies with the goal of enhancing the organization's ability to manage its 

stakeholders. Such strategies cover issues such as dealing specifically with each stakeholder 
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and their respective demands or developing an integrative approach for creating value, 

considering the organization's simultaneous relationship with its multiple stakeholders and how 

it can create value for several stakeholders simultaneously. Similarly, Harrison, Bosse, and 

Phillips (2010) proposed the management model for stakeholders of creating and distributing 

value, indicating that stakeholder theory focuses on creating and distributing value (Freeman et 

al., 2010), concepts that must be considered inseparable. For the authors, management models 

must therefore address this interconnection. 

From the perspective of Harrison et al. (2010), value distribution can lead to significant 

reciprocity between the company and its stakeholders. In other words, stakeholders' satisfaction 

and engagement with the company's goals may rise if they believe the organization goes beyond 

and above what is required to maintain the relationship. Conversely, a failure to cooperate with 

the organization may arise if stakeholders consider that the treatment they receive is unfair or 

incompatible with the exchange level. Therefore, according to the authors, the best stakeholder 

management strategy fosters positive reciprocity, leading to more significant value creation and 

providing the company with a competitive advantage in its field of operation (Harrison et al., 

2010). 

Finally, considering our goal of approaching stakeholder literature from a broad 

perspective, it’s worth noting that stakeholder theory researchers have also explored the 

different ways corporations and stakeholders can relate to each other (Waddock, 2002; Manetti, 

2011). They've identified several stages of this relationship, starting with stakeholder mapping, 

where companies identify their primary and secondary stakeholders. From there, companies 

work on managing the expectations of their stakeholders and balancing different viewpoints. 

Finally, in the stakeholder engagement phase, companies involve their stakeholders in decision-

making processes, share information, and create models of mutual value creation, legitimacy, 

and responsibility. 

Stakeholder theory is a corpus of literature undergoing continuous development over 

the past four decades, as described in this subsection. It is then possible to visualize different 

moments of the theory, beginning with the initial reflections that went against the mainstream 

of the so-called theory of the firm, moving on to the elaborations and applications of theoretical 

and empirical models, and finally arriving at the most contemporary discussions involving 

value creation and the incentive to understand the relationships as well as stakeholder and 

organization engagement processes.  
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In this viewpoint, the theory has presented conversations within and beyond the 

academic business and management setting while continuously analyzing other theoretical 

sources. The stakeholder theory permeates multiple study domains; hence, it can be understood 

as a constantly evolving theory (Laplume, Sonpar & Litz, 2008). From this perspective, the 

stakeholder approach has expanded in recent years to include arguments from different 

theoretical perspectives, while discussions over the value concept and the relevance of 

organization-stakeholder relationships have become increasingly in-depth. The idea of 

stakeholder engagement and institutional issues on stakeholder management are examples of 

expanding research areas. We will discuss both subjects in the subsections that follow. 

2.2 Stakeholder Engagement 

 Over the last few decades, there has been a growing emphasis on the stakeholder 

approach, which recognizes the importance of businesses engaging with a broader range of 

stakeholders beyond their shareholders. This stakeholder engagement approach involves a 

commitment to resolving any issues that may arise between the organization and its business 

environment (Manetti, 2011). Thus, as a core tenet of the stakeholder literature, companies are 

vehicles by which stakeholders are engaged in a joint and cooperative involvement of creating 

value for each other (Freeman, Harrison, & Wicks, 2007). But what does stakeholder 

engagement mean in terms of the literature? 

 Stakeholder engagement as a construct started to acquire importance in the stakeholder 

literature at the beginning of the 2000s (Andriof et al., 2002; Kujala et al., 2022), even though 

some early notions of engaging with stakeholders emerged in the 1990s (Svendsen, 1998; 

Mitchell et al., 1997; Savage et al., 1991). The term was conceived to distinguish the ideas 

of maximizing shareholder value and engaging stakeholders in creating value in the long 

run (Andriof et al., 2002; Kujala et al., 2022). 

 Stakeholder theory serves as the basis of most studies in the fields of business 

and management examining stakeholder interactions (Kujala et al., 2022; Henisz et al., 2014; 

Noland & Phillips, 2010; Greenwood, 2007). Therefore, it emphasizes the importance of 

considering stakeholders and their interests in business strategy (Freeman, 1984). Research into 

stakeholder engagement is, then, a logical development for stakeholder theory, as stakeholder 

theorists have concentrated on elucidating the dynamics involved in the connections between 

organizations and their stakeholders (Bundy et al., 2018; Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2016; Mitchell 

et al., 2015; Andriof et al., 2002). Thus, it is common practice in this field to use the stakeholder 
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engagement construct to put stakeholder theory into practice (Kujala et al., 2022; Freeman et 

al., 2017; Greenwood, 2007). 

 As highlighted in a recent literature review, the notion of stakeholder engagement in 

contemporary works can be understood from moral, strategic, and/or pragmatic perspectives 

(Kujala et al., 2022). Such elements are dispersed throughout numerous theoretical and 

conceptual discussions, demonstrating a diverse subject characterized by rapid growth and 

continuous updating.  

 In this regard, if the organization acts ethically and the interaction is mutual and 

consensual, stakeholder engagement is moral. Several researchers argue that stakeholder 

engagement is morally beneficial if it involves respect and appreciation (Noland & Phillips, 

2010), giving stakeholders a voice (Ghodsvali et al., 2019), and considering stakeholders' needs 

and interests (Todeschini et al., 2020). Furthermore, the strategic component of stakeholder 

engagement is concerned with stakeholders' willingness to participate in creating business value 

(Kujala et al., 2022). This participation often relies on resource commitments to improve 

outcomes such as corporate performance, prestige, or competitive advantage. Finally, the 

pragmatic aspect of stakeholder engagement emphasizes the ways in which stakeholder 

engagement is enacted in the social and natural environment and evaluates which activities 

could be suitable considering contexts and instances (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2011; Kujala et al., 

2022). 

 Despite its diverse nature, stakeholder engagement has become an increasingly 

important topic in business and management studies (Kujala et al., 2022). This idea has gained 

traction due to its ability to explain the complex relationships between companies and their 

stakeholders (Noland & Phillips, 2010; Kujala & Sachs, 2019; Business Roundtable, 2019; 

Harrison, Phillips & Freeman, 2020; Mitchell et al., 2022; Kujala et al., 2022). Research has 

highlighted the significance of stakeholder engagement in various organizational activities, 

including value creation (Harrison et al., 2010; Harrison & Wicks, 2013), strategic planning, 

and decision-making (Ramus & Vaccaro, 2017; Castelló et al., 2016), innovation (Bendell & 

Huvaj, 2020; Watson, Wilson & Macdonald, 2020), reporting and accounting (Stocker et al.,, 

2020; Pucheta-Martínez, Bel-Oms & Rodriges, 2020), and corporate social responsibility and 

sustainability (Grushina, 2017). Prior research has also explored the politics and democratic 

ideals of stakeholder engagement (Holzer, 2008; Dawkins, 2015), analyzed the influences of 

stakeholder engagement in environmental, social, and governance performance (Ortas et al., 
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2019), and examined how stakeholder activism affects organizational activities (Bakker et al., 

2013). 

 The literature says that engaged stakeholders are more likely to collaborate and support 

the strategies and practices of the organization, positively influencing its sustainability and 

development (Stocker et al., 2020; Freeman, 2017). For Andriof et al. (2017) and Phillips 

(1997), this is a process that creates a dynamic context of mutual respect and change with a 

cooperative scheme of collaboration and dialogue. As claimants with legitimate demands, 

stakeholders assume the role of moral agents (Jones et al., 2018) with the responsibility to 

contemplate the rights and interests of the corporation and of the other parties and then promote 

effective and ethical relationships (Manetti, 2011). These relationships can be developed 

through different strategies, ranging from minimally involving stakeholders and their interests 

in organizational processes to those with a high degree of involvement, in which stakeholders 

can participate more actively in the company's decision-making process (Valle & Sarturi, 

2022). 

 The heterogeneity of studies on engagement reveals a myriad of definitions and 

applications of the concept. For a better visualization of some of the understandings of 

stakeholder engagement, Table 1 presents definitions proposed throughout the development of 

the subject. 

Table 1 - Stakeholder Engagement Definitions 

Authors Sources Definitions of stakeholder engagement 

Greenwood 

(2007) 

Journal of Business 

Ethics 

The practices that the organization undertakes to involve 

stakeholders in a positive manner in organizational activities. 

Hine & Preuss 

(2009) 

Journal of Business 

Ethics 

The practical mechanism through which social responsibility can be 

enacted in corporate decision making as a counterweight to the 

primacy of shareholder value. 

Noland & 

Phillips (2010) 

International Journal 

of Management 

Reviews 

Type of interaction that involves, at minimum, recognition, and 

respect of common humanity and how the actions of each may 

affect the other. 

Manetti & 

Toccafondi 

(2012) 

Journal of Business 

Ethics 

A process that creates a dynamic context of interaction, mutual 

respect, dialog, and change, not a unilateral management of 

stakeholders. 

Cundy et al. 

(2013) 

Journal of 

Environmental 

Management 

A broad inclusive and continuous process between a project and 

those potentially affected by it. 
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O’Riordan & 

Fairbrass 

(2014) 

Journal of Business 

Ethics 

All those activities which are undertaken to create opportunities for 

dialogue between an organization and one or more of its 

stakeholders with the aim of providing an informed basis for the 

organization’s decisions. 

Viglia et al. 

(2018) 

Journal of Business 

Research 

Interactive experiential process based on actors’ engagement with a 

focal organization, but more intensively with other stakeholder 

community members. 

Gupta et al. 

(2020) 

Strategic 

Management 

Journal 

Strategies that are linked to performance in combination with firm-

level factors. 

Stocker et al. 

(2020) 

Corporate Social 

Responsibility and 

Environmental 

Management 

The firm’s ability to establish collaborative relationships and 

dialogue with a wide variety of stakeholders. 

Valle & 

Sarturi (2022) 
Cadernos EBAPE 

Refers to the company's ability to involve stakeholders in different 

organizational activities in order to find collaborative solutions for 

value creation. 

Mitchell et al. 

(2022) 

Journal of Business 

Ethics 

The interaction among a firm and its stakeholders that address 

knowledge problems to improve correspondence in understanding 

between managers and stakeholders, thereby assisting in resolving 

ethical challenges faced by managers. 

Kujala et al. 

(2022) 
Business & Society 

Refers to the aims, activities, and impacts of stakeholder relations 

in a moral, strategic, and/or pragmatic manner. 

Source: Research data (2023) 

 In sum, stakeholder engagement can be understood as the organization's ability to 

establish collaborative relationships with a wide variety of stakeholders involved in its 

processes and objectives in order to create value. It includes practices that organizations develop 

to positively engage their stakeholders in the pursuit of goodwill, consent, cooperation, 

accountability, trust, or enhanced corporate governance (Greenwood, 2007). Based on these 

arguments, stakeholder engagement is seen as a process of consultation, communication, 

dialogue, and exchange (Stocker et al., 2020). 

 Therefore, this dissertation follows Greenwood (2007) and Stocker et al. (2020) by 

arguing that stakeholder engagement refers to the collection of activities a company takes with 

its diverse stakeholder groups to foster communication, strengthen relationships, and ultimately 

impact the firm's value creation processes. Through this manner, the research seeks to 

consider the concept's moral, strategic, and pragmatic components – emphasizing 

organizational strategy. In a practical perspective for the empirical operationalization of this 

research, the engagement of stakeholders may be understood as a company's capacity to build 

collaborative partnerships and communication with a wide range of stakeholders. 
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 Stakeholder engagement can, thus, be observed in terms of the nature, quality, and 

extent of company-stakeholder relationships and may have different levels within its 

composition, with distinct directions for each stakeholder group at distinct moments (Stocker 

et al., 2020; Greenwood, 2007). Such relations can be analyzed considering the levels of 

engagement found in the literature. From a one-way dialog to different kinds of two-way 

dialogs, we understand that stakeholder engagement levels can be measured by the complexity 

of dialogs between companies and their stakeholders (Stocker et al., 2020).  

 Based on previous research (Friedman & Miles, 2006; Morsing & Schultz, 2006; 

Stocker et al., 2020), engagement levels are determined by the prioritized practices and 

stakeholders at each level. For example, Figure 1 illustrates this differentiation across three 

levels: (1) Informing Stakeholders (identifying and informing stakeholders), (2) Responding to 

Stakeholders (consulting and supporting stakeholder demands), and (3) Involving Stakeholders 

(establishing partnerships and collaboration between the company and stakeholders).  

Figure 1 - Stakeholder Engagement Levels Rationale 

 

Source: Friedman & Miles (2006); Morsing & Schultz (2006); Stocker et al. (2020) 

 In this perspective, Table 2 provides a more detailed illustration of what may be 

understood for each level of stakeholder engagement based on the prior explanations and the 

Figure above. 

Table 2 – Stakeholder Engagement Levels Classification 

Engagement levels Kinds of engagement Engagement practices 

Informing Stakeholders 

(One-way dialog) 

Track Monitor; Compile actions. 

Inform 

Periodic reports; Intranet; Social 

media; Newsletters; Technical 

visits; Exhibitions; Training and 

development 
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Responding Stakeholders 

(Two-way asymmetric dialog) 

Consult 

Back channel dialogue; Opinion 

polls; Market research; Forums; 

Meetings, Contact centers; 

Customer service; Openness to 

complaints and suggestions. 

Support 
Sponsorship; Philanthropic 

activities. 

Involving Stakeholders 

(Two-way symmetric dialog) 

Collaborate 

Informal cooperation; Working 

Groups; Commissions; 

Committees, Agreements; 

Associations 

Partner 
Formal cooperation; Alliances; 

Joint programs. 

Source: Friedman & Miles (2006); Morsing & Schultz (2006); Stocker et al. (2020) 

As observed, at the first level, the strategy for informing stakeholders is built on a 

unidirectional dialogue model to listen to stakeholder demands and concerns (Morsing & 

Schultz, 2006). This degree of engagement is transactional without strong bonding (Bowen et 

al., 2010) and is considered low engagement and commitment. At the second level, the 

stakeholder response strategy uses a "two-way" dialogue model to consult stakeholders and 

express their needs and interests (Morsing & Schultz, 2006). The relationship is transitional 

(Bowen et al., 2010) and has an intermediate level of engagement due to an improvement in 

commitment. Regarding the third engagement level, for Morsing and Schultz (2006) and 

Greenwood (2007), organizations can develop actions to involve stakeholders and seek to 

establish a relationship, which Stocker et al. (2020) call "engagement by involvement". At this 

level, communication is bi-directional and symmetrical, and stakeholders' interests are 

considered when the organization's goals are set. They are invited to participate in 

organizational decision-making and planning. Therefore, this can be regarded as a high 

engagement level. 

In an overview, the classification of engagement levels used in this dissertation is based 

on Stocker et al.'s (2020) model, which considers the depth and direction of communication 

with stakeholders, as well as the goal of the engagement strategy. Transactions with an 

informational purpose result in low engagement levels, while consultative interactions involve 

two-way dialogues in a transitional relationship and result in medium engagement levels. 

Engagement strategies intended to involve stakeholders are classified as high engagement 

levels.  

Authors such as Kujala et al. (2022) and Freeman et al. (2017) suggest that it is necessary 

to conceptualize stakeholder engagement more nuancedly, seeing stakeholder relations as the 

interconnections between business, society, and stakeholders. One of the potential paths that 
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we can see in the literature is that it is essential to look at stakeholder engagement as a 

contextual phenomenon that takes place at a particular time and/or location. Following prior 

research (Ortas et al., 2019; Kujala et al., 2022), this study recognizes the need to foster a deeper 

understanding of the practice of stakeholder engagement in various contexts. These viewpoints 

show the potential for more research on stakeholder engagement in other geographical and 

organizational contexts, expanding beyond the contextual majority of studies, which 

predominantly examine North America and Western Europe. 

Considering the levels of relationship between organizations and stakeholders and 

contextual influences in different environments, the following subtopic describes the contextual 

aspects that will be observed in the empirical phase of this dissertation. Institutional system 

features will be addressed, which we understand may affect how corporations adopt stakeholder 

engagement actions. 

2.3 Institutional approach: Varieties of Capitalism 

 Institutional heterogeneity across national contexts has fostered a vast and complex 

comparative capitalism literature (Jackson & Deeg, 2008; Witt & Jackson, 2016; Jackson & 

Deeg, 2019; Carney, Estrin, Liang & Shapiro, 2019). National diversity is seen in education 

and skills development, employee relationships, financial system, interfirm networks, internal 

dynamics of the firm, ownership features, corporate governance, and state institutions (Witt & 

Redding, 2013; Witt & Jackson, 2016). Some research has examined how these variations tend 

to group into specific institutional structures.  

 From this perspective, different typologies that conflict with or complement each other 

can be found in various literature (Witt & Jackson, 2016). For example, Hall and Soskice (2001) 

recognize Liberal and Coordinated Market Economies as two varying types of capitalism. 

Likewise, Amable (2003) has identified five distinct kinds: Market-based, Asian, Continental 

European, Social-democratic, and Mediterranean. Meanwhile, Whitley (1999) has identified 

six distinctive organizational structures: the Fragmented, the Coordinated Industrial District, 

the Compartmentalized, the State-organized, the Collaborative, and the Highly Coordinated. In 

addition, other kinds of capitalism that are not exclusive to highly industrialized nations have 

also been proposed (Witt et al., 2015; Witt & Jackson, 2016; Fainshmidt et al., 2018). 

 Before providing the institutional framework discussed in this research, it is essential to 

reflect on the model's conceptual roots based on the field's diverse theoretical perspectives. 

Thus, to better appreciate the potential connections with the stakeholder literature, it is 
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necessary to briefly examine the concept of one of the main approaches of comparative 

capitalism (Delgado, 2010). Thus, we engage in debate concerning the Varieties of Capitalism 

(VoC), a notion first proposed by Hall and Soskice (2001) that has grown into a significant, 

multifaceted, and well-respected topic of research within the field of applied social sciences 

focusing on institutional systems (Mello, 2015; Diniz, 2010). 

 Since its inception, the VoC approach has attracted significant attention and influence 

in comparative discussions across capitalist political economies, culminating in one of the most 

heated debates in the field of social sciences (Witt & Jackson, 2016). This is because VoC 

offered an alternative to the dominant understanding of the neoliberal globalization process, 

which saw a globe on the verge of replicating the US model of capitalism (Delgado, 2010). In 

this way, the approach claimed that the rooting of specific institutional standards in different 

countries, which supported their productive structures, contributed to maintaining national 

differences in the world capitalist system (Delgado, 2010; Diniz, 2010; Mello, 2015). 

 From this point of view, VoC centered the argument on corporate behavior, emphasizing 

that the strategic activities of industries and business organizations are heavily influenced by 

national institutional factors (Delgado, 2010; Witt & Jackson, 2016; Fainshmidt et al., 2018). 

By defining four mechanisms intrinsic to the business sphere, Hall and Soskice (2001) 

underlined two prevailing coordination logics in the productive regimes of developed countries. 

Such mechanisms would be (1) the relationship between capital and work; (2) the labor 

education and training system; (3) the financial system; and (4) the relationship between the 

companies. Thus, as mentioned, considering the coordination logics, Hall and Soskice (2001) 

identified two main models of capitalism, the Liberal Market Economies (LME) and the 

Coordinated Market Economies (CME). The United States best represents the first model in 

these arrangements, while Germany comes closest to the traits indicated in the second category 

(Witt & Jackson, 2016). 

 The concept of VoC focuses on individual actors and views companies as crucial agents 

in capitalist economies. It considers their activities and responses to technological 

advancements and international competition, which impact overall economic performance 

levels (Hall & Soskice, 2001; Mello, 2015). VoC also takes a relational approach to companies, 

emphasizing the development and utilization of competencies and capabilities in producing and 

distributing goods or services through internal relationships with its workforce and external 

relations with stakeholders such as customers, suppliers, shareholders, unions, government, and 
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others. This approach values company-stakeholder interactions and provides a fertile ground 

for management studies focusing on stakeholder theory research. 

2.4 Varieties of Institutional Systems 

 Studies in the management field that emphasize institutional scope as a relevant factor 

in business relationships are frequent (Jackson & Deeg, 2019). This body of literature usually 

follows the theoretical perspective derived from institutionalism that, among other goals, seeks 

to explain the social origins of the stakeholder's actions which, by definition, do not act in an 

isolated way (Granovetter, 1985). In this regard, Scott (2013) defines the institutional 

environment as stable rules, social standards, and cognitive structures in a society that guides, 

favor, or restrict business activity. 

 According to Wicks and Berman (2004), the institutional environment can be 

considered in three dimensions: institutional, sociocultural norms, and industry norms. The 

institutional dimension concerns formal rules and laws, using such devices to control the 

confidence necessary to establish an exchange. The sociocultural dimension concerns the 

shared cultural values that shape group behavior. Finally, the industry dimension refers to the 

implicit and explicit rules that connect and adjust the market behavior. 

 Mapping the institutional context does not just mean identifying and analyzing the 

stakeholders of the environment. It is a much more comprehensive procedure, which involves 

understanding the actors, resources, interests, and institutions and the trajectories, stories, and 

contingencies experienced in each context (Aligica, 2006). The legitimacy of stakeholder 

claims is assessed differently in different institutional settings. Managers must recognize the 

plurality of behavioral assumptions, normative rules, and regulations in each institutional 

environment to act strategically and respond appropriately to each stakeholder (Aaltonen, 

2013). In other words, differences such as in national values, culture, political and economic 

structures, among others, all contribute to issues related to company-stakeholder relationships, 

thus affecting competitive success (Porter, 1990). 

 In this perspective, as the formal and informal sources of rules, national institutions 

underpin much of the context in which business takes place (Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Ortas et 

al., 2019). Recently, the field has witnessed the emergence of a more holistic theoretical 

foundation for understanding the impact of institutional diversity on business phenomena by 

focusing on how national institutions configure in complementary ways into systems of 
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economic organization. The model presented below serves as a basis for understanding the 

institutional dimensions observed in this investigation. 

 Going beyond the previous typologies, which focus on systemic variation in advanced 

economies, Fainshmidt et al. (2018) present the Varieties of Institutional Systems (VIS) 

framework, a more comprehensive one that captures the institutional context provided by the 

state, financial markets, human capital, social capital, and corporate governance institutions in 

a larger number of systemic contexts also considering the increasingly significant group of 

newly-developed, emerging, and developing economies. These five institutional dimensions are 

shown in Table 3 and are briefly explained below. 

