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ABSTRACT

With a passage of time, demands of stakeholders keep changing by influences of
environmendl factors This challengesrganizationsin managingtheir Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSRactivities, voluntary actios to integrde socieenvironmental issues of
various stakeholders into organizational practices and procdgseds especially for agri

food industry. Ther CSR should be continuously adaptive to address the issues in timely
manner. The stakeholders, therefore, kaapt satisfied and support lang-term achievement

of the organizations. To achieve this, it is necessary to embed dynamic capabilities for
stakeholder orientatiomto CSR implementation processédicro and macro levels of the
organizations shoul@lso assist the development and deployment of the capabilifigs
research aimedo explorethe rok of individual competencies on buildirgupportive
organizational characteristics that collectively contribute tynamic capabilities.Nine
hypotheses wereesteloped from the literature and empirically tested by ugiggantitative
guestionnaire. Results provided three miaitiel mechanisms that contribute to dynamic
capabilities for stakeholder orientatioResults further suggestdtiat two organizational
adaptability characteristics might act as moderator to facilitate or control the contribution of
individuals. Howeer, these two contributiorsre onlypossible outcomegiving ideaswith
discovered available information. This is because they were drawndmall sample size.
Further research with larger database needs to be conducted to conffinditigs of this

research.

Keywords:Corporate Social Responsibility, Individual competencies, Organizational
adaptability, Dynamic capabilities, Stakehaldegientation, Stakeholder management



1.INTRODUCTION
1.1 Research background

Diverse stakeholders place high demands on agrifood sector to address broad concerns of
socicenvironmental issues. Enterprises are associated with food, a fundamentahrequire

of human in which people are critical about product features and its production means
(Hartmann, 2011; Maloni and Brown, 2006)sides, due to high utilization of natural
resourcs, land, and energy, their production activities may subsequently lead to various
sustainability issues such as resource scarcity, eutrophication, climate change and biodiversity
loss (Forsmarhugg and Ma, 2013; Hartmann, 2011; Hospes et al., 20Agjifood
enterprises are, hence, sensitive to public criticism and hold aislgtoward their license to
operate and long term achievemghuhmann and Theuvsen, 2016; Vanhonacked
Verbeke, 2014)1t is necessary fothe corporates to respontb societal demands and to
manage a stakeholder relationship. Keeping stakeholders satisfied reduces negative influences
and supports t KChinyib and Qlsndolaiyep20ldfFo@someish this, the
organizationsengage Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) into their core business
activities.

CSR is a wluntary action of organizatios to integrate social and environmental
considerations of various stakeholders into strategy anctigggEuropean Commission,

2001) This involves with formal and informal interactions with various stakeholders to

access current arfdture demandgForsmarhugg and Ma, 2013; Luhmann and Theuvsen,

2016; Manowong and Ogunlana, 2010he organizaticnmay also ask for consultation or

form partnerships to address tkeuegForsmarhugg andvia, 2013) Based on stakeholder

saliency, the organizations are managed to allocate optimal resources argt@ffenve

them, whereas an appropriate level of engagement is selected to strengthen the relationships

and gain greater mutual commitmegtantrell et al., 2015; Chinyio and Olomolaiye, 2010;

Manowong and Ogunlan2010) In addition, dynamic capabilities should be embedded into

the CSR practices. As the firms operate their business in a volatile environment, expectations

of stakeholders, as well as stakehol dersdé sali
change by time(Chinyio and Olomolaiye, 2010; Luhmann and Theuvsen, 20T6g

dynamic capabilities assist CSR activities to monitor changing demandsldrekss them in

a timely manner. Choice and relationshiptire coalition are actively adjusted to prevalent
circumstancegChinyio and Olomolaiye, 2010; Dentoni et al., 201Rgntoni et al. (2012,

p6)i ntroduced a concept of O6Dynamic Capabilitie
as capabilitesthahal | ow organi zations to adapt to chang
sensing, (2)nteracting with, (3) learning from, and (4) changing based on stakeliblders

Developing and deployingthe dynamic capabilities lieo n organi zationods [
infrastructure(Helfat et al., 2009; Molin&zorin, 2014; Rothaermel and Hessp2p Macro

determinants such as structure and processes serve as guidelines and instructions to set off
organizational outaoes and performance atitey have to be sufficiently flexible to allow an

adaptation to occufChinyio and Olomolaiye, 2010; Eisenhardt and Brown, 199He

system can over time be-oechestrated to fitvith the external environment. THiems can

achievein controllability, efficiency and ampetitivenesqMott, 1971; Verdl ands6mez

Gras, 2009; Volberda, 1996[isenhardt and Brown (199propased that to successfully

engage in volatile environmentsf i r ms had t o have a-costsemi stru
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expermensd . The aspoogencit szed i n a serwitheaseanmfessdosequen
switch. On the other hand, individuals that are nested within the macro level are influential.

They take part in CSR execution and operation, and control firm level outcomes and
performanceHesselbarth and Schaltegger (20&&ted people are key changing agents and

crucial in development of nessary daptaility for the organizationThereforeappropriate

CSR related competencies necessaries to allow the adaptability to the organization, as a basis

of dynamic capabilities.

1.2 Problem description

Most of the studies focus onbne level ofstudy that which ignore both heterogeneity of
alternative level and interactions between different le(fgddin et al., 2015; Teece, 2001)
wassuggested to use a multilevel approach to access the influences frorthamome level

of analysis and to understand the relationships among iffein et al., 2015; Kozlowski
and Klein, 2000; Teece, 200The context can be understood from-tlgpgvn or bottom up
direction, filling a gap beveen research work and practi@€ozlowski and Klein, 2000;
Molina-Azorin, 2014) The management research will be more advanas it can describe a
contributive transformation from individual to firm level; explain the variance in the
organizational phenomena; and inform of which level matters the most.

In addition,there have been calls for more mitewel research and atlof opportunities to

be discovered in this arg@guinis and Glavas, 2012; Felin et al., 201%)dividuals or

mi crofoundati ons are f ound ssuocesb.@heiacaggaleilitesde nt s o
and extant knowledge are engaged in organizational capabilities and processes, and
collectively contributed firm level outcomes and performan@eelin et al., 2015; Teece,

2007) Organizational research tends to claim significanekeidividuals but few studies

clarifies underlying factors or mechanis(relin and Foss, 2009; Felin et al., 2015; Gavetti et

al., 2007) It wasargued that understanding of timelividual factorsprovides an insightful

information and theoretical reasoning for macro management, and they also enhance the
rigorousness of mac#evel works(Felin et al., 2015; Molin&zorin, 2014)

This is relevant that dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation might not lie only at one
level of analysis, but they areflmenced by individual, firm, andetwork level(Eisenhardt

and Martin, 2000; Rothaermel and Hess, 2007; Zollo and Winter, 2062)e is also a
missing gafo explore the influences of the individualstite stakeholder management under
the dynamic environmeénThe irdividual competeries may fornunderlying constituestfor
organizational adaptability, anctontributes to dynamic capabilities in stakeholder
management.

1.3 Research objectives and reseen questions

Hereby, in this research,dlgoal isto explore the develapentof dynamic capabilities for
stakeholder orientatioim a multi-level approach.The dynamic capabilities will benpacked
from a bottom up vie, emerging fromindividual compeéncies to organizational
adaptability The study will povide the understandingnahis relationship wit supporting
empiricd evidence andadd up to management literature, which can enhance robustness to



both existing and futurestudies In addition, thiscan also give a managerial focus on
individual competences and/or organizational characteristics that bring the achievement in
long term stakeholder management.

The main research question is formulated as below:

MHow do individual competenciebecome aggregated into firrlevel adaptability,

contributing o developmentafy nami ¢ capabilities for stakehol

For comprehensive answering the research questions, the following relations are explored:

1. Relationship betweandividual compeéncies and organizationatlaptability

2. Relationship between organizatioadbptabilityand dynamic capabilities for stakeholder
orientation

3. Relationship between competencies and dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation

Dynamic capabilities
o ¥ for stakeholder
orientation

Organizational
adaptability

Figure 1.1: Study relationship of the research

CSR of agmod sector isised as an empirical scenario to tackle these quesG&@®.is one

of the stakeholder management activities within organizations regarding to social and
environmental concerndEuropean Commission, 2001Jhe companies conduct formal or
informal mechanisms to internalize expectations of stakeholders, antisbs@BR strategy

and processes based on those dem@roismarhugg and Ma, 2013)CSR activities help
creating positive stakeholder relations, as well as building trust and accouni@aliiyis

and Glavas, 2012)Iit was also claimed that the corporate could improve their image,
reputation and longerm profit from effective CSR implementatigMahon, 2002;Heyder

and Theuvsen2010) The relevance between CSR and stakeholder management appear in
many literature and research.d. Fr e e ma n , 1984; O6Ri orSrmaen and
studiesuse stakeholder relations as an assessment of CSR performandgalé&bigese et al.,

2013; Clarkson, 1995Moreover, due to nature of agrifodttlustry, the organizationkold a

wide spectrum of soctenvironmental expectations from stakeholders i.e. animal welfare,
environment, social and product featuf€®rsmarhugg and Ma, 2013; Hartmann, 2011;
Maloni and Brown, 2006)The CSR is hence uttidimensional and challenging to operate
especially in the dynamic environmefhituhmann and Theuvsen, 2017he organizations
perform extensive and ongoing interactions to keep up with and satisfy various stakeholders
(Luhmann and Theuvsen, 2016; Manowong and Ogunlana, 2010; Rana et al.,S2068)
companies may collaborate with competitors to mitigate the issuemvoid a risk of
exacerbating then{Hospes et al., 2012)Some firms form a partnership with NGOs,
governnents and societal organization to access the demands and negotiate about actions and

6
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practicegDentoni and Peterson, 2011; Luhmann and Theuvsen, .Z0i&kefore, i would be
interesting to gain insightsow the agrifood companies managéererse societal expectations
of their stakeholders via CSR continuously changing environment and how their internals
provide the support.



2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Stakeholderorientation

2.1.1Stakeholder
Stakeholders are persons or groups that have ownerships, right, or interest in an organization

in which they can influence or Ekarkson, 19%, 1 uenced
Freeman, 1984)These stakeholdersay either have potentiireat or benefis to the firnd
achievemen{Donaldson and Preston, 199%)larkson (1995)xategorizedhe stakeholders

into two: primary and secondary. Primary stakeholdeese a direct stake to the
organi zati onos beacdomegiske imiesiing capital ahdhesources to value

creating activities(Clarkson, 1995) The organizatios should manageobservations and
participationlevel of these stakeholders becatiseir contributions are voluntaryyithout

them the organizatiosicannot survive ovetime in the marketplacéClarkson, 1995; Helfat

and Reteraf, 2014; Hill and Jones, 1992hese stakeholders can be known as owners of

capital, resource pwiders ad risk owners. Eamples areshareholders, customers,

employees, suppliers and financial institu{€arkson, 1995; Mitchell et al., 1997For

secondary stakeholders, they are those membersrwblve with the organizatiain non

economical means, such as local communities, interest groups and ¢hedma and

Olomolaiye, 201Q)This group of stakeholders is not essential for the survival, but can raise

the public awareness and concerns in favor of
(Clarkson, 1995)

Mitchell et al. (1997)addedto the stakeholder theorpy askingiiwho and vhat are really
coun®o. After identifying stakeholders, orgamationsshould recognize whmattes;, whose
actualor potential clams requireattention.Mitchell et al. (1997)proposed salience of the
stakeholders is based @m extent of power, legitimacy and urgency of their claims to
influence the organizations. One can be more critical than an®beseris definedas a
degree of capacityf stakeholderso exert a forcéo the companieto impose wils on actiors
(Mitchell et al., 1997; Salancik arfeffer, 1974) The power can be in three means: coercive
(physical force), utilitarian (material resources), and normative (symbolic influg@gtzjni,
1964) Legitimacy impliesasa perception othe organizatios that actions ostakeholders are
desirable or appropriate within their norms, values, and béltfchell et al., 1997,
Suchman, 1995) astly, urgency is a degree to which the claimhstakeholdersequire an
immediate response and tligsunder two conditions: (1) delayed attention is unacceptable to
the stakeholdes and (2) the claims are critical to stakehofd@vlitchell et al., 1997) Of
these,the stakeholders that which perceive te balient should get prioritization whereas
others should be actively managésreenley et al., 2004Neville et al. (2011)laimed that
understandingstakeholder salienceyuides prioritization process and best relationship
management.

