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1. Introduction 
In European as well as in other international contexts, regional stakeholders are normally integrated 
into regional development strategies. It is argued that regional stakeholders have knowledge to 
identify economic and societal problems more precisely and develop innovative and appropriate 
solutions better than non-regional stakeholders (Luyet et al. 2012; Thompson 2002). 

On the one hand, it is assumed that the integration of regional stakeholders improves project design 
and leads to a better understanding of issues and regional challenges (Reed, 2008). On the other 
hand, Stepanova (2015) and Luyet (2012) argue that even if quality principles of team work, like fair 
play, transparency and early involvement of stakeholders are applied, critical situations appear 
(Hoegel and Gemuenden, 2001, Stenseke, 2009). Therefore, team composition, rules of cooperation 
and capabilities in co-creating solutions are frequent topics in the discussion on how to tackle 
stakeholder participation in development projects (Stepanova, 2015; Luyet, 2012). 

In the cross-border project entitled Benefit4Regions (B4R), ten sub-projects – so-called case studies – 
were formed to identify regional problems and deduce solutions and concepts related to these 
problems. Case study members included municipalities, municipal organizations and other 
organizations stemming from both sides of the Danish- German border. 

Foray (2016) points to the fact that fruitful cooperation among regional stakeholders means not just to 
integrate single public actors, which then could create new public policy activities in a top down 
manner. Fruitful cooperation among regional actors would request putting stakeholders with oftentimes 
diverse cultural backgrounds into a common discovery process. Such a process is complex and may 
be difficult to manage. 

Our task was to investigate case study member and stakeholder participation and the effect of their 
participation on the quality of case study work. 

The research questions which guided our investigation were as follows: 

Reflecting on the Ladder of Participation: Chapter 2 
§ How to define stakeholder participation? 
§ How to describe different levels of participation? 
§ What are the determinants of stakeholder participation? 

 
Overcoming the Limitations of the Ladder of Participation: Chapter 3 
§ How to describe various types of stakeholder participation? 
§ Which types of stakeholder participation create which kind of output? 

 
Boosting Case Study Work Quality and Stakeholder Participation: Chapter 4 
§ What are the impact factors, output factors and performance criteria of case study work quality 

(from a team work perspective)? 
§ What are the essential (practical implications) for managing case studies as teams? 
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2. Key Concepts and Terminology 
In the contemporary discussion on participation, different accentuations can be identified. While 
Arnstein (1969) focuses on different degrees of participation from low to high (Reed 2008; Goetz and 
Gaventa, 2001; Lawrence, 2006; Luyet, 2012), other researchers have put more stress on finding the 
most important determinants that impact the manageability of stakeholder participation. Rowe and 
Frewer (2000) put emphasis on the direction of communication flow among the involved actors. 
Thomas (1993) and Beierle (2002) argue that normative versus pragmatic participation is relevant for 
managers of stakeholder participation, whereas Lynam et al. (2009) as well as Tippett et al. (2007) 
view the specifics of the project objectives as the most important aspect for managing stakeholder 
participation (see also Reed, 2008). Finally, Stepanova (2015) views the phenomenon of stakeholder 
participation as being impacted by capabilities in knowledge creation and conflict resolution. 

Within the structure of the B4R project, each case study group manages itself. In principle, each case 
study can be viewed as a sub-project. The case study leader was asked to guide the group and to 
moderate the process of developing a structure for managing stakeholder participation and enabling 
the members to cooperate and to develop conflict resolution capabilities for tackling problems. Due to 
these requirements, our understanding of participation touches upon ideas from Arnstein (1969), Luyet 
(2012) and Stepanova (2015) by combining the idea of getting to higher degrees of participation – as 
stakeholder participation itself was defined as project target – with a focus on cooperation and conflict 
resolution as vital determinants for achieving stakeholder participation to a fruitful end. 

In the following paragraphs, definitions of key terminology will be given, and key concepts of 
stakeholder participation will be explained. 

Collaboration: In the context of stakeholder participation within projects is defined as collaboration 
among various stakeholders for reaching common goals. Instead of competing, stakeholders develop 
capabilities in exchanging resources and information for deducing solutions and knowledge, while also 
developing conflict resolution capabilities (Luyet, 2012 and Stepanova, 2015). Conflicts can accrue 
due to asymmetric power dependencies, due to converging goals and/or action scripts. 

Capabilities: It is combinations of competences and resources within a project. While resources are 
inputs like financial resources, premises to use and knowledge and skills the stakeholder provide 
(Kazadi et al., 2016), competences are human resources targeted towards knowledge and solution- 
creation as well as towards conflict resolution (Stepanova, 2015). 

Stakeholder participation: In line with Luyet (2012), we have defined five levels of stakeholder 
participation. While Luyet (2012) focuses on the decision process and power, we have additionally 
linked the aspects of related resources (e.g. working hours) and capabilities into Luyets’ 
conceptualization (Stepanova, 2015). The levels of participation in our model are named as follows: a) 
non-participation, b) low participation, c) participation, d) high participation and finally e) partnership. 

The five different levels of stakeholder participation are described below (see figure 1). 

Non-participation is a phase where stakeholders who match the project (case study) consider 
participating. The recommendation related to this level is to initiate activities to attract potential 
stakeholders. 

Low participation is characterized by activities of exchanging information for finding out how to 
involve stakeholders in the project. On this level the leader of the project (or case study) should learn 
about the needs, targets and competences of the stakeholders. It is very vital to screen the capabilities 
and motives of stakeholders. 

Participation can be described by learning about the competences and demands of the stakeholders 
from the project and by getting into discussions about targets and related issues. Conflicts regarding 
resources and diverging targets will surface. In this phase, capabilities in conflict resolution are vital, 
as participation is the minimum level a case study needs to reach to prevent a stand still situation. 

