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ABSTRACT

This study conducted a stakeholder analysis on sustainability reports
and explored the application of stakeholder theories for sustainability
management in companies in Malaysia. The study aimed to identify
key stakeholders’ engagement factors in organisational sustainability
management. It covered the identification of the key stakeholder groups, the
significance of power and interests in influencing stakeholders according
to stakeholder theories, and the manner of stakeholder engagement in
sustainability among companies. The methodology employed a quantitative
and qualitative approach with data collected from the sustainability
reports from companies by integrating with systematic descriptive,
instrumental, and normative stakeholder analysis. This study identified five
crucial stakeholders’ engagement factors in organisational sustainability
management. A modification model of the stakeholder theory improved
with the dynamic intensity of the engagement bridge model, strengthening
the interactive bridging of power-interest gaps between high and low-power
stakeholders established to explain the stakeholder analysis of companies
in the study.
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INTRODUCTION

Our development agenda requires a unified mechanism to collaborate the
relationship and interests of all stakeholders. The Brundtland Commission
Report (1987) recognised that human resource development, poverty
reduction, gender equity, and wealth redistribution are crucial to formulating
sustainability strategies. However, over the past few decades, income
inequality has increased in economies, and there is emerging evidence
that failing to address the environmental tipping points affects productivity
(Schwab, 2019; Awa et al., 2024).

Development is about people (Max-Neef, 1989), and multiple
stakeholders’ engagement (Kabadayi et al., 2024) and not just about
economic performance. The best development process is that which allows
the most remarkable improvement in people’s quality of life. Stakeholder
engagement is how an organisation involves people who may be affected
by its decisions or can influence the implementation of its decisions. A
well-managed stakeholder engagement process helps businesses and
all stakeholder groups to work together to increase comfort and quality
of life while decreasing negative impacts and increasing the economic
sustainability of the business.

Problem Statement

Public listed companies (PLCs) play significant sustainable development
roles in a nation. In Malaysia, there were 929 PLCs as of 2019 listed on
the Bursa Malaysia Market, but only 69 companies were listed under the
Financial Times Stock Exchange for Good Bursa Malaysia (FAGBM) index,
which met sustainable development governance standards. The PLCs were
formed within the legal systems of the nation and therefore had national
associations and formal designations which with some represent the level
of development and interests of the country. This demonstrated the current
capacity and vulnerability of PLCs in Malaysia to meet sustainability.
Comprehensive studies on Malaysia’s ESG initiatives are still relatively
limited (Nejati et al., 2014; Atan et al., 2018; Alam et al., 2022) on the
impacts of the key stakeholders’ engagement factors of sustainability
management. The lack of trust and transparency among stakeholders can
lead to conflicts, misunderstandings, and resistance to change. The lack
of alignment and coordination among stakeholder groups can result in
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inefficiency and inconsistency. These stakeholder groups may have different
interests, expectations, and perspectives on sustainability issues. They may
also have different levels of power, influence, and resources to affect or be
affected by sustainability outcomes.

Objective

The study aimed to identify the key stakeholders’ engagement factors
in organisational sustainability management based on the representatives of
PLCs in Malaysia. It covered the identification of the key stakeholder groups,
the significance of power and interests in influencing stakeholders according
to stakeholder theories, and the manner of stakeholder engagement in
PLCs. Identifying key stakeholders’ engagement factors of sustainability
management with a modified model of stakeholder theories can also be
representative and apply to any organisation in any part of the World. The
most important are the attempts to solve the problem of key stakeholders’
engagement. These included defining a corporate purpose that aligns with
sustainability goals and enabling the stakeholder engagement function with
the right skills, tools, and processes.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Philosophical Views on Stakeholder Theory

The Stakeholder Theory research framework incorporates several
critical independence and dependence variables, including identification,
influence, interests, and engagement. These variables facilitate the
understanding and analysis of moderating variables on relationships and
mediating variable on impacts among various stakeholders. Concepts
like the modern Stakeholder Theory can be traced back to longstanding
philosophical views about the nature of civil society itself and the relations
between individuals. Confucius advocated (Legge, 2015), in the Chinese
Classics, that the moral golden rule has been the guiding principle for
centuries in Oriental businesses placing ethics and morality above economic
value for the harmony of societies. Wu and Wokutch (2015) explored the
Confucian Stakeholder Theory and explained that ethics belong to one
of the moral philosophies in guiding people on how one should strive for
perfect virtues in their living. One acquired these virtues to behave orderly
and positively with key stakeholders such as family, organisation, society,
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and country. The earlier work of Adam Smith of lesser-known manuscripts
lays the moral foundations to answer the question as to how companies
should morally prioritize sustainability initiatives, and stakeholder
engagement (Brown, 2013) can refer to the “Theory of Moral Sentiments”
(1790) and “Lectures in Jurisprudence” (1762). Smith’s Theory of Moral
Sentiments emphasized that beneficence is free and cannot be coerced. He
advocated for commutative justice, which combined economic and moral
components in contractual relationships. He distinguished between perfect
and imperfect rights, with perfect rights embedded in contractual duties
and imperfect rights secondary to perfect rights, originating from a moral
system rather than jurisprudence. These ideas of justice and beneficence
form the foundation for his thoughts on economics later, and the widely
quoted “Invisible Hand” in The Wealth of Nations (1776) is the most famous
work about economics and public policy.