2.12 Stakeholder management
According to stakeholder theory, it shows roles of stakddrs on organizational

achievement ah also explains an importance iotcorporation ofst ak e ho |l dior sdé i ssu
strategic planning and processggeeman, 1984)The companiesieed to ensuretheir
stakeholders are kept séigsl as well ashave positive attitudes towattlem (Chinyio and
Olomolaiye, 201Q)However, in practice, persistent balancing these demanliffiésit and
challenging(Galbreath, 2012; Jamali, 2008; Vos and Achterkamp, 200®) organizatios
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have a long list of stakeholders with different stakes atiffierent conflicting interests.
Different degree of salience also determines different practices needed. The stakahald
also place a sudden demand and exert the powenflteence the firns (Chinyio and
Olomolaiye, 201Q)Hence, managing stakeholdsh®uld be done to encounter these effects

Stakeholde management is activities ajrganizatios aim to compromise mulfaceted
stakes of various stakeholdersaitimely and coordinated mann@Zhinyio andOlomolaiye,
2010) The process involves with identifying and prioritizing; managing open
communicationfacilitating both initial and subsequent engagemeeveloping thestrategies
and implementing therfChinyio and Olomolaiye, 2010} he stakeholder managemeasites

a management focus and chantie¢ best allocation of limited resources to serve the
stakeholdergCantrell et al., 2015; Chinyio and Olomolaiye, 20IMe salient stakeholders
are motivated to support the organizational success or minimize negatiemaa(Chinyio

and Olomolaiye, 2010)The lesser important stakeholders are actively managed with an
optimal management effo(Grimble and Wellard, 1997; Manowong and Ogunlana, 2010)
Adding to this, a appropriate level of management is reqiliite ®rve each stakeholder.
There are primarily four participatory levels, including Inform, Consult, Involve and
CollaboratgManowong andgunlana, 2010

Inform: It is suitable for stakeholders who hal@w influence and imprtance The
compalies haveto give information about itglecision and course of actionghis is
commonly donghroughoneway communication, such as press release, announcement and
position statement®estern and Pacific Child Welfamaplementation Center, 2013)

Consult: Stakeholders with higher influence but lower importance need keftteon board.
The organizatiomask for consultations abotlteir decisions, seekinmput and feedback for
changesThe information abowttakehd d econedins and current condition are collected as
well.

Involve:l n t his | evel, it includes stgé&dloard der s su
membes, that are classified in a group of high importance and low influelbese
stakeholdergmploy their skills and expertisesngaging in making decisions and carrying out
the organizational process The interestsieed to be consistently understood and satisfied.
Collaborate: Stakeholders are the key plagevith high importance and influencand they
have their own development and implementation processes. The dempgah up a
partnership based on shared go@lgestern and Pacific Child Welfare Implementation
Center, 2013)This is to ensura support and gain mutubknefits from acting together. This
type of engagement echievedin alonger period requiringgreater effort and commitment
than others.

2.2 Dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation

2.21 Dynamic capabilities
Resource based and action basiedvs are not adequately explained horganizationsan

retain the success in a dynamic environn{&msenhardt and Martin, 2000; Mintzberg et al.,
2003) The or@nizatiors experiencdastpaced changes in consumer demands, technological
innovations, competitor activities and polici@e external environment is ambiguous and
complex that which opptunities are difficult to be identified and captured. The
organizatios havea difficulty in anticipating future as the changes have a less consistent
pattern for the organizatisrno easily tune t¢Davis et al., 2009)Under these circumstances,



there is an emergence afnew concept 0 d y Manyisaholars &ripdatb i | i t i es
speculate it through different perspectives and attitudes, but largely it is agreeable to two
concepts ofTeece et al. (1997and Eisenhardt and Martin (2000Yeece, et al. (1997)
explained dynamic apabilities as an ability ofnaorganization to sense and seize new
opportunities and reconfigure its organizational skills, resources and functional competences.
The organizatiothen generatenew value creating strategies that respmichultaneously to
rapidly changing environmentsEisenhardt andMartin (2000) however, viewed the
capabilities as a set of specific processes across firms that allows quickly gaining new
knowledge and producing adaptive but unpredictable outcomes. This includes activities such
as experimentation, real time information, crbgsctional system and intensive
communication.In essence, theapabilities prevent the organization to become stagnant
restricted todysfunctionalroutinesand habitual responséBlelfat et al., 2009; Newey and
Zahra, 2009; Teece et al., 199Ppsssesed resources and capabilitiesra@mbihed to align

with external changes whereas the organization can sustain competitive returns in long term
(Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Helfat et al., 2009; Teece, 2007)

2.22 Dynamic capabilities for sakeholder orientation

The dynamic capabilities exist in many forms and each of themsdervdifferent purposes
(Helfat et al., 2009)The change influences @autines and processes in different parts in an
organizationand this includestakeholder management activities. Witheagage of time, the
organization faces a challenga addressing changing demands or expectations of
stakeholderscaused by globalization, political intervention and change in social conditions
(Chinyio andOlomolaiye, 2010; Luhmann antheuvsen, 2016)A degree of salience and
powe of stakeholder is not static wherehe stakeholders can bring a surprise at any point of
time and ask for a response imgta (Chinyio and Olomolaiye, 2010)The organizatios
hence hee to regularly access and monitor current and future societal demands. Ciraice
relationshig in coalitions should be adjusted to prevalent circumstances, whereas established
platforms are realyi adaptive to the environme(€hinyio and Olomolaiye, 2010; Wu et al.,
2012)

Dentoniet al. (2012, p.6)i nt r oduced a c o amklipes forcSfakelldey na mi ¢ C
Ori ent at ireferdags capdbilitieshth@llow an organizatiorto adapt to changing

e nvi r oinnecordascé to multistakeholdérs pr e s s ur e It & oadsistédaft er est s
four main sets of activities: (1) sensing, (2) interacting with, (3) learning from, and (4) changing

based on stakeholders (SIL@entoni et al., 2012)Table2.1 summarized the description of

SILC

Table 2.1 The description of SILC. SourcBentoni et al. (2012)

Dynamic capabilities for

. . Description
stakeholder orientation P

The ability of identifyng both existing and potential
stakeholders and understanding their needs and demands;
recognizing conflicting views among multiple stakeholders, t
dynamics and the changing nature of their requests; assessi
stakehol der sé6 (t asoaucestahde and
capabilities; finding and processing information about their
stakeholders to evaluate new opportunities for collaboration

Sensing stakeholder
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The ability of initiating, developing, establishing, and
strengthening ties with stakehotdpand assessing, developing
Interacting with stakeholders | and adapting effective formal or informal mechanisms to
achieve short term and long term goals together with both
current and new stakeholders

The ability of acquiring, assimilating, and transfonmi
knowledge from stakeholder; establishing adaptive procedur|
and routines that incorporate and codify knowledge from
stakeholders into organizational practices and processes.

Learning from stakeholders

The ability of using knowledge from stakehaisién
organizational operations and strategies; reformulating
organizational structure and shifting organizational culture b
Changing based on stakeholders| on stakeholder interaction; @veating different types of
innovation, such as product and process innovations, with
stakeholdes; redeploying organizational resources and
capabilities based on chang

The dynamic capabilitiedor stakeholders assist continuous assessmeat stakeholdes 6
demandsand addressing in timely mann@entoni et al., 2012)lhe organizationcan gain a
sustained competitive wantage since the capabilities aHective sensenaking devices,
resource recreations, differentiators to competitors, and barriers to im{taleky andParker,
2010; Teece et al., 199'Besides, it waslso argued that etreation of these capabilities and
crosssector stakeholder partnershipehance the role in solving the sustainability issues
(Dentoni et al., 2012)

2.3 Organizational adaptability

Dynamic capabilitie are embedded in routinaad processe®volved from mechanisms of
learning and investmér(Maritan and Brush, 2003; Teece et al., 1997; Zollo and Winter,
2002) Their functions lie in processes suchamortunity recognition, resource allocation,
andother specific taskHelfat et al., 2009)This suggests that the internal infrastructure is a
predictor of efficiencyn development and deployment of capabili{iesenhardt and Martin,
2000; Helfat et a).2009) The organizatiom should establish internal processes with high
adaptability to facilitate the dynamic capabiliti@&senhardt and Martin, 2000y he system
can over time be rerchestrated to fit with the externahvironment, which allows firnto
achieve controllability, diciency and competitivenegMott, 1971; Verdi an€GomezGras,
2009; Volberda, 1996)t has been a business imperative to prosper in a long Bamdson,
1999; Nandakumar et al., 20140 research oEisenhardt an@®rown (1997) they proposed
three characteristics of structures andcpeses that possess the organizational adaptability:
semistructure, low cost probing and link in time.

2.3.1Semistructure
The first feature to form a continuously changing organizations is semistructure, a limited

structure combined with an extensive counication (Eisenhardt and Brown, 1997)
Structure, itself, is one of the téeminants that controls how the organizations deal with
changes and fosteontinuously innovatios(Merrifield, 2000) Mechanistic structure, highly
structured mechanism, aids in control of change efficiesil grooved rouhes contribute
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to reliable, rapid and smooth managetm@avis et al., 2009)However the organizations

use past routines to operate and focus only on a narrow range of opportunities. This leads to
misalignment with changes and decline on efficiency awpment Eisenhardt and Brown,
1997; Davis et al.,, 2000 On the other hands, organic structure, loosely structured
mechanism provides flexibility and improvisation to adapt to change, but it also risks of
chaos and confusion because only thin atten@piead to each opportuni{yisenhardt and
Brown, 1997 Dauvis et al., 2000 Moreover too high flexibility and improvisation may cause
error catastropheA lot of actions have been done to deal with changes but few of them are
efficient and correct toebd to adaptation succef3avis et al., 2000 Table 2.2collects
positive am negative points, regardinghange management, of these two types of
organizationastructures.

Table 2.2 Positive and negative points of two different orgational struatre regardinghange
management (own elaboration)

Structure Reference
U Efficient execution of limited number ¢ Eisenhardt, 989;
- anticipated opportunities Dauvis et al., 2009
Positive | . . . .
U Smooth and rapid routines to bring ¢
Highly structured similar opportunities
(Mechanistic) U Trap organizations to few opportunities Davis et al., 2009
Negative U  Slow response to a dynamif:.environment Willem and Buelens,
U Lack of empowerment to initiate change | 2009
U  Limit information flow
U  Flexible to react to a wide range of possilf Weick, 1993,Davis
opportunities et al., 2009;
Positive | 0 Enhance capacity for improvisation al Martinezle6n and
creation of new competencies Martinezgarcia,
Loose structured
(Organic) — - - 201.1 -
U0  Lack of efficiency in execution Weick, 1976; Weick,
Negative §] At.tention consuming and 1993; Eisenhardt and
U Mistake prone process too few correct| Brown, 1997; Hatch,
actions to succeed 1998;

As proposed byEisenhardt and Brown (1997he limited stroture compromisesegative
points of two types of structuselt lies in a continuum between mechanistic and organic
structures. Wen facing the changehe limited structure allowshe aganizatiors to be
sufficiently rigid to coordinate and improve efficiency of its @sses. Yethe organizations

are flexible enough so the internal change can od®avis, et al., 2009; Eisenhardt and
Brown, 1997) Responsibilities, priorities and meetings are predetermined to constraint
actions and behaviors of organizational members. Besides, the actual design processes are left
open to be createdlanagers and employees have an accountability amiideace to deal

with the situatior{Dievemich, et al., 2015; Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt and Brown, 11997)
allows more improvised action adaptively to a flow of opportunitigmited structure,
therefore, mayenable the organizations to hold a high performance in high velocity
environmeniDavis et al., 2009)

Extensive communication is another characteristic of semistructure mediding process

which facilitates coordination between employees, departments and groups within the
organization to get aligned and give supports to achieve common goals. This can be through
different means i.eproject communication, cross project commutiaog frequent formal
meeting, and written status repo(Esenhardt and Bien, 1997) From a work ofNonaka
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(1994), communication drives a knowledge management process, including knowledge
acquisition, assimilation and transformatiand thismay contribute to adaptively change
thedynamic environment. Figuz1 demonstratethe mechanisms of the contributgon

Knowledge Common
integration understanding

Extensive Knowledge Real time
Communication sharing information

Knowledge Problem
application solving

Figure 2.1 The contribution of extensive communication(own elaboration)

First, the extensive communication can contribute to knowledge integration. It provides a
channel to connect organizational members togethércreate a rich exchange among them.
Specific area of knowledge, ideand perceptions are pooled into a dialogd&avi and
Tiwana, 2002) The individuals can assess an array of knowledge and have a shared
understanding with others on the top{Esishnman and Scanlan, 1981; Roome et al., 2006)

turn, it minimizes the risk of incomplete understanding, misconception and information loss
(Tushman and Scanlan, 198Moreover, the extensive communication can help to bridge
structure holes and knowledgewl gaps(Burt, 2004) It integrates diverse knowledge and
creates a common understanding on task isGueshman and Scanlan, 1981) individual

level, organizational members have deeper knowledge and see a larger pitisteisdues
(Crossan et al., 1999; Isaacs, 2000; Roome et al., 2@G6)a result, the common
understanding can facilitate future acquisition and interpretation of knowledge. The
organizations then can quickly reconfigure themselves and adapt to change.