High Participation is characterized by common ground, constructive conflict management and a 
structure in which stakeholders are enabled to both deduce standardized solutions related to specific 
targets and to engage in a discovery process to find innovative solutions to project challenges. 
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Partnership is the highest level of stakeholder participation. On this level, stakeholders build trustful 
relationships, cooperate effectively and have acquired capabilities in translating action scripts of 
partners with other cultural backgrounds. Exchange of information leads to the creation of new 
knowledge. Stakeholders have implemented a structure and a set of rules which allows combining top- 
down and bottom-up process, related to specific kinds of targets. 

Figure 1: Ladder of Stakeholder Participation in Projects (adapted from Arnstein 1969, Luyet, 2012 
and Stepanovas, 2015) 

 
Level of Participation Capabilities in Deducing Solutions Capabilities in Conflict Resolution 

Partnership: 
• High interdependence 
• Actors have a huge impact on 

decisions 

• Extensive exchange of information and 
resources takes place 

• Actors interact closely and frequently. 
• High level of creation of solutions and 

knowledge 

• Actors have acquired a level of conflict resolution 
capabilities and act on the level of trustful cooperation. 

• Social sustainability is reached 

High Participation: 
• Interdependence 
• Actors have an impact on 

decisions 

• High level of interaction. Trust is 
developing 

• New solutions get deduced and 
knowledge is created 

• Common ground related to values and targets has 
developed 

• Constructive solutions related to conflicting resources 
and values are developed 

Participation: 
• Low interdependence 

• Actors start exchanging information and 
start contributing 

• Actors start understanding the action scripts and 
preferences of the other partners 

• Actors are bargaining and compromising for finding 
solutions related to conflicts due to resources, values 
and targets 

Low Participation: 
• Information-exchange, but no 

real impact 

• Screening objects and tasks • Various conflicts due resources, values and interests. 

Non-Participation: 
• Casual acquisition of 

information 

• Acquiring information • Low level of conflicts 

 
The ladder of participation, as described above, can be used for evaluating the level of participation 
within projects, but also for identifying potential. For cases in which many stakeholders are evaluated 
to be on lower rungs, initiatives for involving them better can be put into action. It is of course not 
necessary for every stakeholder to be on the highest level. In this vein, Arnstein (1969) and Richards 
et al. (2004) recommend, depending on the current level of the potential stakeholders, using different 
kinds of methods for boosting the target stakeholders to higher levels. 

 
1. Summary: 
The ladder of stakeholder participation describes different degrees of participation. The factors based 
on which we have conceptualized the various degrees are capabilities in knowledge creation and 
deducing solutions as well as conflict resolution and power. 

The strength of the ladder of participation is that it explains the existence of different levels of 
stakeholder participation and that it can be used for identifying potential for boosting stakeholders to 
higher levels. As with any concept, there are limitations as well. The limitation of the ladder of 
participation is that focus is merely on improving the level of stakeholder participation instead of the 
project outcome. The question of whether projects which rate high on the average level of stakeholder 
participation have a better respective project performance has not yet been thoroughly explored. 

 

3. Determinants of Stakeholder Participation 
As already highlighted in Chapter 2, in which we introduced the concept of stakeholder participation 
and described the different levels of participation that can be reached, we assume, in accordance with 
Stepanova (2015), that a) capabilities in deducing solutions and knowledge, b) capabilities in conflict 
resolutions and c) power would impact the level of stakeholder participation, but are assumed to 
impact the performance of projects as well. 



 

 

6 

Figure 2: Determinants of Stakeholder Participation in Projects: Adapted from Stepanovas (2015) and 
Arnstein (1969) 

 

 

The Participation Matrix: We have learnt that the ladder of participation has its strength in explaining 
on which rung single actors and/or a whole project team are placed, on average. Configurations in 
which the capabilities in deducing solutions, handling conflicts and the power of the actors are not 
developing in a sequential manner and cannot be explained based on the ladder of participation. By 
describing the case studies in a contextualised way, we strive for discovering different types of 
stakeholder participation. In doing so, we want to find an answer on the question: Which types of 
stakeholder participation creates which kind of output? 

The concept of types is a vital tool for clustering actors or groups of actors for precisely describing 
their characteristics related to specific issues of interest (Kluge, 2000). For deducing types of actors, 
one or more clear attributes for distinguishing the types are necessary. The requirement for clustering 
a sample of actors into types is that a) the actors within one type should be as similar as possible and 
b) there must be a difference between the types (clusters) (Kluge 2000). 

For grouping the case studies, a “participation matrix” (see Figure 3: Participation Matrix) on the basis 
of the two key determinants impacting “stakeholder participation” was developed: a) capabilities in 
deducing solutions/knowledge and b) capabilities in conflict resolution. As we want to describe the 
case studies in a contextualised way ordinal scales for affiliating the units of analysis to specific types 
had been developed. The scales distinguish low and high on the two used determinants. In the 
investigated case, the “case study” is the unit of analysis. Firstly, each case was affiliated based on 
the chosen scale to one of the four segments (see Figure 3) of the matrix and secondly, empirical 
material, which was conducted based on 16 in depth interviews, was interpreted and described. 

Figure 3: Participation matrix 
 
 

 
Capabilities in 
Knowledge 
Creation & 
Deducing 
Solutions 

 
High 

 
Segment 3 

 
Segment 4 

 
Low 

 
Segment 1 

 
Segment 2 

  
Low 

 
High 

 
Capabilities in Conflict Resolution 
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Segment 1 / Standstill participation describes a situation with low levels of collaboration and low 
levels of conflict resolution among the actors. Such a setting is known for restricted interdependences 
and exchange of resources for example knowledge. Focus is on self-interests rather than common 
interests. There are unresolved conflicts and uncertainty or disagreements about the purpose of the 
case study and how it should develop. Little action is taken towards increasing collaboration and 
towards uncovering conflicts and solving them. We named segment 1 stand still participation. In the 
project Benefit4Regions, Case Study A is an example of standstill participation. Case Study A was 
established but did not manage to attract enough actors. The few actors met a couple of times, but the 
work never really took off. The actors did not see the point of the group and slowly the case study 
group stopped. 