Table 3 - Institutional contextual dimensions - VIS Framework 

Institutional Dimension Influence factor 

Role of the State 

State direct dominance 

State indirect intervention 

Type of state 

Role of financial markets 

Equity market 

Credit market 

Family wealth 

State-provided capital 

Role of human capital 
Coordination with labor 

Knowledge capital 

Role of social capital Generalized trust 

Role of corporate governance 

Ownership concentration 

Family ownership 

Family intervention in management 

Source: Fainshmidt et al. (2018) 

 The State in the VIS framework refers to a country's government, focusing on the 

executive branch (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). For the authors, considering the first VIS dimension, 

the States can influence their economies in three fundamental ways. First, based on Zhang and 

Whitley (2013), they note that the State's dominance of the national economic system is 

determined by the extent to which it is directly involved in economic production, usually 

through majority or minority state-owned enterprises. This contextual element within the State 

dimension is known as "State direct dominance" for the VIS framework. Second, it is said that 

States may also indirectly intervene in the economy through capital provision, favoritism, or 

even participation in corporate governance (e.g., political appointments to companies' upper 

echelons) (Musacchio & Lazzarini, 2014; Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Ortas et al., 2019). This 

element is known as "State indirect intervention in the private sector" for the VIS framework. 

Third, the States may qualitatively differ in their broad behaviors regarding national economic 
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life (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). In this sense, mainly based on Carney and Witt (2014), the VIS 

framework considers four types of states. 

 When the state sets and enforces the rules of the game, particularly protecting property 

rights, it is referred to as a (i) Regulatory State (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). Except for inherently 

public goods and services, regulatory states usually do not participate significantly in economic 

activity (Rosecrance, 1996). The United States is a major example of this type of state. For (ii) 

Welfare States, the emphasis is on protecting and promoting the economic and social well-

being of its citizens, primarily through the redistribution of wealth by the state (Carney & Witt, 

2014; Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Ortas et al., 2019). Such countries are known for their 

employment stability and political relations, which are more coordinated or collaborative than 

in other examples (Esping-Anderson, 1996). Northern European countries are traditionally 

recognized as welfare states. A (iii) Developmental State employs significant control over its 

economy, mostly by considering long-term interests and engaging in developing its business 

sectors through national industrial policies (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). In this type of state, as it 

is possible to observe in Brazil and Taiwan, there is a strong sense of corporate identity and a 

dense set of institutionalized connections between the government and private elites (Evans, 

1989; Evans, 2014; Ortas et al., 2019). As the last type of state in the VIS framework, a (iv) 

Predatory State is characterized as being ruled by elites who monopolize power through the use 

of non-transparent decision-making procedures, weak institutions, and the absence of clear 

market competition (Carney & Witt, 2014; Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Ortas et al., 2019). An 

example of this type of state is Russia, with the influence of the Moscow elites on the country's 

business (Lane, 2008; Ortas et al., 2019).  

 Financial markets – the second VIS dimension – are a central element of any national 

institutional system whereby capital is acquired and distributed (Davis & Marquis, 2005). 

Moreover, the literature says that a society’s path-dependent political and economic history 

underpins the logic with which financial markets develop and operate (Acemoglu & Robinson, 

2012; Davis & Marquis, 2005; Ortas et al., 2019). 

 In this sense, the Financial Markets dimension relies heavily on credit and equity 

markets, which are crucial institutional factors. Borrowers access funds from lenders through 

credit markets, while equity markets allow companies to raise capital by issuing shares of stock 

to investors. These markets are interconnected with regulatory bodies and financial 

intermediaries and play a vital role in the functioning of the economy. Developing credit and 
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equity markets can lead to economic growth and financial stability (Levine, 1997), while the 

absence of well-functioning markets can result in financial market inefficiencies, leading to 

economic instability and reduced investment opportunities (Beck & Levine, 2004). 

 In addition to the influences of equity and credit markets, Lazzarini et al. (2015) argue 

that the State often acts as a financial capital provider outside of traditional private sources, 

particularly in countries where the State has been an owner of factors of production or financial 

institutions. Furthermore, in economies where financial markets are relatively underdeveloped, 

firms tend to rely on internal capital markets based on accumulated family wealth (Steier, 2009). 

Therefore, the financial roles of family wealth and state-provided capital also need to be 

considered to better understand institutional contexts (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). 

 The third dimension of the VIS taxonomy, the role of human capital, concerns the 

formation of knowledge – intangible assets needed to meet corporate objectives, such as staff 

expertise, data, and intellectual properties (LaFayette, Curtis, Bedford & Iyer, 2019) – and the 

organization of labor markets within a national institutional system (Fainshmidt et al., 2018; 

Ortas et al., 2019). For the Framework, the knowledge capital level within a national 

environment is important because it determines the way organizations engage with employees 

in productive activities. For example, organizations may invest in firm-specific skills when 

knowledge capital is collectively available to firms within an economy. In contrast, knowledge 

capital scarcity may reduce incentives to invest in particular capabilities and even sectors 

(Schneider, 2013). Furthermore, when discussing coordination with labor, it is stated that 

countries with strong labor organizations tend to prioritize social and environmental issues and 

make longer-term investments, unlike countries with fragmented labor markets (Hall & 

Soskice, 2001; Ioannou & Serafeim, 2012; Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Ortas et al., 2019). 

 The fourth VIS dimension, collective social capital, is the degree to which individuals 

have generalized trust in one another and society (Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Inglehart, 1999). 

According to the literature, trust significantly determines how nations' economies and their 

corporate relations function (Knack & Keefer, 1997). The idea of generalized trust has been 

linked to various benefits, including economic growth (Bjørnskov, 2012; Kong, 2015), 

improved government quality (Knack, 2002; Herreros, 2023), and greater subjective life 

satisfaction (Bjørnskov, 2003). According to McEvily, Perrone, and Zaheer (2003), the degree 

to which economic players trust one another and institutions is a guiding concept that underpins 

corporate behavior and coordination. As such, in the absence of widespread trust, both 
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individuals and organizations are more likely to rely on informal networks based on closer 

connections (Kong, 2015, 2016), making it difficult to engage in a broader stakeholder network. 

On the other hand, people and companies in countries that foster economic equality experience 

higher levels of trust (Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Uslaner, 2008). 

 The fifth dimension considers how companies are controlled and managed. It 

encompasses three elements. First, for the VIS, ownership concentration is an essential element 

of the institutional context because it shapes how owners, labor, and management interact with 

each other (Aguilera & Jackson, 2003). Second, the importance of wealthy family dominance 

in most parts of the world also extends to the corporate governance sphere. Specifically, family 

ownership of large corporations is a defining characteristic of many economies in the Middle 

East, Latin America, Northern Africa, and Asia (Ortas et al., 2019). Even in contexts where 

formal institutions may be relatively strong, deep cultural and clan-based institutions permeate 

the formation of family ownership (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). Third, because the extended family 

is often the core unifying feature as a means to overcome institutional voids (Steier, Chua & 

Chrisman, 2009), in some national contexts, founding families tend to run their businesses 

directly, encouraging a systemic family intervention in management. 

 The five dimensions presented, considering their respective influence factors, result in 

the classification scheme of the VIS framework. Thus, combining the theoretical advances 

proposed by Fainshmidt et al. (2018) and the classic model established by Hall and Soskice 

(2001), it is possible to categorize nine institutional systems. The first two, Market-based and 

Collaborative, are updated nomenclatures of the LME and CME proposed in the VoC model. 

The other seven categories, therefore, organize markets of different contexts that had not been 

contemplated with classifications before the VIS framework. Table 4 summarizes the reasoning 

for the VIS framework's classification scheme. 

Table 4 - Classification Reasoning - VIS Framework 

Varieties of 

Institutional Systems 
Reasoning 

Market-based (LME) 

In this setting, companies typically depend on hierarchies and competitive market 

structures to handle their operations. Transactions between parties are characterized 

by a competitive and contractual exchange of products and services, with little 

personal involvement. Market players adjust their supply and demand in response to 

price signals, with neoclassical economics highlighting the significance of marginal 

calculations. Market institutions serve as an effective means to coordinate the 

economic activities of different actors. 

Collaborative (CME) 

Here, organizations rely increasingly on non-market relationships to collaborate and 

build their core competencies. These non-market strategies of coordination usually 

include more relational or partial contracting, network monitoring based on private 
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information exchanged within networks, and more collaborative, rather than 

competitive, partnerships to enhance the firm's competencies. 

State-Led 

Despite their diverse political regimes, 15 economies under the "State-Led" 

arrangement share institutional components. Pakistan, Russia, Venezuela, China, 

Vietnam, and Indonesia have restricted civil rights. Malaysia and India, with more 

civil rights, are also included. In all "State-Led" nations, the state directly orders the 

society's economy. Political networks coordinate economic activities in these 

systems. These networks centralize power and introduce predatory aspects to the 

state. The state dominates, yet family ownership and administration are prevalent. 

Banks supply financial capital. 

Fragmented with 

Fragile State 

In this arrangement, 12 Sub-Saharan African and Middle East economies share 

certain features of the "State-Led" configuration. Still, direct and indirect state 

intervention is considerable and institutional voids are substantial. This configuration 

lacks human, financial, and social capital. Companies in this system operate their 

economic activity in silos utilizing internally accumulated resources without 

coordinating with labor. 

Familty-Led 

The 11 geographically spread economies of this arrangement 

are predominantly "Family-Led". This configuration includes Northern Africa, 

Central Asia, and Latin America economies. Affluent and dominating families in 

these economies generally dominate ownership, resource allocation, and 

management. Consequently, they have sufficient influence to organize the economy. 

As a result, labor coordination is low, but trust tends to be high, allowing wealthy 

families to set economic policies. 

Centralized Tribe 

Six Middle East-only affluent economies make up this arrangement. Most economies 

in this configuration typically prioritize public welfare. This paternalistic 

institutional structure is based on the organizing principle that powerful families in 

these cultures are guardians of essential resources and expected to provide a safety 

net for the lower classes. Many of these societies are quite tribal in nature and take 

care of their own within the extended clan. "The family is the state" for these 

economies, thus boundaries frequently blur. 

Emergent LME 

These economies are increasingly becoming market-oriented. However, some, like 

Singapore, preserve some state dominance over the regulatory government system. 

Despite their diverse economic levels, these economies have strong financial, social, 

and knowledge capital. With their fast-growing economies, Botswana and Namibia 

contrast with other African nations with institutional gaps. Another Middle Eastern 

economic outlier is Israel. 

Collaborative 

Agglomerations 

Eastern European economies are in this arrangement. These economies have 

developmental states that invest in industrial areas and promote growth. Labor must 

cooperate with ownership, which is not excessively concentrated. Banks provide 

most financial capital. They have many characteristics with conventional CMEs like 

Germany, but they tend to emphasize growth and development more than equality 

and national social systems. 

Hierarchically 

Coordinated 

This arrangement and the Collaborative Agglomerations share features such as a 

developmental state, substantial knowledge capital, and banking as the main source 

of financial capital. However, overall trust is lower, the state is more engaged, and 

families substantially influence business governance. Still, families are less 

important than other configurations. Coordination occurs primarily among 

concentrated (increasingly family) owners and state investment agencies due to low 

widespread trust and little coordination with a high-quality workforce. 

Source: Hall & Soskice (2001); Fainshmidt et al. (2018). 

 Considering the context of the previous table, Table 5 presents the nine institutional 

systems categorized in the VIS Framework. 



 

42 
 

Table 5 - Classification Scheme - VIS Framework 

Varieties of Institutional 

Systems 
Related countries 

Market-based (LME) 
Australia; Canada; Ireland; New Zealand; Switzerland; United Kingdom; United 

States of America. 

Collaborative (CME) 
Austria; Belgium; Denmark; Finland; France; Germany; Italy; Japan; 

Netherlands; Norway; Portugal; Spain; Sweeden. 

State-Led 
Argentina; Bangladesh; Belarus; China; India; Indonesia; Malaysia; Mongolia; 

Pakistan; Philippines; Russia; Sri Lanka; Thailand; Venezuela; Vietnam. 

Fragmented with Fragile 

State 

Angola; Cameroon; Democratic Republic of the Congo; Egypt; Ethiopia; Ghana; 

Kenya; Rwanda; Senegal; Sudan; Tanzânia; Uganda. 

Familty-Led 
Algeria; Arzerbaijan; Brazil; Colombia; Mexico; Morocco; Nigeria; Peru; 

Tunisia; Yemen 

Centralized Tribe Bahrain; Iran; Kuwait; Qatar; Saudi Arabia; United Arab Emirates. 

Emergent LME Botswana; Chile; Hong Kong; Israel; Namibia; Singapore; South Africa. 

Collaborative 

Agglomerations 

Czech Repoublic; Estonia; Hungary; Latvia; Lithuania; Poland; Slivak Republic; 

Slovenia. 

Hierarchically 

Coordinated 

Bulgaria; Georgia; Jordan; Kazakhstan; South Korea; Lebanon; Romania; 

Taiwan; Türkiye; Ukraine. 

Source: Fainshmidt et al. (2018). 

 In sum, Fainshmidt et al. (2018) created the VIS Framework by considering the five 

dimensions and their thirteen influencing factors. The framework provides a contextual basis 

for examining the levels of stakeholder engagement in various institutional systems. In this 

sense, with a focus on achieving the objectives of this dissertation, the investigation establishes 

a focus on the analysis of the institutional dimensions of the model. This decision is justified 

when we consider that such dimensions are a standard level of analysis for all institutional 

systems presented. Thus, developing a research that has not yet been applied before will be 

possible. This may pave the way for future investigations, encouraging the continuity of the 

reflections developed here. 

 For the next and last theoretical background subtopic, we present the interrelationships 

of the primary theoretical foundations used in this study. This helps to emphasize the 

connections identified in the existing literature that have contributed to the development of this 

research. 

2.5 Stakeholder Engagement and Institutional Influences: Identifying the ties 

 This topic aims to conclude the theoretical background of this research. After 

highlighting the argumentative particularities of stakeholder engagement and institutional 

systems, it is important to observe how these two themes are interconnected based on existing 

literature. 
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 In business and management research, there has been a growing interest in concepts 

associated with stakeholder theory, including stakeholder engagement, and approaches related 

to institutional theories, such as the different types of institutional systems. As already 

discussed, while stakeholder engagement has been recognized as a critical element of overall 

corporate performance and sustainability (Stocker et al., 2020), institutional systems have been 

identified as a key factor in shaping organizations' behaviors and strategies (Fainshmidt et al., 

2018; Ortas et al., 2019). From a broad perspective, the intersection topics of stakeholder 

engagement and institutional systems represent a promising avenue for management research. 

By exploring the interplay between these two concepts, scholars can generate new theoretical 

insights and empirical evidence to inform the development of more effective and sustainable 

management practices. 

 Amid this understanding, we conducted brief literature research through the Inciteful 

research platform (Weishuhn, 2023). Such a tool is intended for interdisciplinary scholars trying 

to bridge two domains, allowing an interactive visualization of how the literature connects 

them. In sum, with the platform, it is possible to observe how the research paths between two 

references of interest are organized based on their citations. Thus, it is possible to map which 

studies are part of the interdisciplinary network that a given investigation is entering. 

Considering this dissertation, it was possible to confirm the growing and current network of 

citations being formed around the interests in themes related to stakeholder engagement and 

varieties of institutional systems.  

 It's important to note that the tool's goal is not to exhaustively cover the relationships 

between the intended themes but rather to highlight existing interconnections between two 

references. The aim is to provide an overview of how they are related in the literature. Figure 2 

shows the created literature connections map.  
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Figure 2 - Literature Connections 

 

Source: Inciteful (2023) 

 From this perspective, as seen in Figure 2, we can argue that there is a field under 

development concerning the relationship between the concept of stakeholder engagement and 

the approach to the varieties of capitalism or institutional systems, represented here mainly by 

the works of Stocker et al. (2020) and Fainshmidt et al. (2018). In other words, considering the 

interconnections between both references, it is possible to notice that a research network is 

being established with publications in internationally respected journals, many of which are 

used as theoretical and empirical support in this dissertation. 

 The current study aims to facilitate the development of an interdisciplinary argument 

between stakeholder theory, represented by the concept of stakeholder engagement, and 

institutional theories, represented by the approach of the varieties of institutional systems. As 

such, with a research proposal not yet explored in the literature, this study might contribute to 

the presented research network. In this sense, to build the paths of the empirical stage of this 

dissertation, the next chapter discusses the development of the study's hypotheses. 
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3 HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT  

The following hypotheses are based on the assumption that institutional features 

influence the way stakeholders are engaged by businesses operating in national arrangements. 

As a result, we recognize that institutional contexts are important considerations for businesses 

implementing stakeholder engagement practices. 

3.1 The role of the State 

 The global economy has undergone significant changes in the past decades, leading to 

increased attention on the State's involvement in capital accumulation and corporate 

relationships (Grosman, Okhmatovskiy & Wright, 2015; Alami & Dixon, 2020). This has 

resulted in a resurgence of state-led development in the global South, including Brazil, China, 

India, Russia, and other emerging economies. Moreover, there has been significant government 

intervention in economically developed countries since the financial crisis of 2008. This was 

recently observed in the first quarter of 2023, with the US and Swiss governments implementing 

measures in their banking sectors. The rise of State involvement in economies has resulted in 

the establishment of sovereign wealth funds, state equity participation, and state-owned 

enterprises (Alami & Dixon, 2020; Fainshmidt et al., 2018). In sum, the role of the State needs 

to be better understood in terms of its influence on company-stakeholder relations. 

Considering the first dimension of the VIS Framework and the objectives of this 

research, it is possible to address different ways of State intervention in the economies (Whitley, 

2003; Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Ortas et al., 2019): (a) directly, when the State actively engages 

in economic production, primarily through state-owned enterprises; and (b) indirectly, when it 

provides capital, shows favoritism, or participates in corporate governance. It is important to 

mention that the State types mentioned earlier will not be addressed in the empirical stage of 

this study since they are the only variables that are categorized differently when the others are 

considered. However, according to Fainshmidt et al. (2018), the types of State are connected to 

the kinds of direct and indirect state involvement, so we understand that such a decision will 

not harm the capacity to describe the dimension of the State's role. 

According to Fainshmidt et al. (2018) and Zhang and Whitley (2013), the amount to 

which the State is directly and actively involved in economic production, generally through 

majority or minority State-owned firms, determines the State's dominance over the national 

economic system. Indeed, when the markets analyzed in this study are considered, one can 

argue that State enterprises represent 80% of the stock market's value in China, 62% in Russia, 
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and 38% in Brazil (Fainshimidt et al., 2018), three of the greatest economies in our sample. In 

this context, regarding previous decades, State companies accounted for one-third of emerging 

economies' foreign direct investment (Wooldridge, 2012; Fainshmidt et al., 2018). This 

contextual aspect within this dimension is known as State Direct Dominance. On the other hand, 

as argued by the literature (Boyer, 2005; Kang & Moon, 2012; Musacchio & Lazzarini, 2014; 

Fainshmidt et al., 2018), the State can also intervene in the economy indirectly through capital 

provision, favoritism, and participation in corporate governance (e.g., political appointments to 

upper echelons). This contextual feature is referred to as an indirect intervention in the private 

sector or State Indirect Intervention. 

According to previous literature (Finchelstein, 2017; Mariotti & Marzano, 2019; 

Mariotti & Marzano, 2020), the State has various ways of intervening in businesses. Analyzing 

direct and indirect interventions can help evaluate the State's involvement with companies and 

stakeholders. The literature suggests that State action, whether direct or indirect, can impact the 

relationships between companies and their stakeholders. However, research on how the State 

can significantly influence these relationships is still lacking (Finchelstein, 2017). Therefore, 

examining organizational behavior in light of the State's enabling role under different national 

institutions (Mariotti & Marzano, 2019) is essential. For many countries, State dominance and 

intervention are critical factors in how organizations allocate their resources. 

Considering our arguments on the role of the state in the influence of stakeholder 

engagement, we hypothesize:  

H1: The role of the State is positively associated with companies’ stakeholder 

engagement levels. 

3.2 The role of financial markets 

 Concerning the second dimension, we observe that equity markets, credit markets, the 

families, and again the State are the primary means through which companies acquire and 

distribute financial resources (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). As such, considering the VIS 

framework, market institutions have an impact on how companies can implement stakeholder 

relationships (Ortas et al., 2019).  

From an overall perspective, the equity and credit markets serve as the primary funding 

sources for businesses in certain nations, like the USA, where shareholder dispersion is 

frequently significant. Since economic players constrain them less, organizations in countries 
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with established credit and equity markets can better create innovative management practices 

(Hall & Sosquice, 2001; Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Ortas et al., 2019). As a result, businesses are 

more likely to develop favorable connections with their stakeholders (Ortas et al., 2019), taking 

into account, for example, increased action on sustainability-related matters in their operations, 

such as creating greener manufacturing methods that use less energy, waste, and emissions 

(Berrone et al., 2013). Moreover, in these nations, consumers significantly impact how 

businesses behave. Often, they do this by calling for more responsible business practices 

(Christmann, 2004). In this context, companies are increasingly compelled to adopt socially 

conscious business strategies (Ortas et al., 2019) that can improve stakeholder engagement 

actions. 

In contrast to contexts that primarily rely on equity and credit markets, the State can also 

serve as the foremost provider of financial resources for businesses in several nations, such as 

China, since it formerly held the production factors or banking institutions (Fainshmidt et al., 

2018; Ortas et al., 2019). This is, therefore, another way for the State to interfere in company-

stakeholder relations that operate in its territory; thus, as a provider of capital, the State can also 

influence actions related to stakeholder engagement. Furthermore, as Steier (2009) argued, 

companies tend to rely on local capital markets based on accumulated family wealth in 

economies with relatively weak financial markets, such as those in Arab nations. Therefore, 

when families or States step into the role of capital provider, they tend to substitute equity and 

credit markets (Schneider, 2009; Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Ortas et al., 2019).  

In sum, to have an accurate image of the national institutional environment, we must 

consider not just the equity and credit markets' characteristics but also the financial roles of 

family wealth and state-provided capital. This is especially important in economies that are still 

in the process of developing. 

Considering our arguments on the role of financial markets in the influence of 

stakeholder engagement, we hypothesize:  

H2: The role of the financial markets is positively associated with companies’ 

stakeholder engagement levels. 