Second, the extensive communication is a source of knowledge distribution among individual
and functional units. It allows the knowledge to be transferred to where it is needed and can
be usedHuber, 1991; Alavi and Tiwana, 2002)ith the high intensity oEommunication,

the individuals receive timely information, which alerts them to what is happening now
(Eisenhardt and Martin, 2008era and Crossan, 2005)hey can rapidly understand the
situation and adapt to it promptly.

Lastly, extensive communicatioinvolves social interaction of people in a coordinated
manner. It can be as brainstorming, negotiation, planning and discussion. The individuals
apply knowledge and expertise to bring creative solutions to solve the prtdeg) 2006)

More involvement of people provides more varied interpretations and higher chance to
generate problem solutions ftite organizational changéHuber, 1991) This is especially

from crossfunctional teams that havenique arrays of expertise, in which it can lead to
superior performancgisenhardt and Brown, 1997)
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2.32 Low cost probing
The second ltaracteristic for developingrganizational adaptability is that the organizations

routinely develop low cost experimentations to probe into unpredictable future. These
experiments exploreifferent sources of knowledge and allow the organizattonquickly

learn about the futureThere are two forms of probedirect (experimental product and
strategic partnership) or indirect (futurists and frequent meeting) experié@megsich they
arenearly no cost that managers havafiord to create more. As a result, the organization
will have a sense of future and create different options to readily response to the Thange.
probes can allow them to anticipate and create the future as they @senhardt and
Brown, 1997) Researclof Eisenhardt and Brown (199Mdicated the companiesithout

any of these tactics end up with catching up thange and misg a lot of opportunities.
Eisenhardt and Martin (200@)so claimed that these tools are supported the deployment of
dynamic capabilities.

2.3.3Link in time

6Link in timebé is the third key <characteristi
volatile enviromment. This feature implies that the organizations should not put all attention to
only a current project. Instead, they need to work on a new initiative in parallel with-a time
paced transition procedur&éhe transition management provides a frameworkhiioktand
debate about ongoing changblnagers and employees can have a better understanding on
dynamics and try to make coordinated actions to bring up their pace and direction of the new
project to deal with changes. This, therefamdnimizes the riskof struggling in aimless
project, delays and inefficiency. Additionally, the organizations hdve renewed focus,
ambition and enthusiasito re-orient or transform organizational structure, processes and
culture, which offers the organizational adapigbibbr even a change venture for the
enterprisg(Eisenhardt and Brown, 1997)in CSRcontext due to uncertain and ambiguous
societal challenges, the organizations may face difficulties in ddéxglajsion and direction
toward CSR transition. Link in time can accommodate and facilitate on seeking a guidance
and contribution to aew phase of CSR. Added value can be created for business as well as
society ina long-term. Loorbach and Wijsman (2018gveloped a CSR transition procedure

in a cyclical processf interlinked activities, as shown in figure 2.2. It consists of four main
stages: strategic envisioning, tactical networking, operational innovation, and reflexive
monitoring and evaluation.

Strategic envisioning
Problem structuring and

establishment of the transitoin
arena

Reflexive monitoring and

X Tactical networking
evaluation

Developing coalitions, images

Evaluating, monitoring and and transition agendas

learning

Operational innovation

Mobilizing actors and executing
project and experiments

Figure 2.2: Transition managemeunycle (Loorbach, 2007)
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Strategic envisioning identify present and possible future societal proislend frame to

one of which the organizations want to contribute to. To reach a decision, the organizations
need todialogue with diverse stakeholders and broader societal context to make sense from
different points of view of the affected people. Thewlaate their disposition as well as
business impacts and negotiate whether and what to change within the organizations. The
future strategy is developed through opinion making, visioning and politics. Individuals who
operate this should be strategic thinkapenminded and selfeflected.

Tactical networking: set up the coalitions and networks related to CSR issues to support the
objectives and intermediary goals at the level of subsydtearbach, et al., (20)Gtatedthe
organization may create a spador experimentation on their interganizational
collaborations and on development of new business models i.e. by questioning existing
routines.

Operational innovation: establish and carry out a recreation or change on system structure.
Its potentialsand contributions to everyday practice are evaluated. The organizations can
identify the barriers for implementations and solutions to overcome them.

Reflexive monitoring and evaluation: access the performance at various levels through
debate, structure@valuation, assessment of societal issues. Any dysfunctional action or
process is determined continuously, whereas the organizations can make the adjustments on
their vision, agenda and coalitions.

The link in time, therefore, allows the organizationsd&velop a shadow track beside the
ongoing project. The organizations proactively develop structural change and strategy for the
future to deal with changing CSR challenges.

2 4 Individual competendesfor CSR

Linked from organizational adaptability sext, routines and capabilities are a path for
organizationgo adapt accordingly to a volatile environment; but human beings are the actual
ones who act to make it possible. It is up to them to decide whether to stay against or take a
control of changeExecutivesand employees have a hand in every part of adaptation
procesesoccurred in the enterprise.rtinges from initiation, managemetd implementation
(Caldwell, 2003) Hesselbarth an8chaltegger (2014tated people are key changing agents

and crucial in development of necessary adaptabilitfheforganizatios. Regarding to
macreccont ext , individuals are |inked to organiza
firm level outcomes and performances.eytare the profound basis of tfiems. Howeve,

the firm level researchonically tend to take less focus dime individual level factorgFelin

and Foss, 2009; Felin et al., 2015; Gavetti et al., 2005terogeneity oindividuals has been
negleced while some researches claimed studies on tiisofioundatiors were unnecessary

(Felin and Hesterly, 2007; Hodgson, 2012¢lin et al. (2015pargued that understdimg of

the individual factorscan provide insights and reasoning to explain macro outcomes and
theories. The firmevel and institutiodevel waks can become more rigorousis insisted

that individuals are different and contribute to unique source of organizational capabilities
(Henderson and Clark, 1990; Rothaermel dleds, 2007) Therefore, here have been calls

for more micrelevel research, in which lot of opportunities are yet to be explof@djuinis
andGlavas, 2012; Felin et al., 2015)
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In CSR context, individuals are showed to have roles and influences on strategic and
operational processego promote effectiveness @mchievement in performance, employees
shauld possess suitable and speatficnpetencies, which are developed continuously through
time, experiences, and challeng®®ran and Brightman, 2000; Roe, 2000he competence

is defined as a personb6s abilitivemeatinper form &
c or p o roa (Maldei§ 20@1; Spencor and Spencor, 1993)is includesaccumulation of
knowledge, (cognitive, interactive, and affective) skills, attitudes and vékedm et al.,

2012; Mulder, 2001)The organizations use competence to screen job applicants as well as
access empl oy egMcEléllang, 49738; RRussel, r2@#&;, Spencor and Spencor,
1993) Many research studies identified the individual competences for CSR pradass.

of de Haa (2010) Rieckmann ®2)Wiek etal. (2011)emphasized on the competencies in
sustainability development for academic purpoBentoni et al. (2012)provided seven
competences for professionals who are actively involved inrdgalith sustainability. The

list was obtained from literature review and focus group discussion with educational
institutes. Alternatively, Osagie et al. (2016) combined the competencies from both
managerial and educational literaucomplementary withwenty-eightinterviews with CSR
directors and managers. The list of competencies was constructed and developed under
interrelated four domains: cognitiamriented competence domain, a functieoaénted
domain, a sociabriented domain, and a mataientel competence domain.

Cognition-oriented domain: the @nceptual elements of competence e.g. cognition,
knowledge, and understandifignowwhy)

Functional-oriented domain: the operational elements of competence e.grgtdied skills

and knowhow.

Social agiented domain: possession of theompetencen interacting with others or getting
along with others, whicfacilitates theoperation effectiveness

Meta-oriented domain: concerned with individual sharacteristics and valsie.g. reflection

and learningd learn, that support the development of other competence domains.

As a result, there are eight competencies underlying in five domains, including:
1) Foresight Thinking
2) Systems thinking
3) Instrumental understanding
4) CSR Management Competences
5) Interpersonal ampetencies
6) Personal attributes and attitudes
7) Personal valuglrivencompetencies
8) Reflection competences
These competencies are further elaboratadble2.3.

Table 2.3: CSR competencies. Sour¢@sagie, et al., 2016)
Competenes Definition

CognitionOriented Competence

1. Foresight Thinking iThe CSR professional must be a
describe how CSfRelated challenges will develop in the future and how
these challenges might affect the company. défaition includes the
ability to think critically and anticipate potential consequences for futur
local and global CSR related challenges of decisions made by the con
today. o
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2. System Thinking

AThis includes t he abirstandtayd artalgze m
complex dynamic systems and issues across different dimensions anq
temporal scales of CSRlated issues. This suggest that when addressi
CSR challenges CSR professionals need to be able to identify relevan
systems and subsystems amdlerstand and reflect upon their
interdependencies. Moreover, CSR professionals must be able to eva
the i mplications of solutions t

3. Instrumental
understanding

4. CSR Management
Competencies

5. Interpersonal
competencies

6. Personal attributes
and attitudes

MetaOriented Competence

AWhen faced with CSR c¢ h aturderstagdehsy
to apply and cope with important industrial, national and international
regulations such as collective industrial standards, integrity pacts, and
political processes. In addition to these legal aspects, CSR profession
must also underahd social drivers and normative fundamentals of CSH
challenges. Moreover, they must have the ability to construct functiong
rules (e.g. a code of conduct) and incentives in order to regulate the G
related behaviors of others. o

FunctionalOriented Comptence

AThis includes the ability to t
correct misuse and pitfalls of the CSR concept. It also includes the ab
to plan, implement, and manage projects, decisions, and steatiegie
support CSR. Moreover, CSR professionals must take responsibility fq
their company and society, take action despite inconclusive evidence,
critical alliances, develop and apply solutions to practical, logical and
related problems, raiserids, write CSRelated reports and proposals, a
present results. o

SocialOriented Competence

AThis includes the ability to m
and cooperation in working on CSR challenges. C&fRepsional must: be
persuasive; network (locally and globally); be able to identify a broad
group of stakeholders; have good communication and networking skill
and work well in multidisciplinary and mulgultural collaborations.
Moreover, CSR professials must successfully manage, negotiate, and
represent their companyds inter
mapping distinctive ideas and i

AThese aterithetbasic ingredient
professionals must be ethical, empathic, committed, enthusiastic, creg
openmi nded, flexible, patient, pe




7.Personal value i The ©fSsRional is convinced of the urgency of CSR challenges
driven competencies is intrinsically driven (i.e., intrinsic motivated) to address these challen
This competence involves the ab
standards and values while assessing-@3#&ed issues.