Segment 2 / Emerging participation stresses a situation with a low level of collaboration and a high 
level of conflict resolution among the case study actors. Such a context is known for restricted 
interdependences and exchange of resources, but conflicts and issues are identified and solved. 
Focus is on aligning expectations, finding common ground and framing the work. We have labelled 
this situation emerging participation. In the project Benefit4Regions, Case Study B is an example of 
emerging participation. The actors in the case study had, as one actor described it: “a slow start”. The 
theme was considered complex by the actors and some actors lacked resources to commit 
themselves to the case study work and dropped out. Eventually, the group stabilised, and the 
remaining actors managed to come to a mutual understanding of the theme and frame the case study 
work. A plan for continuing the case study work has been framed. 

Segment 3 / Task oriented participation outlines a situation in which collaboration is on a high level, 
but conflict resolution is on a low level. This specifies that the interdependences and exchange of 
resources among the case study actors are extensive, but that there is a general lack of agreement 
about the purpose of the case study and how it should develop. Focus is on fulfilling tasks and 
performing rather than building and developing relationships. In the project Benefit4Regions, Case 
Study D is an example of task orientated participation. In Case Study D, there was great focus upon 
understanding, performing and fulfilling assigned task. The leadership in the case study was top-down. 
The case study leader set the direction for the work, steered the work and oftentimes had the last word 
in discussions. The actors had different knowledge levels of the case study topic. This led to the 
formation of two informal groups – one group which was very knowledgeable and another group which 
had limited knowledge. The two groups had different expectations and wishes for the group work. The 
problems were not solved, rather the experienced group, which the case study leader belonged to, 
suppressed the views of the less knowledgeable group. The actors were undecided upon if, and how, 
their cooperation would continue after Benefit4Regions. 

Segment 4 / Relationship oriented participation highlights a situation in which the level of 
collaboration and the level of conflict resolution is high. This indicates that the interdependences and 
the exchange of resources among the case study actors are extensive, and that there is a high level of 
agreement about the purpose of the case study and how it should develop. Focus is on building and 
developing relationships among the actors and to a lesser degree on performance. However, 
performance in the form of deduced solutions emerged as well, even without being a major focus. We 
have called this situation relationship orientated participation. In the project Benefit4Regions, Case 
Study C is an example of relationship orientated participation. Actors in Case Study C met regularly 
and frequently and engaged in an extensive exchange of information and experiences. The actors 
developed strong relationships and there was a spirit of collegiality in the group. The leadership in the 
case study was bottom-up and the focus was on coming to a mutual understanding. However, the 
actors in the case study prioritised the case study work differently, partly because some actors had 
limited resources on hand. This affected the attendance of meetings negatively. The problem was 
quickly dealt with in the group – some actors who had extra resources shared these with those lacking 
resources. The actors in Case Study C did not use a lot of time on assigning tasks, drawing timelines 
and setting deadlines – they saw their work as a process under development. Their discussions and 
sharing of experiences formed the basis of several initiatives but these were for the most part 
developed and carried out by single case study actors, something which the actors did not regard as 
an issue. The actors were keen on staying in contact after Benefit4Regions and they expected to 
continue sharing knowledge and experiences after the end of the project. 
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Summary: 

• Stakeholder participation as a group phenomenon is impacted, on the one hand, by the behaviour 
of the various case study group stakeholders, but also by the capabilities of the case study leader 
in moderating the case study. 

• A focus on top down management of case studies leads to pure fulfilment of a given task. The 
case study members are less creative and has no interest in participating in follow up initiatives. 
The output is not beyond what was expected. 

• A focus on bottom up management of the case studies leads to unexpected output in matters of 
creativity and exploration of new solutions. Bottom up management of case studies supports the 
development of close interaction and strong relationships. The stakeholders decided to continue 
cooperating in follow up projects. 

• While the cases standstill participation and emerging participation show various stages at the 
beginning of a case study, the case task oriented and relationship-oriented participation 
illustrate case studies which are mature. 

• For evaluating stakeholder participation, the aspect of performance related to the aim of the 
specific project is a necessity for understanding whether a project is going in a good direction. 

• To boost project performance a team work approach should be used. The fact that some 
stakeholders have a huge impact on decisions and have good capabilities does not necessarily 
mean that these stakeholders will benefit the project. 

 
4. Team Work and Stakeholder Participation 

In this chapter, we have developed a model that explains the impact of case study work quality – 
called team work quality in contemporary literature – on stakeholder participation and on project 
performance. As a first step, we have framed the theoretical model, which is operationalized in the 
second step. Finally, the model is reflected and discussed based on a quantitative survey. 

From the ladder of participation, we have learnt that different levels of participation exist and that the 
quality of collaboration and conflict resolution can be used to describe the different levels. The specific 
impact factors which make up the quality of collaboration and conflict resolution, for example, 
communication, coordination, balance of member contribution, mutual support, cohesion, trust and 
commitment, will come into play in the developed model on Case Study Work Quality. The aim of the 
following quantitative study is to explain the determinants impacting the case study work quality on the 
team level. 

Guiding research questions are: 

• What are the impact factors, output factors and performance criteria of case study work quality 
(from a team work perspective)? 

• What are the essentials (practical implications) for managing case studies as teams? 

 
4.1 The Model of Case Study Work Quality 

The model of case study work quality: Usually, the structure of a project team corresponds with the 
architecture of a product (von Hippel, 1990). While there is extant literature on team research about 
the relevance of teams related to constant context settings, little is known about teams in varying 
context settings (Hoegel et al., 2004). The variance of the context setting in the project B4R was due 
to people stemming from different organizations and starting and leaving at different points of time in 
course of the project. Furthermore, diversity due to national as well organizational backgrounds was a 
challenge for collaboration. 