3.3 The role of human capital 

According to the third dimension, which can be analyzed via knowledge capital and 

labor coordination, a nation's human capital will also influence companies' overall strategy and 
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performance (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). Knowledge capital is the term employed to define an 

organization's intangible assets, including its connections, relationships, learned skills, learning 

processes, and inventions (LaFayette et al., 2019). Knowledge capital is an intangible asset 

since it relies on the abilities and capabilities of a company's workforce; as a result, companies 

may have a competitive advantage over competitors thanks to their knowledge capital 

(LaFayette et al., 2019). The amount of knowledge capital clarifies how companies engage their 

workforce in productive endeavors. Firms in an economy may invest in firm-specific skills, 

including training and development, health and safety, diversity, and opportunity programs, 

when knowledge capital is made collectively accessible to them. These programs are often 

connected to well-established stakeholder engagement practices (Ortas et al., 2019). 

Conversely, a lack of knowledge capital may make it less attractive to invest in specific skills 

and employee satisfaction (Schneider, 2013). According to prior research, it may be stated that 

companies that attract qualified job applicants have a wider candidate pool; hence their 

selection process can lead to competitive advantages (Ortas et al., 2019).  

The second influence factor of a country's human capital is coordination with labor. 

Labor relations are essential to how human capital is used, according to Hall and Soskice 

(2001), who also make the distinction between whether or not businesses coordinate strategic 

actions with labor. In this regard, nations with solid labor organizations tend to emphasize social 

and environmental issues and often make longer-term investments (Hall & Soskice, 2001; 

Ioannou & Serafeim, 2012; Fainshmidt et al., 2018), thus impacting companies-stakeholder 

relations primarily through the stakeholder employee. However, in nations with more 

fragmented labor markets, collective action is less prevalent, as well as political decisions and 

ties to family elites predominate human resource management (Ortas et al., 2019). 

Considering our arguments on the role of human capital in the influence of stakeholder 

engagement, we hypothesize:  

H3: The role of human capital is positively associated with companies’ stakeholder 

engagement levels. 

3.4 The role of social capital 

Regarding the fourth dimension, it is proposed that a society's capacity to develop social 

capital is based on its long-term experience with social structuring, which is rooted in historical 
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and cultural events that can be traced back over lengthy periods (Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Ortas 

et al., 2019). According to Inglehart (1999), collective social capital, or generalized trust, relates 

to how much people trust other members of their community and society. As aforementioned, 

according to earlier studies, trust strongly affects how countries' economies behave (Knack & 

Keefer, 1997). In this regard, widespread mistrust in society prevents the institutionalization of 

long-term contractual ties between businesses and stakeholders (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). 

Instead, it motivates managers to forge informal relations to guarantee the availability of 

necessary supplies (Whitley et al., 1996). In other words, as noted by Mcevily et al. (2003), the 

level of trust among economic players is an organizing principle guiding the behaviors of and 

coordination between companies and their groups of interest. Consequently, the lack of 

generalized trust causes people and organizations to rely increasingly on particular trust as they 

develop informal networks based on extended clan or family ties as their foundation for 

organizational relationships (Kong, 2016; Fainshmidt et al., 2018). 

In countries with high Social Capital, companies tend to adopt more socially responsible 

practices and engage more meaningfully with their stakeholders (Kong, 2016; Ortas et al., 

2019). This is because society is more likely to demand and value corporate social 

responsibility, and companies can gain financial and reputational benefits by adapting to these 

expectations. On the other hand, in countries with low Social Capital, companies may face 

challenges in adopting socially responsible practices and engaging with their stakeholders 

(Kong, 2016; Ortas et al., 2019). This is because society may have social norms and values that 

do not value corporate social responsibility, which can lead companies to prioritize profit over 

social and environmental impacts. 

Confidence seems to be higher in economically developed countries than in other less 

developed countries for the VIS framework (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). In general terms, 

generalized trust is weaker in developing and emerging economies for reasons such 

as widespread corruption or the inefficiency of the state. This is especially true in developing 

economies when corruption is prevalent and often arbitrary (Rodriguez et al., 2005). 

Nevertheless, it may not always be the case since previous research has revealed a significant 

difference in these economies' levels of trust and corruption (Nannestad, 2008; Kong, 2016). 

For instance, regardless of economic progress, countries that promote economic equality may 

have higher levels of trust (Uslaner, 2008; Fainshmidt et al., 2018). Due to these factors, social 

capital can assume a position of interesting influence on the way companies relate – or engage 

– with their stakeholders in different institutional contexts. 
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Considering our arguments on the role of social capital in the influence of stakeholder 

engagement, we hypothesize:  

H4: The role of social capital is positively associated with companies’ stakeholder 

engagement levels. 

3.5 The role of corporate governance 

Corporate governance refers to the formal and informal systems, structures, and 

processes businesses use to manage and regulate their operations and stakeholder interactions 

(Mallin, 2016). It outlines the rights and responsibilities of all parties involved in the 

corporation (Aguilera & Jackson, 2003). By implementing effective corporate governance 

practices, businesses can establish transparency, accountability, and ethical conduct – all of 

which are essential for successful stakeholder engagement (Jackson, 2005). 

For the fifth dimension, it is argued that three elements define how companies are 

controlled and managed. Those elements are (a) ownership concentration; (b) family 

ownership; and (c) family intervention in management (Witt & Redding, 2013; Fainshmidt et 

al., 2018). Considering the first element, despite ownership patterns observed in most liberal 

markets, ownership is substantially concentrated in most nations worldwide, especially when 

formal institutions tend to be relatively weak and financial markets are undeveloped. Moreover, 

this concentration commonly covers institutional voids – or weaknesses – (Khanna & Palepu, 

2010; Fainshmidt, 2018; Luiz et al., 2021; Abreu et al., 2023) in these economies. 

Following Aguilera & Jackson (2003), ownership concentration is a crucial feature of 

the institutional setting because it determines how owners, workforce, and management - 

consequently, stakeholders - interact and engage. In this respect, stakeholder engagement 

enables governance structures to become more dynamic and receptive to stakeholders' 

expectations (Monteduro et al., 2021). In addition, the communication process between 

organizations and their stakeholders gives rise to collaborative learning interactions that would 

allow the converging of activities and confidence among the stakeholders involved (Monteduro 

et al., 2021). According to the literature, companies' stakeholder engagement-related activities 

have historically been adversely associated with a higher ownership concentration (Ortas et al., 

2019; Dam & Scholtens, 2013; Barnea & Rubin, 2010). This is because significant shareholders 

frequently control corporate boards, reducing the diversity and independence of the executives. 

However, considering the characteristic of ownership concentration as a way of covering 
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institutional voids, to the best of our knowledge, there is no evidence of the effects of ownership 

concentration on stakeholder relations of companies in underdeveloped economies. 

Regarding the second element, the importance of wealthy family dominance in most 

parts of the world also extends to the corporate governance sphere (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). In 

many economies, a handful of wealthy families control a substantial portion of the large 

corporate sector (Fogel, 2006). Through control pyramids, cross-holding, and other 

mechanisms, these families can hold a vast amount of corporate assets (Fainshmidt et al., 2018). 

Even in contexts where formal institutions may be relatively strong, deep cultural and clan-

based institutions permeate the formation of family ownership. Prior research contends that 

although family businesses can act responsibly or irresponsibly, there is a positive tendency to 

act responsibly in relationships with their stakeholders because there is a risk that lousy 

reputation spillovers from a firm to a family can happen more readily in family businesses than 

in non-family companies (Block & Wagner, 2014). 

According to earlier research, family-owned companies highly value non-financial 

purposes, including identity, sustainability, resource development, and maintaining a good 

family reputation (Block & Wagner, 2014; Berrone et al., 2010; Westhead et al., 2001). In this 

sense, Zellweger et al. (2010) believe that an identity fit between families and companies might 

enable family firms to care about their corporate reputations and to pursue goals that benefit 

multiple stakeholders other than their families, thereby committing to stakeholder engagement 

practices. 

Finally, concerning the element of family intervention in management, it can be argued 

that founding families tend to run their businesses directly rather than relying on 

professionalized management (Peng & Jiang, 2010) because the extended family is frequently 

the core unifying aspect as a means of overcoming institutional voids (Steier et al., 2009). 

Therefore, it is viable to assume that – similar to family businesses – family-controlled 

businesses are generally more likely to emphasize topics like employee satisfaction, 

inclusiveness, environmental concerns, and product-related matters (Ortas et al., 2019; Block 

& Wagner, 2014). In other words, the literature suggests that there will be a propensity for 

stakeholder engagement approaches to be more successful in scenarios with high levels of 

family intervention in management. As aforementioned, family ownership and intervention 

hence play an essential role in a country's corporate governance and influences the majority of 
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sectors in many economies, such as South America, the Middle East, North Africa, and some 

areas of Asia. 

Considering our arguments on the role of corporate governance in the influence of 

stakeholder engagement, we hypothesize:  

H5: The role of corporate governance is positively associated with companies’ stakeholder 

engagement levels. 

3.6 The role of institutional environments 

Stakeholder engagement is crucial for any company as it influences its performance and 

reputation (Freeman, 1984; Freeman et al., 2010; Stocker et al., 2020). Therefore, 

understanding and engaging with stakeholders is essential to establish healthy relationships, 

promoting dialogue, identifying opportunities, and mitigating risks (Stocker et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, based on our previous arguments, we conceive that institutional features, here 

defined as institutional dimensions, such as the State, financial markets, social capital, human 

capital, and corporate governance, significantly impact stakeholder engagement practices. In 

other words, the central argument of this thesis is that because institutional dimensions play a 

role in the stakeholder engagement of companies operating in national configurations, 

institutional environments – formed by the dimensions – are relevant issues for implementing 

stakeholder engagement actions. 

Accordingly, from an overall perspective, the State can play a fundamental role in 

shaping stakeholder engagement practices by, for instance, establishing laws, regulations, and 

norms that guide companies. The State can act as a regulator to ensure companies protect 

stakeholder rights (Wright et al., 2021) and encourage responsible and sustainable practices 

(Alami & Dixon, 2020; Fainshmidt et al., 2018). However, excessive state intervention can 

discourage innovation and value creation (Henisz, 2000). In any case, it is important to 

acknowledge that stakeholder literature considers the State, represented by the government, an 

essential stakeholder in various business sectors (Clarkson, 1995). 

Financial markets also play a critical role in stakeholder engagement practices, as 

investors are increasingly attentive to how companies manage their relationships with 

stakeholders to maximize shareholder value. For example, pressure from financial markets can 

lead companies to adopt shorter-term and shareholder-focused practices, compromising 
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effective and sustainable stakeholder engagement practices (Branco & Rodrigues, 2008; 

Berrone et al., 2013). 

Social and human capital also are essential institutional dimensions influencing 

stakeholder engagement practices. Companies with substantial social and human capital tend 

to have more effective and sustainable stakeholder engagement practices. Social capital, 

referring to the network of relationships and trust between companies and stakeholders, can be 

a source of competitive advantage (Portes, 1998; Kong, 2016). Human capital, referring to 

employees' skills, knowledge, and experiences, can affect stakeholder engagement through their 

ability to communicate and collaborate with these groups (Ioannou & Serafeim, 2012; 

LaFayette et al., 2019). 

Corporate governance can play a crucial role in determining stakeholder engagement 

practices. Good corporate governance promotes transparency, accountability, and responsibility 

of the company towards its stakeholders, facilitating effective stakeholder engagement 

(Aguilera & Jackson, 2003). In contrast, poor corporate governance can impede a company's 

ability to adapt to stakeholder demands and expectations (Witt & Redding, 2013), negatively 

affecting stakeholder engagement practices. 

In sum, for this investigation, we argue that national institutional features may 

significantly influence companies' stakeholder engagement actions. Therefore, understanding 

and managing these factors can lead organizations to more effective and sustainable stakeholder 

engagement, benefiting both the company and its stakeholders. 
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4 METHOD 

Throughout the development of this study, some decisions were made to ensure 

methodological accuracy. The study is structured around two methodological paths, which will 

be discussed in the following topics. The first path involves a qualitative step, where a content 

analysis of stakeholder engagement practices in non-financial reports of publicly traded 

companies is conducted. These companies are from Emerging and Middle-Income Markets, as 

classified by the IMF (2022). The second path involves a quantitative step, which aims to assess 

the relationship between the institutional dimensions observed in the VIS framework and the 

stakeholder engagement practices analyzed in the previous step. To achieve this, the 

multivariate technique of quantile regression was applied, allowing for the observation of 

institutional influences at different intensities of each level of stakeholder engagement. 

Our research focused on analyzing the nuances of stakeholder engagement under 

different institutional influences. To ensure accuracy, we limited our study to specific industries 

and companies that disclose their actions in a particular pattern. We investigated companies 

from sensitive sectors such as Energy (fossil fuels), mineral resources, chemical, and applied 

resources (Paper & Forest Products), which are more inclined to disclose non-financial 

information to stakeholders (Garcia et al., 2017). Furthermore, we conducted our research with 

companies with a history of disclosing non-financial reports following the Global Reporting 

Initiative (GRI) standards. 

Finally, the research is established with a cross-sectional approach regarding temporal 

observation. The year 2019 was chosen for the qualitative and quantitative analyzes in order to 

avoid effects caused by the COVID-19 pandemic that devastated the world from 2020 onwards. 

This decision was made based on the researcher's observation that engagement actions related 

to the health issues of specific stakeholders could potentially distort the analysis. 

After this chapter introduction, the topics below will present all methodological steps 

with greater depth and description. 

4.1 Data Source: Non-Financial Reports 

In this topic, we discuss the data sources used in this research. We present the context 

of non-financial or sustainability reports, as well as information about the operationalization of 

data collection and obtaining data related to the Varieties of Institutional Systems Framework. 
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Non-financial reports are documents that describe corporations' social, environmental, 

and governance activities and performance. They complement conventional financial reports 

that provide information on a firm's economic performance. These reports are usually 

developed based on standards and guidelines established by global organizations such as the 

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures 

(TCFD), and the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB). These standards provide 

a framework for companies to report their non-financial activities and ensure the comparability 

of reports between organizations. 

Typically, non-financial reports contain information on governance practices such as 

ownership structure, risk management policies and procedures, and executive compensation 

systems. They may also include data on social practices such as diversity and inclusion, equal 

opportunity policies, workplace health and safety, and human rights. Environmental practices 

may feature information on waste management, greenhouse gas emissions, energy efficiency, 

natural resource conservation, and climate risk management. 

The primary purpose of non-financial reports is to assess a corporation's performance 

concerning sustainability and corporate social responsibility issues. Furthermore, these reports 

can aid investors and other stakeholders in making informed decisions based on criteria beyond 

financial outcomes. Non-financial report preparation can be a challenging and laborious 

procedure. It demands collecting data and information from multiple groups inside the 

organization, as well as interaction with external stakeholders. As a result, a good non-financial 

report must be accurate, relevant, and accessible to users. 

In summary, non-financial reports are essential for corporations demonstrating their 

commitment to sustainability and corporate social responsibility. They provide valuable 

information to investors and other stakeholders seeking to conduct business with companies 

committed to ethical and sustainable business practices. In this study, as previously mentioned, 

we qualitatively analyze reports that follow standards established by the GRI. 

4.1.1 Data Source: GRI Reports 

GRI is an international standards-independent organization that helps companies 

understand and communicate their impacts on various topics in view of their strategic 

positioning and management of the organization. The GRI framework for sustainability 

reporting allows companies to identify, collect and report their information more clearly and 

comparably. The framework is designed to apply to companies of all sizes and sectors, and it 
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provides guidance on identifying and reporting material non-financial issues regarding 

stakeholder relationships. In this regard, companies from over 160 countries follow the GRI 

standards (GRI, 2021). 

 Stakeholder engagement is an inseparable part of sustainability reports (Moratis & 

Brandt, 2017). Sustainability reporting aims to communicate to stakeholders the topics they 

find important and address the concerns they have raised (Moratis & Brandt, 2017). In addition, 

preparing such kind of report provides a chance for the organization to invite its stakeholders 

to discuss and opens a platform for dialogue (Morsing & Schultz, 2006). 

 When it comes to reporting procedures, international standards and guidelines require 

engagement with stakeholders, emphasizing that involvement and dialogue are crucial for 

producing meaningful reports. Neglecting to include stakeholders in the reporting process can 

lead to reports that are irrelevant to their needs and, therefore, ineffective (GRI, 2016). Reports 

that adhere to GRI standards provide insight into an organization's approach to engaging with 

stakeholders (GRI, 2016). In this study, stakeholder engagement information is standardized 

according to the indicators established by the GRI Standards.  

The GRI Standards were designed to be flexible and adaptable to the different needs of 

organizations and to allow them to select the sustainability topics and indicators most relevant 

to their business and stakeholders (GRI, 2016). This framework replaced the previous G4 

Guidelines between 2016 and 2017 and has been widely adopted by companies, governments, 

and other organizations worldwide. It is important to mention that, despite still being used, the 

GRI Standards began to be updated with the release, in 2021, of the GRI Universal Standards, 

which presents a new modular structure that allows organizations to report on more specific 

topics and issues (GRI, 2021). However, since the reports analyzed in this research were 

published considering the year 2019, we will follow the GRI Standards, which was the only 

one in force in the observed year. 

In this study, we examine the content of the reports to draw implications about how 

corporations portray themselves and communicate with multiple groups of stakeholders about 

their stakeholder engagement approaches. 

Content analysis was carried out considering the engagement actions informed by each 

company (Stocker et al., 2020). The Stakeholder Engagement section is mandatory for 
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preparing and disseminating reports following the GRI Standards. Table 6 below shows the 

respective topics that were observed for this research in the mentioned section. 

Table 6 - GRI Standards: Stakeholder Engagement topics 

GRI Standards - Stakeholder Engagement 

102-40 (list of stakeholder groups engaged) 

102-41 (collective bargaining agreements) 

102-42 (identifying and selecting stakeholders) 

102-43 (approach to stakeholder engagement) 

102-44 (key topics and concerns raised) 

Source: GRI (2016) 

Similar approaches have been used in previous studies to examine annual non-financial 

reports to quantify and categorize the amount of sustainability information provided 

systematically (Hourneaux Junior et al., 2017) as well as evaluate stakeholder engagement 

practices featured in the reports (Stocker et al., 2020; Grushina, 2017; Moratis & Brandt, 2017). 

4.2 Sample and Data Collection 

The data collection consisted of sustainability reports from companies operating in 

sectors known as sensitive, that is, those typically subject to political pressure and moral debate 

and with great potential for socio-environmental impact. Sensitive industries are characterized 

by heightened environmental, social, and governance (ESG) risks, subjecting them to greater 

scrutiny and regulation (Cai, Jo & Pan, 2012). This is due to their potential negative impact on 

the environment and society. Consequently, companies operating in sensitive industries face 

unique challenges when reporting on their sustainability and non-financial issues (Garcia et al., 

2017). These challenges include, for instance, disclosing carbon emissions and climate change 

risk management strategies for oil and gas companies and reporting on environmental impact 

and community relations for mining companies, as well as social risks such as labor practices 

and human rights violations (Richardson & Welker, 2001; Lee & Faff, 2009; Garcia et al., 

2017). As such, companies operating in sensitive industries require comprehensive 

sustainability strategies and reporting frameworks to address ESG risks and engage 

stakeholders in a transparent and accountable manner. By doing so, companies can demonstrate 

their commitment to sustainability issues while mitigating their potential negative impact on 

society and the environment. 
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These sectors were chosen because of the greater availability of reports published in the 

GRI standards, as well as the need to better understand the behavior of industries with a high 

potential for social and environmental impact. In this way, we follow Garcia et al. (2017), 

considering companies in the Energy (fossil fuels), mineral resources, chemical, and applied 

resources (Paper & Forest Products) sectors as sensitive.  

The classification used in selecting companies is The Refinitiv Business Classification 

(TRBC), one of the most comprehensive and up-to-date sectors and industry classifications 

(Iazzolino et al., 2023). The TRBC classification covers over 75,000 global companies and is 

available in the Refinitiv Eikon database.  

Since the discontinuity – in 2021 – of the GRI Database, the regularly updated data 

source of the Global Reporting Initiative, there has been a need to reorganize the studies that 

use sustainability reports in the GRI Standards as inputs. Due to this issue, this research had to 

reformulate data collection with the support of the Eikon database, which is, in summary, a 

comprehensive financial and non-financial information database that provides real-time market 

data, news, and analytics to researchers and financial professionals (Iazzolino et al., 2023). The 

Eikon database allowed for the selection of a large number of companies from all over the 

world, ensuring the continuation of data collection for this research. The Refinitiv Eikon 

database was used to select sectors and organizations, as well as to collect specific information 

on companies to enrich the analyses. The Business School of the University of São Paulo 

(FEA/USP) library provided access to the Eikon database. 

In this perspective, a survey of companies in the sectors of interest for the research was 

initially carried out in the Eikon database. Then, lists of companies were generated considering 

six regions or continents. They are Africa (122), Asia (2569), Europe (580), Latin America 

(134), North America (1785), and Oceania (832). Thus, with a total of 6022 companies, efforts 

were carried out to look for reports disclosed in the areas of investor relations or similar on the 

websites of each company. Considering the filters related to the objectives of this research, such 

as the only use of countries categorized by the IMF as Emerging or Middle-Income Markets, 

and the fact that we only use companies with disclosure of reports related to the year 2019 

following the GRI Standards, the final sample was established in 211 companies. 

Concerning the sample of countries observed in the Variety of Institutional Systems 

framework, Fainshmidt et al. (2018) categorized 68 economies given the aforementioned five 

institutional dimensions (State, Financial Markets, Social Capital, Human Capital, and 
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Corporate Governance) and their respective influencing factors. We only consider countries 

classified as Emerging or Middle-Income Markets with companies from sensitive sectors that 

disclose sustainability reports following the GRI Standards. Thus, our final number settled at 

32 countries, as presented in Figure 3, organized by the VIS Framework categorization.  

Figure 3 - Countries represented in the sample by variety of institutional system 

 

Source: Research data (2023) 

In this regard, the analyzed markets, in alphabetical order, were Argentina (1.4%), 

Bahrain (0.5%), Botswana (1.4%), Brazil (7.1%), Bulgaria(0.5%), Chile (2.8%), China (8.1%), 

Colombia (1.4%), Egypt (0.9%), Hungary (0.5%), India (9.5%), Indonesia (7.6%), Kazakhstan 

(0.9%), Kenya (1.4%), Malaysia (2.4%), Mexico (2.8%), Morocco (0.9%), Nigeria (5.2%), 

Pakistan (1.9%), Peru (3.3%), Philippines (2.4%), Poland (3.8%), Qatar (0.9%), Romania 

(2.4%), Russia (9%), Saudi Arabia (1.4%), South Africa (11.8%), Thailand (3.8%), Türkiye 

(1.4%), Ukraine (0.5%), United Arab Emirates (1.4%), and Vietnam (0.5%). 