This competence is functionally oriented and includes the ability to stri
balance between idealism and pragmatism. Thus, the CSR profession
must have the adaptive capacity to pursue both financial objectives an
CSR objectives without king sight of (or overstepping) his/her persona
ethical boundaries and values.

This competence involves the ab
standards and values to CSR implementation. The CSR professional 1
personally responsible for behaviaethically and assumes this
responsibility. The CSR professional is actively involved in the
implementation of CSR by being actioniented and decisive; the CSR
professional also serves as a role model for others by performing CSH
related activities. Thisompetence is functionally oriented and is
interpreted in practice as the congruence between what you stand for,

you say, and what you do. o
8. Reflection iThis includes the ability to r
competence habitsand assumptions, as well as to construct meaning from this self

evaluation. Thus, CSR professionals must use aesalfiative and self
|l earning approach when working

For cognition oriented domain, studies identified its contributiordynamic capabilities and
impacts on strategic change of the organizatioe. new opportunity delivery and
improvement on organizational processétdgkinson and Sparrow, 2002elfat and
Peteraf, 201} It was claimed that the individuals use theionceptual element to direct
mental activities such agerception, attentiorand logic and reasoningHodgkinson and
Sparrow, 2002 In turn, this influences the acquisition and processing of the information in
theindividual level as well as organizatidievel (Huber, 1991; Helfat and Peteraf, 2014).
Attention: indiviudals expose to different stimulus but are ablpuibafocus on relevant
information (Kosslyn andRosenber, 2006)This can facilitate the orgnaization to detect and
create opportunitiebuiliding sensing capabilitesiélfat and Peteraf, 2014
Perception: it involves with pattern recognti
mental mind NAMHC, 1996 American Psychological Association, 2008his can affect to

the interpretatio of information from environment to recognize and create organizational
opportunity, as well as the speed to dgBaron, 2006Helfat and Peteraf, 2014

Logic and reasoning: the cognition element forms logic and reasoning which individuals use
them todevelop option and make a decision (Gazzanig €2@1.Q Helfat and Peteraf, 2014

This can aid orgnanization in solving problem as well as seizing opportufBti@sovich,
2009;Helfat and Peteraf, 2014).

Besides, the work of Helfat and Petef@014 also mentioned about social cognition
capability or interpersonal competencies. It was claimed that the competence support the
reconfigration capability of the organization. The individuals can use their language and
communication skills to convie andencourage others to understand and align on the
changing conditionBarnad, 1997; Teece aRisano, 1994 They foster the cooperation and
overcoming organizational resistance to chagdfat and Peteraf, 2014

18



3. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

In this sedbn, theoretical sections 224 were synthesized and integratéd a research
relationship, as shown in Figure 3.1. The cotealpframework displays howmain research
domains(individual competences, organizational adaptability and dynamic capabitities
stakeholder orientationjand variables in this study afgypothetically related. In CSR
practice of agrifood sector, the individuw@mpetences of CSR aexpected to be underlying
constituens for organizational and dynamicapabilites for stakeholt orientation, whereas

the organizational adaptability is expected to be a mediating variable between two constructs.

Dynamic Capabilities
for Stakehdder orientati on

Individual Comp etencies

q Foresightthinking

q Systemsthinking q Send ng

q Instrumental undestanding Interacting
g CSR management competencies q K

q Interpersond competendes Organizational flexibility q Learning
g Persond atributes and atitudes g Changing
q Persond vaue-driven competencies

q Rdilection mmpetence Limited gructure

Extensve communication
Low cogt experimentation

o o o o

Link in ime project

Figure 3.1: The conceptual framework of the study

Accordingly, hypotheses are formulated from the conceptual framework to answer th
prescribed suesearch questions in Section 1.3. The firstquisstion is involved with the
relationship between competencies of professionals and organizational adapt&abdity.
competence is tested equally important si@sagie et al. (2016Jo not provide any insight
into which competence is morelevant than others.

Hypothesis1 S o me , i f not al |, i ndi vi dual co
maintain a limited amount of structure.

Hypothesis2 S o me , i f not al |, i ndi vi dual co
maintainextensive communications.

Hypothesis3 S o me , i f not al |, i ndi vi dual co
conduct low cost experimentation to probe the future

Hypothesis4 S o me , if not all, i ndi vi du a bilitycoo

manage a transition process between current and future project seaml

The second sufuestion looks into the relationship between organizational adaptability and
dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation. The company that possHsses
organizational adaptability is expected to be more adaptable to changing demands of
multistakeholder. There afeur hypotheses.

Hypothesis 5 The limited structure contributes to the better dynamic capabilities
stakeholder orientation

The higher amount of communication within organization contributes t
better dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation.

Hypothesis 6
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Hypothesis 7 The more low cost experimentation to probe future in the organiz
contributes to the better dynamigpabilities for stakeholder orientation.

Hypothesis 8 The company manages transition processes between current and
project contributes to the better dynamic capabilities for stakeh:
orientation.

The last sulmuestion is about direct relatonship between individual competencies and the
dynamic capabilitiegor stakeholder orientatiomhis can indicatehat which competencies
relate to organizational capabilities asldowthe similarity and difference of competencies
that bringdilty.i rmébs adapt a

Hypothesis9 S o me , i f not al | i ndi vi dual C
dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation.
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4. RESEARCH DESIGN

4.1 General research design

The aim of this research is to investig#te relationship between individual competencies,
organizational adaptability and dynamic capabilities for stakehotd@mtation Nine
hypothesesddrawn from literature, in section 3, were put into empirical. t€he online
guestionnaire was usex a research instrunmeo gain the evidence in uniform information
and generalized across sample populaflidme items werén likert-type scale (one to five or
seven structure of the responeapy tadbe compared and quickly analyd. The questionnaire
is in appendixl. Accordingly, the findings help to draw the conclusiand indicate the
validity of the nine hypotheses. Further, in this sectidhe method ofdata collection and
analysis including sample criteria and scale developmeiit pe described andxplained.

4.2 Research framework

The general research framework is presented in figure 4.1

Theoretical = Empirical == Analysis =" Conclusion
Scientific literature from )
articles and books %+ Key multi-level
about: The result of the factors led to
. ) questionnaire is dynamic capabilities
f;;g;?;f:;t » Conduct online analyzed statistically via for stakeholder
& questionnaire with SPSS program orientation
* Dynamic capabilities CSR professionals of

. +* Correlation analysis ++ Managerial
large food companies

* Organizational < Exploratory factor implications
adaptability . . .
analysis %+ Recommendations
* Individual

competencies

Figure 4.1 The research framework of the study

4.3Method of data collection and analysis

4.3.1 Sample selection
Samples were selected based on following inclusion cidtefFirst, respondentsvere CSR

professionals, or more broadly, professisratgaging withmultiple external stakeholders.
Second, they weravorking in a largefood and beveragerganizationin European Union

(EVU) countries employing at least 250 peopleEhe reason was thdte large companies tend

to involve witha higher number of stakeholders and have high visibility to the pulitie
capabilities and investmentn i stakeholder management thuare more extensive.
Additionally, limiting to only onesize companybenefitsthe conparisonacross companies

since CSR strategic and organizational systems are comparable and they face similar
sustainability problemsnd complexity(Veldhuizen, et al., 20130n the othe hand the

focus was only in EU countrie®Vithin this region it has been long evidenced ds interest

in CSR and consistent in CSR values, norms and perception than other parts of the world
(Schuman anaviullerat, 2013) The European Commission also supp@mnd encourage

21



business contribution and responsipilon social, environmental, and ethical and human
rights issuesMoreover,it was convenienfor data collectiorand more feasible.

4.3.2 Construct of the questionnaire
The finalonline questionnaire contains §Qestions, whiclean be divided intthreesections.

Section 1 Introduction

This section was designed to give information about the purpose of the study and definition

of some terms toreatea shared understanding. The respondents were notified that their

responses were voluntargonfidental and anonymous; the data would be used only in

aggregated form and individuals could not be identified. The estimated time taken for
completion was stated aralsothe statement Ther e is no r i guag or wr o
mentionedo encourage the respomdg to response the survey.

Section 2:Demographic information and screening questions

The general information of the respondents including gender and age wededecthere
were fourquestions usetb identify the response eligibiliyas shown in tdb 41. This was

to overcome the limitation o&n online questionnaire and ensure that only data from
respondents aligned with sampling criteria were collected.

Table 4.1: Screening question in the questionnaire

Question Eligibility

In which country isyour primary headquarters located? | Only EU countries

How many employees are currently employed at your | 250 or moré large organization
company

Are your job tasks strategically or practically involved wi| Involved with CSR etivities of the

CSR activities of your firm? organization
Which type of CSR initiatives best describegbgour firm | Organization participated in activitig
was active in the lagtear? related to CSR

Section 3:Construct
This part is the most crucial paihee the data would bhesedfor assessintherelationship of
this research. The muiitems of each main constit were developed frofiteratures.

Individual competencies

Competencies of individual are abstract attributes and thus require a set of items to reflect
their chaacteristics.According to the definitions provided Wysagie et al. 2016) 45 sub
guestims were developed.

Organizational adaptability

For the organizational adaptahjlitmeasures of the construct weéagen fromKoberget al.

(2003) that developedhemtoe mpi ri cal ly t est firmés adaptabil
propensity to innovate. The measures pradidee same prospected result and ewer
constructedased on thevork of Eisenhardt and Browrl997) which is the ground research

of this study.

Dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation
Lastly, the measures ofdamic @pabilities for stakeholder wedeductively developed from
SILC definitions ofDentoni, et al. 2012)in table 2.2section 2.2.2. This approach allows the
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measures to be worded consistently to the construct, capturing specific domain of interest and
ensuring the content validi§dinkin, 1995; Hinkin,et al, 1997)

4.3.3 Data collection
The questionnaire &s publisked online through WUR Qualtrics. A link provided by the

platform, together witlthe objective of the studyas sent to emailof potential respondents

to access it and respond@he follow-up process was done by email and phone daljood

adwantage of online platform is that it enablendomization of the questions, which

minimizes the potential of response bia#\s a result, thesur vey was sent out
participants in total, in which theeermritmgn res
guestions all owed only eligible respondents to
t eligible. qu6 tpar tainai gt afrdtrresaffloaneesnbendent s wa .
r whsi cébllimgaiand compl €6 .e4% trisees psowdlitheeedyt 22 b | e
mmari zes the number of responses for each st
nsiderable number of non response. Some num
me did not complete the survey.

n O nu ™S
O O € O O

Table 4.2 Respong of respondents

| Number
Distribution
Number of potential r 500
Return response 58
Screening
Eligible response 50
Fully completed respo 34

In this research, providedthree demographimformation gender, age, primary headquarte

the respondents was located. Return responses were male 75.9% and female 24.1%. Half of

the respondents were 50 and above. The respon
Netherlands (44.6%) and United Kingdom (32)1 Moreover, the questionnairellested the

information about the CSR initiatives of the organizations of respondents. It was found that

the organizations have involved in various CSR activities. Two highest initiatives that were

menti oned were Oefficiencel edr (8f4f ®&RA) s atnad rOe
product safety and qual i Thyg respondepts ase added thatn s u me r
their organizations were engaged in minimizing environmental impact (water, energy, CO2),
operating in sustainable practices, supporsingtainable growth and creating value for their

suppliers

4.34 Data analysis
The study aims to evaluate the contributions of individual competencies in multilevel within

the organizatiomand, therefore, muliegression analysis was selected to aghibe purpose

of the research. The large sample size is required to give a significant and credible association
between variableRogelberg and Stanton, 200Green (2010provided a rule of thumb that
number of response should be 50 + 8k (number of independent constructs). Especially for
individual parameter, the sample size should be 104 Hakiis (1985) on the other hand,
suggested that sample sizeoghl be 50 + number of variables for five or fewer construct.
However, there was a response rate issue. The number of respondents was only 34, less than
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recommended value almost half. The interpretation of the results may not represent the true
relationshps between constructs for the sample population. Additionally, the obtained result
will not be able to use for prediction. The correlation analsisthenused to give a rough

signal of the relationships that may emerge more robustly with a larger slatdlb@ analysis

may also provide some guide for the future research.