Conceptual Considerations: According to literature and the context of the project B4R, a “case study 
team” – or just case study – is defined as a social system containing three or more stakeholders, 
which are embedded in a project team. Each project team is affected by a team individual context. The 
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stakeholders, who are members of a specific project team, identify themselves as being a member of 
the team, collaborate on common tasks and develop conflict resolutions for tackling problems in 
cooperation (Hackman, 1987; Hoegel & Gemuenden, 2001). 

To conceptualize the framework for our investigation on case study work quality we have extended 
the team work quality model from Hoegel and Gemuenden (2001). Hoegel and Gemuenden (2001) 
use a theoretical construct called team work quality as an impact factor on team work performance. 
By adapting the model to the context of our investigation, we have adjusted the theoretical constructs 
and integrated a new theoretical construct, namely stakeholder participation, into the model of case 
study work quality (Figure 4 and 5). The model assumes that the performance of a project is impacted, 
on the one hand, by case study group factors like communication, coordination, cohesion etc., but also 
by individual factors like social skills, trust and self-efficacy. 

The structure of the model (see Figure 4) is as follows: it is assumed that the case study work quality 
as well as individual impact factors affect the level of stakeholder participation. The individual impact 
factors, of course, also affect the individual stakeholder work engagement. Stakeholder participation – 
measured on the team level - and individual stakeholder work engagement are the first level of output 
variables I. The second level of output variables II is the general performance of the teams, which will 
be adapted from our findings of the qualitative investigation (Chapter 3). 

Figure 4: Structure of the Model 
 

Determinants/ Theoretical 
Constructs 

Output Variables I Output Variables II 

Team level Case Study Work Quality 
(CSWQ): operationalized based 
on the theoretical construct: Team 
Work Quality. 

 
CSWQ (SP and P) 

 
Hoegel/Gemuenden (2001) 

Stakeholder Participation 
(SP) 

 
 

SP Performance 
 
(Arnstein 1969 and Luyet, 
2012) 

Performance 
 
Explored based on 
qual. Investigation. 

Individual 
level 

Individual Impact Factors (IIF): 

IIF ISWE 

Mohrman & Cohen, 1995, p. 384 
Morgeson et al., 2005 
Tasa et al. (2007) 

Individual Stakeholder 
Work Engagement (ISWE): 

 
ISWE Performance 

(Schaufeli et al., 2006) 

 
The Model on Case Study Work Quality & Stakeholder Participation 

Before we explain how the variables of the model have been operationalized, we provide a short 
description of the main constructs (see Figure 4). 

Case study work quality aims to measure the quality of team work and is operationalized based on 
scales measuring the factors: a) communication, b) coordination, c) balance of member contributions, 
d) mutual support, e) effort and f) cohesion (Hoegel and Gemuenden, 2001). The factors can be 
described as follows: 

a) Communication: The quality of communication within the team is operationalized based on 
the items: frequency, degree of formalization, structure and openness. It is assumed that 
communication needs to take place frequently, not just in a formalized way, which means also 
spontaneously emerging issues should soon come into discussion. Furthermore, a structure is 
needed to ensure that every team member knows how and whom to address and finally 
openly means that a kind of trust and transparency should be applied to prevent from 
excluding some stakeholder (Hoegel and Gemuenden, 2001). 
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b) Coordination: As a team has oftentimes common tasks, which are allocated to specific team 
members, the case study team was assumed to need a task-related goal structure that has 
clear sub-goals for each member without any overlaps (Hoegel and Gemuenden, 2001). 

c) Balance of member contributions: It is very important that all case study members can 
bring their expertise to their full potential. Common ground in matters of understanding the 
terms and concepts of the others is vital. 

d) Mutual support: The members of a case study group need to help each other and need to 
get support from the case study leader and their employers. This is necessary to acquire all 
the necessary resources which are vital for creating the planned product. Mutual support 
creates trust among the participants and supports cohesion. 

e) Effort: Norms and shared expectations prevent conflicts related to the tasks and roles within 
the case study. 

f) Cohesion: To get to engagement and higher levels of stakeholder participation beyond the 
mentioned factors, motivation to cooperate and to co-create is of relevance. Cohesion 
describes the degree to which the case study members desire to remain in the case study. 

While case study work quality aims to capture the quality of the work of a team, the Individual Impact 
Factors describe the impact of the single actors (stakeholders) on the work process; a) social skills, b) 
trust, c) general self-efficacy and e) individual stakeholder commitment are conceptualized as 
individual impact factors determining the individual stakeholder engagement (see Figures 4 and 5). 
The individual impact factors are assumed to have a direct impact on performance and can be 
understood as follows: 

a) Social skills are understood as any capability supporting interaction and communication with 
other actors. Social skills are acquired via socialization (Ferris et al. 2001). 

b) Trust is viewed as a positive attitude towards a person or a team and the belief that these 
people are trustworthy (Yamagishi and Yamagishi’s (1994). 

c) General self-efficacy is defined in line with Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995) as the belief in 
one’s own capabilities. 

d) Individual stakeholder commitment is understood as a three-component construct 
incorporating an individual’s affective, calculative and normative attitude towards an objective 
(Meyer and Allen 1991, Hoegel et al. 2004). 

Individual Stakeholder Work Engagement (ISE) is understood in line with Schaufeli and Bakker 
(2006) as being impacted by the individual impact factors and can be described as “energy, 
involvement and efficacy” an individual has related to a specific job or task. 

Performance is impacted directly by case study work quality (CSWQ) as well as by the output 
variables stakeholder participation (SP) and individual stakeholder engagement and can be measured 
based on benchmarks, which should be communicated and agreed upon at the beginning of the case 
study work (Hoegl and Gemuenden, 2001). Findings from our qualitative investigation suggest that the 
fulfilment of the given task, the social sustainability in matters of stakeholder commitment and 
motivation to continue to collaborate and, finally, innovativeness in matters of exploring new ways of 
solving problems should be reflected in the performance criteria. 