Stakeholder Theories and Models

The concept of “stakeholder” started with the definition of the word in
its current use and first appeared in an internal memorandum (Stewart, 1963)
at the Stanford Research Institute. It defined a stakeholder as “any group
or individual who can affect or is affected by achieving the organisation’s
objectives.” Bryson (1988) further proposed a definition for the term: “A
stakeholder is defined as any person, group, or organisation that can place
a claim on an organisation’s attention, resources, or output or is affected
by that output.” United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) defined
stakeholder (Partridge, 2005) as “any group or individual who can affect, or
is affected by, an organisation or its activities. Also, any individual or group
that can help define value propositions for the organisation”. Hein Kroos and
Klaus Schwab argued (1971) that the management of a modern enterprise
must serve shareholders and all stakeholders to achieve long-term growth
and prosperity. Klaus Schwab also founded the European Management
Forum in 1971 to develop and promote a multi-stakeholder management
business approach (Gleckman, 2016). lan Mitroff (1983) presented a new
way of analysing and treating organisational behaviour and decision-making
problems. One of the earliest ideas to the term “organisational mind” with
“stakeholders.”

A point of focus in the stakeholder engagement movement was the
publication of Edward Freeman (1984), which detailed the Stakeholder
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Theory of organisational management and business ethics that addressed
morals and values in managing an organisation. He identified the groups
which were stakeholders of a corporation, and described and recommended
methods by which management can give due regard to the interests of
those groups. Freeman proposed the idea of responsible capitalism, where
businesses are driven not just by profits but by purpose, values, and ethics.
Donaldson and Preston (1995) suggested that the Stakeholder Theory can be
multiple distinct aspects mutually supportive into descriptive, instrumental,
and normative categories. The descriptive approach was used in research
to describe and explain the characteristics and behaviours of firms. The
instrumental approach used empirical data to identify the connections
between the management of stakeholder groups and the achievement
of corporate goals. The normative approach examined the corporation’s
function and identifies the “moral or philosophical guidelines for the
operation and management of the corporation.” However, Charles Blattberg
(2013) critics believe that the Stakeholder Theory is problematic and claimed
that the interests of various stakeholders cannot be balanced. It is because
stakeholders represented such a large and diverse group, and it is impossible
to please every stakeholder. One or more stakeholders must take a backseat
to others, more dominant ones, which is likely to create discord. Mansell’s
(2013) study suggested that the Stakeholder Theory, which applies the
social contract concept to companies, can undermine the market economy.

Stakeholder Analysis

Stakeholder analysis (Bryson, 2004) analyses all individuals and
organisations relevant to the interests and helps organisations prioritise
the impact of key stakeholders on the strategy. As the world becomes more
and more connected with the 4th Industrial Revolution, it can now be said
that stakeholder analysis is an essential part of sustainability management.
Since attention to stakeholders is essential, systematically identifying and
analysing stakeholders would appear wise, especially important to identify
the key stakeholders and prioritise the impacts of engagement, materiality,
and responsiveness in action. There is a rising number of stakeholder
analysis techniques in enough detail for companies to understand what
is involved in using them. Savage et al. (1991) offered a way to classify
stakeholders according to the potential for threat and cooperation. Mendelow
(1991) suggested analysing our stakeholder groups based on power or
the ability to influence the organisation’s strategy or project resources
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and interest, or how interested they are in the organisation or project
succeeding. Nutt et al. (1992) suggested a problem-frame stakeholder map
with supporters and opponents of stakeholder power. Mitchell et al. (1997)
proposed a classification of stakeholders based on power and influenced
each stakeholder’s legitimacy with the organisation’s relationship and the
urgency of the stakeholder’s claim. The results of the analysis answered the
question “Which groups are stakeholders deserving or requiring manager’s
attention, and which are not?”

Eden and Ackermann (1998) defined stakeholders as “People or
small groups with the power to respond to, negotiate with, and change
the organisation’s strategic future.” To them, stakeholders can only be
people or groups with the right to influence their future. Without power
directly, they are not stakeholders. They then made modifications to the
matrix of the power versus interest grid, which arrayed stakeholders on a
two-by-two matrix according to four categories: players who had both a
direct interest and high power; subjects who had an interest but low power;
context setters who had significant power but little interest; and the crowd,
which consisted of stakeholders with low interest and power. Fletcher et
al. (2003) defined a process for mapping stakeholder expectations based
on value hierarchies and Key Performance Areas (KPA). Cameron et al.
(2011) defined a process for ranking stakeholders based on needs and the
relative importance of stakeholders to others in the network. Cameron et al.
expanded on the stakeholder analysis based on the Theory of Generalised
Exchange of Needs and the relative significance of stakeholders, creating an
output model of positive satisfaction for both parties. The analysis suggested
that it is not sufficient to consider only direct relationships with clients and
stakeholders but also must be decoupled with the priority of the firm’s output
such as employment, taxes, high-grade goods, environmental compliance,
technology transfer, contract with a supplier, and other stakeholders.