This type of analysids a statistical technique used to determine the association of two
variables. It is expressed as a correlation coefficient, r, which ranges befwasth +1. Th

sign indicates the direction of the association and magnitude indicates the strength of the
associationThe item data values were averaged and used as an index for each variable of the
construct. Then these numbers were analyzed in SPSS software systeifying the
relationships among variables of constructs.

There are three main relationships according to research questions:
1. Individual competencies and organizational adaptability
2. Organizational adaptability and dynamic capabilities for stakeholitmtation
3. Individual competencies and dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation

The results of the analysis are shown in the matrix of correlation coefficient.

4.3.5 Scale reliability and validity testing
EFA is a statistical analysis useddwaluate the validity of factor structure and individual

items. It is suggested that the minimum sample size should be at least four to ten times of the
number of itemgRummel, 1970; Schwab, 1980As the number of items increases, the
sample size may be necessaryiriorease Similar to regression analysis, thereswan
influence of small sample size in term of generalizability and replicability. This limits the
application of the collected data. However, for EFA, it can be performed to get at least an
understanding on the questionnaire items whether it reflectsotigrucs identified in the
literatures and this may help for the future research on developing scales with the larger
database.
First the data suitability of each item of the constructs was analyzed by two tests.

1) KaiserMeyer-Olkin: this test determies the sampling adequacy. The value should be

higher than 0.5 for factor analysis to be useful with the data.

2y Barl ettds test of sphericity: it was used
matrix. The value should be lower than 0.05 for factolyasigmto be useful with the
data.

If positive results from these following two tests were obtained, the explorative factor
analysis (EFA) was preceded. The EFA accesses the performance of the items whether they
are appropriately loaded and are sufficiemtattribute to one construct. The factors were
extracted, gi v i n g-intidates hbwancuthovariénse otEtotay vanamca thisi e
factor accounts for. The number of factors was then determined based on eigenvalue that was
greater than one iaccordance to Kaiser criterion. The total variance extract should account
for at least 50%. The items were designated to the factor when their factor loading is above
0.5, as an acceptable le\elair, et al., 2009)Moreover, another parameter that needs to be
takeninto account is item communalities. The number is considered high if it appears to be
greater than 0.8 but it was unlikely to occur in regitgherdoost, et al., 2014; Velicer and
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Fava, 1998)For social science research, the acceptable communalities are .40 to .70 and
therefore, the item with communalities might not relate to other item or need to explore
additional factor(Costello and Osborne, 200%fterwards, the factors were interpreted and

named. Reliability test was performed on each factor to me#seri@ternal consistency of

items in reflecting underlying construct and whether the items areesutaard reliable over a

repeated administration of the t¢Santos, 1999) The i ndi cator of the te
alpha coefficient valugCronbach, 1951)It ranges from 0 to 1, where higher number

indicates the greater consistgnBohrnstedt and Knoke (19828liggested the measures are

sufficiently reliable if the alpha is at Oof higher.Lastly, the factors obtained from empirical

results were compared with the theoretical constructs and suggestions can be given for future
research.

EFAs of organizational adaptability and dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation

could k& run normally in SPSS software. However, EFA of individual competencies could

not. The resultf the analysishowed only the correlation matrix with the footnote stated,

AfiThe matrix i s not positive definiteée, or as Kk
Barlettbds test of sphericity,a.NPDteeis®dher o mponen
the eigenvalues are zero or have a negative value in which, in turn, causes the analysis
procedure to stop and supprake presence of other outputi®M, 2016) According to

(Wothke, 1993) NPD results from different causes. One possibility is sampling fluctuation

due to insufficient sample size and this might be a case since the sample size washohly 3

the items tested was 4bhe larger dataset is requiremevaluate the individual competencies

measure. In addition, even though the analysis was achieved, reminding that the sample size

was still small to give reliable reference of the measure dimensionality and reliability.
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5. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

5.1 Correlation analysis

5.1.1 Individual competencies and organizational adaptability
The correlation analysis was run to determine the correlation between individual

competencies and organizational adaptability. Biseis are summarized in table 5.1

Table 5.1 The correlation between individual competencies and organizational adaptability

Measure Limited structure Extenslve_ Low cost probe Project transitior
Communication management

1. Foresight Thinking -0.012 0.323 0.093 471

2. System Thinking -0.059 0.097 0.041 491

3. Instrumental understandir] 0.206 0.332 .367* A37*

o LS el ) 426" 478 401* 616~
Competencies

5. Interpersonal competenci 0.186 410* 0.14 .384*

6. _Personal attributes and 0.225 439+ 0.189 0.314
attitudes

7. Pesonal _value driven 0.197 0.259 0.215 A48+
competencies

8. Reflection competence -0.128 0.145 -0.134 0.133

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level-{&iled).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).

According tothe table 5.1, the correlation between CSR management competeranies
limited structure idound to be statistically significanfy = 0.426, p<0.05)Three individual
competenciespamely CSR management competencies= 0.478, p<0.01)interpersonal
competenciegr = 0.410, p<0.05), and personal attributes and attitudes (r = 0.439, p<0.01),
had positive correlation with extensive communication. For low cost pinbEumental
competencies (r = 0.367, p<0.05) and CSR management temojes (r = 0.401, p<0.05) are
positively correlated with the variable significantlyastly, all individual competencies
exceptfor personal attributes and attitudes and reflection competemedgound to be
significantly correlated with project transition management.

5.1.2 Organizational adaptability and dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation
The correlation between the organizational adaptabiihd dynamic capabilities for

stakdnolder oriemation was analyzed. The table S2low indicates which organizational
characeristics or process may play a role as a predictor to organizational capabilities.

Table 5.2 The correlation between organizational adaptability and dynamic capabilities for
stakeholder orientation

Measure 1. Sensing | 2. Interacting| 3. Learning | 4. Changig
1. Limited structure 0.305 0.263 0.28 0.185
2. Communication 0.197 0.277 0.218 0.151
3. Low cost probe .363* 515%* .520%* 428*
4. Project transition management .370* .536** .395* A11*

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level-{@iled).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levettéled).
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Low cost probe and project transition managensetshown to have significant positive
relationships with four capabilities for stakeholder orientation. The limited struanote
communication, bwever, danot correlate to any of them.

5.13 Individual competenciesand dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation

Correlation analysis was used to examine the relationship between individual competencies
and dynamic capabilities for stakeholdgientation.Table 5.3shows the correlation matrix
among individual competencies and organizational capabilities for stakeholder orientation.

Table 5.3: The correlation between individual competencies and dynamic capabilities for
stakeholder orientation

Measure 1.Sensing | 2.Interacting| 3.Learning | 4.Changing
1. Foresight Thinking -0.039 0.311 0.133 0.109
2. System Thinking 446* 497 425*% 436*
3. Instrumental understanding .360* .705%* .632** A413*
4. CSR Management Competenciey .500** S579%* A414* .360*
5. Interpersonal competencies .355* 456** .398* 0.166
6. Personal attributes and attitudes 0.129 0.324 0.217 0.309
7. Personal value driven competend .348* .621** 432* .360*
8. Reflection competence 0.221 0.27 0.12 0.143

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level-@iled).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).

The result suggestihat four individual competencies areorrelated significantly with all

organizational capabilities fastakeholder orientatio Interpersonal competenciesrrelate

with only three excluding changing capability. However, for foresight thinkingersonal

attributes and attitudesnd reflection competence, they amt correlate to any of dynamic
capabilities.

5.2Explorative Factor Analysis (EFA)

5.2.1EFA of Organizational adaptability

Items of organizational adaptability were subjddie the EFA. The results shawat these
items canbe caegorized into fivefactors, explaining the total variance about 65.58%. The
KMO (0.558)and Barl et t 6s 0.@0e)sreat tlhefaccepialiieelavel. db5.4  (
summarizeshe factor analysis and reliability analysis.

Table 5.4 EFA result of organizational adaptability

Items Fact_or Communalities
loading

Factor1(Cr onb@dc$f68. 850)

Communication is constant (vs. infrequent) 0.803 .669
Project teams up people across different functional expertise to 0.749 721
together.

There are explicit project priorities. 0.740 .644
Priorities are clear (v&mbiguous) 0.714 .651
Communication is channeled (vs. chaotic) 0.703 .615
Priorities drive resources always (vs. never) 0.564 578
When a project ends, my firm has explicit procedures for 0.510 .569
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transitioning to new projects. | |
Factor2( Cr onllach ®s 815)
Our attention to the future is constant (vs. chaotic) 0.808 718
We have several (vs. no) meaningful experimental products and

; o 0.805 722
future-oriented strategic alliances
We extensively (vs. never) use experimdotat 0.707 .622
Your firm is considered to be a leader (vs. follower) 0.642 .678
The collective vision of our business is clear @rmbiguouy 0.593 A75
Factor3( Cr o n Wa@&m9P s
There are formal crogsroject meetings. 0.868 .766
There is frequent crogsroject communication. 0.77 .680
When an existing project approaches completion, members tran

7 0.639 .720

work on new projects.
My firm adapts to change with ease (vs. with great difficulty) 0.622 525
Factor4( Cr o n Wa-€.h66)s
A project coordinator leads project transitions. -0.715 .698
New projects are introduced at predictable intervals. 0.711 .648
There isahierarchy of project managers. -0.597 .645

Factor 1 iscomprised of severitems with factor loadings from 0.61to 0.803.The
communalities of all items are abotie acceptable level, 0.4he items consist of both

elemens of limited structure (e.g. clear rule and priorities) and extensive communication (e.qg.
constant and chanleel communication). Therefore, this factorisnamedase mi st ruct ur e d

The second factor isw cost probecharacterized the organizatgthat lookahead for future
by using probe and experimentation. There are five items with the factor laadiggg
from 0.593 to 0.808.

Factor3( Cr onb ac h 6 s haslfoprliteas to deBcribé BsEharacterisdiad it can be
caledasb cr oss pr oj e The factwdoadingsand éemt communality valuare
higher than 0.%nd 0.4 respectively.

Factoe 4 contains t hr e @anditionemme a g e Heveverghetresand pr oj ect
issue here.tican be seen itable5.5that the factor loading of two items are negative and in
turn violatereliability model assumptiof.he itemsneedto be refired.

There are three items that are discrimindteth these four factors. Tab%e5 below
summarizes the information of factor loading and communalities of each item.

Table 5.5: information of three discriminated items of organizational capabilities

Component

Iltems 1 > 3 2 5 Communalites
A project performance is measured with 0.477 | 0.486 634
well-defined metrics.
New teams are a mix of old and new tean 0.643 679
members.
Our fpture is based on careful planning (V] 0.584 0.609 771
reacting to future devepment)

Fi r A project performance is meared with welld e f i n e d doesadt havea factor
loadingexceeds0.5i n any factor. Second, 6New teams ar
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me mb d@sroad@d in factor 5As recommended bRRaubenheimer (20049ne facbr should

have at least three items to have sufficient reliability and/or validity. The item should be
reevaluated or additional items should be generated to thisiteas.t | y, f or o6Our fu
based on careful plamg versusreacting to future developménthe iem hashigh factor

loadings forboth factor 2 and factor 5. Of these, it is required the subsequent researah with

large dataset to fevaluate these items.

5.2.2EFA of Dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation

There were fifteen items developed to measure the dynamic capabilities for stakeholder
orientation. The EFA was used to analyze whether these items reflect the construct in the
literature. Asa result, there were two factotbat explain the variance 68.056% The KMO
andBr |l ett ds ciyeaed.75bdnd @OP respeciively. Table 58ummarizes the
factor analysis and reliability analysis of dynamic capabilities for stakeholder tioenta

Table 5.6: EFA result of dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation.