It is worth mentioning that among the countries analyzed, some are actively involved in 

relevant forums like the BRICS, G20, and UN Security Council. This group of 32 economies 

is also responsible for contributing 38% of the expected global GDP growth in 2023 (IMF, 

2022). Additional details and comparative charts on this topic can be found in Appendix A. 



 

60 
 

4.3 Content Analysis Operationalization 

Non-financial reports offer a wealth of information on corporate sustainability and 

stakeholder interactions, as detailed in research by Stocker et al. (2020). These reports can be 

analyzed using content analysis tools to evaluate corporate relational characteristics. Through 

this approach, previous studies have used various units of measurement, such as evaluating the 

volume of disclosed information through phrases (Perrini, 2005), pages (Unerman, 2000), 

paragraphs (Belal, 2001), or keywords (Hahn & Lülfs, 2014; Stocker et al., 2020).  

According to Krippendorff (1980, 2018), content analysis research that involves word 

frequency counts is useful for utilizing qualitative data to address quantitative issues. This 

dissertation analyzes non-financial reports to provide qualitative data that serves as input for 

the multivariate analyses aimed at understanding institutional effects on stakeholder 

engagement. Following studies validated by Stocker et al. (2020), this research employs a 

content analysis strategy that identifies analogous words in stakeholder engagement sections of 

reports based on the GRI Standards to determine different levels of stakeholder engagement 

actions. 

Regarding the categorization of engagement levels in the reports, this investigation uses 

the Stocker et al. (2020) model, classifying companies' engagement practices at three levels: 

"Informing Stakeholders" (Level 1), "Responding Stakeholders" (Level 2) and "Involving 

Stakeholders" (Level 3). Thus, the classification found in Table 7 was the methodological 

feature used to analyze the reports and to code engagement practices with the support of the 

software NVivo 12. 

Table 7 - Words that represent engagement actions in the GRI reports 

Analyzed 

construct 

Conceptual Attributes Words used for content analysis 

Informing 

Stakeholders 

(Engagement 

Level 1) 

 

One-way dialogue; 

Transactional relationship; 

Informative intention; 

Low level of engagement. 

Annual report, Reports, Corporate publication, Briefings, 

Disclosures, Brochures, Magazines, Website, Email, 

Webinars, Intranet, Social media, Twitter, Facebook, 

Instagram, LinkedIn, Newsletters, Press releases, Guide, 

Manual, Monitor, Compile actions, Terms of data 

protection and confidentiality, Contracts, Registration, 

One-way dialogue. 
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Responding 

Stakeholders 

(Engagement 

Level 2) 

Two-way asymmetric dialog; 

Transitional relationship; 

Consultative intention; 

Intermediate level of 

engagement. 

Feedback, Back channel dialogue, Forums, Surveys, 

Hearings, Interviews, Market survey, Market research, 

Meetings conferences, Face-to-face, Sessions, Audits, 

Debate, Call center, Contact center, Phone, Customer 

service, Interactions, Complaints and suggestions, 

Contracts, Registration, Tours, Exhibitions, Events, 

Training and development, Response activity, Respond, 

Two-way dialogue. 

Involving 

Stakeholders 

(Engagement 

Level 3) 

Two-way symmetric dialog; 

Relational Relationship; 

Decisional intention; 

High level of engagement. 

Initiatives, Actions Cooperation, Working groups, Focus 

groups, Programs, Commissions, Committees, 

Agreements, Associations, Projects, Joint projects, 

Programs, Alliances, Strategic philanthropy, Strategic 

sponsorship, Advisory activities, Involvement activity, 

Involve, Decisions, Multi-way dialogue. 

Source: Adapted from Stocker et al. (2020) 

Succeeding the content analysis categorization and operationalization, the data were 

transferred to the software Excel in order to guarantee the organization of the engagement 

variables and subsequent joint compilation with the institutional variables. In this process, the 

respective frequencies found for the engagement levels were weighted by the number of pages 

that each report had, considering the topics of the Stakeholder Engagement section of the GRI 

Standards. In the generated worksheet, the engagement information of each company was 

initially compiled, as well as their respective sectors and country of headquarters. Table 8 

presents a sample of the data organization in this step. After the conclusion of this dissertation, 

appendices B to I present examples of non-financial reports utilized for the content analysis, 

whose results served as input for the quantitative analyses. 

Table 8 - Partial sample with engagement variables 

Company Country of 

Headquarters 

TRBC Business 

Sector 

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 

Braskem Brazil Chemicals 3,38 3,38 4,63 

CSN Brazil Mineral Resources 4,00 1,25 2,00 

Petrobrás Brazil Energy - Fossil Fuels 6,39 6,89 4,14 

Suzano Brazil Applied Resources 3,71 2,59 2,12 

Vale Brazil Mineral Resources 6,67 11,00 6,33 

CMPC Chile Applied Resources 6,50 6,75 2,00 

Empresas Copec Chile Energy - Fossil Fuels 20,00 7,33 4,67 

Enaex Chile Chemicals 7,00 7,00 3,50 
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Aluminum Corp China Mineral Resources 3,86 2,57 0,29 

Molybdenum China Mineral Resources 7,75 13,75 6,00 

CNOOC China Energy - Fossil Fuels 11,00 9,00 4,00 

Adaro Indonesia Energy - Fossil Fuels 8,50 8,50 3,50 

Aneka Tambangt Indonesia Mineral Resources 10,43 2,57 2,86 

Chandra Asrti Indonesia Chemicals 2,50 6,50 2,00 

Aarti Industries India Chemicals 5,33 9,33 8,00 

Bharat Petroleum India Energy - Fossil Fuels 3,70 6,10 2,50 

Century Textile and 

Industries 

India Applied Resources 7,00 5,50 4,50 

Arctic Paper Poland Applied Resources 4,50 6,00 3,00 

Grupa Lotos Poland Energy - Fossil Fuels 5,33 2,89 3,89 

KGHM Polska Miedz Poland Mineral Resources 3,00 4,00 7,00 

ALRO Romania Mineral Resources 1,00 3,50 1,25 

OMV Petrom Romania Energy - Fossil Fuels 2,63 4,25 1,63 

Romcarbon Romania Applied Resources 6,50 12,00 7,00 

Gazprom Russia Energy - Fossil Fuels 14,75 9,75 9,50 

Polymetal Russia Mineral Resources 17,60 17,80 13,60 

Uralkaliy Russia Chemicals 11,00 11,25 6,75 

African Rainbow 

Minerals 

South Africa Mineral Resources 9,63 10,13 5,00 

Impala Platinum South Africa Mineral Resources 8,33 6,00 5,89 

Kumba Iron Ore South Africa Mineral Resources 4,40 5,20 5,20 

Sahara International 

Petrochemical 

Saudi Arabia Chemicals 15,50 16,00 3,50 

Saudi Arabian Mining Saudi Arabia Mineral Resources 2,00 3,00 1,33 

Polisan Holding Türkiye Chemicals 13,80 6,40 4,00 

Turkiye Petrol Türkiye Energy - Fossil Fuels 29,33 19,67 6,67 

Source: Research data (2023) 

The stakeholder engagement variables created with the data compiled in the content 

analysis were then grouped with the variables related to each dimension of the VIS Framework. 

This procedure served as input for carrying out the quantitative stage of this doctoral 

dissertation. In this sense, each dimension was understood as the set of its influencing factors 

considering its potential impacts on stakeholder engagement based on the literature mentioned 

in the formulation of each hypothesis and the relationship between the factors. 

Once the content analysis stage was completed, we proceeded with the multivariate 

analysis stage. Using the software R and RStudio, we programmed and operationalized the 

quantile regression technique to investigate the impact of institutional dimensions on the levels 

of stakeholder engagement actions. In the upcoming section, we will discuss the steps taken to 

execute this technique, which allowed us to test our research hypotheses. 
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4.4 Multivariate Analysis Method - Quantile regression 

Quantile regression is a statistical technique that can be used in various research 

applications. It allows the researcher to investigate the relationship between a continuous 

dependent variable and one or more independent variables while also considering the 

distribution of the independent variable. 

In this regard, according to Koenker and Bassett (1978), quantile regression is a 

technique that extends the standard linear regression paradigm to the conditional quantile 

function of the response variable. The authors argue that standard linear regression models the 

conditional mean of the response variable given the explanatory variables. However, in many 

cases, the distribution of the response variable may not be symmetric and may have outliers. In 

such cases, the mean may not provide a complete picture of the relationship between the 

response and explanatory variables. Thus, quantile regression extends the paradigm by 

modeling the conditional quantile function of the response variable given the explanatory 

variables. This allows the researcher to examine how the relationship between the response and 

explanatory variables varies across the distribution of the response variable. In other words, this 

allows for a more complete and nuanced understanding of the relationship between the response 

and explanatory variables, particularly in cases where the distribution of the response variable 

is non-symmetric or contains outliers, as in the case of the present study when analyzing 

influences institutions at different levels of stakeholder engagement. 

Considering this dissertation, by using a quantile regression analysis, it is possible to 

identify the features that contribute to or decrease stakeholder engagement across different 

levels. For example, the analysis may reveal that institutional dimensions, such as the roles of 

financial markets or social capital, can significantly improve stakeholder engagement at higher 

quantiles. On the other hand, at lower quantiles, the analysis may reveal that other institutional 

dimensions are critical for stakeholder engagement. These influences can be positive or 

negative, which will be discussed in the results chapter. 

To better understand the institutional influences on stakeholder engagement actions in 

emerging and middle-income markets, the study tested the variables in five quantiles, here 

argued as intensities of each level of engagement. Therefore, the analysis uses the 10th, 25th, 

50th, 75th, and 90th quantiles to investigate the relationship between stakeholder engagement 

as the dependent variable and institutional dimensions as the independent variable. In summary, 
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as the distribution of stakeholder engagement is expected to be influenced differently across 

different institutional dimensions, we applied the multivariate technique of quantile regression. 

The results of a quantile regression analysis can provide valuable insights for 

organizations seeking to improve their stakeholder engagement practices. By understanding the 

institutional dimensions that are most important for stakeholder engagement at different levels, 

organizations can tailor their engagement strategies to better respond to the needs and 

expectations of their stakeholders. 

4.4.1 Analytical Procedures 

Data analysis was divided into three stages, (i) univariate analysis with means, 

proportions, and standard deviation to describe the variables used in the study – to understand 

the individual patterns of the variables tested in this study; (ii) bivariate analysis with Pearson's 

product-moment correlation coefficient – to verify the intensity of linear association between 

pairs of variables (Hair Jr. et al., 2015); and (iii) multivariate analysis with quantile regression 

– to test the study hypotheses at different intensities of stakeholder engagement levels, being 

more robust to the presence of discrepant observations, for example (Koenker & Bassett, 1978; 

Koenker & Hallock, 2001). To test the hypotheses, the probability value (p-value) associated 

with the coefficients of variation (β) will be verified in five different categories: (i) when p-

value < 0.001 (***) it will be interpreted that there is very strong evidence, (ii) when p-value < 

0.01 (**) there is strong evidence, (iii) when p-value < 0.05 (*) there is sufficient evidence, (iv) 

when p-value < 0.1 (.) there is weak evidence and (v) when p-value > 0.1 there is no evidence 

for β ≠ 0.  

Even so, to support the hypotheses, it is necessary to verify the direction of the effect. 

The direction will not be interpreted when there is evidence that β = 0. Otherwise, it will be 

checked whether the theoretically predicted direction for β is equivalent to the empirical one. 

Data were analyzed using R software (R Core Team, 2013) and RStudio (RStudio Team, 2020). 

The script encompassing the executed commands can be located in Appendix J. 

Specifically, as clarified below in the results chapter, the multivariate analysis stage is 

divided into three procedures. First, we present analyses considering individual influences of 

the institutional dimensions previously discussed in relation to stakeholder engagement 

practices and their respective levels. Second, we expand the analysis by grouping dimensions 

based on empirical rationale. Due to the strength of the evidence of the effects identified with 

the grouped dimensions, this dissertation's hypothesis test primarily relies on this second step. 
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Finally, as an additional analysis, we also examine a comprehensive model that considers all 

institutional dimensions and their impact on stakeholder engagement. 

Accordingly, discussing the equational logic for the study’s multivariate analyses is 

necessary. Understanding that the same interpretive reason will be used for all the procedures, 

the equation below represents the operationalization of the technique in its most complete 

version – the complementary analysis – which considers the influences of all institutional 

dimensions on the stakeholder engagement actions of companies in sensitive sectors acting in 

developing markets. 

Therefore, the model for the quantile regression is represented by: 

𝑬𝒏 = 𝜷𝟎 +  𝜷𝟏. 𝒔𝒕 + 𝜷𝟐. 𝒇𝒎 + 𝜷𝟑. 𝒔𝒄 + 𝜷𝟒. 𝒄𝒈 + 𝜷𝟓. 𝒉𝒄 + 

𝜷𝟔. 𝒍𝒐𝒈(𝒕𝒂) + 𝜷𝟕. ∑ 𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒐𝒓 + 𝜺  

In this notation, the subscript 𝐸𝑛 represents the dependent variable of stakeholder 

engagement where n = 1 represents the first level of stakeholder engagement, n = 2 represents 

the second, and n = 3 represents the third level of engagement. In other words, 𝐸𝑛 works as our 

understanding of stakeholder engagement levels after operationalizing and cataloging the 

content analysis in the previously discussed non-financial reports. 

In terms of other variables, 𝛽0 indicates the equation's intercept. In a quantile regression, 

the intercept indicates the estimated value of the response variable at the specified percentile 

level when all predictors are set to zero. It is not necessarily the mean of the response 

variable but rather the conditional quantile estimate. Regarding the study's independent 

variables, from subscript 𝛽1 to 𝛽5, each institutional dimension studied is represented. That is, 

𝛽1 represents the role of the State (st) in stakeholder engagement and serves to test hypothesis 

H1. 𝛽2 represents the coefficient of variation of the dimension role of Financial Markets (fm) 

in stakeholder engagement and serves to test hypothesis H2. 𝛽3 represents the coefficient of 

variation of the role of the Social Capital (sc) dimension in stakeholder engagement and serves 

to test hypothesis H3. 𝛽4 represents the coefficient of variation of the role of the Human Capital 

(hc) dimension in stakeholder engagement and serves to test hypothesis H4. Finally, 𝛽5 

represents the coefficient of variation of the role of Corporate Governance (cg) in stakeholder 

engagement and serves to test hypothesis H5. 
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The control variables are utilized to complete the explanation of the equation. As a 

result, 𝛽6 represents the Total Assets control variable for 2019, turned into a logarithmic 

function. The control variable associated with the sectors seen in the sample, the sensitive 

sectors indicated previously, is represented by the subscript 𝛽7. 

4.5 Research Design 

Based on the discussion established in this and previous chapters, the general research 

design is presented in Table 9, which summarizes the methodological decisions set regarding 

the development of this doctoral dissertation. The research design shows the type of research 

approach, objectives, purpose, main concepts observed, research strategy, data collection, 

processing, and analysis techniques. 

Table 9 - Research Design 

Category Decision to conduct the research 

Research Objective 
To analyze companies' stakeholder engagement actions considering their relations 

with the role of national institutions. 

Specific Objectives 

To investigate the scientific production on stakeholder engagement and varieties of 

institutional systems. 

To analyze the stakeholder engagement levels in non-financial reports of 

companies from countries categorized in the varieties of institutional systems. 

To examine the levels of stakeholder engagement of the analyzed companies 

relating to the influences of the institutional dimensions observed. 

Main Concepts 
Stakeholder Engagement (Stakeholder Theory) 

Institutional Dimensions (Varieties of Capitalism) 

Research Strategy Secondary data analysis 

Data Collection 

Sources 

GRI non-financial reports disclosed by sensitive sectors’ companies  

Varieties of Institutional Systems Framework 

Data processing and 

analysis techniques 

Content analysis using NVivo software for Stakeholder Engagement data on 

reports following the GRI Standards. 

Multivariate analysis through Quantile Regression technique using R software. 

Source: Research data (2023) 

Concluding the presentation of the characteristics adopted in the methodological 

procedures and the overview of the research design, the following chapter reveals the empirical 

results found in this investigation.  
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5 RESULTS 

In the results chapter, we present the empirical findings of this doctoral dissertation. 

From this perspective, the chapter is divided, in argumentative terms, into five subtopics related 

to the topic of data analysis. Thus, we begin the presentation of findings by describing the study 

variables, followed by correlation analyses. After the results of the univariate and bivariate 

analyses, we describe the operationalizations of multivariate analyses with the quantile 

regression technique. This step has three subtopics, presenting the calculations of the 

dimensions in relation to the levels of stakeholder engagement in an individual, grouped, and, 

complementarily, general perspective. Finally, we end the chapter by testing the hypotheses 

based primarily on the findings found in the individual and grouped regressions. 

5.1 Data Analyses 

5.1.1 Description of Variables 

Among the 211 companies in the sample, 37.4% are from the mineral resources sector 

(n = 79), 33.2% are from the energy sector – fossil fuels (n = 70), 23.2% are from the chemicals 

sector (n = 49), and 6.2% are from the applied resources sector (n = 13). As for the dimension 

of the role of the State, two factors of influence were computed, the State's direct dominance 

(64.5%, n = 136) and the State's indirect intervention (79.6%, n = 168). In the dimension of the 

role of Financial Markets, the factors of equity markets (23.2%, n = 49), credit markets (86.3%, 

n = 182), family wealth (45.5%, n = 96), and State-provided capital (25.1%, n = 53) were 

computed. In the dimension of the role of Social Capital, the factor generalized trust (26.1%, n 

= 55) was computed. In the dimension related to the role of Human Capital, the factors of 

knowledge capital (33.6%, n = 71) and coordination with labor (26.1%, n = 55) were computed. 

Finally, we have the dimension of the role of Corporate Governance, where the influence factors 

of ownership concentration (90.5%, n = 191), family ownership (68.2%, n = 144), and family 

intervention in management (81.5%, n = 172) were computed. Such information is summarized 

in Table 10. 

Table 10 - Sample description 

 Variables % n 

TRBC Mineral Resources 37,4% 79 

TRBC Energy - Fossil Fuels 33,2% 70 

TRBC Chemicals 23,2% 49 

TRBC Applied Resources 6,2% 13 

State Direct Dominance (sdd) 64,5% 136 

Stade Indirect Intervention (sii) 79,6% 168 
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Coordination with Labor (cwl) 26,1% 55 

Knowledge Capital (kc) 33,6% 71 

Equity Markets (em) 23,2% 49 

Credit Markets (cm) 86,3% 182 

Family Wealth (fw) 45,5% 96 

State-provided Capital (spc) 25,1% 53 

Generalized Trust (gt) 26,1% 55 

Ownership Concentration (oc) 90,5% 191 

Family Ownership (fo) 68,2% 144 

Family Intervention in Management (fim) 81,5% 172 

Source: Research data (2023) 

Following the description of the study variables, Table 11 presents values related to the 

levels of stakeholder engagement obtained in the content analysis stage and the five institutional 

dimensions analyzed after grouping their influence factors. It is important to mention that the 

directions of the effects of the influencing factors in their respective dimensions were defined 

based on an individual correlation analysis with each factor. In other words, we performed a 

correlation analysis with each dimension's influence factors to understand their pairwise 

relationships and enable their grouping in the respective dimensions. This interpretation finds 

an argumentative basis in Quivy and Campenhoudt (1998), who discuss the formation of 

dimensions considering their construction through specific indicators, understood here as the 

influencing factors observed in the previous table. In this perspective, the subsequent analyses 

in this study consider the weighting of the institutional dimensions based on their means since 

each dimension has different quantities of influencing factors. 

Analyzing Table 11, the mean for stakeholder engagement in Level 1 was 8.7 (sd = 

6.25) with a minimum of 1 and a maximum of 46; the mean for engagement in Level 2 was 7.8 

(sd = 5.38) with a minimum of 0.5 and a maximum of 34.3; and, the average for engagement 

in Level 3 was 5 (sd = 3.64) with a minimum of 0.29 and a maximum of 21.71. Unlike the other 

variables, the Total Assets control variable has n = 205. Six companies could not be considered 

due to the non-availability of this information in the Refinitiv Eikon database for 2019. The 

average for Total Assets is 10.5 billion dollars with a median of 2.2 (sd = 29.7 billion). The 

minimum was 805 million, and the maximum was 298.7 billion dollars. 

Table 11 - Descriptive statistics 

  Mean sd Q1 Q2 Q3 Min. Max. n 

Engag.Level1 8,70 6,25 4,8 7,0 10,7 1,0 46,0 211 

Engag.Level2 7,80 5,38 3,8 6,7 10,1 0,5 34,3 211 

Engag.Level3 5,00 3,64 2,5 4,3 6,5 0,3 21,7 211 
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State 1,44 0,81 1,0 2,0 2,0 0,0 2,0 211 

Financial Markets 1,30 1,20 1,0 1,0 2,0 -1,0 3,0 211 

Social Capital 0,26 0,44 0,0 0,0 1,0 0,0 1,0 211 

Corporate Governance 1,04 0,41 1,0 1,0 1,0 0,0 2,0 211 

Human Capital 0,60 0,65 0,0 1,0 1,0 0,0 2,0 211 

          

Total Assets  1,05E+10 2,97E+10 4,20E+08 2,24E+09 8,31E+09 8,05E+05 2,99E+11 205 

Source: Research data (2023) 

Still considering the information in Table 11 and the grouping of factors influencing the 

institutional dimensions, we have the following data. First, regarding the dimension role of the 

State, the mean was 1.44 (sd = 0.81), with a minimum value of zero and a maximum value of 

2. Second, regarding the dimension role of Financial Markets, the mean was 1.3 (sd = 1.2), with 

a minimum value of -1 and a maximum value of 3. The negative value was attributed to the 

SPC due to its negative effect on the other dimension factors, as perceived in the previous 

correlation between the factors. Third, as for the dimension role of Social Capital, the mean 

was 0.26 (sd = 0.44), with a minimum value of zero and a maximum of 1. Fourth, as for the 

role of the Corporate Governance dimension, the mean was 1.04 (sd = 0.41), with a minimum 

value of zero and a maximum of 2. Finally, as for the role of Human Capital, the mean was 0.6 

(sd = 0.65), with a minimum value of zero and a maximum value of 2.  

5.1.2 Correlation Analysis 

Continuing with the quantitative investigations, we performed a correlation analysis to 

understand the covariations between the observed pairs of variables. Covariation occurs when 

one variable consistently and systematically varies in relation to another variable (Hair Jr. et 

al., 2015). The strength of this relationship is measured using the correlation coefficient, with 

large coefficients indicating a strong link and significant correlation. 