In summary, the model (see Figure 5) postulates that case study work quality (CSWQ) and 
stakeholder participation (SP) as well as individual stakeholder engagement (Schaufeli et al., 
2006) impacts the performance of a case study. The individual impact factors (IF) have a direct 
impact on individual stakeholder engagement and on the level of collective stakeholder 
participation. 
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Figure 5: Empirical Model of Case Study Work Quality (adapted form Hoegel et al. 2004 and Hoegel & 
Gemuenden, 2001) 

 
 

4.2 Operationalizations and Analysis 
To answer the research questions and to analyse the relationship between the model variables, we 
collected data from stakeholders from ten different case studies within the project Benefit4Regions. 
The data were collected using an online questionnaire. An invitation email was sent to 50 stakeholders 
who had the possibility to answer the questionnaire in the period between 1 September and 21 
September 2019. 39 stakeholders answered the questionnaire (78 per cent response rate). The 
questionnaire was sent out in Danish and German. To compensate for the small sample, qualitative 
data were additionally conducted and used. For the qualitative data, a self-evaluation was made in 
which all the leaders of the case studies were asked to report on their activities and outputs and, 
secondly, 16 in depth interviews with case study leaders and stakeholders from the cases were 
conducted, transcribed and analysed (see Chapter 3). 

For discovering the relationship between the variables as presented in the model (see Figure 5) a joint 
correspondence analysis (JCA) (touching up on the procedure of a simple correspondence analysis 
CA), was used (Greenacre, 1984; 1988). 

The idea of the CA is related to the main component analysis and allows presenting the correlations 
between the categories of cross-classified tables within the area. The JCA applies to contingency 

What do you have to 
do? Input Variables 

Where do you want to 
go? Output Variables 

Case Study Work 
Quality (CSWQ): 

1. Communication 

2. Coordination 

3. Balance of 
Member 
Contributions 

4. Balance 
Member 
Contributio

Stakeholder Participation 
(Collective, SPC)   
Participation ladder 

(group level) 

Moderator 
Effects (P) 

How is the individual 
impacting the 
process? 

(IIF): a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

Social Skills 
Trust 

General Self-efficacy 
Individual 
Stakeholder 
Commitment 

Individual 
Stakeholder 
Engagement (ISE) 
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tables involving three or more variables or sets of categories. For both – CA and JCA – in the 
graphical overview physical closeness, or more precisely, the common position of the categories in 
distance from the centre of the presentation is to be interpreted as the correlation or correspondence 
of the categories. The dimensions (or axes in the graphic overview) determined to present the 
correlations present the variations of the input data with decreasing amounts of explanation. In 
addition to the model variables, gender, nationality and the case study, the number of the respective 
respondent, had been entered into the JCA as supplementary variables. Supplementary variables are 
positioned in the graphical overview in relation to the other variables but are not included to calculate 
the overall distribution of the variables according to the dimension. 
 

Operationalization of the theoretical constructs and variables 

Stakeholder participation (SPC), in line with the ladder of stakeholder participation as we have 
developed it (see Chapter 2), is defined for the empirical investigation as a process through which 
stakeholders exchange information and knowledge, develop initiatives and co-create common value, 
and influence and share control over decisions. The stakeholder can reach levels from non- 
participation up to partnership. As a theoretical construct, we conceptualized stakeholder participation 
as group-related. Respondents were shown a figure with the five ladders of citizen participation 
(adapted from Arnstein, 1969 and Luyet, 2012): 1: Partnership (high interdependence on the local & 
trans-border level), 2: High participation (high interdependence on the project level), 3: Participation 
(low interdependence on the project level), 4: Low participation (information-exchange, but no real 
impact) and 5: Non-participation (casual acquisition of information). The respondents were asked two 
questions regarding the perceived participation among the members of their case study: 1. On which 
rung of the ladder of citizen participation do you think your case study is currently? and 2. On which 
rung of the ladder of citizen participation should your case study be? To have additional measures of 
individual stakeholder participation, the participants were asked: How many case study group 
meetings have you attended? (total number of attended meetings). They should also indicate, how 
much they contributed to the discussions: Think of the last case study group meeting: All in all, how 
much have you contributed to the discussions during the meeting? (with responses ranging from 0 per 
cent to 100 per cent). As the participation in each case study is also dependent upon the number of 
activities carried out besides the case study group meetings, respondents were asked: How many 
case related activities has your case study group carried out until now? (total number of activities) and 
How many of these case related activities have you attended? (total number of activities attended). 

The theoretical construct Case Study Work Quality (CSWQ) was operationalized with six scales 
measuring 1) communication, 2) coordination, 3) mutual support, 4) effort, 5) balance of member 
contributions, and 6) cohesion (adapted from Hoegel and Gemuenden (2001): 

a) Communication was measured using a five-item scale covering how frequent, intensive and 
open the communication was among the case study group members. A sample item was: 
“Case study group members openly shared project relevant information”. 

b) Coordination was measured using a three-item scale covering how sub-tasks were 
structured and whether there were any overlaps between them. A sample item was: “Our case 
study group avoided duplication of effort”. 

c) Mutual support was measured using a three-item scale covering how much the members of 
a case study respected each other and gave opportunities for discussions. A sample item was 
whether suggestions and contributions of case study group members were respected. 

d) Effort was measured using a three-item scale covering how much individuals felt responsible 
for the case study goals and how much they prioritized the case study. A sample item was that 
every case study group member gave the case study highest priority. 

e) Balance of member contributions was measured using a three-item scale covering the 
equal engagement of the group members to achieve the common goals. A sample item was 
that “All case study group members would fully contribute to the case study group”. 