Items Fac'gor Communalities
loading
Factor 1(Cr onbdcHhaB. 9
Redeploy resources and capabilities on the bdsisamging
o 0.901 .828
stakeholders' adise and pressures.
Adjust organizational structures and shift the organizationa
. : . 0.853 770
culture on the basis of stakeholder interaction.
Use knowledge from stakeholders in organizational proces 0.813 710
and practices
Establish proceagres or routines to incorporate to codify
knowledge from stakeholders into organizational practices 0.804 .763
processes.
Adapt or change formal or informal mechanisms to achieve
: i 0.794 .651
common goals with existing stakeholders.
Co-create differentypes of product and process innovations
) 0.751 .632
together with stakeholders
Develop formal or informal mechanisms to achieve commo,
: 0.636 531
goals with new stakeholders.
Acquire and assimilate knowledge from stakeholders. 0.582 .583
Factor2(Crobacld 6s 0. 902)
Anticipate stakeholders' needs and demands. 0.854 .761
Recognize how stakeholders' requests change over time. 0.842 .728
Recognize conflicting views among multiple stakeholders. 0.8 .730
Assess stakeholders' resoes and capabilities. 0.770 .834
Idenpfy the societal actors that influence and are influenceq 0.700 574
the firm.
Explore new information about stakeholders to evaluate ne
opportunities for collaboration. 0.677 629

The first factorhas eighttems loaded. The factor loading ranges from 0.582 to OBfA.

Cr onbac h 60928lose toal whick means it has high consistency. This dads

involved with reconfiguiing resources and capabilities based on stakehol@ressecond

factor refes to sensing capabilities of organizasoregardingstakeholder. There are six

items withfactor loading ranges from 0.677 to 0.85%#.he Cr onbachds al pha (O
factor is very high. On the other harithitiate, develop, establish or strengthrefationships
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wi t h st awkestheodnlgitem thad crosdoaded between these two factoBelow,
table57 indicates the itembébs factor | oading and

Table 5.7: information of the discriminated item of dynamic capabilities for stakehdder
orientation

Component )
Items 7 5 Communalites

Initiate, develop, establish or strengthen relationships w
stakeholders. 0.487 0.498 485
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6. DISCUSSION

Due tosmall size sample, it constraithe applicability to generate credible and geimdl
outcomes on the study relationship. In turn, the result of the analysis can be used only to see
potential relations heeen three catructsand may use as ayuide forfuture researchAs

seen in tablet.2 it indicated that there was a high nonregsorate. About only 11.6% of
potential responsaesponded to the surveyhere are threpossible causes. One is that the
delivery of the survey t@ target population was not successfully achieveotentially
because of wrong address, absent of work, dad cont act information,
cybersecurity protection(Baruch, 1999; Baruch andHoltom, 2008) Secondly the
respondents might intend not to response the suRaE®orO 6 Cr d€1898)suggested the
reasons fot he r efusal : too busy, consildaddiiend i rr el e\
since the target response svamployees in the large organization, tmaight have been
flooded with a huge numberof questionnaire and get fatigued to respor(@veiner and
Dalessio, 2006)Moreover, h practice large organizations may hawn ambiguous and
complex structure, which in turn it iglifficult to identify a person engage with multiple
external stakeholderkastly, the language of the questionnaire can be a barrier. On the other
hand, theravas only 34 out of 50, arour&B8%,that completed theurvey after the screening

stage which may result from the length of the surveyor such employees to redotand
completethe survey, they shoukkethe necessity, impomae, and benefits towattlem and

their organization.

Later in this sectionsection 6.1 6.3 elaborateelationshig between constructs connected

the result with the theoretical tdrature. Section 6.4 summarizes potential multilevel
mechanism that brings dynamic capabilities $takeholder orientation to the organizasio

After this, it will be adiscussion part dhe preliminary result of EFA, which i® compare it

with theexpectation from the literature

6.1 Individual competencies and organizational adaptability

Employees and managers are involved in every stage of change processes that occur in the
organizationfrom initiation to implementatiorfCaldwell, 2003; Osagie et al., 201@}heir
competencies, a complex of knowledge, skilid attitudes, are engaged decisons,
processes and structur e, and therefore, i nflue
characteristics. They also determine the success in task performance and in problem solving
in any circumstancéFelin et al.,, 2012; Osagie et al., 2016; Wiek et al., 20ll)this
researchthe focus is on th€SR contextlt was hypothesized that individuals with CSR
related competencies manage the CSR processesvay that allows necessary flexibility

and adaptability in response to continuously changingades and needs of stakeholders.
According to section 5.1.1he empirical findings support this following relationship. Some,

not all, individual competencie significanty correlate to four characteristics of
organizational adaptability.

Hypothesist Some, i f not all, indivi dabiityto compet enci
maintain a limited amount of structure

From the empirical result, it idound that only CBR management competencies is
significantly related to limited structuie = .426, p < 0.05)This competence encompasses

31



leadership, management andrepteneurship competencies. Employeesl managers are
capable of taking lead and implementing CSR processes through arattgensition. They

manage people and process under specified timeframe and budget, as well as, take risks and
seek new CSR busirespportunities for the firm. In addition, the individuals also encourage
employees in ownership of the CSR project, preventing a resistance to (Gaage, et al.

2016) Of these,a structure is a tool for CSR professionals to organize and control the
proceses |t provi des a framewor k, such as rol e,
behavior (Kantenet al, 2015) Since CSR issues are complex and ambiguous while the
stakeholder demands are uncertéhmgusLeppan et al. (2010) indicated leadershiand
management skills of individuals are used to emerge simple rules and a continuous process of
improvisation, or limited structure, into CSR implementatitirenables sensemaking to be
embedded in the processes, which encourages a new CSR directi@pianadaption to a

new change in the industry and new stakeholder denm@ol@manet al., 2007)With this
approach, the individuals effectively manage CSR processes thediynamic environment.

On the other hand, for other competencies, they mightetate to the integration ofntiited

structure in the process.

Hypothesis 2:S 0 me if not all, i ndividual competenci e
maintain extensive communications.

Three competencies are found to significantly relate to sixtercommunication. First is

CSR management competendies .478, p<0.01jhat refers to leadership and management

abilities of individuals(Osagie et al., 2016)The CSR professionals with this competence
contributeto a construction of extensive comnieation and coordination channels to support

the CSR implementatioThey allow employees from different levels and responsibilities,

who work in a high degree of task division, to connect to one another and exchange relevant
expertise and knowledge to nzge CSR projectJanz and Prasarnphanich, 208 turn,

this creates a joint understanding on vision and milestones, and commit in supporting a

c omp any 6 s(Nijdof et &.c2006)d Ime misunderstanding of conflicting and confused

data is minimized(Sanders, 2004)Secondly, interpersonal competencies is significantly
correlated to extensive communicati@wn= 0.410, p<0.05). The individuals have good social,
communication and networking skills in convincing and stimatatpeople in working on

CSR challenge¢Osagie et al., 2016Extensive communication is, therefore, a channel for

them to execute their skills. With this competence, it allows CSR professionals to listen to
different interpretations, gain feedback, angdaonvince and navigate how CSR should be

put into practi c &sagiaeta.e20)6|Ae fiom tha woarkyoDentoni k

and Veldhuizen (2012pPr. Jan Kees Vis, a Global Director Sustainable Sourcing Department

of Unilever, drove to make the improvement on the CSR processegih communication.

He was Afcontinuously |listening and discussi ng(
making the suggestion to otherséo Lastly, it
also relate significantly to external communicatign = 0.439, p<0.01) During the
implementation of CSR, there ararious changes occurred. Employees have different
interpretations and opinions about the changes and this may lead to resistance to change or
people going along with the change while passivelisting it (Johnsonet al, 2015)

Therefore, this competenceertain attributeand attitudes of individual, may help to change

ot herds mindset or convince the change through
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Hypothesis 3:Some, if not all, individual competenciesacercr el at ed t o f i r mdés

conduct low cost experimentation to probe the future

There are two individual competencies that found to be positively codelatduture
probing. The first competepcis instrumental competencigs = 0.367, p < 0.05)This
competency encompasses the understanding of CSR relevant standards and regulation
(Osagie et al., 2016)t means that the individuals know how and why particular CSR issues

in different contexts arise and emerge to practices of the organizaltiepaiie also able to

bring the knowledge base into practices, examining the implementation of gociall
responsible behaviors.niployeesapply necessary and important standards to organizational
CSR strategy and progges and keep them compliance vsiidtutoryregulation, government

laws and regulation$n addition the individuals establish CSR regulation for use within their
organization or known as seffgulation (Black, 1996) Some technical standards may
potentially be adoptk as a guide to describe what is good and bad pra@®akzer and
Scheuer, 2003Furthermore it is to develop caegulation with the governme(iakpodiaet

al, 2016) The rules are formulated together and thereafter the individuals maintain the
performance disclosure to the regulation. However, by time, all forms of regulation and
policy must be adapted to the change of external environment. In relation to low cost probes,
the individuals with instrumental competencies use them to identify possiladeizatonal
actions and select the appropriate choice to adapt to CSR legislation and regulation of the
organization.They can extract what really matters for the organizattar. example, the
individuals participate in meeting with different institutibiséakeholders to envision future
changes on mandatory and voluntary regulations. The influential movements that may cause
impacts are tracked and assessed. Then, they anticipate and construct functional rules to
regulate the CSR related behavior accongir{@sagie et al., 2016 his includes preparing

the organization to new statutory regulations and amending CSR relateegsddition and
co-regulation.

The second one is CSR management competencies, with r = 0.401 and p<0.05. CSR
professionals withthis competence seek for new CSR related business opportunities for the
firms (Osagie et al., 2016)Therefore, low cost probes can be a useful toalive good
implications for future and develop some visions for the organization to embrace it
(Andriopoudos andGotsi, 2006) Moreover, CSR management competencies also sétatn

ability to lead the transition toward CgRsagie et al., 2016Yhe individuals may integrate
probing into the management systems. riblgng is done b a regular basisyhen te future
eventually arrivesthe managers hawptions reailly for quick adjustmento the changeln
addition, individuas might not only use probe to react to future, but alsmetimes anticipate

or even create the CSRlated future developme(iisenhardt and Browri,997)

Hypothesis 4 Some, if not all, individual competenes ar e correl ated to
manage a transition process between current and future project seamlessly

The empirical findings support the hypotheses. There arec@mpetencies found to
significantly correlateo link in time. These competeres include foresight thinking, system
thinking, instrumental understanding, CSR management competencies, interpersonal
competencies and personal value driven competencies.

Three of them, foresight thinkin@@ = 0.471) system thinkingr = .491)and instrunental
understandingr = .437)are in a cognitive oriented domain. This implies that individuals
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utilize their comprehensive understanding and knowledge to contribute to project transition
management. They can supply visions on both issues and promdimiprs for the
organizations to develop new CSR projects. Réfesor bachodés (2007) cycl e,
envisioning stage, CSR professionals provide insights on which project should be initiated;
whom should be involved in the new project; how CSR projéctulsl be preceded
strategically. For other stages, the individuals can evaluate the relevant system and subsystem
and notify necessary changes on iweltaboration, structure and processes to the
organization.

The fourth one is functional competenciesGSR management competencies (r = .616, p <
0.01). CSR professionals have a sense of O6knov
practice: making decision on CSR related development; building up their own milestones;
creating critical alliances ihin and outside the organization in suppatthe project and
organizing and facilitating CSR implementation and transition.

Interpersonal competencies can help to mobilize people to work, act, coordinate and keep the
project moving through networkingnd discussion. Cooperation and coordination among
employees facilitate the organization in facing the resistance to tratistriew CSR project

(Helfat and Peteraf, 2014).

For personal driven competencies, individuate intrinsically driven to workn CSR related
projects. They can contribute to all stages of project transition management. Personal value
was found to be one key that enhances the performance and yields positive outcomes for
businesse@Naldman and Siegel, 2008)

All in all, there isa limited literature on the contribution of individuals to organizational
outcome to explain the relationships found. Moreover, Schon (1983)Laxadbach (2007)

stated the importance of reflection competenciesh@ project transition management

which the empirical result does not support this. The future research with larger database
needgo be done to explore the link between CSR related competencies and project transition
management. It can confirm whether refleetcompetencies is vital to thpocess or not. It

might be that the reflection process in individual is not explicit. It is embedded in individual
understanding and knowledge and collectively integrated into organizational decision, action
and process.