Many models were included in the stakeholder analysis processes
with different analysis factors. Stakeholders’ analysis of different models
was always simplified to explain a specific static situation of a stakeholder
group; however, it may not explain the complex stakeholder behaviour and
networks in the fast-track changes environment. Stakeholder analysis needs
to consider complex and dynamic factors, such as continuous changes in
stakeholders, social cohesion, and the impact of technology.
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METHODOLOGY

The steps involved in stakeholder analysis of PLCs in Malaysia included
identifying and prioritising key stakeholder groups (Carroll, 2004),
understanding their magnitude, and exploring implications, challenges, &
opportunities of stakeholder engagement for sustainability. The methodology
integrated systematic descriptive, instrumental, and normative stakeholder
analysis (Donaldson & Preston, 1995) based on quantitative and qualitative
data from the annual reports of the PLCs in Malaysia.

The measurement criteria used in the study of PLCs included the key
variables related to stakeholders: 1) Key Stakeholder Group Identification:
Identifying and categorizing the relevant stakeholder groups. 2) Footprint
and Magnitude: Assessing the size and significance of each key stakeholder
group. 3) Influence Power: Evaluating the influence or power that
stakeholders hold. 4) Interests and Expectations: Understanding the interests
and expectations of different stakeholder groups. 5) Type and Priority of
Concerns: Identifying the specific concerns raised by stakeholders and
prioritizing them. 6) Method and Intensity of Engagement: Examining
how companies engage with stakeholders and the level of interaction. 7)
Relationships and Impacts: Analysing the relationships between stakeholders
and their impact on the company. The primary data sources of the PLCs in
Malaysia compiled for systematic review included F4AGBM constituents,
sustainability reporting of PLCs, and media, and website information of
the PLCs.

The disclosure quality and completeness of stakeholder management
reported were rated based on the overall results of adequate information
evaluated of adoption of stakeholder management in terms of inclusivity,
materiality, responsive actions, and leadership with sustainability
governance into stakeholder management. The descriptive stakeholder
analysis was on 69 PLCs under the FAGBM from the year 2017 to 2019
and included more than 200 reports. The methodology included a meta-
analysis of data from the sustainability report from Malaysia’s PLCs with
statistical methods of combining results from different studies to weigh
and compare and identify patterns, disagreements, or relationships that
appear in the context of multiple studies on the same topic. The research
methodology included describing previous research to map and assess the
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research KPA (Fletcher et al., 2003) to motivate the aim of the study and
justify the research question and hypotheses. Using explicit and systematic
methods when reviewing articles and all available evidence can minimise
bias (Griffith, 2014), thus providing reliable findings from which conclusions
can be drawn and decisions made (Moher, 2009).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Level of Quality Disclosure of Stakeholder Engagement

The descriptive stakeholder analysis (Donaldson & Preston, 1995) of
sustainability management of Malaysia’s companies illustrated the level of
stakeholder management’s disclosure qualities as illustrated by the clustered
column chart in Figure 1. Generally, the data set showed how stakeholder
participation in quality disclosure had improved in the last three years, with
more than 82% of PLCs reaching at least Level 3 disclosure that involved
inclusivity, materiality, and prioritisation on stakeholder management in
2019, compared to 55% in 2017.

Level of Quality in Stakeholder Engagement by Year
Level of disclosure quality rating from low (0) to high (5) ®0 @1 ©2 @3 @4 @5

31
30

v

Number of PLCs with Leval of Disclosure Quality in Stakeholder Engagement

31/12/2017 31/12/2018 31/12/2019

Year

Figure 1: Bar Chart for Level of Quality Disclosure of Stakeholder
Engagement Reported by PLCs from 2017 to 2019
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There is an area of opportunities for improvement in stakeholder
management among PLCs, such as responsive actions to stakeholders’
concerns and integrated stakeholder engagement with sustainability
governance, strategies, and tactics. There is a rising emphasis on
corporations’ obligations to all stakeholders, the environment, and society.
As aresult, there is a need for transparency and responsibility for improved
stakeholder engagement disclosure quality in sustainability reports (Manetti,
2011). According to Runhar and Lafferty (2009), stakeholder engagement
in sustainability reporting is primarily to maintain legitimacy and avoid
bad publicity.