f) Cohesion was measured using a two-item scale covering the personal attraction between the 
case study group members. A sample item was: “Our case study group was sticking together”. 
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For all six scales, respondents were asked to indicate how much they agreed or disagreed on a five- 
point Likert scale from 0 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree. 
The collection of Individual Impact Factors (IIF) were operationalized as follows: 

a) Social skills were measured using a seven-item scale on social skills covering how the 
respondent interacted with other people (adaptated from Ferris et al. (2001)). A sample item 
was: “I can easily put myself in the place of others”. Respondents were asked to indicate how 
much they agreed or disagreed on a five-point Likert scale from 0 = strongly agree to 5 = 
strongly disagree. 

b) Trust was measured using Yamagishi and Yamagishi’s (1994) six-item General Trust Scale. 
A sample item was: “Most people are basically honest”. Respondents were asked to indicate 
how much they agreed or disagreed on a five-point Likert scale from 0 = strongly agree to 5 = 
strongly disagree. 

c) Self-efficacy was measured using Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s (1995) ten-item General Self- 
efficacy Scale. A sample item was: “I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try 
hard enough”. Respondents were asked to indicate how much they agreed or disagreed on a 
five-point Likert scale from 0 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree. 

d) Case study commitment was measured using a five-item scale covering the desire and 
responsibility of an individual to continue in the case study work and to maintain membership 
due to a strong belief in the goals and values of the project (Hoegel, et al. 2004). A sample 
item was: “The case study group members are proud to be part of the case study”. 
Respondents were asked to indicate how much they agreed or disagreed on a five-point Likert 
scale from 0 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree. 

e) Individual commitment of the case group members was measured by adapting Meyer and 
Allen's (1991) three-component model of organizational commitment describing the 
individual’s affective, calculative and normative commitment towards their case study. 
Adapting Shukla et al.’s (2016) customer commitment scales to the Benefit4Regions context, 
affective and calculative commitment were measured using a three-item scale and normative 
commitment using a five-item scale. Sample items were: „I do feel a strong sense of belonging 
with this case study (affective), It would be very hard for me to leave this case study right now, 
even if I wanted to” (calculative) and “This case study deserves my loyalty” (normative). 

Individual Stakeholder Work Engagement (ISE) was measured adapting the 17 items of the Utrecht 
Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2006) to the Benefit4Regions case study context. One 
of the central sample items was: “I find the case study work that I do full of meaning and purpose”. 
Respondents were asked to indicate how often they felt this way about the case study work on a five- 
point Likert scale from 0 = never to 4 = always. 

Performance (P): In our model, stakeholder participation and individual stakeholder engagement are 
viewed as performance criteria on the first level of output and based on the second level, three 
different kinds of performance criteria come into play: a) the fulfilment of the clearly defined task, 2) 
targets related to CSWQ and, finally, 3) innovative and maybe unplanned output which matches the 
overall target of the case study group. 

 

4.3 Empirical and Conceptual Findings 
All variables using a five-point Likert scale were recoded into three value categories: 1 = low value of 
the variable, 2 = medium value of the variable and 3 = high value of the variable to better interpret the 
results tables and the graphical solution of the JCA. Table 1 shows the eigenvalues and percentage of 
inertia (variance). Inertia reflects the spread of the values around the centroid (a type of variance) and 
after adjustments, the first-dimension accounts for 68.75 per cent of the inertia while dimension 2 
contributes a further 13.76 per cent, giving a cumulative inertia of 82.51 per cent and a two- 
dimensional solution to the model. Figure 1 gives a graphical representation of the JCA showing a 
two-dimensional solution. 
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Table 1: Two-dimensional solution of a multiple/joint correspondence analysis 
 

Dimension Principal Inertia Percentage 
Dimension 1 .2048108 68.75 
Dimension 2 .0409994 13.76 

  Total  .2979084  100.00  
 
Interpretation of the first two dimensions: 

Dimension 1: Functional vs. Engaged: Various modalities contribute to 68.8 per cent of the variance 
of the of dimension 1 (see Figure 4, Table 1). On the positive side of this dimension, the most 
important modalities are low overall performance, low calculative commitment, low actual participation 
(as rated according to the adapted Arnstein´s ladder), low case study work engagement, low 
communication (case study quality), low affective commitment, low coordination (case study quality), 
low case study commitment, low effort (case study quality), and low case study participation (number 
of meetings attended). Therefore, on this side of the dimension, there is evidence of case studies that 
do not perform very well and in which members are not getting engaged in the case study work. These 
members do not develop any sort of commitment towards the case study or its members and perceive 
the participation among the case study members as being low. The collaboration can be interpreted as 
(purely) functional in relation to the overall project. The negative side of dimension 1, in contrast, is 
that there is evidence of highly engaged case study members where the most important modalities are 
high case study commitment, high cohesion (case study quality), high inter-team coordination, high 
coordination and mutual support (case study quality), high relationship and normative commitment, 
high communication (case study quality), medium case study participation (number of meetings 
attended) and high case study work engagement (Tables 2 and 3 in the annex). Through dimension 1, 
functional and engaged case study members across most of the case study work quality and 
engagement scales are grouped together and contrasted. 

 
Dimension 2: Medium case study quality/performance vs. low activity participation: Eight modalities 
contribute to 13.8 per cent of the variance of dimension 2. On the positive side, there is only one 
modality, a low case study activity participation (number of case study activities attended). The 
negative side of dimension 2 is that there is evidence of medium case study quality where the 
contributing modalities are medium case study contribution (amount of discussion contribution during 
the last case study meeting), no case study activity participation, medium communication (case study 
quality), medium contribution (case study quality), and medium overall performance and medium case 
study work engagement (Table 2 and 3, annex). This dimension 2 groups together and contrasts 
medium case study quality and performance and a low activity participation by case study members. 