Table 12 presents the correlations of the analyzed variables. In the Table, therefore, are 

the correlations between the variables of stakeholder engagement levels, the institutional 

dimensions already grouped, and the control variables related to sensitive sectors and total 

assets in 2019. The analysis description is then presented based on the rules on correlation 

coefficient sizes of Hair Jr. et al. (2015). Therefore, a correlation coefficient of zero means no 

linear relationship between two variables, while a correlation coefficient of -1 or +1 means that 

the linear relationship is perfect. The relationship's strength can be anywhere from -1 to +1. The 

closer the correlation coefficient is to ±1, the greater the relationship is. If the coefficient is a 
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positive number, it means that the two variables relate directly. On the other hand, if the 

coefficient is a negative number, it means that the variables interact oppositely. 

Thus, the following interpretations will be accepted considering the coefficient range 

strength of association (Hair Jr. et al., 2015): very strong when ± (0.91–1.00); high when ± 

(0.71–0.90); moderate when ± (0.41–0.70); small but definite relationship when ± (0.21–0.40); 

slight but may be meaningful when ± (0.10–0.20); unlikely to be a meaningful relationship 

when ± (0.00–0.10). 
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Table 12 - Correlation Analysis 

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

1 Engag.Level1 1,000 0,596 0,539 0,126 -0,061 0,142 -0,036 -0,094 0,039 0,380 0,034 0,334 0,109 

2 Engag.Level2 0,596 1,000 0,661 0,068 -0,059 0,009 0,073 -0,025 0,103 0,475 -0,006 0,367 0,109 

3 Engag.Level3 0,539 0,661 1,000 0,149 0,052 -0,009 -0,021 -0,051 0,057 0,378 0,038 0,519 0,225 

4 Total Assets 0,126 0,068 0,149 1,000 -0,098 0,212 -0,089 -0,065 0,148 0,135 -0,116 0,202 -0,011 

5 TRBC Mineral Resources -0,061 -0,059 0,052 -0,098 1,000 -0,553 -0,417 -0,202 -0,120 -0,119 0,150 0,050 -0,055 

6 TRBC Energy - Fossil Fuels 0,142 0,009 -0,009 0,212 -0,553 1,000 -0,383 -0,185 0,065 0,169 -0,154 0,033 0,099 

7 TRBC Chemicals -0,036 0,073 -0,021 -0,089 -0,417 -0,383 1,000 -0,140 0,121 -0,013 -0,045 -0,081 -0,069 

8 TRBC Applied Resources -0,094 -0,025 -0,051 -0,065 -0,202 -0,185 -0,140 1,000 -0,095 -0,069 0,078 -0,025 0,035 

9 State 0,039 0,103 0,057 0,148 -0,120 0,065 0,121 -0,095 1,000 0,521 -0,771 0,320 -0,025 

10 Financial Markets 0,380 0,475 0,378 0,135 -0,119 0,169 -0,013 -0,069 0,521 1,000 0,466 -0,549 -0,314 

11 Social Capital 0,034 -0,006 0,038 -0,116 0,150 -0,154 -0,045 0,078 -0,771 0,466 1,000 -0,277 0,009 

12 Corporate Governance 0,334 0,367 0,519 0,202 0,050 0,033 -0,081 -0,025 0,320 -0,549 -0,277 1,000 0,206 

13 Human Capital 0,109 0,109 0,225 -0,011 -0,055 0,099 -0,069 0,035 -0,025 -0,314 0,009 0,206 1,000 

Source: Research data (2023) 
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Considering the correlation analysis observed in Table 12, the variable related to the 

first level of stakeholder engagement has a moderate and positive correlation with the second 

level of engagement (ρ = 0.596) and with the third level (ρ = 0.539). Likewise, we noticed a 

moderate and positive correlation between levels 2 and 3 (ρ = 0.661).  

As for the variables of the institutional dimensions and their correlations with the levels 

of engagement, we can highlight the role of Corporate Governance, which has the highest 

correlation coefficient, being moderate and positive with engagement level 3 (ρ = 0.519) and 

small, but defined, with levels 1 (ρ = 0.334) and 2 (ρ = 0.367). A similar association can be 

observed between the role of Financial Markets and levels of engagement since, considering 

level 2, there is a moderate and positive association (ρ = 0.475), while at levels 1 (ρ = 0.380) 

and 3 (ρ = 0.378) there are small but definite associations. 

Concerning the bivariate analysis between levels of engagement and other institutional 

dimensions, it is observed that the role of Human Capital has a small but definite association 

with engagement level 3 (ρ = 0.225) while with levels 1 (ρ = 0.109) and 2 (ρ = 0.109), presents 

a slight association, but with significant potential. As for the dimensions of the roles of the State 

and Social Capital, the correlation coefficients show low intensities, with only the role of the 

State presenting a slight association with level 2 (ρ = 0.103) but with significant potential. 

On the other hand, it is also worth mentioning correlations found between pairs of 

variables of institutional dimensions. The correlation coefficient between the roles of the State 

and Social Capital have a high association, despite being negative (ρ = -0.771). Social Capital 

still shows a moderate and positive correlation of strength with the dimension of the Financial 

Markets (ρ = 0.446). The role of the State also offers a moderate and positive association with 

the role of Financial Markets (ρ = 0.521) and a small but definite association with the role of 

Corporate Governance (ρ = 0.320). As for this last dimension, it is also possible to mention its 

moderate association, but in a negative sense, with the role of Financial Markets (ρ = -0.549) 

and also a small but definite and negative association with the dimension of Social Capital (ρ = 

-0.277). As for the role of Human Capital, small but defined associations stand out with the 

roles of Financial Markets (ρ = -0.314) in a negative sense and Corporate Governance (ρ = 

0.206) in a positive sense. 

Starting with the next topic, we present the multivariate analyses performed to 

understand the influences of the institutional dimensions on the companies' stakeholder 

engagement actions, taking into account each of the three levels of engagement studied. In this 
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manner, the effects of the dimensions are examined separately for each level of engagement, 

followed by analytic models that aggregate the dimensions in order to resemble empirical 

reality as closely as possible. We believe that by doing so, we can debate whether each 

hypothesis proposed in this thesis is supported. 

5.1.3 Relationship between Institutional Dimensions and Stakeholder Engagement 

Entering the multivariate analyses of the study and considering how to test the proposed 

hypotheses, it is necessary to observe the context of the relationships between the institutional 

dimensions categorized by Fainshmidt et al. (2018) and the levels of engagement defined by 

Stocker et al. (2020). In this perspective, the following paragraphs describe the results found in 

the influence analyses of each institutional dimension individually with each engagement level. 

We performed the multivariate technique of quantile regression, as it is likely that 

institutional dimensions have different impacts on the distribution of each level of stakeholder 

engagement. In other words, we understand that, due to the macro nature of the dimensions, it 

is possible that their influences do not only occur in an overall perspective for each level of 

engagement, being necessary to observe the nuances of the effects. That is, the institutional 

dimensions may influence the engagement actions of companies at different intensities of 

adopting these actions in each of the three levels of stakeholder engagement. Quantile 

regression allows us to operationalize such reflection. We estimated the quantiles 10, 25, 50, 

75, and 90 for this purpose.  

The Tables below show the findings of the technique adopted individually for each 

dimension as an independent variable and engagement levels as a dependent variable. The 

quantile regression model is justified when considering that the variables used in this thesis 

may present evident discrepancies in different intensities of engagement within the levels 

established in previous literature. Furthermore, using such a model makes the results more 

robust when observing the response of each quantile. It uses the conditional median as a central 

tendency measure, making the regression more robust in response to outliers. In other words, 

from the quantile regressions, it is possible to observe the response of each quantile, while in 

the Ordinary Least Squares regression, there is only one regression line around the mean, which 

may blur significant distributive effects. 

As observed in the Tables below, models 2, 3, and 4 are estimated based on quartiles; 

that is, they refer to the positions of the first (Q1, 25%), second (Q2, 50% or median), and third 

(Q3, 75%) quartiles. Complementarily, we insert the most extreme positions of 10% and 90%. 
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As mentioned, such positions are understood in this work as intensities within stakeholder 

engagement levels. Based on the content analysis results, the intensity of engagement levels 

refers to a greater or lesser amount of engagement actions. The intercept in all models captures 

the joint effect of reference categories. The sector and the logarithm of total assets in 2019 were 

used as control variables, as they may contain aspects that overlap with the variables of interest 

that need their effects separated within the estimated models. 

From this perspective, considering the dimension related to hypothesis H1, we can 

reveal the results found for the role of the State in stakeholder engagement. Table 13 presents 

the findings for this dimension related to each level of engagement. 

Table 13 - Quantile Regression for the Role of the State Dimension and Stakeholder 

Engagement Levels 

  0.10 0.25 0.50 0.75 0.90 

  β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β P sig. β p sig. 

Level 1                               

(Intercept) 1.1 0.773   2.8 0.540   6.6 0.205   8.4 0.121   10.6 0.125   

Chemicals 0.2 0.901   1.1 0.525   0.9 0.651   3.4 0.075 . 4.9 0.016 * 

Energy - Fossil F. 0.0 0.987   1.2 0.462   1.0 0.612   5.1 0.016 * 9.8 0.001 *** 

Mineral Resources -0.3 0.796   1.0 0.514   0.7 0.720   3.4 0.051 . 6.0 0.002 ** 

Total Assets 0.1 0.509   0.1 0.690   0.0 0.987   0.0 0.915   -0.2 0.643   

State -0.3 0.488   -0.5 0.314   -0.2 0.780   -0.4 0.548   1.9 0.031 * 

Level 2                               

(Intercept) -1.8 0.648   -0.5 0.905   -2.5 0.615   2.6 0.621   6.7 0.276   

Chemicals 0.5 0.768   0.6 0.723   1.2 0.525   3.0 0.139   0.8 0.771   

Energy - Fossil F. 0.5 0.715   -1.4 0.369   -0.8 0.673   2.7 0.211   3.9 0.191   

Mineral Resources 0.1 0.941   -1.6 0.312   0.6 0.759   1.3 0.478   0.4 0.869   

Total Assets 0.2 0.224   0.3 0.164   0.4 0.083 . 0.2 0.470   0.2 0.597   

State -0.2 0.672   -0.4 0.465   0.1 0.909   0.8 0.159   2.5 0.002 ** 

Level 3                               

(Intercept) -1.8 0.446   -0.7 0.802   0.3 0.923   -0.4 0.909   5.9 0.155   

Chemicals 0.7 0.453   1.0 0.418   -0.2 0.908   0.0 0.985   0.6 0.622   

Energy - Fossil F. -0.3 0.754   0.0 0.988   -0.8 0.525   0.2 0.861   1.4 0.352   

Mineral Resources -0.6 0.541   -0.1 0.950   -0.3 0.828   1.3 0.325   3.1 0.037 * 

Total Assets 0.2 0.065 . 0.2 0.161   0.2 0.125   0.3 0.088 . 0.0 1.000   

State -0.3 0.377   -0.3 0.444   -0.2 0.577   0.6 0.169   1.1 0.024 * 

                                

Source: Research data (2023) 

Based on the data in Table 13, we realize that the dimension related to the role of the 

State presents sufficient and strong evidence of positive influence for the three levels of 

stakeholder engagement. That is, based on empirical observation, the institutional dimension of 

the role of the State in emerging and middle-income countries increases the stakeholder 

engagement of companies that operate with high intensities of engagement actions at levels 1 

(β = 1.9; p-value < 0.05), 2 (β = 2.5; p-value < 0.01) and 3 (β = 1.1; p-value < 0.05). 
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About the dimension related to hypothesis H2, we can discuss the results found for the 

role of Financial Markets in stakeholder engagement. Table 14 presents the findings for each 

level of engagement. 

Table 14 - Quantile Regression for the role of Financial Markets Dimension and Stakeholder 

Engagement Levels 

  0.10 0.25 0.50 0.75 0.90 

  β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. 

Level 1                               

(Intercept) -0.2 0.963   5.7 0.189   2.4 0.625   13.7 0.006 ** 12.9 0.026 * 

Chemicals 0.0 0.998   0.3 0.856   0.2 0.913   1.8 0.308   4.7 0.007 ** 

Energy - Fossil F. -0.2 0.894   0.3 0.848   -0.1 0.933   1.3 0.440   6.8 0.008 ** 

Mineral Resources 0.1 0.919   0.3 0.846   0.3 0.881   2.9 0.076 . 4.2 0.003 ** 

Total Assets 0.2 0.358   0.0 1.000   0.3 0.171   -0.1 0.714   0.0 0.973   

Financial Markets 0.1 0.843   0.7 0.156   1.3 0.006 ** 2.1 0.000 *** 2.1 0.000 *** 

Level 2                               

(Intercept) -0.2 0.957   2.2 0.606   0.6 0.898   9.1 0.102   22.8 0.003 ** 

Chemicals -0.3 0.816   0.2 0.890   1.4 0.448   0.7 0.746   0.4 0.871   

Energy - Fossil F. -1.3 0.289   -1.5 0.345   -1.1 0.509   -0.4 0.873   2.2 0.434   

Mineral Resources -1.5 0.226   -1.2 0.446   0.6 0.705   0.1 0.947   -1.1 0.631   

Total Assets 0.3 0.111   0.2 0.228   0.4 0.075 . 0.2 0.432   -0.2 0.498   

Financial Markets 1.0 0.019 * 1.4 0.002 ** 1.6 0.000 *** 2.3 0.000 *** 2.9 0.000 *** 

Level 3                               

(Intercept) -1.9 0.455   0.2 0.934   0.0 0.994   1.1 0.682   5.0 0.171   

Chemicals 0.8 0.458   0.7 0.555   0.2 0.890   -0.3 0.839   0.6 0.584   

Energy - Fossil F. -0.3 0.787   -0.2 0.846   -0.6 0.603   -1.4 0.248   0.0 0.973   

Mineral Resources -0.3 0.738   -0.2 0.882   0.1 0.963   0.4 0.738   2.8 0.028 * 

Total Assets 0.2 0.099 . 0.1 0.290   0.3 0.052 . 0.4 0.008 ** 0.3 0.150   

Financial Markets 0.0 0.923   0.2 0.536   0.7 0.023 * 1.4 0.000 *** 2.0 0.000 *** 

                                

Source: Research data (2023) 

As for the Financial Markets, we observe a more robust pattern of influence that also 

operates in actions of the three levels of engagement studied. This way, its effect on stakeholder 

engagement level 1 is established in three intensities. At intermediate intensity, we noticed 

strong evidence of positive influence (50%, β = 1.3; p-value < 0.01). At higher intensities, there 

is also evidence, this time of a very strong nature, of a positive influence on level 1 engagement 

actions [75% (β = 2.1; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 2.1; p-value < 0.001)]. For level 2, the 

dimension remains with evidence of positive influence, this time in all analyzed intensities. 

Such evidence appears to be sufficient and strong at the lowest levels and very strong at the 

intermediate and highest levels [10% (β = 1.0; p-value < 0.05); 25% (β = 1.4; p-value < 0.01); 

50% (β = 1.6; p-value < 0.001); 75% (β = 2.3; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 2.9; p-value < 0.001)]. 

Finally, at level 3, the role of Financial Markets maintains the pattern of influence observed at 

the first level, with sufficient and very strong evidence at intermediate and higher levels [50% 

(β = 0.7; p-value < 0.05; 75% (β = 1.4; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 2.0; p-value < 0.001)]. 



 

76 
 

The third dimension studied is related to hypothesis H3. Therefore, Table 15 presents 

the findings for the influences of the role of Human Capital for each level of engagement. 

Table 15 - Quantile Regression for the role of Human Capital Dimension and Levels of 

Stakeholder Engagement 

  0.10 0.25 0.50 0.75 0.90 

  β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. 

Level 1                               

(Intercept) 0.1 0.985   3.6 0.453   4.1 0.451   8.3 0.129   18.9 0.011 * 

Chemicals 0.1 0.947   0.8 0.637   1.2 0.539   3.9 0.024 * 5.5 0.015 * 

Energy - Fossil F. 0.0 0.987   0.9 0.593   1.1 0.565   5.2 0.007 ** 9.6 0.000 *** 

Mineral Resources 0.4 0.759   1.0 0.543   0.9 0.635   4.1 0.015 * 4.9 0.011 * 

Total Assets 0.1 0.455   0.0 0.981   0.1 0.784   -0.1 0.614   -0.6 0.081 . 

Human Capital -0.3 0.560   0.4 0.514   0.6 0.444   1.7 0.116   6.6 0.001 ** 

Level 2                               

(Intercept) -2.0 0.592   -0.7 0.869   -5.4 0.260   5.3 0.302   6.8 0.318   

Chemicals 0.4 0.814   0.6 0.720   1.5 0.406   1.0 0.652   4.8 0.080 . 

Energy - Fossil F. 0.4 0.787   -2.1 0.170   -0.3 0.864   0.7 0.748   5.5 0.060 . 

Mineral Resources -0.3 0.838   -2.4 0.120   1.6 0.361   0.2 0.940   3.7 0.134   

Total Assets 0.2 0.228   0.3 0.175   0.5 0.027 * 0.1 0.623   0.2 0.649   

Human Capital 0.5 0.296   0.5 0.417   1.4 0.051 . 2.3 0.028 * 1.8 0.282   

Level 3                               

(Intercept) -2.1 0.402   -0.7 0.803   -0.1 0.985   -2.3 0.419   0.9 0.836   

Chemicals 0.7 0.487   0.9 0.446   -0.5 0.667   0.5 0.603   3.4 0.023 * 

Energy - Fossil F. -0.3 0.735   0.0 0.973   -1.3 0.277   0.1 0.932   2.1 0.073 . 

Mineral Resources -0.4 0.713   0.0 0.987   -1.0 0.422   1.7 0.152   3.9 0.002 ** 

Total Assets 0.2 0.088 . 0.1 0.212   0.2 0.095 . 0.3 0.018 * 0.2 0.363   

Human Capital 0.0 0.925   0.3 0.437   1.1 0.020 * 1.8 0.001 ** 1.9 0.017 * 

                                

Source: Research data (2023) 

Regarding the role of Human Capital, we noticed evidence of a positive influence in the 

three levels of engagement, despite not observing a clear pattern as in the previous dimensions. 

Even so, we note strong evidence of a positive influence at the highest intensity of level 1 (90%, 

β = 6.6; p-value < 0.01). At level 2, we noticed sufficient positive evidence in the intensity of 

the third quartile (75%, β = 2.3; p-value < 0.05). While level 3 presents sufficient and strong 

evidence of a positive influence from intermediate to higher intensities [50% (β = 1.1; p-value 

< 0.05); 75% (β = 1.8; p-value < 0.01); 90% (β = 1.9; p-value < 0.05)]. 

Concerning the dimension related to hypothesis H4, we can discuss the results found for 

the role of Social Capital in stakeholder engagement. Table 16 presents the findings for each 

level of engagement. 

Table 16 - Quantile Regression for the role of Social Capital Dimension and Stakeholder 

Engagement Levels 

  0.10 0.25 0.50 0.75 0.90 

  β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. 

Level 1                               



 

77 
 

(Intercept) 2.3 0.541   1.0 0.829   4.1 0.429   4.1 0.448   13.0 0.086 . 

Chemicals -0.1 0.923   1.1 0.501   1.2 0.528   2.9 0.112   5.6 0.011 * 

Energy - Fossil F. 0.1 0.948   1.1 0.473   1.4 0.480   4.7 0.024 * 9.2 0.003 ** 

Mineral Resources -0.5 0.640   0.7 0.656   1.3 0.470   2.7 0.121   5.6 0.006 ** 

Total Assets 0.0 0.875   0.1 0.556   0.1 0.808   0.1 0.584   -0.1 0.834   

Social Capital 1.7 0.045 * 1.7 0.085 . 1.6 0.175   1.5 0.226   -3.3 0.064 . 

Level 2                               

(Intercept) -2.0 0.584   -0.8 0.855   -3.7 0.453   2.6 0.624   7.1 0.322   

Chemicals 0.7 0.647   0.7 0.661   1.2 0.534   2.5 0.238   2.9 0.355   

Energy - Fossil F. 0.5 0.693   -0.4 0.802   -0.9 0.634   2.1 0.367   5.8 0.096 . 

Mineral Resources -0.2 0.904   -1.3 0.404   0.6 0.748   0.8 0.674   1.7 0.581   

Total Assets 0.2 0.218   0.2 0.283   0.5 0.041 * 0.3 0.291   0.3 0.431   

Social Capital 1.1 0.179   1.7 0.103   0.4 0.703   -0.2 0.839   -0.7 0.742   

Level 3                               

(Intercept) -1.3 0.558   -2.7 0.347   -0.2 0.935   1.2 0.712   4.7 0.298   

Chemicals 0.6 0.506   1.3 0.288   0.0 0.978   0.0 0.991   1.4 0.285   

Energy - Fossil F. -0.3 0.715   0.4 0.761   -1.0 0.436   0.4 0.787   1.8 0.255   

Mineral Resources -0.5 0.551   -0.2 0.898   -0.6 0.634   1.5 0.300   3.3 0.042 * 

Total Assets 0.1 0.132   0.2 0.065 . 0.2 0.104   0.2 0.161   0.1 0.580   

Social Capital 1.3 0.006 ** 1.3 0.030 * 0.9 0.179   -0.2 0.838   -0.2 0.832   

                                

Source: Research data (2023) 

In the case of perceived influences on the role of countries' Social Capital in stakeholder 

engagement actions, we observed little evidence when considering the three levels of 

engagement. From this perspective, we note sufficient evidence of positive influence at the 

lowest intensity of level 1 (10%, β = 1.7; p-value < 0.05). As for level 2, we did not find 

evidence of the influence of the role of social capital in any of the intensities. Level 3 shows 

strong and sufficient evidence of positive influences, although it is also only at the lowest 

intensities [10% (β = 1.3; p-value < 0.01); 25% (β = 1.3; p-value < 0.05)]  

Finally, considering the last dimension, which is related to hypothesis H5, we can 

discuss the results found for the role of Corporate Governance in stakeholder engagement. 

Table 17 presents the findings for each level of engagement. 

Table 17 - Quantile Regression for the role of Corporate Governance Dimension and Levels of 

Stakeholder Engagement 

  0.10 0.25 0.50 0.75 0.90 

  β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. 

Level 1                               

(Intercept) -0.3 0.940   4.9 0.336   0.8 0.885   5.6 0.273   9.1 0.165   

Chemicals 0.2 0.867   0.6 0.704   1.2 0.556   3.5 0.050 . 4.4 0.064 . 