6.2 Organizational adaptability and dynamic capabilities for stakeholder
orientation

Dentoni, et & (2012) suggested dynamic capabilities for staddeler orientation supported

CSR implementation processes to effectively monitor the changes in societal demands and
reconfigure coalitions with stakeholdeaad internal infrastructurén time. The capaliities

include sensing stakeholders, interacting with stakeholders, learning with stakeholders,
learning from stakeholders, and changing based on stakeholders. It is essential to provide
optimal management effort to manage stakeheldes theymay affecta long term
achievement of the organizat®(Chinyio and Olomolaiye, 2010; Hillman and Keim, 2001)

The capability is however unobservable rad depends on therganizational systenthat

makes it happen. The structure and processes accumulate-lkoavacross the organizations

and they ar¢ool and templatedr managers to exercise theompetencies. High adaptability
facilitates the development and ¢tpnent of dynamic capabilitiesThe relationships
between the dynamic capabilities and organizational characterisigre, therefore,
examined.From section5.2.2, the findings suggeshat only low cost probe and project
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transition management lead to all capabilities $tekeholder orientation while limited
structure and extensive communication correlate to none of them.

Hypothesis: 5: The limited struatre contributes to the better dynamic capabilities for
stakeholder orientation

Literatures indicate that this organizational characteristicshmiganizatios to effectively

and flexibly change in accordance to the external environment by controlleeffantive
improvisation. However, empirical results do not support the following hypothesis. Limited
structure does not correlate to any dynamic capabilities for stakeholder oriertatibght

be that it is only the moderating factarhe important keymight lie onindividuals who
control the speed and quality of improvisation. Limited structure provides a chance for them
to improvise ideas and solutignsvhich makes CSR processes flexibly adjustable to
stakehol der sbd «ltha effgcBvenesafnpdbcedurdRivkin ane Siggelkow,
2003; Feldman and Pentland, 2003)ith sufficient structure,individuals improvise
effectively to capture opportunities arewer mistakegrone(Davis et al., 2009)

Hypothesis 6:The higher amount of communicatiavithin organization contributes to the
better dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation.

From literatures insection 2.3.1, extensive communication plays a role in knowledge
managementproviding organizations a common understanding, real tifeniation and
problem solving ability. All these elements then facilitdte organizational change process
However, the resultsdid not support the hypothesis and literature. Tddensive
communication does not have a significant relationship with dimarapabilities for
stakeholder orientation. The hypothesis is rejected. Similar to limited structure, it might
depend on the quality of knowledge and expertise of individuals to manage the information
and knowledge. CSR professionals face a dense masgoafation and therefore they
should be able to figure out what really matters for the situéifl@vernich, 2015)

Hypothesis 7:The more low cost experiment to probe future in the organization contributes
to the bettedynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation

Hypothesis is not rejected. Low cost probe correlates to all dynamic capabilities for
stakeholder orientation. It can be used to generate immediate knowledge and rapid learning,
which organizations can us¢eo moni t or and adaptively <change
expectation over timeE{senhardt and Martin, 2000Yith sensing capabilities (r = 0.363,
p<0.05), probing can facilitate the organizations in accessing changing demands and
identifying opportunities for CSR related developmeA good example appears in an
interview by Denton and Veldhuizen 2012) A Global Director Sustainable Sourcing
Developmentattendeda number of events regardimggpbal sustainability issuefaving a
discussion with vadus institutional stakeholders. Later he proposed new CSR inigative
partnering with stakeholders to be responsible for undertaking changes. Alternatively,
employees and manageran also learn via indirect probd$ey can participate in a regular
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meeting pondering about the fut wWenmndafroch gai n Kk
futurists(Eisenhardt and Brown, 199&ndriopoulos andsotsi, 2006)

Secondly, low cost probes play a role in interacting with stakeholder (r = 0.368,05).

The organizations can use the probeairiorm of active interactions or alliags with

stakeholders. Therganizatosmay f i rstly develop Aweemedd tiesodo v
time information exchange, especiallyn the changing of their demands. Once these
stakeholders seem to increase tidluences the organizationican pepareanadjustment on

a degree of engagement accordinghor some salient stakeholders the organizatioay

form partnership to have a joint decision on CSR initiatives, monitor demands and ensure

their support(Huber, 1991) As a result, the organizatisrcan interactwith appropriate
stakeholdersand interaction level in a timely manner. Resource and effort are provided to

each of stakeholder optimally.

In addition, low cost probes have significant correlations Veéming (r = .520, p < 0.01)

and changing (r = .428, p<0.05) capabiliti€he organizatiommay use prolwto identify a

way to effectivéy internalize knowledge from stakeholders into practices as wethaks
changs oninfrastructure based on stakeholdd?sobes camive rapid feedbacks on cause
effect relationship of the actions reflecting what succeeds and what fails. The direction
including alternative and implementation with which the organization should move forward is
given (Huber, 1991; Fong, 2006This experimental learning can hehge organizatios to

avoid repetitive mistakgg-ong, 2006)If an observed outcome of one probe is not satisfied, a
new experiment is carried out again to find a best suit to the sitatimblom, 1959)

Hypothesis 8 Thecompany manages the transition management processes between current
and future project contributes to the better dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation

From table 5.2, it indi&tes that empirical findings support the relationship between transition
management process and dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation. The transition
management contributes to all capabilities significantly: sensing (r = .370, p<0.05),

interactng (r = .536, p < 0.01), learning (r = .395, p < 0.05), and changing (r = .411, p <

0.01). The process itself allows the organizations to gain a direction for a new CSR project

and drive allocation of resources and people to address particulalespommental issues.

This includes a stakeholder management progf@ninfgio and Olomolaiye, 20)0In every

project, there are project stakehol ders who
interests may have affected as a result of project execution pr oj ect (PMlo mpl et i on
1996, p. 16) Setting the new CSR project the organizations have debates about how to deal

with stakeholder¢Dentoni and Veldhuizen, 2012)hey need to assess their current approach

to satisfy stakeholders dranticipate other potential stakeholders that majuémfce the

whol e process from initiation to operation st
discussed and incorporated into strategy and practices. The choice and interaction level

should be appropriately selected and managed. Therefore, the feywrgj&ct carmaintain

stakehol der so satisfaction and avoid any unr
stakeholdergManowong and Ogunlana, 2010jander and Atkin, 2010)At the same time,

the achievement of the project gains shpport(Manowong and Ogunlana, 2010)

In the literature, Loorbach (2007) came up with four stages to manage CSR transition
processes and they can be a great reference to show the linkage to dynamic capabilities for
stakeholder oriatation. In strategic envisioning, sensing capabilities is embedded to develop

the strategy for the new CSR projeathat project needs to be initiated and who are project
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stakelolders. The organizations colldcture interests and expectations of batiseéng and
potentialstakeholders; f@castheir behaviors; and determitteeir influences throughout the
project life cycle Second is tactical networking, which allows the organizations to execute
their interacting capabilities. The organizations eegagoject stakeholders in different
mechanisms (informing, consulting, involving, and partnering) to support the CSR projects.
Third stage of transition management process is operational innovation. It involves with
learning and changing capabilities. Tdrganizations incorporate collective knowledgernir
stakeholdes and make changesn internal infrastructure itmplementation of new CSR
projects. The last stage is reflexive monitoring and evaluation. It can bring feedbacks and
improvement on CSR execati process for a next cycle of the new project. This also
includes how the organization can amend their sensing, interacting, learning and changing
capabilities.

Of these, it demonstrates how dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation potentially

interplay in the transition management process. If the organigatiann age t he pr oj ect

C

<

in timeod, the organizations wil/l keep accessi

proactively orient themselves towards them.

6.3 Individual competencies ad dynamic capabilities for stakeholder
orientation

Hypothesis9:Some, i f not al |, i ndividual competenci e

capabilities for stakeholder orientation.

Individuals are a key factor that can hinder or support the CSfReinentation process
(Dievernich, et al., 2015)They have responsibilities in organizing managerial attention and

resources to stakeholdersd needs and expectat

influence the organizational performance and autdFelin et al.,, 2012;Aguinis and
Glavas, 201p Therefore, when managing the CSRhe dynamic environment, it was then

hypothesized that CSR professional sd competen

deployment of four capabilés for stakeholdeorientation inwhich Dentoni et al. 2012
claimed theorganizations should governhe relationships between four dynamic capabilities
and eight individual competencies from Osagie et al. (2016) were examined. The results are
shown in section 5.1.3. Thenfiings support the hypothesis. There are various significant
links between these two constructs.

In cognitive oriented domainystem thinking and instrument understary are found to
correlate taall dynamiccapabilitiesfor stakeholder orientatiorhis is also supported by the

work of Helfat and Peteraf (2014) that the cognitive capabilities contribute to dynamic

capabilities. The individuals wuse their O0know

multi-sources of information and draw only relavanformation to be in used to address CSR
related challengeéCohen and Levinthal, 1990; Kosslyn and Rosenberg, 28e6at and
Peteraf, 2014)This facilitates the organizatismo obtain more accurate inputs and quickly
sense new opportunities to orido stakeholdersHelfat and Peteraf, 2014n addition, the
individuals may develop logic and reasoning to evaluate information, arguments and solution
to support interacting, learning, and changing capabil{i@&szzanig, et al., 2010Every
action,decision and solution are evaluated to be rational before taking @dtionetheless
foresight thinking that is in this domain does not appear to significantly correlate to any
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capabilities for stakeholder orientation. It might be that only competertsigl§ is not

sufficient to enhance the capabilities.

CSR management competencies, a functional oriented domain, is significantly correlated to

all dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation. According to description by Osagie et al.

(2016), it is tear on how CSR professionals can contribute to sensing, interacting, learning

and changing because they possess o6know howo.
CSR and should be able to translate and realize these development into busimbssitgpo

for the companyd (Osagie et al ., 2016, p . 242
well as future CSR development of the organization, and are able to develop CSR vision. This

implies that the individuals assess the sasigironmental demaits of stakeholders, evaluate

the information and identify opportunities for organization. This then enhances the sensing
capabilities for the organization. Secondihe individuals are able to buiklliances with

important individuals outside the compawiich infers that they can support the interacting

capability. Lastly, the individuals can manage CSR processes and people through change and
transition. This may include the management of knowledge from stakeholder and
reconfiguration of internal struatue and pr ocesses. They can al so
changedéd by inspiring and motivating otherso, v
stakeholders (Osagie et al., 2016, p. 242).

For social oriented domain or interpersonal competenciesfauind to significantly relate to

sensing, interacting, and learning capabilities. This competence facilitates collaboration and
cooperation with others by using communication and networking skills. CSR professionals
encourage their colleagues to shaferimation that they obtain from different sources. More

distinctive ideas and inputs from stakeholders are integrated, which allows the organizations

to sense and discover more CSR related opportunities. Moreover, individuals can use their

skill to intera¢ wi t h stakehol der s. They enable to rep
challenges and create trust with stakeholders. Furthermore, the individuals also coach and
help coll eagues to integrate stakehodalger sé int

work. People know how to incorporate and codify knowledge from stakeholders into
practices. As a result, this can increase individual learning and lead to organizational learning
as well as learning capabilities of the organizatidober, 1991; Alavand Tiwana, 2002)
Nonetheless, the competence does not relate to changing capabilities. This might be that the
interpersonal competencies may a minor support but not in a vital influence on changing
capabilities. However, it is contradicted to an argoimaf Teece and Pisano (1994)he
research indicatk that social skills can creatan alignment among members of the
organization on changing conditions and in turn support asset configuration. Macmillan and
Guth (1985) also claimed that the compeeisimportant to overcome dnertia and barrier

to change.

Under meta oriented domaionly personal value driven competencies is found to relate to all
capabilities for stakeholder orientationtire dynamic environmeniThe competenceefers to

ability of an individual to strive on addressing CSR related issues due to their personal ethical
values. CSR professionals are intrinsically driven. They feel ownership and responsibility for
the problem and actively take part in stakeholutéented activitiesTherefore all actions

they takecontribute to C8 organizational capabilitieRobertson1991, p. 120 claimed that

fié employees bring their valuesitdo the work setting ,whereas Hemingway R005)
mentioned CSR implementation is the result from CSR prafessa pessé@nal value and
beliefs. However, fopersonal attributes and attitudes and reflection competencies, they do
not correlate to any capabilitiek might be that they complementtdt d er compet enci e
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contribution since the individual competenciase interrelated andpplied in integrated
manner (Delamare Le Deist and Winterton, 2005).