Key Stakeholder Groups, Footprint and Level of Engagement

In terms of quantitative data of key stakeholder groups, all 69 PLCs
under the studies managed to disclose the global presence of business
ownership and legal form in 333 operations sites in 62 countries, impacting
coverage with an estimated 5.38 billion which represented 70% of the
world population. All 69 PLCs also reported the number and distribution
of shareholders ranged from 1.15 million to 1.46 million shareholders
from 2017 to 2019. From 2017 to 2019, 93% to 97% of PLCs properly
stated the number of employees ranging from 452 to 548 thousand people.
However, only a few PLCs provided the numeric number of stakeholder
groups for suppliers, workers, contractors, customers, government agencies
and regulators, and others who interacted with them. The reporting of
the precise number of quantitative data of PLC stakeholders implied the
prioritisation of stakeholder groups as all these key stakeholders had some
stake jurisprudence perfect rights (Reed, 2002) with the PLCs.

Data compilation on the number of engagement methods of 19 key
stakeholders (Figure 2) found that seven key stakeholder groups with the
most inclusivity and intensity in engagement among PLCs were employees,
customers, investors & shareholders, local communities & non-governmental
organisations (NGOs), government and regulatory bodies, suppliers, and
media. The employees were the most engaged internal key stakeholders
with approximately 19% reported total engagement, while customers
were the most engaged external key stakeholders with approximately 17%
reported total engagement with the companies. Shareholders were also
vital stakeholders, with approximately 16% reporting total engagement
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with the companies. The key stakeholders usually liked to have a long-term
relationship with the company and care more about long-term success (Eden
& Ackermann, 1998).

Total number of engagement count of the overall public companies with key stakeholder groups reported between 2017-2019
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Figure 2: Total Number of Engagement Count of the Overall Public
Companies with Key Stakeholder Groups Reported Between 2017 to 2019

Stakeholder Engagement, Method and Intensity

The instrumental analysis (Donaldson & Preston, 1995) showed that
PLCs reported 52 methods of engagement with multiple stakeholders. The
most popular top 10 methods of engagement included meetings, dialogue &
discussion forums (17.3%); website and social media (8.7%); conference &
events (6.7%); surveys (5.6%); briefings, business updates & presentation
(4.6%), report or written communication (4.1%); community services and
volunteering (4.1%); learning, training & education (4.1%); annual general
meeting (4.0%); and roadshow, workshop, or talks (3.8%) as Table 1.
The 52 engagement methods can further be grouped into 12 engagement
types based on the sequence of high to low intensity of the engagement
as a partnership, collaboration, negotiation, legal obligation, networking,
sponsorship, management, participation, promotion, consultation,
exchanging information, and information disclosure. The most common type
of stakeholder engagement adopted by PLCs was collaboration (25.5%),
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followed by information disclosure (19.3%), participation (12.5%), legal
obligation (11.2%), and sponsorship (6.3%). The engagement reported
also showed a relative lack of intensity of engagement of key stakeholders
by a partnership with only 1.6% of the total number of engagements. The
stakeholder analysis suggested collaborating with high-power, high-interest
stakeholders while keeping the local community and low-power, low-
interest stakeholders informed.

Stakeholders’ Concerns

In this study, stakeholders’ concerns disclosure from the sustainability
reports of PLCs also included stakeholders’ enquiries, interests,
considerations, and expectations (Gromis di Trana et al., 2024). Many
PLCs avoided using the phrase “concerns” in their reporting in favour of
using the words “expectations,” “considerations,” or “interests” with an
abstraction legitimate approach (Hahn, 2014) to generalise the negative
aspects of stakeholder implications and perceptions.

The importance of tracking stakeholder concerns stems from
understanding identified issues, risks, assumptions, restrictions, and other
important company information related to business development. More than
60 types of stakeholder concerns had been reported from PLCs (Table 2),
with the top 10 ranks of the stakeholder concerns in priority were regulatory
compliance (6.7%), health & safety (5.5%), economic performance &
financial result (5.2%), corporate policy, value & culture (4.7%), business
outlook & strategy (4.0%), quality, productivity & reliability (3.9%),
community services, education & volunteerism (3.5%), career development
talent & retention management (3.4%), customer service, experience &
satisfaction (3.2%), and partnership, relationship & collaboration (3.2%).
The percentages of major stakeholders’ concerns by dimension were as
follows: 36.2% on economic aspects, 35.3% on social aspects, 15.8% on
governance aspects, 10.8% on sustainability management and environmental
aspects, and 1.9% on technological aspects. This study highlighted the
importance of PLC stakeholders’ concerns, highlighting that prioritizing
short-term interests and neglecting sustainability may lead to the neglect
of long-term environmental and sustainability risks (Atan et al., 2018;
Kopnina, 2020).
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Applicability of Stakeholders Theory, Stakeholder Groups,
Concerns and Models