 
Case study participation – the variables actual and future participation, individual case study 
participation, discussion contribution – are the focal point. Figure 6 shows, that these participation 
variables are spread in a similar way and with a similar closeness according the different values. The 
values indicating a high level of participation are grouped in the upper left side of the coordinate 
system (green circle). Values indicating a medium level of participation are grouped in the bottom right 
side of the coordinate system (yellow circle) and values indicating a low level of participation are 
spread in the top right side of the coordinate system (red circle). A similar pattern can be found for the 
case group quality variables and, thus, being close to the respective high and medium participation 
variables. In other words, those respondents who perceived high and medium participation in their 
case study group also perceived a high and medium case study work quality. Those case study group 
members who perceived a low participation were, however, closer to the medium case study work 
quality variables than to the low case study work quality. The same pattern emerges for the 
commitment variables and outcome variables. A high and medium commitment of the case study 
members can be observed for those who perceive a high and medium level of participation. Low 
participation, on the other hand, is not so much associated with low commitment. This indicates, that 
even though they perceived a low participation in their case study group, this is not due to a low case 
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study work quality. These case study members might value the quality but do not see their 
participation in the case study work as being important or essential to the overall performance of the 
group. The personality variables social skills, trust and general self-efficacy are positioned between 
the above-described pattern of high, medium and low participation. This indicates, that the influence of 
these variables on the outcome is mediated by the degree of participation. 

 
Figure 6: Empirical Findings based on MCA: Engeaged vs. Functional Behaviour 

 
 

 

in activities 
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Figure 7: Summary of the findings 

 
 

Figure 7 includes the findings from the quantitative survey but has used the findings from the 
qualitative research for describing various levels of performance as well. All the ten cases had been 
allocated to one of the types of participation. Any type was also described respectively its 
performance. All of the case studies been incorporated into a supplementary correspondence analysis 
by the same time via a supplementary analysis. 

 
Summary empirical findings: 

• Based on the quantitative inquiry, it could be described that there is an impact of case study 
work quality (CSWQ) and of the individual impact factors (IIF) on the performance I variables. 
CSWQ impacts stakeholder participation and IFF impacts the individual stakeholder 
engagement (ISE). 

• A vital praxis-oriented recommendation is that CSWQ and IIF need to score middle up to high 
(according to our measures) for activating stakeholder participation and individual stakeholder 
engagement. Without any effort on CSWQ and IIF, the case study teams would reach a 
standstill situation. Factors such as communication, coordination, mutual support and balance 
of members contributions need to be observed, monitored and managed. On the individual 
level, stakeholders should be interviewed to find out whether they feel comfortable and 
confident or not. To improve trust, interviews in which stakeholders are asked about their 
perspective and their needs can help to shape a sphere in which all stakeholders feel 
comfortable. Finally, an exploration into which incentives could be given to improve the 
commitment of stakeholders on the individual level is recommended. During the in-depth 
interviews, it was mentioned that the participants would like to learn something or to earn 
something. The case study leader could, for example, implement initiatives which could be 
used to put stakeholders into a common learning process related to contents in which the 
stakeholders are interested. 
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• As the project was defined in a way that each case study group could define their own task, 
each group should have developed performance criteria related to the defined tasks and 
goals. For follow up projects, it would be recommendable to define performance criteria on 
three levels: 1) a clearly defined task, 2) targets related to CSWQ and finally 3) innovative and 
maybe unplanned output which matches the overall target of the case study group should also 
be evaluated. 

• Based on the qualitative survey we could identify four different kinds of performance: Two on 
lower levels of performance in matters of deducing solutions/meeting targets (stand still 
participation and emerging participation) and two on the higher level of performance in matters 
of deducing solutions. At the higher level in matters of deducing solutions/meeting targets 
different qualities related to case study work quality and innovativeness of solutions had been 
observed (see Chapter 3). 

• CSWQ should not just be viewed as an independent variable; it is also a part of the 
performance. Teams with higher values in CSWQ are motivated for follow up projects and 
have acquired vital capabilities in collaboration and conflict resolution for follow-up projects 
(see also empirical findings in Chapter 3). 

Summary conceptual findings: Due to the size of the sample and the approached methods the 
findings are explorative by nature. Follow up research could explore, based on a representative 
sample, whether the model contains moderator or mediator effects. 
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5. Conclusion 

Figure 8: Essentials in Managing Participation in Case Studies 
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• Managing Case Study Work Quality (CSWQ) is the requirement for applying stakeholder 
participation. Firstly, resources, capabilities and conflicts need to be explored and mapped. 
Tools for matching and improving resources and capabilities need to be utilized. 
Communication about the issues in the centre of the project but also developing approaches 
that involve all the stakeholder from the very beginning are vital. Communication, coordination 
and balance of contribution are important issues which need to be monitored and discussed 
with the whole team and, if necessary, improved. Involving each stakeholder from the very 
beginning and setting up rules which are accepted by all the stakeholders and which are easy 
to apply are recommended. The better the cohesion and the better the stakeholders 
understand each other, the more likely it will be that solutions will be deduced. 

• Cohesion supports the interaction among team members, but it is important for the case 
study leader to give the team direction. Particularly when the groups dynamically start getting 
into their own direction, cohesion can also impact the team performance negatively. How 
much the team is allowed to impact the direction and to adapt targets and goals to new ideas 
needs to be clarified in the very beginning. Goals related to specific targets of objects in the 
centre of the project but also targets related to the CSWQ like fostered cohesion, solid conflict 
resolution capabilities and trustful relationship should be internalized as performance criteria. 

• Managing the Individual Impact Factors (IIF) is of relevance when selecting and committing 
new stakeholders. Particularly stakeholders who feel committed to the topic and the team will 
more likely show engaged behaviour. Individual interviews should be made with each new 
stakeholder in the beginning and regularly during the project. This is important as sometimes 
stakeholders would not mention any kind of conflict during meetings. Individual interviews are 
helpful for exploring barriers in communication and interaction, and for exploring ideas for 
developing incentives. 

• The case study leader is the manager and the moderator of the processes and needs to 
react in cases of missing rules, lacking structure, coordination and support when conflicts 
surface. 