Energy - Fossil F. 0.5 0.688   0.5 0.749   0.9 0.633   4.2 0.025 * 8.0 0.021 * 

Mineral Resources -0.1 0.948   0.3 0.825   0.5 0.776   3.4 0.039 * 2.2 0.277   

Total.Assets 0.1 0.586   -0.1 0.514   -0.1 0.843   -0.2 0.479   -0.1 0.692   

Corp. Governance 1.2 0.644   2.4 0.382   6.6 0.004 ** 5.4 0.000 *** 4.8 0.000 *** 

 Level 2                               

(Intercept) -5.2 0.186   -1.6 0.716   -3.5 0.472   -0.2 0.976   4.4 0.451   

Chemicals 0.6 0.741   -0.2 0.924   0.9 0.666   1.9 0.432   2.3 0.314   

Energy - Fossil F. 0.5 0.740   -2.2 0.178   -0.9 0.632   -1.1 0.653   4.4 0.120   
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Mineral Resources 0.1 0.933   -2.0 0.220   0.1 0.939   -1.2 0.582   -0.5 0.801   

Total.Assets 0.2 0.341   0.2 0.345   0.3 0.201   0.3 0.287   0.1 0.708   

Corp. Governance 3.9 0.062 . 3.2 0.123   3.6 0.029 * 4.9 0.000 *** 5.8 0.000 *** 

Level 3                               

(Intercept) -4.1 0.162   -3.5 0.274   0.6 0.846   0.6 0.860   0.7 0.841   

Chemicals 0.6 0.526   0.4 0.686   0.1 0.947   1.5 0.189   1.6 0.141   

Energy - Fossil F. -0.4 0.701   -0.5 0.624   -0.3 0.810   1.4 0.212   2.1 0.102   

Mineral Resources -0.4 0.681   -0.4 0.684   0.0 0.988   2.3 0.057 . 2.8 0.025 * 

Total.Assets 0.2 0.121   0.2 0.212   0.1 0.553   0.1 0.691   0.1 0.743   

Corp. Governance 2.3 0.112   3.2 0.019 * 2.1 0.022 * 3.0 0.000 *** 5.0 0.000 *** 

                                

Source: Research data (2023) 

According to the data presented in Table 17, Corporate Governance's role behaves 

similarly to that of Financial Markets concerning stakeholder engagement. In this way, the 

dimension of Corporate Governance reveals relative robustness of influence following a pattern 

maintained for the three levels of engagement studied. Therefore, its influence on engagement 

level 1 is established in three intensities. At intermediate intensity, we perceive that there is 

strong evidence of a positive influence (50%, β = 6.6; p-value < 0.01), while at this same level, 

there is also evidence, of a very strong nature, of a positive influence on the actions of 

engagement [75% (β = 5.4; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 4.8; p-value < 0.001)]. For level 2, the 

dimension remains with evidence of positive influence at the same intensities as the previous 

level. Furthermore, such evidence appears to be sufficient at the intermediate level (50%, β = 

3.6; p-value < 0.05) and very strong at the highest levels [75% (β = 4.9; p-value < 0.001); 90% 

(β = 5.8; p-value < 0.001)]. Finally, at level 3, the Corporate Governance dimension maintains 

the tendency of influence, with sufficient evidence in the first and second quartiles [25% (β = 

3.2; p-value < 0.05; 50% (β = 2.1; p-value < 0.05] and very strong at higher intensities [75% (β 

= 3.0; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 5.0; p-value < 0.001)]. 

Upon analyzing each individual dimension, it is noteworthy to observe the significant 

coefficients of variation (β) displayed. Notably, the role of Corporate Governance stands out 

with the highest values, suggesting a stronger potential impact on stakeholder engagement 

initiatives when compared to other dimensions.   

5.1.4 Group Analysis of Institutional Dimensions Related to Stakeholder Engagement 

Given our observations and views on the evidence of the separate dimensions' influence, 

we believe it is necessary to group the effects of the dimensions with influences following 

patterns that have more theoretical and empirical reliability. As a result, we developed a 

combined analysis model that took into account the effects of the dimensions of the State, 

Financial Markets, and Corporate Governance roles for each level of stakeholder engagement 
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in the sample companies. The results of our analysis are presented in Table 18, which 

demonstrates the quantile regression model developed by grouping the three dimensions 

mentioned in relation to the dependent variable of stakeholder engagement levels.  
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Table 18 - Quantile Regression Considering the State, Financial Markets, and Corporate Governance Dimensions in Relation to the Stakeholder 

Engagement Levels 

  0.10 0.25 0.50 0.75 0.90 

  β se t p sig. β se t p sig. β se t p sig. β se t p sig. β se t p sig. 

Engagement - Level 1                                                   

(Intercept) -0.5 4.6 -0.1 0.912   3.8 4.5 0.8 0.400   2.5 4.7 0.5 0.601   15.4 5.2 3.0 0.004 ** 10.3 5.4 1.9 0.055 . 

TRBCChemicals 0.3 1.4 0.2 0.841   -0.3 1.4 -0.2 0.815   1.5 1.7 0.9 0.386   2.3 2.0 1.2 0.233   5.8 2.0 3.0 0.003 ** 

TRBCEnergy-FossilFuels 0.5 1.3 0.4 0.715   -0.5 1.4 -0.4 0.704   1.2 1.6 0.7 0.469   2.4 1.9 1.2 0.222   5.9 2.2 2.7 0.009 ** 

TRBCMineralResources -0.4 1.3 -0.3 0.781   -0.6 1.4 -0.4 0.656   0.8 1.5 0.5 0.597   1.6 1.8 0.9 0.381   3.2 1.5 2.2 0.033 * 

log(Total.Assets.2019) 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.647   0.1 0.2 0.5 0.649   0.3 0.2 1.2 0.223   -0.2 0.2 -0.8 0.442   0.2 0.3 0.9 0.375   

State -0.4 0.5 -0.7 0.483   -0.8 0.6 -1.4 0.156   -1.4 0.6 -2.2 0.027 * -2.4 0.7 -3.3 0.001 ** -2.8 0.8 -3.3 0.001 ** 

Financial Markets -0.1 0.4 -0.3 0.738   1.1 0.5 2.4 0.018 * 1.6 0.5 3.4 0.001 *** 2.2 0.5 4.5 0.000 *** 3.2 0.6 5.5 0.000 *** 

Corporate Governance 1.9 2.9 0.7 0.502   2.8 2.3 1.2 0.221   2.4 1.0 2.4 0.014 * 3.9 1.4 2.7 0.007 ** 2.8 1.1 2.5 0.009 ** 

Engagement - Level 2                                                   

(Intercept) 0.1 3.4 0.0 0.975   -0.5 4.2 -0.1 0.910   1.3 5.0 0.3 0.791   11.0 5.3 2.1 0.041 * 19.0 7.5 2.5 0.013 * 

TRBCChemicals -1.0 1.3 -0.7 0.461   0.7 1.5 0.4 0.661   0.7 1.7 0.4 0.677   1.5 1.9 0.8 0.447   2.9 2.5 1.2 0.246   

TRBCEnergy-FossilFuels -1.4 1.1 -1.3 0.195   -1.4 1.4 -1.0 0.342   -0.8 1.7 -0.5 0.618   -0.7 1.8 -0.4 0.704   1.4 2.2 0.6 0.521   

TRBCMineralResources -1.5 1.1 -1.4 0.174   -1.1 1.4 -0.8 0.417   0.2 1.6 0.1 0.905   -0.5 1.7 -0.3 0.766   0.1 1.8 0.1 0.946   

log(Total.Assets.2019) 0.2 0.2 1.3 0.212   0.3 0.2 1.6 0.105   0.4 0.2 1.7 0.091 . 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.442   0.1 0.3 0.3 0.766   

State -1.0 0.5 -2.0 0.042 * -1.5 0.6 -2.8 0.006 ** -1.2 0.5 -2.2 0.006 ** -2.2 0.7 -3.3 0.001 ** -2.1 0.8 -2.5 0.012 * 

Financial Markets 0.9 0.4 2.2 0.029 * 1.3 0.5 2.7 0.007 ** 1.9 0.5 3.8 0.000 *** 2.7 0.5 5.6 0.000 *** 3.8 0.6 6.1 0.000 *** 

Corporate Governance 2.4 1.8 1.3 0.184   2.9 1.8 1.6 0.104   1.8 0.8 2.2 0.022 * 1.8 0.9 2.1 0.016 * 1.7 0.7 2.4 0.009 ** 

Engagement - Level 3                                                   

(Intercept) -3.4 2.8 -1.2 0.222   -2.5 3.0 -0.8 0.399   -1.0 2.8 -0.3 0.730   -0.1 2.8 0.0 0.963   1.0 3.4 0.3 0.778   

TRBCChemicals 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.369   0.6 0.9 0.6 0.544   0.2 1.2 0.1 0.891   0.7 1.1 0.6 0.569   2.1 1.1 1.9 0.055 . 

TRBCEnergy-FossilFuels -0.4 0.8 -0.5 0.610   -0.8 0.9 -0.9 0.368   -0.4 1.2 -0.3 0.728   -1.0 1.1 -0.9 0.395   2.2 1.3 1.7 0.093 . 

TRBCMineralResources -0.9 0.8 -1.1 0.286   -0.9 0.9 -0.9 0.352   -0.2 1.1 -0.2 0.830   1.6 1.2 1.3 0.183   2.8 1.1 2.5 0.012 * 

log(Total.Assets.2019) 0.2 0.1 1.9 0.054 . 0.2 0.1 1.9 0.060 . 0.3 0.1 2.5 0.015 * 0.3 0.1 2.2 0.026 * 0.2 0.2 1.0 0.315   

State -0.6 0.3 -1.7 0.088 . -0.9 0.4 -2.5 0.014 * -1.2 0.4 -3.0 0.004 ** -0.9 0.4 -2.2 0.026 * -1.1 0.5 -2.1 0.038 * 

Financial Markets 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.890   0.2 0.3 0.7 0.511   0.9 0.3 2.7 0.007 ** 1.4 0.4 3.7 0.000 *** 1.1 0.4 2.4 0.019 * 

Corporate Governance 2.2 1.2 1.9 0.064 . 2.7 1.1 2.5 0.014 * 2.0 0.8 2.3 0.021 * 2.6 0.8 3.1 0.002 ** 4.8 1.0 5.0 0.000 *** 

                                                    

Source: Research data (2023) 
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As noted in Table 18, it is possible to discuss the grouped effects of the three dimensions 

analyzed for each level of stakeholder engagement. From this perspective, we noticed that all 

dimensions maintain significant coefficients, showing sufficient, strong, or very strong 

influences on all levels of stakeholder engagement, with emphasis on the intermediate 

intensities and the two highest at each level. It should be noted that at level 2, besides the 

Financial Markets, the State now has evidence of influence at all intensities. 

Financial Markets and Corporate Governance continue to show evidence of positive 

influence at all levels, proving to have the most robust and stable positive effects on stakeholder 

engagement practices among the five dimensions investigated. In this perspective, the evidence 

of positive influences of both highlighted dimensions is worth mentioning. First, the role of the 

Financial Markets presents evidence in different intensities of engagement level 1 [25% (β = 

1.1; p-value < 0.05); 50% (β = 1.6; p-value < 0.001); 75% (β = 2.2; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 

3.2; p-value < 0.001)], level 2 [10% (β = 0.9; p-value < 0.05); 25% (β = 1.3; p-value < 0.01); 

50% (β = 1.9; p-value < 0.001); 75% (β = 2.7; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 3.8; p-value < 0.001)], 

and level 3 [50% (β = 0.9; p-value < 0.01); 75% (β = 1.4; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 1.1; p-

value < 0.05)]. Second, the role of Corporate Governance, with evidence also present in 

different intensities of level 1 [50% (β = 2.4; p-value < 0.05); 75% (β = 3.9; p-value < 0.01); 

90% (β = 2.8; p-value < 0.01)], level 2 [50% (β = 1.8; p-value < 0.05); 75% (β = 1.8; p-value < 

0.05); 90% (β = 1.7; p-value < 0.01)], and level 3 [25% (β = 2.7; p-value < 0.05); 50% (β = 2.0; 

p-value < 0.05); 75% (β = 2.6; p-value < 0.01); 90% (β = 4.8; p-value < 0.001)].  

It should also be noted that, considering the significant variation coefficients presented. 

The dimension of the role of Corporate Governance continues to stand out with higher values 

from a general perspective, maintaining the suggestion of having a more substantial impact on 

stakeholder engagement initiatives even when the effects of other dimensions are analyzed 

together. 

However, it is worth mentioning the change in the direction of influence of the Role of 

the State, which, analyzed together with the effects of the roles of Financial Markets and 

Corporate Governance, assumes a negative influence on all levels of stakeholder engagement. 

Such influence is observed in all intensities in which it presented a significant coefficient. In 

other words, in this grouped analysis, the role of the State behaves with adverse effects on 

stakeholder engagement levels 1 [50% (β = -1.4; p-value < 0.05); 75% (β = -2.4; p-value < 

0.01); 90% (β = -2.8; p-value < 0.01)], level 2 [10% (β = -1.0; p-value < 0.05); 25% (β = -1.5; 
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p-value < 0.01); 50% (β = -1.2; p-value < 0.01); 75% (β = -2.2; p-value < 0.01); 90% (β = -2.1; 

p-value < 0.05)], and level 3 [25% (β = -0.9; p-value < 0.05); 50% (β = -1.2; p-value < 0.01); 

75% (β = -0.9; p-value < 0.05); 90% (β = -1.1; p-value < 0.05)]. This unexpected behavior 

during the study's operationalization may result in the proposed hypothesis related to the State's 

role being unsupported. As such, the topic of hypothesis testing will be explored further. 

As mentioned, the three dimensions analyzed have shown the most significant influence 

on company engagement actions in emerging and middle-income markets. Therefore, to 

interpret the data accurately, the hypothesis test will focus primarily on the findings presented 

in the previous table. However, as a consequence of the perceived changes in the State's 

influence on stakeholder engagement, we see it as necessary to analyze the possible 

implications of the dimensions omitted in the analysis of the previously grouped model. As 

observed in the correlations stage, one of the most prominent relationships between pairs of 

dimensions was between the State and Social Capital dimensions. Another example, still 

considering the correlations between dimensions, is the association of moderate strength 

between Social Capital and Financial Markets. Human Capital, the second dimension not 

covered in the preceding model, shows definite relationships, at least with Financial Markets 

and Corporate Governance. In this way, such relationships may have an impact on the 

influences perceived in the grouped model shown in Table 18.  

Based on these observations, the following topic provides complementary models, 

which involve grouping all institutional dimensions, even the ones with no clear pattern of 

effect, and assessing their influences on stakeholder engagement levels jointly. Exploring 

additional data can provide valuable insights and direction for future research endeavors. 

5.1.5 Complementary Analysis 

Concerning the understanding of the complementary model regarding the effects of all 

institutional dimensions together, we continue with the use of the quantile regression technique 

since, in the same way observed in the previous topic, it is likely that the dimensions have 

different impacts on the distribution of each level of stakeholder engagement. To this end, 

following the previous pattern, the five quantiles are estimated as shown in Table 19. 

It is worth mentioning that other complementary groupings were executed before 

utilizing the model with all dimensions. For instance, we grouped four dimensions (Appendix 

K) while excluding Human Capital, which showed little significance in the comprehensive 

model. However, we observed that even though it is a minor dimension in our investigation, it 
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still has a residual impact on the others when analyzed together. Therefore, we proceeded with 

the complementary analysis while considering all dimensions. 
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Table 19 - Quantile Regression for Institutional Dimensions and Stakeholder Engagement Levels 

  0,10 0,25 0,50 0,75 0,90 

  β se t p sig. β se t p sig. β se t p sig. β se t p sig. β se t p sig. 

Engagement – Level 1                                                   

(Intercept) 3,1 4,0 0,8 0,442   0,8 4,4 0,2 0,846   2,5 4,6 0,5 0,587   11,0 5,1 2,2 0,031 * 12,1 5,4 2,2 0,026 * 

TRBC Chemicals -0,9 1,4 -0,6 0,543   0,6 1,5 0,4 0,678   0,4 1,6 0,2 0,805   1,4 1,8 0,8 0,445   5,2 2,0 2,6 0,009 ** 

TRBC Energy-Fossil Fuels 0,5 1,3 0,4 0,683   1,3 1,5 0,9 0,379   1,1 1,6 0,7 0,488   2,0 1,8 1,1 0,271   5,8 2,2 2,6 0,011 * 

TRBC Mineral Resources -0,5 1,2 -0,4 0,689   0,1 1,5 0,1 0,957   0,3 1,5 0,2 0,840   1,1 1,7 0,7 0,510   2,8 1,5 1,8 0,069 . 

log(Total.Assets.2019) -0,1 0,2 -0,6 0,559   0,0 0,2 0,0 0,966   0,1 0,2 0,5 0,589   0,0 0,2 0,1 0,942   0,1 0,3 0,4 0,688   

State 1.0 0.7 1.4 0.168   1.0 0.7 1.3 0.194   0.7 0.9 0.8 0.440   1.5 0.7 2.3 0.008 ** 2.1 1.1 2.0 0.048 * 

Financial Markets 0.7 0.5 1.5 0.147   1.1 0.5 2.3 0.025 * 1.9 0.5 3.6 0.000 *** 2.6 0.5 4.9 0.000 *** 3.2 0.7 4.9 0.000 *** 

Corporate Governance 1.7 2.5 0.7 0.496   3.5 2.2 1.6 0.119   2.8 1.3 2.1 0.008 ** 3.1 1.4 2.2 0.003 ** 2.8 1.3 2.2 0.010 ** 

Social Capital 3.2 1.4 2.3 0.022 * 4.5 1.4 3.2 0.002 ** 4.9 1.5 3.2 0.001 ** 3.0 1.5 1.9 0.054 . 2.8 1.7 1.6 0.109   

Human Capital -0.5 0.5 -1.0 0.309   -0.9 0.6 -1.4 0.151  -0.7 0.8 -0.9 0.362   -0.4 1.1 -0.4 0.700   -0.9 1.5 -0.6 0.564   

Engagement – Level 2                                                   

(Intercept) -0,1 3,4 0,0 0,977   -1,1 4,2 -0,3 0,797   -0,4 4,9 -0,1 0,935   11,1 5,5 2,0 0,043 * 22,6 7,1 3,2 0,002 ** 

TRBC Chemicals -0,3 1,2 -0,3 0,798   0,8 1,4 0,5 0,600   1,3 1,8 0,7 0,461   1,1 2,0 0,5 0,589   1,3 2,2 0,6 0,558   

TRBC Energy-Fossil Fuels -1,2 1,1 -1,0 0,300   -1,0 1,4 -0,7 0,487   0,0 1,8 0,0 0,978   -0,7 1,9 -0,4 0,710   0,6 2,0 0,3 0,756   

TRBC Mineral Resources -1,4 1,0 -1,4 0,178   -0,8 1,3 -0,6 0,545   0,2 1,7 0,1 0,890   -1,0 1,8 -0,6 0,574   0,2 1,8 0,1 0,899   

log(Total.Assets.2019) 0,1 0,2 0,5 0,630   0,3 0,2 1,5 0,146   0,3 0,2 1,3 0,192   0,0 0,2 0,2 0,855   -0,1 0,3 -0,3 0,745   

State -0.4 0.6 -0.7 0.512   -0.4 0.8 -0.5 0.610   0.4 0.9 0.5 0.645   0.7 0.9 0.8 0.452   1.3 0.6 2.1 0.022 * 

Financial Markets 0.6 0.4 1.4 0.017 * 1.5 0.5 3.0 0.003 ** 2.2 0.6 3.9 0.000 *** 3.0 0.6 5.2 0.000 *** 4.1 0.7 5.5 0.000 *** 

Corporate Governance 3.5 1.9 1.9 0.062 . 2.4 1.7 1.4 0.149   2.2 1.1 2.0 0.019 * 2.3 0.9 2.5 0.048 * 1.7 0.8 2.2 0.050 * 

Social Capital 1.6 1.2 1.4 0.168   2.4 1.4 1.7 0.092 . 5.1 1.8 2.8 0.005 ** 4.4 1.6 2.7 0.007 ** 1.2 1.6 0.7 0.459   

Human Capital -0.2 0.5 -0.4 0.716   -0.4 0.6 -0.7 0.458   -0.7 0.7 -0.9 0.350   -0.8 0.9 -0.9 0.359   -2.4 1.1 -2.1 0.033 * 

Engagement – Level 3                                                   

(Intercept) -5,6 2,7 -2,0 0,044 * -3,7 2,8 -1,3 0,182   -1,9 2,6 -0,7 0,473   -2,2 2,9 -0,8 0,439   2,3 3,5 0,7 0,506   

TRBC Chemicals 0,8 0,8 1,0 0,330   0,6 0,9 0,6 0,526   0,3 1,1 0,3 0,748   0,4 1,2 0,3 0,738   1,8 1,0 1,8 0,071 . 

TRBC Energy-Fossil Fuels -0,4 0,8 -0,5 0,649   -0,5 0,9 -0,5 0,613   -0,2 1,1 -0,2 0,879   -1,0 1,2 -0,9 0,396   2,3 1,2 1,9 0,057 . 

TRBC Mineral Resources -0,8 0,8 -1,0 0,304   -0,9 0,9 -1,0 0,316   -0,2 1,1 -0,1 0,885   1,2 1,2 0,9 0,345   3,0 1,1 2,8 0,006 ** 

log(Total.Assets.2019) 0,2 0,1 2,0 0,050 . 0,1 0,1 1,4 0,177   0,2 0,1 1,5 0,136   0,4 0,1 2,4 0,017 * 0,1 0,2 0,5 0,597   

State 0,5 0,5 0,9 0,354   0,2 0,5 0,4 0,720   0,2 0,6 0,3 0,778   0,1 0,6 0,2 0,873   0,6 0,7 0,8 0,413   

Financial Markets 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.950   0.2 0.3 0.6 0.578   0.8 0.3 2.5 0.010 * 1.4 0.4 3.4 0.001 *** 1.5 0.5 3.4 0.001 *** 

Corporate Governance 2.0 1.1 1.8 0.068 . 3.0 1.0 3.0 0.003 ** 2.3 0.8 2.8 0.005 ** 2.6 0.9 2.9 0.004 ** 4.4 0.9 4.8 0.000 *** 

Social Capital 2.1 0.9 2.4 0.017 * 2.6 0.9 2.7 0.007 ** 2.5 1.0 2.4 0.018 * 1.7 1.2 1.4 0.159   2.0 1.3 1.6 0.119   

Human Capital 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.598   0.1 0.4 0.4 0.707   0.4 0.5 0.9 0.366   0.4 0.6 0.7 0.513   0.4 0.8 0.5 0.633   

Source: Research data (2023) 
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As argued, the Stakeholder Engagement Level 1 is related to providing information to 

stakeholders by developing one-way dialogues. That is, it is the level of engagement with 

practices aimed at identifying and informing stakeholders. Considering the significance of the 

probability values as observed in Table 19, it is empirically noticed that engagement level 1 is 

influenced by four of the five dimensions in one or more of the intensities estimated in the 

quantiles established in the regression technique of the general model. The role of Human 

Capital was the only dimension without significant evidence of influence on level 1 actions. 