Stakeholders play a crucial role in a corporation’s sustainability and
productivity and should be actively involved in risk management. To gain
insights, a corporation should develop methodologies and strategies that
consider stakeholders’ dynamics, inclusivity, concerns, and materiality,
ensuring responsive actions and effective engagement. The key stakeholders’
group analysis may be contrasted in different stakeholder matrices to
understand better the stakeholders’ concerns and responsive action strategies
from the PLCs. The Stakeholder Theory Model established high-power, high-
interest stakeholders, who generally have jurisprudence and perfect rights.
Jurisprudence and perfect rights have a legally enforceable corresponding
responsibility. From this study, the stakeholders include leaders and senior
management, shareholders, employees, consumers, strategic suppliers,
trade unions, partners and distributors, financial providers, government,
and regulatory agencies. These are the stakeholders with the strength to
provide opportunities for collaboration and business growth. However, it can
be a weakness for the company if these stakeholders are not appropriately
engaged. The second group of stakeholders the high-power low-interest
stakeholders usually have jurisprudence and imperfect rights. Jurisprudence
and imperfect rights are recognised with legal reasoning but not enforceable
by law. These stakeholders are customers, media, funders, professional
bodies, joint management and industrial associates. These are the groups of
stakeholders provided with support and potential for cooperation. However,
it can also be a threat to the company if these stakeholders are disengaged.

The third group of stakeholders is the low-power-high-interest
stakeholders that are usually with beneficence and perfect rights. Beneficence
and perfect rights include a moral obligation, which has a correlative duty
that can legally be enforced. These stakeholders are regular suppliers,
workers, and smallholders. This group of stakeholders are ordinarily
available with the support needed for the business for noncritical operations.
It can be a risk to the companies if these stakeholders are not engaged
according to the law. The fourth group of stakeholders in the low-power-
low-interest stakeholders who usually have beneficence and imperfect
rights. Beneficence and imperfect rights have an act of charity and kindness,
including moral obligation with rights recognised but not enforceable by
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law. These stakeholders are local communities, NGOs, academics and
students, reportedly by companies. This group of stakeholders usually get
involved with companies through sponsorship and collaboration on specific
interests of the communities and companies. Nevertheless, the dynamics
of engagement and leverage of the multiple stakeholders from these
stakeholders’ groups can also have significant implications in opportunities
and challenges to the business operations. Some stakeholder groups are
vulnerable and voiceless, and they have indirect claims to the organisation.
It is essential to realise that this does not invalidate their claim. Typical
reasons for this absence of representation include the stakeholder being
seemingly powerless, not existing yet of future generations, having no
voice such as the natural environment, or being apart from the organisation.
Based on the top ten stakeholders’ concerns, the claims by stakeholders can
be placed according to the power-interest grid of the stakeholder model.
The high-power-high-interest stakeholder concerns such as regulatory
compliance, health and safety, economic performance and financial
results, quality, productivity and reliability, career development, talent &
retention management, corporate policy, value, and culture are claims of
high materiality in which high intensity of engagement involvement with
collaboration, partnership, legal obligation, and management to bridging
the potential gaps of engagement.

The high-power-low-interest stakeholder concerns of business
outlook and strategy, customer services, experience and satisfaction, firm
partnership, relationship, and collaboration support claim for consultation,
exchanging information and promoting potential stakeholder engagement
gaps. The low-power-high-interest stakeholders concerned with supportive
partnership, relationship, and collaboration engage with participation,
management, and networking to bridge potential stakeholder engagement
gaps. The low power low-interest stakeholders concerning community
services, education, and volunteerism engaged with information sharing,
participation, and sponsorship to bridge potential stakeholder engagement
gaps. The normative approach is used to examine different stakeholder
theories and models. This study combined the dynamic factors of many
stakeholders, the engagement mode intensity, and stakeholders’ concerns in
the stakeholder theory. Some case studies were used from the descriptive and
instrumental stakeholder analysis, discussion, and results. The modification
included the level of stakeholder dependency of the organisation, aligning
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with the engagement type and intensity, level of interest, and concern on the
y-axis. The organisation’s stakeholder influence aligned with stakeholders,
stakeholder power, and engagement in the x-axis. In addition, leveraging
engagement intensity bridged the dynamic of the stakeholder group’s
power influence matrix and power-interest grid models between high and
low power-interest multipliers (Figure 3). The processes of stakeholder
engagement are always dynamic and fast-tracked in changes. The dynamics
of multi-stakeholder partnerships and collaborations showed advantages
which were increasingly vital in realising the sustainability shared value
and opportunities.