• It is vital to clearly define targets for developing meaningful benchmarks for the outcome of the 
project in the beginning, but to update them throughout the project. Benchmarks measuring 
performance of stakeholder participation need to consider the quality of task fulfilment, the 
quality of social sustainability, and the potential for discovery. 

• Depending on the object and the aim of a project, focus can be more on tasks in matters of 
developing new products and concepts or on relationship development. However, even if a 
standardized task is the object of a project, the Case Study Work Quality needs to be 
managed. Moreover, even if relationships are focused, quite a lot of structures and 
coordination are necessary; otherwise, the output may become fragmented and even 
innovative ideas may not have a fruitful end. 

• From a conceptual perspective, it should be stated that the concepts on stakeholder 
participation still mainly focus on normative aspects like levels of stakeholder participation. 
Implementing team work as a tool for using stakeholder participation as leverage for project 
performance is promising, but due to the explorative nature or our investigations follow up 
research is needed. 
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6. Appendix 
Table 1: Interpretation Table Dimension 1 (qcorr > .5) 

 
Negative Positive  
Actual Participation VH 0,582  
Actual Participation H 0,655  

 Actual Participation L 0,921 
Targeted Participation VH 0,540  

 Case Study Participation L 0,877 
Case Study Participation M 0,793  

Case Study Participation H 0,656  
 Case Study Contribution L 0,702 

Case Study Contribution H 0,737  

Case Study Activities M 0,523  
 Case Study Quality: Communication L 0,891 

Case Study Quality: Communication H 0,815  
 Case Study Quality: Coordination L 0,881 

Case Study Quality: Coordination H 0,851  
 Case Study Quality: Mutual Support L 0,757 

Case Study Quality: Mutual Support H 0,848  
 Case Study Quality: Effort L 0,878 

Case Study Quality: Effort H 0,735  
 Case Study Quality: Contribution L 0,829 

Case Study Quality: Contribution H 0,773  
 Case Study Quality: Cohesion L 0,672 
 Case Study Quality: Cohesion M 0,751 

Case Study Quality: Cohesion H 0,891  
 Inter-Team Coordination L 0,866 

Inter-Team Coordination H 0,878  
 Case Study Commitment L 0,880 

Case Study Commitment H 0,915  
 Overall Performance L 0,944 

Overall Performance H 0,706  
 Relationship Commitment L 0,666 
 Relationship Commitment M 0,622 

Relationship Commitment H 0,834  
 Affective Commitment L 0,889 

Affective Commitment H 0,749  
 Calculative Commitment L 0,923 

Calculative Commitment H 0,768  
 Normative Commitment L 0,832 

Normative Commitment H 0,819  
 Case Study Work Engagement L 0,914 

Case Study Work Engagement H 0,783  
 General Self-Efficacy M 0,755 

General Self-Efficacy H 0,755  
 Social Skills M 0,737 

Social Skills H 0,737  
Note. N = 35   

 

Table 2: Interpretation Table Dimension 1 (contrib > .014493) 
 

Negative Positive  

Actual Participation L 0,030 
Case Study Partici pation L 0,022 
Case Study Quality : Communication L 0,052 
Case Study Quality : Coordination L 0,025 
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Case Study Quality: Coordination H 0,019  

  Case Study Quality: Mutual Support L 0,046 
  Case Study Quality: Effort L 0,029 

Case Study Quality: Effort H 0,020   
  Case Study Quality: Contribution L 0,034 

Case Study Quality: Contribution H 0,020   
  Case Study Quality: Cohesion L 0,026 
  Case Study Quality: Cohesion M 0,020 
  Inter-Team Coordination L 0,035 
  Case Study Commitment L 0,045 

Case Study Commitment H 0,022   
  Overall Performance L 0,050 

Overall Performance H 0,015   
  Relationship Commitment L 0,026 
  Relationship Commitment M 0,016 
  Affective Commitment L 0,034 
  Calculative Commitment L 0,038 

Calculative Commitment H 0,020   
  Normative Commitment L 0,035 
  Case Study Work Engagement L 0,046 

Case Study Work Engagement H 0,020   
  General Self-Efficacy M 0,046 

Note. N = 35    

 
 

Table 1: Interpretation Table Dimension 1 (qcorr > .5) 
 

Negative Positive  
Case Study Contribution M 0,557  
Case Study Activity Participation 0 0,537  

 Case Study Activity Participation L 0,526 
Case Study Quality: Communication M 0,577  

Case Study Quality: Contribution M 0,628  

Overall Performance M 0,607  

Case Study Work Engagement M 0,590  
Note. N = 35   

 

Table 2: Interpretation Table Dimension 1 (contrib > .014493) 
 

Negative Positive  
Actual Particip ation VH 0,032 

Actual Participation M 0,022  

Case Study Contribution M 0,031  

Case Study Activity 0 0,018  

Case Study Activity Participation 0 0,030  

Case Study Ac tivity Participation L 0,028 
Case Study Qu ality Communication L 0,016 

Case Study Quality: Communication M 0,044  

Case Study Qu ality: Mutual Support L 0,066 
Case Study Quality: Effort M 0,018  

Case Study Q uality: Effort H 0,025 
Case Study Quality: Contribution M 0,057  

Case Study Qu ality: Contribution H 0,017 
Case Study Qu ality: Cohesion L 0,044 

Inter-Team Coordination M 0,022  

Case Study Commitment M 0,059  

Overall Performance M 0,039  

Overall Perfor mance H 0,015 
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Relationship C ommitment L 0,044 
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Affective Commitment M 0,018 

Calculative Commitment M 0,016 

 
Normative Commitment M 0,017 

Case Study Work Engagement M 0,031 

 
 

Note. N = 35 

 
 

Calculative Commitment H 0,015 

 
 

Case Study Work Engagement H 0,020 

General Self-Efficacy M 0,067 
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