Observing the effects of each dimension in the complementary model, we see the effects 

of the role of the State, which shows evidence of positive influence in two intensities at level 1. 

From this perspective, we note that the dimension of the State once again assumes the 

probability of positive influence it had in the individual analysis, which may indicate an indirect 

effect, for example, of the Social Capital, as discussed in the previous topic. Such reflection 

should be deepened and tested in future studies. Therefore, considering this dimension and its 

behavior in this last model, we realize that there is strong and sufficient evidence of a positive 

influence on the two highest intensities of level 1 [75% (β = 1.5; p-value < 0.01); 90% (β = 2.1; 

p-value < 0.05)]. 

Analyzing the effects of the role of Financial Markets, we note that it presents evidence 

of positive influence in four intensities. That is, based on empirical observation, the institutional 

configuration of financial markets in emerging and middle-income countries increases 

engagement between companies that operate from low to the highest intensities of the first level 

of stakeholder engagement actions [25% (β = 1.1; p-value < 0.05); 50% (β = 1.9; p-value < 

0.001); 75% (β = 2.6; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 3.2; p-value < 0.001)]. It is worth 

emphasizing, therefore, the high strength of the empirical evidence found, especially in the 

intermediate intensity (50%) and the highest ones (75% and 90%), which certify the influence 

of financial markets on this level of companies' stakeholder engagement actions. 

As for the role of Social Capital, we observed its influence on engagement level 1 in 

three intensities, expanding its evidence when compared with the analysis of the individual 

effects of the dimension. Thus, at the first quantile, we see sufficient evidence of a positive 

influence (10%, β = 3.2; p-value < 0.05). In the second quantile, we see strong evidence of 

positive influence (25%, β = 4.5; p-value < 0.01). The same effect is observed in the third 

quantile, showing strong evidence of a positive influence on engagement level 1 (50%, β = 4.9; 
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p-value < 0.01). Finally, it should also be noted that we noticed weak evidence of a positive 

influence of Social Capital in the fourth quantile (75%, β = 3.0; p-value < 0.1). 

The role of Corporate Governance follows the propensity of positive influence on 

engagement level 1, as found in previous models. Thus, in the complementary model, the 

dimension shows strong evidence of positive effects from the intermediate intensity (50%, β = 

2.8; p-value < 0.01) to the highest ones [75% (β = 3.1; p-value < 0.01) and 90% (β = 2.8; p-

value < 0.01)] at stakeholder engagement level 1. That is, this finding corroborates the argument 

that the institutional dimension of Corporate Governance is relevant for engagement actions at 

the informing level. 

Engagement level 2 relates to responding to stakeholders in a two-way perspective, 

although asymmetrical with a focus on the company. This is the level of engagement with 

practices for consulting interests and supporting the demands of stakeholders. Considering the 

significance of the probability values as observed in Table 19, it is empirically perceived, 

through evidence, that all five dimensions influence engagement level 2 in one or more of the 

estimated intensities in the established quantiles. 

Thus, regarding the role of the State and its observed influence on stakeholder 

engagement level 2, we noticed that there is sufficient evidence of a positive effect only at the 

highest intensity (90%, β = 1.3; p-value < 0.05). As in the previous level, this positive effect 

differs from that observed in the grouped model with only three dimensions, also indicating 

possible indirect effects of other dimensions on the role of the State that will need to be 

understood in future research. 

Considering the effects of the role of the Financial Markets dimension, we see that it 

has sufficient, strong, and very strong influences on all intensities of the second level of 

stakeholder engagement actions, as well as in the individual analysis and the previous grouping. 

That is, based on empirical observation, the institutional configuration of the financial markets 

of the countries represented by the sample increases the engagement between companies that 

operate from the lowest to the highest intensities of engagement actions at level 2 [10% (β = 

0.6; p-value < 0.05); 25% (β = 1.5; p-value < 0.01); 50% (β = 2.2; p-value < 0.001); 75% (β = 

3.0; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 4.1; p-value < 0.001)]. It is worth emphasizing, once again, the 

high strength of the empirical evidence found, especially in the intermediate (50%) and highest 

intensities (75% and 90%), which again attests to financial markets' influence on the second 

level of engagement actions. 



 

87 
 

Still analyzing engagement level 2, we observe evidence of the influence of the Social 

Capital dimension in two intensities. At intermediate intensity, we noticed strong evidence of 

positive influence (50%, β = 5.1; p-value < 0.01). At later intensity, we see that there is also 

strong evidence of positive influence (75%, β = 4.4; p-value < 0.01). It should also be noted 

that we noticed weak evidence of a positive effect of Social Capital in the second quantile (25%, 

β = 2.4; p-value < 0.1). 

Regarding the role of Corporate Governance, we noticed that, for stakeholder 

engagement level 2, the dimension maintains its potential for influence similarly to the previous 

level. Therefore, in this complementary model, the dimension shows sufficient evidence of a 

positive influence on intermediate intensity (50%, β = 2.2; p-value < 0.05) while also showing 

evidence of a positive influence on later intensity (75%, β = 2.3; p-value < 0.05) and, again, 

sufficient evidence of positive influence at the highest intensity (90%, β = 1.7; p-value < 0.05) 

of engagement actions level 2. 

Closing the analysis of stakeholder engagement level 2, we found that, contrary to the 

hypotheses' statements, the role of Human Capital offered sufficient evidence of an adverse 

effect on the complementary model. Furthermore, this effect was observed at the highest 

intensity of engagement level 2 (90%, = -2.4; p-value 0.05). In such circumstances, and 

considering the outcomes of the individual models, the findings of Human Capital are 

challenging to conceptualize at this stage. As a result, it is also necessary to support additional 

research to better understand this institutional dimension's effects on stakeholder engagement.   

Finally, stakeholder engagement level 3 relates to the possibility of deeper involvement 

between the company and stakeholders in a two-way and symmetrical perspective. This is the 

level of engagement with practices that aim to establish partnerships and collaboration between 

the company and stakeholders. Considering the significance of the probability values observed 

in Table 19, evidence empirically shows that engagement level 3 is influenced by three of the 

five dimensions in two or more of the estimated intensities in the established quantiles. 

At level 3, we see that the role of the Financial Markets dimension maintains its 

perceived tendency at previous levels, showing very strong evidence of influences. Therefore, 

the institutional configuration of the financial markets of the countries represented by the 

sample increases engagement among companies with high intensities of engagement actions 

level 3 [75% (β = 1.4; p-value < 0.001); 90% (β = 1.5; p-value < 0.001)]. In addition, it is worth 

mentioning the sufficient evidence of a positive influence on the intermediate intensity of 
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engagement actions level 3 (50%, β = 0.8; p-value < 0.05). In this perspective, this dimension 

maintains clear evidence of influence in all engagement levels in most of their intensities. 

Regarding the role of Social Capital, we found evidence of the dimension's influence in 

three levels of stakeholder engagement. Thus, even at the lowest intensity, we found enough 

evidence of a positive effect (10%, = 2.1; p-value 0.05). At the next intensity, we notice 

significant evidence of a positive influence (25%, = 2.6; p-value < 0.01), while at the 

intermediate intensity, we see sufficient evidence of a positive influence (50%, = 2.5; p-value 

0.05), bringing the observations on the dimension of Social Capital to an end. When we evaluate 

the model with the effects of all dimensions, we find positive evidence of the Social Capital at 

all levels of engagement, which contrasts with the findings in its individual analysis model. 

Such dimension behavior highlights the need for more theoretical and empirical depth to better 

understand its relevance for stakeholder engagement actions. 

The third dimension with evidence of influence on stakeholder engagement level 3 is 

the role of Corporate Governance. Thus, this dimension presents strong evidence of influences 

on the intensities represented by the second, third, and fourth quantiles [25% (β = 3.0; p-value 

< 0.01); 50% (β = 2.3; p-value < 0.01); 75% (β = 2.6; p-value < 0.01)], in addition to presenting 

very strong evidence of a positive influence at the highest intensity, the fifth quantile (90%, β 

= 4.4; p-value < 0.001). Furthermore, it is worth mentioning the weak evidence of positive 

influence at the lowest intensity of stakeholder engagement level 3 (10%, β = 2.0; p-value < 

0.1), showing a tendency towards a positive effect at all intensities. From these findings, it can 

be argued that the Corporate Governance dimension has a noticeable impact on stakeholder 

engagement for companies that take actions related to the three levels established in the 

literature. Moreover, its presence in most intensities of the three levels of engagement is similar 

to that observed in the role of the Financial Markets, also attesting to the dimension of Corporate 

Governance as one of the most relevant for stakeholder engagement in emerging and middle-

income countries. 

Once more, it is worth considering the significant coefficients of variation, this time for 

the complementary model, which takes into account all dimensions. Again, the dimension of 

Corporate Governance remains a standout feature, with higher values appearing more 

frequently across the engagement levels. This reinforces the notion that this particular 

dimension holds more sway over stakeholder engagement efforts. 



 

89 
 

Based on the descriptions and reflections offered on the empirical findings of this study 

concerning the influences of the institutional dimensions in stakeholder engagement, it is 

possible to discuss the relationships between such results and the hypotheses suggested. The 

next topic will discuss such relationships, considering the potential supports or rejections of the 

proposed hypotheses focusing on the individual and grouped analyses. 

5.2 Hypothesis tests 

Hypothesis H1 argues that the role of the State is positively associated with the 

stakeholder engagement levels of companies. Upon examining Table 13, we find that this claim 

is supported by the highest levels of engagement observed across all three dimensions. After 

conducting a thorough analysis of each dimension individually and in conjunction with others, 

it can be concluded that the State's role significantly impacts a company's behavior toward 

stakeholder engagement. However, it is necessary to mention the change in the direction found 

in the influences of the State when analyzed in group with the dimensions of Financial Markets 

and Corporate Governance. Such change allows the interpretation that the role of the State may 

be influenced by the dimensions removed in the grouped model. Furthermore, it has been noted 

that there is a strong correlation between the State and Social Capital, suggesting an indirect 

influence between the two. In this way, we understand that hypothesis H1 finds support in how 

it was conceived based on the literature, considering the individual analysis of its effect, but 

does not find support in more complete analysis perspectives, which leads us to a non-

acceptance of the hypothesis in the way it was proposed. However, it should be better 

understood regarding other institutional dimensions acting together. Finally, we can argue that 

factors such as State Direct Dominance and State Indirect Intervention are relevant issues to be 

considered by companies operating in Emerging and Middle-Income Markets when 

establishing their stakeholder engagement practices. 

About hypothesis H2, it is stated that the role of Financial Markets is positively 

associated with stakeholder engagement levels. Based on information from quantile 

regressions, this reflection finds strong evidence for actions at the first level of stakeholder 

engagement and the second and third levels in most of their intensities. Therefore, this 

dimension plays a significant role in all the models that have been tested. Furthermore, in the 

analyses after testing the dimensions individually, it is possible to see that the role of Financial 

Markets maintains very significant evidence of positive influence on the three levels of 

engagement. Factors such as Equity and Credit Markets, Family Wealth, and State-provided 
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Capital are issues to be considered by companies operating in Emerging and Middle-Income 

Markets when establishing their stakeholder engagement practices. From this perspective, it is 

possible to argue that the empirical findings of this research support hypothesis H2 individually 

and in more complex models. 

As for hypothesis H3, it was stated that the role of Human Capital is positively 

associated with stakeholder engagement levels. However, considering the apparent lack of a 

pattern of influence from the tests considering the dimension relating individually to 

stakeholder engagement, we understand that the observed data do not support this hypothesis. 

In other words, although there is significant evidence of positive impact at engagement levels 

1, 2, and 3, the absence of a clear influence pattern in individual analysis and the sign change 

of influence found at level 2 of the complementary model do not support the hypothesis. 

Therefore, hypothesis H3 cannot be accepted as proposed. Future studies should more deeply 

examine variables within the Human Capital dimension, such as Coordination with Labor and 

Knowledge Capital, to better comprehend their role in companies' stakeholder engagement 

practices.  

Regarding hypothesis H4, we argue that the role of Social Capital is positively 

associated with stakeholder engagement levels. In this sense, considering individual influences, 

the analyzed data showed little evidence of the dimension's effect on the three levels of 

engagement. Such evidence, only at the lowest intensities of levels 1 and 3, deviates from the 

pattern observed in other dimensions with more robust evidence. Thus, despite a significant 

increase in significance at all levels in the complementary model, we cannot support hypothesis 

H4 as it was proposed. Further research may go deeper into the Social Capital dimension and 

its influencing variable, the Generalized Trust, which, as mentioned in the case of the role of 

the State, may have some behavior of indirect influence not analyzed in this doctoral 

dissertation. 

Finally, hypothesis H5 discusses the positive association of Corporate Governance's role 

with stakeholder engagement levels. Considering the analyses, this argument finds strong 

evidence mainly in intermediate intensities and the highest of the three levels of engagement. 

It is a dimension that strongly influences all tested models. In the analyses, after testing the 

dimensions individually or in more complex ways, it is possible to perceive that the role of 

Corporate Governance maintains significant evidence of positive influence in the three levels 

of engagement. In other words, factors such as Ownership Concentration, Family Ownership, 
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and Family Intervention in Management are issues to be considered by companies operating in 

Emerging and Middle-Income Markets when establishing stakeholder engagement practices. 

Therefore, this study's empirical findings support hypothesis H5, both individually and together 

with all other investigated dimensions. 
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6 DISCUSSION 

In order to comprehend the outcomes and implications of this dissertation, it is crucial 

to revisit the research question, objectives, and hypotheses presented throughout the arguments. 

The main focus of this dissertation is on stakeholder engagement, with an assessment of its 

application using a model that classifies companies' engagement actions and evaluates potential 

positive associations with national institutional features. The research problem addressed in this 

study highlights a gap in the literature, which lacks an explanation for the levels of engagement 

and their relations with various institutional influences. Previous studies have emphasized the 

need to expand the understanding of stakeholder engagement in this manner. Therefore, our 

study provides theoretical and empirical contributions, as it is relevant to comprehend 

organizational strategies for engaging stakeholders in different scenarios.  

In general terms, this study seeks to theoretically contribute to stakeholder theory by 

providing a better understanding of the relationship between stakeholder engagement practices 

and the institutional environment. It also aims to generate empirical contributions by clarifying 

how engagement practices are structured under different national influences. This knowledge 

can help enhance the stakeholder engagement actions of companies by taking into consideration 

the institutional contexts in which they operate. 

6.1 Discussion of Objectives, Hypotheses, and Implications 

The central argument of this doctoral dissertation is that institutional dimensions play a 

role in the stakeholder engagement of companies operating in national configurations. Thus, 

we understand that institutional environments are relevant issues for companies implementing 

stakeholder engagement actions. In this regard, we argue that the primary objective of this study 

was accomplished since we analyzed companies' stakeholder engagement practices considering 

their relations with the role of national institutions.  

To accomplish our primary goal, we set out three specific objectives. The first one 

involved investigating the scientific production of stakeholder engagement and varieties of 

institutional systems. This objective was achievable by organizing our theoretical framework 

to encompass the extensive discourse on stakeholder theory and comparative capitalism, as well 

as the more specific aspects linked to stakeholder engagement and the VIS framework. 

Regarding the second objective of assessing stakeholder engagement levels in non-financial 

reports, we have accomplished it by conducting content analysis, which has served as input for 

multivariate analyses. Finally, the last specific goal of examining the levels of stakeholder 
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engagement relating to the influences of institutional dimensions was achieved with the 

operationalization of the quantile regression procedures. 

The following paragraphs present the reflections generated from the empirical findings 

after the operationalization of the research methods. It also considers studies related to the 

literature on stakeholder engagement and institutional systems. 

The business literature has extensively discussed the influences of the State's role on 

companies (Wright et al., 2021). Several authors argue that state intervention can significantly 

affect business practices (Carney et al., 2019; Alami & Dixon, 2020; Wright et al., 2021). From 

classical to more contemporary perspectives, it is possible to observe efforts to understand the 

State's influence on the strategies and results of companies that operate in their territories. The 

general understanding is that the role of the State can generate both positive and negative 

influences for companies, depending on how public policies are implemented (Freeman, 1984; 

Porter, 1990, Clarkson, 1995; Kostova & Zaheer, 1999, Hillman, Keim e Schuler, 2004; Kang 

& Moon, 2012). 

Thus, in terms of the first dimension, this research sought to observe the behavior of the 

State's effects while considering the companies' stakeholder engagement actions. The empirical 

results allowed reflections to promote further exploration of the issue. Even with the non-

support of hypothesis H1 as it was first conceived, we could identify the effects of the State 

dimension in all of the models assessed in the quantitative stage of the study. As argued, the 

State's role assumed evidence of a positive effect on the three levels of engagement at their 

highest intensities, which may indicate that when only the first dimension of the VIS framework 

is considered, the State tends to influence companies that already operate with high intensities 

of stakeholder engagement practices at the three levels analyzed. However, after testing a more 

comprehensive model of the institutional environment incorporating the effects of the roles of 

Financial Markets and Corporate Governance, we noticed a shift in the influence of the State. 

This was not the expected effect in developing the hypotheses, provoking non-support of the 

hypothetical argument. Still, it generated an interesting subsequent reflection since, when 

running models with more dimensions, it is observed that the direction of the State's influence 

returns to a positive direction.  

Consequently, as stated in the findings, it is feasible to infer that other dimensions 

impact the State's role and its influence on stakeholder engagement practices. A highlight that 

can be discussed is the role of Social Capital, whose absence in models tested together with 
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other dimensions led the State to assume a negative influence. Social Capital refers to the set 

of social resources available in a society, including relationship networks, interpersonal trust, 

social norms, and shared values. In the VIS framework, Social Capital is formed by the 

influence factor of generalized trust. The State had positive effects in the intensities where it 

had statistical evidence of influence in all tests where Social Capital was jointly analyzed. Such 

findings may suggest that it is essential to consider elements from other institutional dimensions 

when attempting to understand the State's role in influencing corporate stakeholder engagement 

practices. In other words, it is possible to argue that generalized trust is an important factor to 

be considered in the relationship between the State and companies in the context of stakeholder 

engagement practices. 

In this regard, we acknowledge signs that the non-consideration of Social Capital in 

analytical models may lead to misunderstandings of the relationship between the State and 

companies' stakeholder engagement practices. We suggest that this effect should be examined 

further in subsequent studies, given that this investigation provided evidence of the influence 

of both dimensions, despite being unable to fully support the hypotheses associated with the 

abovementioned dimensions. 

We emphasize that the role of the State is an important dimension that companies must 

consider in their stakeholder engagement strategies. The current study provides evidence of its 

relevance. Nonetheless, it attests that, given the complexities of state action concerning 

companies operating on its territory, a more in-depth examination of its effects is required. Such 

an observation can take several forms, including aggregation of dimensions by creating new 

institutional constructs or an update to the VIS framework, including more influence factors 

other than those associated with the State dimension, such as State Direct Dominance and State 

Indirect Intervention. 

Finally, based on our findings, it is feasible to establish connections with recent studies. 

For instance, Ortas et al. (2019) found that strong social and environmental State regulations 

influence firms' ESG performance. Furthermore, other communications with the literature are 

also established, taking into consideration the dichotomy of effects found regarding the role of 

the State (Musacchio et al., 2015; Mariotti & Marzano, 2020; Wright et al., 2021) considering 

different factors, such as influences of political ideologies (Aguilera et al., 2021) and state 

control strength (Grosman et al., 2015). 



 

95 
 

From an overall perspective, financial markets have been identified here as a critical 

institutional dimension that positively influences stakeholder engagement practices of 

companies in emerging and middle-income markets. This influence can be attributed to various 

issues, such as the availability of capital and resources that financial markets provide to 

companies, enabling them to expand their operations and engage with a broader range of 

stakeholders. 

Through our empirical research, it has been confirmed that the institutional dimension 

of financial markets is essential for the development of companies' stakeholder engagement 

practices, corroborating with previous endeavors considering other dependent variables 

(Berrone et al., 2013; Ortas et al., 2019). Based on the findings, it is possible to infer that 

financial markets, including credit and equity markets, are crucial for a country's economic 

growth as they provide capital to businesses. Moreover, the availability of capital in financial 

markets may allow companies to invest in innovation, research, and development, for instance, 

as well as in stakeholder engagement activities (Christmann, 2004; Berrone et al., 2013), which 

can enhance their reputation and overall performance. In other words, it is feasible to argue that 

developed equity and credit markets benefit firms positively, probably due to increased 

transparency and accountability among stakeholders. 

We can also argue that family wealth and State-provided capital are important sources 

of funding that can impact the role of financial markets. Families with significant wealth can 

invest in businesses and provide them with the necessary resources to grow and engage with 

stakeholders (Steier, 2009). Additionally, State-provided capital, such as subsidies and grants, 

can incentivize firms to invest in stakeholder engagement activities and create a more favorable 

environment for stakeholders (Lazzarini et al., 2015; Fainshmidt et al., 2018). This final 

argument raised suggests further avenues for reflection. For example, one could argue that the 

capital provided by the State constitutes a form of State influence in a different dimension, 

potentially impacting the relationship between Financial Markets and the actions taken by 

companies. This underscores the need to delve deeper into the role of the State, exploring other 

possible influencing factors and considering new dimensions that may arise from the 

intersection of established dimensions within the VIS framework. 

Given the consistent and robust evidence of financial market influences on stakeholder 

engagement levels in most of its intensities, it is worth considering other potential implications 

of this aspect. An example could be the current propensity in financial markets worldwide that 
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are increasingly focused on environmental, social, and governance (ESG) issues (Iazzolino et 

al., 2023). This has increased pressure on companies to invest in and adopt sustainable business 

practices and engage with stakeholders (Garcia et al., 2017). Companies that ignore these issues 

risk losing investor support and access to capital. For another example, when it comes to 

regulatory environments, emerging and middle-income markets can pose a challenge due to 

weak enforcement of laws and regulations. This can result in companies facing legal and 

reputational risks, making it challenging to engage with stakeholders. 