Figure 3: Combination of the Stakeholder Theory Model with Multiple
Levels of Engagement Intensity to Bridging the Gaps between Multiple
Stakeholder Groups with Different Levels of Power-Interest

CONCLUSION
Relevance Implications of Theoretical and Practical

Stakeholders significantly impact business ethics and strategic
management. Their engagement with a company is often based on their
influence or dependence on business performance. Stakeholder power refers
to their ability to use resources to shape objectives and outcomes. Different
stakeholders wield various forms of power, including political, social,
legal, purchasing, and economic influence. The modification model of the
Stakeholder Theory provides insights into how organizations can balance
diverse stakeholder interests and create sustainable value.
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The Crucial Stakeholders’ Factors

Sustainability management requires strategies (Yusif & Hafeez-Baig,
2024) including identifying key stakeholders and obtaining feedback.
Companies should be based on stakeholders’ characteristics for effective
engagement. The following are crucial stakeholders’ factors (Figure 4) in
organisational sustainability management:

BE AN AGENTFOR
SUSTAINABILITY

STAKEHOLDER VALUE
CREATION AND
SURPLUS TO WASTE

JURISPRUDENCE
AND
LEGITIMACY OF é‘
STAKEHOLDES =

POSITIVE CHANGE OF
STAKEHOLDERS

Figure 4: The Crucial Stakeholders’ Factors
in Organisational Sustainability Management

The jurisprudence and legitimacy of stakeholders

Under the Normative Stakeholder Theory (Reed, 2002), stakeholders
are persons or groups with legitimate interests in procedural and substantive
aspects of corporate activity. PLCs face significant concerns about regulatory
compliance and corporate governance. This study highlighted the need for
companies to meet legal responsibilities and economic obligations while
adhering to national and international frameworks can provide a competitive
advantage.
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Bridging the gaps of stakeholder engagement

Stakeholder groups have diverse goals and interests, causing conflicts.
The Instrumental Stakeholder Theory (Donaldson & Preston, 1995) helps
identify the links between interests and influencing power. Managers
(Mitroff, 1983) play a critical role in stakeholder engagement (Valentinov,
2023; Mari & Pirozzi, 2024) in various modes, such as disclosure,
consultation, and negotiation, and can help address short-term needs and
improve long-term strategies such as environmental and sustainability
management risks. To address this, companies should focus on identifying
potential stakeholder claims and engaging in exploratory dialogue.

Stakeholder value creation and surplus to waste

Economic growth is a fundamental goal for most stakeholders, but
the sustainability-through-growth paradigm has increased inequalities and
pressure on natural resources, exacerbating biodiversity loss, climate change,
and social tensions. It is precisely economic development, with associated
consumption growth and increasing demands for natural resources, that
are the root causes of environmental unsustainability (Kopnina, 2020).
Organisations should always consider environmental impacts from the
stakeholders’ value creation.

Invest in education to raise stakeholders’ morale

Education for Sustainable Development is an essential component
of SDG 4 (Boeren, 2019) which is a major facilitator of all other SDGs.
Education provides the necessary skills to address societal challenges and
the economy and contribute to the intellectual and moral improvement of
the human condition. Education for Sustainable Development empowers
learners of all ages with the knowledge, skills, values and attitudes to
address the interconnected global challenges, including climate change,
environmental degradation, biodiversity loss, poverty and inequality. Invest
in education to raise stakeholders’ morale and encourage them to think
long-term and strategically.

Be an agent of positive change of stakeholders.

The Stakeholder-Agency Theory (Hill, 1992) highlights the role of
managers as agents of positive change for various stakeholders. These
stakeholders include employees, owners, suppliers, customers, and the
community. However, not all stakeholder interactions are equal, as different
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groups have distinct powers and interests. To address this, organisations
should establish mechanisms to balance power and conflict of interest gaps
including third-party ESG risk assessments, and open grievance processes.
The intensity and mode of engagement should adapt dynamically to meet
both short-term and long-term stakeholder needs. The identification of
key stakeholders’ engagement factors while the context may vary, the core
principles can be applied globally. Stakeholder engagement in companies’
sustainability management can only be successful if integrated into all
aspects of operations with full support from all levels of the organisation
and key stakeholders.

Limitation and Future Research Direction

The findings, interpretations, and conclusions expressed in this
study do not necessarily reflect the views of PLCs but provide the general
implications and perceptions, opportunities, and challenges for PLCs
to investigate possible openness and collaboration between multiple
stakeholders for sustainable development. Further studies can be conducted
in other countries for comparative analysis of the impacts of ESG initiatives
and disclosure on the long-term sustainability of the performance metrics
of companies. This approach can help any organisation, anywhere in the
world, to manage sustainability more effectively.
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APPENDIX