6.4 Summary of multilevel mechanism

From the results of nine hypotheses, miaitiel mechanisms that contribute to development
of dynamic capabilities for stakelder can be determined. Figure 6.1 below depicts the
relationship from individual to organizational levalsdto organizational capabilities.

Mechanism 1

Dynamic capabilities for
stakehdlder orientation

Sensing stakeholders

Individual competencies

Instrumental understanding

Organizational adaptability
Low cost probe

Interacting with stakeholders

Learning from stakeholders
Changing based on stakeholders

CSR management competencies

Mechanism 2

Dy namic capabilities for

stakeholder orientation
| Sensing stakeholders

| ndividual com petencies
System thinking
Instrumental understanding
CSR. management competencies

Or ganizational adaptability

e . . | Interacting with stakeholders
»| Link in time (Project transition management)

—»| Learning from stakeholders
» Changing based on stakeholders

Personal value driven competendes

Mechanism 3

Individual competencies
Interpersonal competencies

Figure 6.1: Three nultilevel mechanism for building dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation

Dy namic capabilities for

stakehdlder orientation
»| Sensing stakeholders

Organizational adaptability

Link in time (Project transition manag ement)

Interacting with stakeholders

Learning from stakeholders

There are three different pathways. Finsistrumental understandingné CSR management
competenciegontribute to low cost probe and in turn develop all dynamic capabiidres
stakeholder orientation.Second, four competencies (system thinking, instrurhenta
understanding, CSR management competencies and personal value driven competencies)
influence the building of dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation. They are mediated
by project transition management. Third, the interpersonal competencieibwiento only

link in time. However collectively the competence suppodsly sensing, interacting and
learning capability.

From these, it shows thatfidirent individual competencies lead ddferent mechanisma
contributing to the development oforganizational capabilities. The heterogeneity of
individual plays a role in the process

6.5Measure reliability and validation

From Osagieet al. (2016), there are eight individual competencies derived from literature
review and interiews with CSR professionals. The ratkmethod was used to overcome the
limitation of using any one data collection method. The scales were developed from the
definition from the competencies, which contributes to 52 itétosvever, due to the number

of the number of respondents, the reliability and validity of individual competencies measure

39



cannot be assessed. The larger database in needed. Therefore, in this sectibmp only
analyses of organizational adaptability and dynamic capabilities for stakelooigetation
are discussed.

For organizational adaptability;dm the preliminary resultt was found that in tot22 items

can be classified tno four factors, namelysemistructure, low cost probe, cross project
management and project transition marmagnt.Howeverth e Cr on b aaf prdiest al p h a
transition managemeippeared to be negatjwehich cannot determine the reliability of the

measure. This iglue to two items under ithfactorthat have negative factor loadings. The

items include6 A p tr cogrdsator leads pjoe c t transitions6 and &éThe
project managemeit The use of &mightobe enalid since & pedannviaot or 6

leads the project might be in other positions, including project manager. Besides, for another

item, this indicates that the CSR progeate likely torun in low hierarchyThese two items

need to be reworded to give thesitivefactor loading Apart from hese four factors, there

are twosubquestions that wertaken out becausef cross loadinginaddi t i on, for 6N
teams are mix of old and new teamb, it appeare
one factor is not reliable. Future research with a larger sampkeided to assess whether this

specific itemeffectively reflecs the conept of semistructure&subsequent research with large

dataset is required to-mvaluateit. In comparison tohteoretical matrixKoberg et al(2003)

developed four measures based on the worlEieénhardt and Brownl1997) intrafirm

structure linkage, improvisation experimentation and transitioning across projeicisFaic

both are quite smilar. The intrafirm structure linkagis a combi@ation of coordination and

crossfunctional mechanism. Together with improvisation, these are the characteristics of

0 s e mi s tHorEEA resultecdmmunication is combihevith limited structure itemsThe

cross project mechanism isearated as another measurewlcost probe and project

transition managemeralso appearedthe sameHowever, there are some shifts feome

items and needed to be reevaluated.

Another constructs dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation. AccordinDenton|

(2012) there are four capabilities: sensing stakeholders, interacting stakeholders, learning
from stakeholders and chging based on stakeholdei& items are derived from definitisn

of each capability. The result of EFA shottat the iters of sensig stakeholders have

great representative of thepadility. All expected items falin the same categorized factor.
Items of learning from stakeholder and changing based on stakeholder are formed one factor.
This may be that these two factors are nalyda distinguish for the respondents. When the
organizations learn from stakeholders incorporating the knowledge into organizational
practices, it may count as an action to change based on stakeholders. On the other hand, it can
be that the items to measulearning from stakeholder is lesser than three. A creation of
multiple subscale might need to make this factor become unidimensiBeée andValler,

2002) Similar for integrating stakeholder items, they fall between two factors. This showed
that the items of interacting with akehol@r are not effective. Theems might need to be
reevaluated. Some additional subscale might need to amend the repi@seaf the
construct domain.
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7.CONCLUSION

This study aims to explore mulével mechanismshat can bring to the development of the
dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation, unpacking it from the bottom up view.
However, due to samples size of the research, the application and interpretation of the data is
limited. The results are not cdaosive and cannot be used for prediction. This research can
only give ideas on the study relationships and to discover the amount of information that is
available.

There argwo important contributions from the study of this research relationship, tiest
findings provide aontributive transformation of individual to firm level and colleciyve®
organizational capabilities. Five individual competencies (system thinking, instrumental
understanding, CSR management competencies, interpersonal cangsetmd personal
value driven competencies) engage in building dynamic capesilitor stakeholder
orientation wherea®Ww cost probe and project transition management are the medidters.
summary of the relationship ghown in section 6.4f the stuly is repeated and the results
are confirmed with larger database, this can sugpodrgument ofelin and Foss (2009) on

the importance of microfoundatiankdividual factorsare the underlying constituensmd

their heterogeneity bring the differencr organizational outcomes and performafiteece,

2007; Felin andFoss, 2009; Felin et al., 2015)hey should be clarified, not ignoretihe
micro-level researcltan be used to explain varioosganizationaloutcomes and grease
robustness of macilevel work (Molina-Azorin, 2014 Felin et al., 2016 Moreover, it can
indicate the usefulness of using more than one level of analysis as it can provide insightful
information on the mechanisms to develop dynamic capabilities for stakeholder orientation.
This can be added up to macro managemesgarch and guidanéer manages to manage

CSR implementation process.

Secong semistructure and extensive communication are not mediating factors for this
relationship. It might be that these two organizationatattaristics are usually controlled by

a top level management. Even thoughividuals see their contributioto organizational
capabilities they mightbe limited by their role and authority. On the other hand, even
semistructure and extensive communmatare provided, it still depends on individuals who
put them into use to develop and deploy dynamic capabilies.individual competencies
determine speed and quality of the improvisation as well as acquisition and application of
knowledge from extengge communication From this semistructure and extensive
communication might play a moderating role instead. They may facilitate or inhibit the
individuals to execute their competencies on development of dynamic capabilities.

Regarding reliability and \iity of measures, the research with the larger database is needed

to validate the scales. The results of this part show that these two items of organizational
adaptability6 A pr oj ect coordinator |l eads project tra
prgo ect managementd® have to be reworded to rever
Three items need to be reevaluated whether it individually represent the construct in the larger

dat abase. These include AA pr odefcitnepderrhetrmangs
ONew teams are a mix of old and new team memb
pl anning versus reacting to future devel opmen
orientation, measures of sensing stakeholder are well reprdsdtems of learning from
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stakeholders and changing based on stakeholder fall for the same factor. They might be
closely correlated. To solve this, additional item for learning from stakeholders should be
added. On the other hand, items of interactintp wtakeholders showed to not be effective

and the suggestion is to add more items.

8. MANAGERIAL IMPL ICATIONS

As from findings, it suggests competencies possessed by individual contribute to dynamic
capabilities for stakeholder orientation. Managers Ehoecognize that their employees are

key factor to bring an achievement of CSR implementation processaslang term.
Therefore, they should stimulate the development and improvement of individual
competencies to support tipeocess and performance. $tean be done through activities
such as ofjob training, classroom training or seffanaged learning. The individuals can
acquire know how and skills to enhance the work and goals of C8Rties. Some
competencies neetd be prioritized. Followed theesults, the competencies include system
thinking, instrumental understanding, CSR management competencies and interpersonal
competenciesThe great handn processes that managers need their people to engage to are
low cost probes and project transitionrmagementFor personal value driven competencies,

it is related tooneb6s et hi cal val ue that intrinsically
processes. It implies that individuals are comrditte integrate into the processThe
organizations therefore shiol provide a chancand facilitate thento bring ou their views

and competenciedloreover, managers may use semistructure and extensive communication,
as moderating factors, to facilitate the contribution of individual to organizhtapabilities.

This allow moreCSRrelated opportunities to be discovered and created in supporting the
change toward stakeholders.

9. LIMITATION AND RECOMMENDATION

9.1 Recommendation for data collection

Sample sizés the main constraint of this research and it was dérikom the process of data
collection.This step should be improved to gain more resmm@meralizability and validity

of the resultin practice, there were many limitations that were faced. Ondaisguage of
guestionnaire that is available only Emglish. Each country in Eldountriesmostly has his

own languaggeand the comprehensive understanding in English of individsiaifferent It

then can be barrierand affecs the willingness to participate the survéyherefore, more
options of the gestionnaire language should be available, or the scope of country should be
smallerwith local language questionnair®@econd limitation is the selected respondents. The
subject of the researds CSR professionals, working in large organizations. Th&RC
activities are highly visible and gain a great deal of public attention. The employees would
have been flooded with number of questionnaires. Taking in account of their workload, these
people may get fatigued to respond. In addition, structutbedfirge organization is more
complex and ambiguous compared to small and medium comp#niesuld bedifficult to

reach to the eligible respondents for collectgugh large numbers of responses this
research The recommendation is to build a strong catioe with the organizatian The
communication on research benefits of the organization should be convincing and inspiring. It
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should make CSR professiondéel necessity, importece, and benefits toward them and
their organizationIncentives for the mpondentamight also be a choice as wellpart from
recommendation based on limitati@uring preparation, it is the most important process. The
research should have a weliganized and planned collection of data, ensuring that addresses
obtained are ugated. Day for survey delivery and reminder should be specified. Pivot table
function in excelis sug@sted. It is helpfufor arranging the respondent contact and survey
distribution.

9.2Recommendation for future research

The collection ofa larger databse is rguired to reaccess anthe preassumptions of the
relationship and developed scalef questionnaires of this preliminary researdrhe
researcher should understand why the items are included and decide to drop or add items. As
a result, the reseeh will provide the insights on how individual competencies play a role in
developing organizenal adaptability, which alsteads to building dynamic capabilities for
stakeholder orientation. The CSR management team can have a guideline for managing CSR
project through time under dynamic change sot a k e h o | d edemadds.Usiogc i et al
regression, it capvaluate fowhich level is influential and needs to be prioritizédcanbe

further used for predictionln addition, it isimportantalso toinvestgatethe interrelationship

of individual competencieis the CSR implementation proce&ven one might not show the
correlationwith other construstbut it might provide a support emother competencie$his

is because all competencies are interlinked applied in integrated mannédelamare Le

Deist and Winterton, 2005).

Moreover, onesuggestion is teonduct qualitative research with CSR professionals on these
constructs in parallel and triangulate the results. The qualitative data can helpainiegpl
and clarification the finding of the quantitative results with a suppaorhn fthe limited
literature studiesf the relationshipAs a result, the triangulation of mirethod can enhance
the quality and meaningfulness of findings by making useesttength of one another and
overcoming the weakness of one data soukgeinis andGlavas 2012)also suggested it is
fruitful for collecting data from different levels of analysis. The rewill be more complete,

in depth as well as generalized.

Another interesting topic is to access this relationship in atbetors ancentities These
include government, NGO and academitke results are then compared to explsoene
similarities andlifferences among different contexts.
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