Nevertheless, financial markets can promote sustainable business practices and 

stakeholder engagement through initiatives like the Principles for Responsible Investment 

(Gond & Piani, 2013; Iazzolino et al., 2023), a United Nations-supported initiative to encourage 

sustainable investment practices. Furthermore, organizations that engage with stakeholders and 

employ sustainable business practices benefit from enhanced reputation and brand value. In this 

sense, financial markets can play a role by rewarding companies with high ESG scores and 

good standings with higher stock prices. 

In sum, we can argue that the role of financial markets significantly influences the 

stakeholder engagement practices of companies in emerging and middle-income markets. As 

businesses strive to create long-term value for stakeholders, they must recognize the importance 

of financial markets and their role in supporting their efforts. Moreover, financial market 

pressures and incentives can encourage firms to engage with stakeholders, which can lead to 

enhanced performance and reputation. 

Concerning the following two dimensions, it is possible to briefly discuss the 

relationship between the dimensions of Social Capital and Human Capital with stakeholder 

engagement practices in companies in emerging and middle-income countries. The study 

results revealed no clear pattern of significant evidence indicating the influence of these 

dimensions on engagement levels, but some conjectures are possible. 

Although it makes sense to associate the ability to engage with stakeholders with factors 

such as coordination with labor and knowledge capital – factors related to Human Capital, it 

was not possible to support its related hypothesis due to inconsistencies in the influence patterns 

of the dimension. However, as previously mentioned, Human Capital has some implicit effect 

on the other dimensions, as observed in the complementary analysis. This reflection reveals the 

need for further studies to deepen the understanding of Human Capital as an institutional 

influence on the companies' stakeholder engagement actions. In other words, the Human 
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Capital dimension may have an impact on stakeholder engagement practices, but there is a need 

for more empirical evidence to support this claim, which finds adherence in previous studies 

(Ioannou & Serafeim, 2012; Ortas et al., 2019; LaFayette et al., 2019). In future studies, it would 

be beneficial to investigate the specific factors within the Human Capital dimension that have 

the most significant impact on driving stakeholder engagement of companies. For example, 

examining the effects of employee training programs and employee involvement in decision-

making processes could be insightful. Therefore, while the potential influence of the Human 

Capital dimension on stakeholder engagement practices is promising, further research is 

required to confirm these findings. 

Social Capital operates on a comparable premise to Human Capital, as discussed 

regarding the State's role dimension. It's interesting to note that while some evidence suggests 

that Generalized Trust may positively impact stakeholder engagement, further investigation and 

analysis are needed. The extent of this relationship requires more research, including exploring 

the mechanisms through which Generalized Trust affects stakeholder engagement, as well as 

potential moderators and mediators. For example, it's possible that a high level of social capital 

in a given society could lead to increased trust in government institutions and support for 

policies that promote stakeholder engagement, considering the possible interaction of Social 

Capital with the State (Nannestad, 2008; Herreros, 2023). Furthermore, social capital may also 

interact with other dimensions, such as financial markets, since trust and networks can facilitate 

access to capital and investment opportunities. Therefore, future research should continue to 

explore the potential role of social capital in stakeholder engagement practices and its 

interaction with other dimensions, including the role of the state and financial markets. 

The fifth and last dimension explored, the role of Corporate Governance, emerged as 

one of the variables with the most substantial evidence of a beneficial effect on stakeholder 

engagement practices when all levels of engagement and its different intensities were 

considered. The empirical findings showed that the impact of this dimension on stakeholder 

engagement was similar to that of financial markets. Notwithstanding, the Corporate 

Governance dimension stood out in all models, generally exhibiting the highest coefficients of 

variation at different intensities of each level of engagement. As a result, in emerging and 

middle-income economies, corporate governance may be regarded as an essential institutional 

dimension for stakeholder engagement.  
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Therefore, according to the literature, corporate governance plays a crucial role in 

overcoming institutional voids and weaknesses in markets with complex legal and regulatory 

environments and evolving corporate landscapes (Khanna & Palepu, 2010; Fainshmidt, 2018; 

Luiz et al., 2021; Abreu et al., 2023). Our research findings support this understanding, 

emphasizing the significance of implementing effective corporate governance in developing 

economies to enhance companies' stakeholder engagement strategies.  

From a broad perspective, we may assert that ownership concentration, family 

ownership, and family intervention in management (Witt & Redding, 2013), as the influence 

factors considered for corporate governance in this dissertation, are essential factors shaping 

companies' corporate governance, particularly in emerging and middle-income economies. 

These factors can affect the decision-making procedures of a company and the level of 

participation of various stakeholders in those procedures. For instance, families-owned 

businesses tend to have a long-term outlook and prioritize their stakeholders' interests over 

immediate profits (Block & Wagner, 2014; Berrone et al., 2010; Zellweger et al., 2010), thus 

improving company-stakeholder relationships. 

In sum, corporate governance plays a crucial role in shaping a company's stakeholder 

engagement practices in emerging and middle-income markets where ownership concentration 

and family-owned businesses are expected. By implementing effective corporate governance 

practices, companies can promote sustainable and equitable stakeholder engagement, ensuring 

that all parties are held accountable. Ultimately, this leads to better management practices and 

benefits all stakeholders involved. 

6.2 Overall Reflections 

After considering the findings and their potential implications, discussing these 

reflections from a broader perspective is also relevant. This dissertation, through its objectives, 

sought to expand the understanding of the stakeholder engagement concept considering the 

influences exerted by different national institutional dimensions. Based on previous theoretical 

and empirical approaches to stakeholder theory and the varieties of capitalism literature, 

exploring interdisciplinary possibilities and opening up new research avenues is possible. From 

this perspective, we argue that stakeholder engagement is critical to corporate strategy and 

decision-making, particularly in emerging and middle-income countries. Effective engagement 

with stakeholders can enhance organizational performance and reputation by promoting 

enhanced relationships, mitigating risks, and identifying opportunities. 
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Our research findings suggest that institutional dimensions significantly influence 

stakeholder engagement practices in these countries. However, we found that two of the five 

institutional dimensions, financial markets, and corporate governance, showed clear evidence 

of a positive effect on companies' engagement practices. The influence of other institutional 

dimensions, such as the State, social capital, and human capital, remains unclear considering 

their specific characteristics and requires further research. Even so, we understand that our 

results are sufficient to argue that companies from sensitive sectors operating in emerging and 

middle-income countries must consider the institutional context when developing and 

implementing stakeholder engagement strategies. Specifically, it is vital to prioritize the 

dimensions of financial markets and corporate governance as these dimensions have been 

shown to strongly impact different levels of stakeholder engagement practices. 

In conclusion, this thesis supports the notion that interacting with stakeholders is crucial 

to establish better relationships between companies and stakeholders. To act strategically and 

respond appropriately to all stakeholders, managers must acknowledge the various behavioral 

assumptions, normative rules, and regulations within each institutional environment (Aaltonen, 

2013; Fainshmidt et al., 2018; Stocker et al., 2020). In other words, by considering the 

institutional context, organizations can create successful strategies for engaging stakeholders 

that consider the specific factors that affect stakeholder relationships in each country. 
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7 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Companies increasingly face complex business environments, prompting them to adopt 

effective strategies and best practices to engage with stakeholders and attain sustainable 

development. These practices not only provide a competitive edge but also promote value 

creation for stakeholders and society at large. This study has addressed that these issues are 

widespread globally, with various institutional structures potentially influencing their 

implementation. In this regard, our investigation primarily aimed to analyze how companies 

engage with their stakeholders and understand the role national institutions play in these 

practices. In this sense, we sought to understand how institutional characteristics affect 

engagement actions and their varying levels and intensities.  

Analyzing companies operating in sensitive sectors in emerging and middle-income 

economies provides insights into stakeholder engagement in developing countries. This kind of 

information can be relevant in the international context and enhance our understanding of the 

stakeholder approach in these scenarios. We have studied companies from 32 countries with 

developing status as recognized by international organizations like the IMF, World Bank, and 

OECD. These nations have substantial representation in the global economy and trade, 

including participation in groups such as BRICS and G20. Additionally, even non-emerging 

countries analyzed, like Botswana, Nigeria, and Vietnam, have international prominence due 

to their projected rapid economic growth in the coming years, as reported by the IMF in 2022. 

The search for expanding knowledge about stakeholder engagement in such institutional 

contexts was established as an effort to broaden the understanding of stakeholder theory in 

scenarios that are still little explored but that demand attention from the literature (Kujala et al., 

2022). In this sense, the study also aligns with recent propositions of new paths for stakeholder 

theory while directing research choices considering arguments beyond the relationship between 

stakeholder management and market performance (Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022). Based on prior 

research, this dissertation acknowledges that implementing stakeholder engagement initiatives 

can yield favorable outcomes for companies in the long run (Stocker et al., 2020). 

Consequently, we focus on examining the behavior of companies' engagement actions as 

entities operating within institutional environments composed of five dimensions of analysis. 

Our research suggests that two of the five dimensions analyzed significantly impact 

stakeholder engagement at all levels. Specifically, the Financial Markets and Corporate 

Governance dimensions were found to have the most positive effects, while the State's role also 
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showed considerable influence. However, the State's influence is unclear due to its varying 

effects in different models, potentially having indirect effects on other dimensions. Regarding 

Social Capital and Human Capital, there was insufficient evidence to support the proposed 

hypotheses, as their behaviors were not consistent. Therefore, we recommend further studies to 

explore these dimensions more thoroughly. 

In sum, when operating in emerging and middle-income countries, companies need to 

take the institutional context into account in order to develop effective stakeholder engagement 

strategies. Corporate governance and financial markets roles should be strongly considered, as 

they have positively impacted stakeholder engagement practices. However, there is a need for 

further research to understand the effects of other institutional dimensions on stakeholder 

engagement practices. Moreover, our research reflections can point to some challenges 

companies in these contexts may face when trying to engage with stakeholders effectively. 

These challenges are regarded to prior knowledge about developing markets, including a lack 

of resources and economic and political instability. Addressing these challenges is essential for 

developing effective stakeholder engagement practices in these countries, and we still need to 

know more about them. 

7.1 Contributions 

In light of the findings of this research, we align with the views of Colquitt and Zapata-

Phelan (2007) regarding the significance of conducting studies that can yield valuable 

theoretical contributions. For the authors, such studies can be achieved by exploring uncharted 

relationships, making predictions based on existing models, and/or testing established theories. 

From this viewpoint, this doctoral dissertation meets these criteria by delving into unexplored 

associations and suggesting possible approaches to comprehending the connections between 

stakeholder engagement and institutional environments represented by its dimensions. 

Considering the theoretical contributions, our study adds to the existing literature on 

stakeholder engagement in developing countries by emphasizing the role of institutional 

dimensions in shaping companies' practices. While previous research has focused on the 

importance of stakeholder engagement for overall performance, our study delves deeper by 

identifying specific institutional dimensions that positively impact stakeholder engagement. 

Our findings reveal that effective stakeholder engagement practices depend heavily on these 

countries' financial markets and corporate governance structures. Therefore, our study 

contributes to the literature on stakeholder theory by highlighting that the effectiveness of 
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stakeholder engagement practices on overall performance may vary based on the institutional 

context. Consequently, companies must create stakeholder engagement strategies to ensure 

success in emerging and middle-income countries, considering the specific institutional factors 

that influence stakeholder relationships. 

Our study also contributes to the field of institutional approaches, considering the 

comparative capitalism literature. From a broad perspective, the theory proposes that 

organizations must adhere to their institutional environment's norms, values, and beliefs to 

establish legitimacy and endure over time (Wicks & Berman, 2004). Our study demonstrates 

that stakeholder engagement practices can be an intrinsic component of this institutional 

conformity process in emerging and middle-income countries. Companies must engage with 

stakeholders in these contexts to gain legitimacy and maintain their social license to operate. 

This understanding highlights the relevance of interdisciplinarity between stakeholder and 

institutional theories. 

From social and managerial perspectives, our research also offers insights for companies 

operating in emerging and middle-income countries. Our findings indicate that strong corporate 

governance practices positively impact stakeholder engagement. Therefore, promoting 

transparency and accountability can help companies build trust with stakeholders and 

encourage responsible business practices. Even with high ownership concentration as a way of 

overcoming institutional voids, it is essential to prioritize fair business practices and improve 

company-stakeholder relationships fostering economic and social development within a 

country. Furthermore, our study highlights the importance of financial markets in stakeholder 

engagement actions. Therefore, companies should prioritize responsibility in disclosing 

relevant information to investors and other stakeholders to establish a strong relationship with 

financial markets institutions. 

In addition to these contributions, our study aligns with the broader debate on 

sustainability and business ethics. Organizations such as the United Nations and the World 

Economic Forum have advocated for research into the influence of stakeholder engagement on 

sustainability and value creation, and our findings may support these efforts. Our study can help 

promote more responsible and sustainable business practices globally by contributing to the 

understanding of stakeholder engagement practices in developing markets. 
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7.2 Challenges, Research Limitations, and Recommendations for Future Studies 

Although this study's contributions and implications shed light on the relationship 

between stakeholder engagement practices and institutional dimensions, it is important to 

acknowledge the limitations when interpreting the findings. One such limitation is the scope of 

the content analysis technique used. While this method has made progress in evaluating 

information in non-financial reports, it has limitations in assessing the quality of reports per 

international guidelines. However, an attempt led by GRI inspired the new Universal Standards 

(GRI, 2021), aiming at devising more concise and unambiguous instructions for companies to 

create reports that uphold the values of accountability, consistency, accuracy, and transparency. 

The consistent evolution of international reporting standards highlights the ongoing progress of 

this resource. Despite its limitations, it remains a valuable source of information for 

comprehending organizational strategies directed toward stakeholders. 

An additional limitation is that our study's multivariate method, the quantile regression, 

has certain constraints, especially in terms of generalizability. As with any statistical analysis, 

the validity of our results relies on the assumptions made about the model and the data, as well 

as the quality of the data used. While we took care to select a representative sample and validate 

our model, the results we achieved should be interpreted with caution and cannot be generalized 

beyond the context of emerging and middle-income countries (Koenker & Hallock, 2001). 

Furthermore, the cross-sectional nature of our study limits our ability to determine the 

direction of causality between stakeholder engagement practices and institutional dimensions. 

Although we discovered evidence of beneficial associations between stakeholder engagement 

practices and institutional dimensions, it is possible that these relationships are bidirectional or 

that other factors are at work jointly or individually, as we perceived potential clues when we 

observe the roles of the State and Social Capital. To overcome this limitation, future research 

might use a longitudinal design or experimental approaches to determine causality and 

investigate the mechanisms underlying the observed relationships (Bollen & Jackman, 1985). 

As observed, this study specifically examined institutional dimensions without 

considering other potential factors that could affect stakeholder engagement practices, 

including cultural and social norms, environmental factors, and technological advancements. 

Still, in this perspective, a limitation that can also be observed in this study is that it considers 

institutional dimensions as a set of influencing factors. Therefore, it would be beneficial to 

explore the specific impacts of these factors to gain a more comprehensive understanding of 
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the institutional role in stakeholder engagement. In other words, further research should 

investigate how all these institutional factors interact to influence stakeholder engagement 

practices.  

In terms of other methods, qualitative research, such as interviews or case studies, could 

be useful to gain a deeper understanding of the complex interplay between stakeholder 

engagement and institutional features (Eisenhardt, 1989). For instance, conducting case studies 

on specific companies or industries under different institutional environments can provide a 

more in-depth understanding of the factors affecting stakeholder engagement actions. These 

studies can be used to explore the mechanisms by which stakeholder engagement practices are 

developed in specific scenarios. In addition, a possible way to expand on the ideas presented 

here is to examine how engagement actions vary among different stakeholder groups. By 

analyzing the impact of institutional factors on engagement strategies for specific stakeholders, 

one can determine which groups receive the most attention in varying institutional settings. 

Such information can also be obtained through content analysis followed by multivariate 

methods. This could demonstrate the importance of these stakeholders in different national 

contexts. 

Finally, it is possible to state that this dissertation, by exploring the context of 

institutional dimensions, is paving the way for broader future possibilities. One of the 

challenges encountered was enabling comparisons between different institutional systems. 

Considering the VIS Framework mentioned in our theoretical background, such systems are 

formed by arrangements of specific characteristics of each institutional dimension. From this 

perspective, understanding and comparing nuances of company-stakeholder relationships 

across different institutional systems presented or even between regions or countries' economic 

profiles can yield valuable theoretical and empirical reflections in the future.  

In conclusion, although this study faced some limitations and challenges, several 

prospects exist for further exploration. These opportunities can expand on the discoveries and 

enhance our comprehension of stakeholder engagement in diverse institutional settings. 
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Appendix A - Expected GDP growth in 2023 (World and Sample) 

 

Source: IMF (2022) 
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Appendix B - Suzano (Brazil) 
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Appendix C - Usiminas (Brazil) 
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Appendix D - CAP (Chile) 
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Appendix E - Sinopec Shanghai Petrochemical Company (China) 
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Appendix F - TATA Chemicals (India) 
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Appendix G - Polski Koncern Naftowy ORLEN (Poland) 
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Appendix H - AECI (South Africa) 
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Appendix I - Polisan (Türkiye) 
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Appendix J - Commands in Software R (RStudio) 

 

# install.packages("quantreg") 

# Individual analysis models (examples for the role of the State - st): 

Stakeholder Engagement Level 1: 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.10, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.1, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.25, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.25, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.50, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.5, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.90, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.9, data = ds2) 

 

Stakeholder Engagement Level 2: 
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> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.10, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.1, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.25, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.25, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.50, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.5, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.90, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.9, data = ds2) 

 

Stakeholder Engagement Level 3: 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.10, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.1, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.25, 
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+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.25, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.50, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.5, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.90, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st,  

    tau = 0.9, data = ds2) 

 

# Group analysis model (State, Financial Markets, Corporate Governance): 

Stakeholder Engagement Level 1: 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.10, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.1, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.25, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.25, data = ds2) 
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> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.50, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.5, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.90, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.9, data = ds2) 

 

Stakeholder Engagement Level 2: 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.10, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.1, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.25, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.25, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.50, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.5, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.90, 
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+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.9, data = ds2) 

 

Stakeholder Engagement Level 3: 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.10, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.1, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.25, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.25, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.50, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.5, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.90, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg, tau = 0.9, data = ds2) 

 

# Complementary analysis model: 

Stakeholder Engagement Level 1: 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.10, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 
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Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.1, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.25, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.25, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.50, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.5, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.90, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level1 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.9, data = ds2) 

 

Stakeholder Engagement Level 2: 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.10, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.1, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.25, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.25, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.50, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  
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    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.5, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.90, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level2 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.9, data = ds2) 

 

Stakeholder Engagement Level 3: 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.10, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.1, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.25, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.25, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.50, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.5, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.75, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.75, data = ds2) 

> summary(rq(data = ds2, tau = 0.90, 

+            formula =  Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) +  

+              st + fm + cg + sc + hc), se = "ker") 

Call: rq(formula = Engag.Level3 ~ TRBC + log(Total.Assets.2019) + st +  

    fm + cg + sc + hc, tau = 0.9, data = ds2)  
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Appendix K - Complementary Quantile Regression (without Human Capital) 

  0.10 0.25 0.50 0.75 0.90 

  β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. β p sig. 

Level 1                 
(Intercept) 1.6 0.697  2.3 0.596  1.8 0.689  8.1 0.113  12.1 0.035 * 

Chemicals -0.1 0.959  0.3 0.851  0.5 0.777  1.8 0.322  5.2 0.012 * 

Energy - Fossil F. 1.3 0.328  0.2 0.891  1.1 0.466  2.0 0.236  5.4 0.014 * 

Mineral Resources 0.1 0.926  0.0 0.980  0.3 0.854  1.3 0.430  2.8 0.088 . 

Total.Assets -0.1 0.460  -0.1 0.780  0.1 0.537  0.1 0.695  0.1 0.682  

st 1.3 0.065 . 1.1 0.126  0.5 0.585  1.4 0.007 ** 2.1 0.046 * 

fm 0.1 0.895  0.8 0.079 . 1.7 0.000 *** 2.4 0.000 *** 3.2 0.000 *** 

cg 1.3 0.612  2.4 0.252  2.9 0.017 * 3.3 0.022 * 2.8 0.086 . 

sc 3.2 0.018 * 4.3 0.002 ** 4.5 0.003 ** 3.3 0.028 * 1.9 0.276  

Level 2                 

(Intercept) -0.9 0.793  -1.3 0.761  0.7 0.883  8.3 0.112  11.3 0.075 . 

Chemicals -0.2 0.891  0.8 0.609  1.0 0.591  1.2 0.556  0.5 0.832  

Energy - Fossil F. -0.9 0.434  -1.1 0.451  0.2 0.926  -0.9 0.641  0.9 0.686  

Mineral Resources -1.1 0.305  -1.0 0.463  -0.2 0.914  -0.9 0.612  0.0 0.981  

Total.Assets 0.1 0.469  0.2 0.206  0.2 0.354  0.1 0.742  0.3 0.293  

st -0.5 0.388  -0.4 0.608  0.5 0.575  0.2 0.811  0.3 0.842  

fm 0.6 0.123  1.3 0.006 ** 2.0 0.000 *** 2.8 0.000 *** 3.9 0.000 *** 

cg 3.4 0.066 . 2.7 0.116  2.0 0.016 * 2.2 0.047 * 1.5 0.085 . 

sc 1.6 0.185  2.5 0.083 . 5.1 0.005 ** 5.4 0.002 ** 4.8 0.053 . 

Level 3                 

(Intercept) -5.2 0.046 * -3.7 0.178  -2.4 0.370  -1.4 0.637  2.1 0.568  

Chemicals 0.8 0.312  0.6 0.480  0.4 0.718  1.0 0.386  2.1 0.056 . 

Energy - Fossil F. -0.3 0.750  -0.2 0.788  -0.1 0.901  -0.4 0.711  2.3 0.078 . 

Mineral Resources -0.8 0.292  -0.7 0.436  0.0 0.993  1.8 0.129  2.8 0.014 * 

Total.Assets 0.2 0.040 * 0.1 0.204  0.2 0.051 . 0.3 0.031 * 0.2 0.408  

st 0.2 0.653  0.2 0.718  0.1 0.831  -0.5 0.455  -1.0 0.156  

fm 0.0 0.934  0.1 0.618  0.8 0.011 * 1.4 0.000 *** 1.8 0.000 *** 

cg 2.0 0.046 * 3.0 0.002 ** 2.0 0.012 * 2.7 0.002 ** 4.9 0.000 *** 

sc 2.0 0.021 * 2.5 0.008 ** 2.5 0.019 * 1.4 0.229   1.8 0.164   

Source: Research data (2023) 

 