Table 1: Total Count of Method of Engagement by Type and Intensity

of PLCs with Stakeholders Reported Between 2017 to 2019

RANK INTENSITY OF ENGAGEMENT TYPE OF ENGAGEMENT ggml';
1 COLLABORATION MEETING, DIALOGUE & DISCUSSION 748
FORUM
2 INFORMATION DISCLOSURE  WEBSITE & SOCIAL MEDIA 379
3 COLLABORATION CONFERENCE & EVENTS 298
4 CONSULTATION SURVEY 245
5  INFORMATION DISCLOSURE  BRIEFINGS, BUSINESS UPDATE OR 195
PRESENTATION
6  LEGAL OBLIGATION REPORT OR WRITTEN COMMUNICATION 179
7 PARTICIPATION LEARNING, TRAINING & EDUCATION 179
8  SPONSORSHIP COMMUNITY SERVICE AND 179
VOLUNTEERING
9 LEGAL OBLIGATION ANNUAL GENERAL OR EXTRAORDINARY 172
MEETING
10 PROMOTION ROADSHOW, WORKSHOP OR TALK 167
11 NETWORKING SOCIAL ACTIVITIES & NETWORKING 130
12 PARTICIPATION VISITS 17
13 LEGAL OBLIGATION SITE INSPECTION, ASSESSMENT & AUDIT 116
14 INFORMATION DISCLOSURE ~ MEDIA RELEASES 107
15  MANAGEMENT GRIEVANCE, WHISTLEBLOWER OR 86
FEEDBACK
16 PARTICIPATION STORE, SERVICE CENTRES OR 81
TOUCHPOINTS
17 MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE REVIEW 78
18 EXCHANGING INFORMATION  INTERVIEW 72
19 PARTICIPATION PROJECT OR PROGRAMME PARTICIPATION 67
20 INFORMATION DISCLOSURE ~ NEWSLETTERS 64
21 INFORMATION DISCLOSURE ~ ANNOUNCEMENT 57
22 COLLABORATION FOCUS GROUP OR TASK FORCE 55
23 PROMOTION PROMOTION & CAMPAIGN 52
24 SPONSORSHIP PHILANTHROPIC EFFORTS 51
25 PARTICIPATION BUSINESS PROCESSES 45
26  NEGOTIATION SUPPLIER QUALIFICATION & TENDERING 36
27 EXCHANGING INFORMATION CONTACT ENQUIRIES 31
28 PARTICIPATION MEMBERSHIP 28
29 SPONSORSHIP RECOGNITION OR APPRECIATION 27
30  EXCHANGING INFORMATION ON-DEMAND REQUESTS, KNOWLEDGE 25
SHARING, DEMONSTRATION, REVIEW AND
EVALUATION
31 PARTICIPATION ONLINE TRANSACTIONS, MOBILE APP, 23
SELF-SERVICE TERMINAL OR CHANNEL
32 PARTNERSHIP JOINT VENTURES OR ACTIVITIES 22
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RANK INTENSITY OF ENGAGEMENT TYPE OF ENGAGEMENT (T:gml';
33 PARTNERSHIP PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP 21
34  INFORMATION DISCLOSURE  CIRCULARS, STATEMENTS, DIRECTIVES, 19

PRODUCTS INFORMATION &
STEWARDSHIP
35  INFORMATION DISCLOSURE  NOTICE, E-MAIL OR CORRESPONDENCE 19
36  EXCHANGING INFORMATION NOTICE, E-MAIL OR CORRESPONDENCE 18
37 PROMOTION ADVERTISEMENTS 18
38 LEGAL OBLIGATION APPLICATION, REGISTRATION OR 16
LICENSING
39 MANAGEMENT EMPLOYEE RELATIONS & SERVICES 15
40 NETWORKING ANNUAL DINNER OR FUNCTIONS 15
41 PARTNERSHIP POLICY, CONTRACT & AGREEMENT 15
42 MANAGEMENT CERTIFICATION 14
43 PARTNERSHIP PARTNERSHIP FOR THE GOALS 14
44 NEGOTIATION COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 12
45  NEGOTIATION CONTRACT NEGOTIATION 12
46  SPONSORSHIP PROVIDING SCHOLARSHIP, TRAINEE OR 12
INTERNSHIP INITIATIVES (SLIM ETC.)
47 COLLABORATION INDUSTRY ENGAGEMENT & AFFILIATIONS 11
48 CONSULTATION PROFESSIONAL SERVICES OR ADVISORY 7
49 NEGOTIATION MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 7
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Table 2: The Number of Key Stakeholder Concerns by Type and Dimension
Reported by PLCs Under the Study from 2017 to 2019 was Compiled
from More than 200 Reports of Primary Data Sources

TOTAL
RANK TYPE OF CONCERNS DIMENSION COUNT

1 REGULATORY COMPLIANCE GOVERNANCE 235

2 HEALTH & SAFETY SOCIAL 195

3 ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE & FINANCIAL RESULT ECONOMIC 182

4 CORPORATE GOVERNANCE, POLICY, VALUE & GOVERNANCE 164
CULTURE

5 BUSINESS OUTLOOK, STRATEGY & UPDATE ECONOMIC 142

6 QUALITY, RELIABILITY & PRODUCTIVITY ECONOMIC 139

7 COMMUNITY SERVICES, EDUCATION & SOCIAL 122
VOLUNTEERISM

8 CAREER DEVELOPMENT, TALENT MANAGEMENT & SOCIAL 119
RETENTION

9 CUSTOMER SERVICES, EXPERIENCE & SATISFACTION ECONOMIC 114

10  PARTNERSHIP, RELATIONSHIP & COLLABORATION SOCIAL 112

1 TRANSPARENCY GOVERNANCE 99

12 ETHICAL BUSINESS PRACTICES, DEALS AND ECONOMIC 82
RESPONSIBLE INVESTMENTS

13 SUSTAINABILITY IMPACTS FROM OPERATIONS & SUSTAINABILITY 82
PRODUCTS

14 NATIONAL BUILDINGS & CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT ECONOMIC 81

15  EMPLOYEE WELFARE AND WORK-LIFE BALANCE SOCIAL 81

16 LEARNING & TRAINING SOCIAL 79

17 BUSINESS GROWTH & OPPORTUNITIES ECONOMIC 7

18  EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATIONS SOCIAL 76

19  ETHICAL PRICING, COST AND AVAILABILITY OF ECONOMIC 73
PRODUCTS

20 REMUNERATION, BENEFITS & COMPENSATION ECONOMIC 65

21 SUSTAINABILITY STEWARDSHIP, PROGRAMME & SUSTAINABILITY 63
STRATEGY

22 SUPPLY CHAIN ASSESSMENT, SUSTAINABILITY AND SUSTAINABILITY 61
TRACEABILITY

23  PROCUREMENT PRACTICES ECONOMIC 55

24 RETURN OF INVESTMENT ECONOMIC 55

25 DATAPRIVACY & CYBERSECURITY TREAT SOCIAL 55

26  PRODUCTS INFORMATION, SAFETY, HEALTH & SOCIAL 54
STEWARDSHIP

27  HUMAN RIGHTS & RIGHTS OF INDIGENOUS PEOPLE SOCIAL 47

28  TECHNOLOGY, INNOVATION, RESEARCH & TECHNOLOGY 47
DEVELOPMENT

29  LOCAL JOB OPPORTUNITIES, SKILLED & TALENT SOCIAL 46
WORKFORCE

30 INDUSTRIAL & MARKET DEVELOPMENT AND ECONOMIC 43
BENCHMARKING

31  AGREEMENT, CONTRACT, TERMS & CONDITIONS ECONOMIC 42
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TOTAL
RANK TYPE OF CONCERNS DIMENSION COUNT

32  EMISSION & CLIMATE ACTIONS ENVIRONMENTAL 41

33  GRIEVANCE MECHANISMS SOCIAL 37

34  REPUTATION SOCIAL 36

35 MARKET COMPETITIVENESS, CHALLENGING ECONOMIC 34
ECONOMIC & COST

36 EMPLOYEE DIVERSITY, INCLUSIVENESS & EQUAL SOCIAL 34
OPPORTUNITY

37  LABOUR MANAGEMENT SOCIAL 34

38 RESPONSIBLE OPERATIONS OR PROJECT ECONOMIC 32
MANAGEMENT

39  RISKS MANAGEMENT GOVERNANCE 32

40  PUBLIC SAFETY & SECURITY SOCIAL 30

41 GOVERNMENT, PUBLIC POLICY & REGULATORY GOVERNANCE 26
CHANGES

42  SUSTAINABILITY CERTIFICATIONS, STANDARDS & SUSTAINABILITY 26
MANAGEMENT

43  BIODIVERSITY, DEFORESTATION & LAND USE ENVIRONMENTAL 26

44  REWARDS & RECOGNITION SOCIAL 24

45  PHILANTHROPIC OR COMMUNITY INVESTMENTS SOCIAL 21

46  RESOURCES CONSERVATION & ENVIRONMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 20
PROTECTION

47  WASTE, PACKAGING, PLASTIC DISPOSAL & ENVIRONMENTAL 20
POLLUTION

48  DIGITAL TRANSFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 20

49  TAX & LICENSING ECONOMIC 19

50 PERFORMANCE REVIEW SOCIAL 18

51 FINANCIAL INCLUSION & LITERACY ECONOMIC 17

52  MARKET OR ASSET INTEGRITY, RELIABILITY & ECONOMIC 14
STABILITY

53 LEADERSHIP PERFORMANCE SOCIAL 14

54  WATER USAGE & WASTEWATER POLLUTION ENVIRONMENTAL 13

55 ~ LOCAL CONTENT REQUIREMENTS ECONOMIC 9

56  WORKERS WELFARE, CHILD & FORCED LABOUR SOCIAL 9
PRACTICES

57  ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE ENVIRONMENTAL 9

58 RENEWABLE OR NON-RENEWABLE ENERGY ENVIRONMENTAL 9
CONSUMPTION

59  DISASTER & EMERGENCY RESPONSE ENVIRONMENTAL 6

60  BUILDINGS PERFORMANCE ENVIRONMENTAL 4

61

SUPPORT UN SDG

SUSTAINABILITY
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