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Abstract 
 
Purpose - The purpose of this paper is to bring theory to practice, by exploring how a 
large Swedish mining and metals company reacts to and appropriates established 
stakeholder management theories.  
 
Theoretical framework – This study is mainly based on three seminal writings on   
stakeholder theory; Freeman (1984), Freeman et al. (2007), and Mitchell et al. (1997). 
Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder concept with the “stakeholder view of the firm” have been 
important, as well as his practical suggestions for the formulation of strategies for 
stakeholders. This study is also influenced by the basic framework including the “Basic 
two-tier stakeholder map and the everyday strategies for creating value for stakeholders 
presented by Freeman et al. (2007). Mitchell et al. (1997) have provided a variety of 
definitions of a stakeholder and a model for evaluating stakeholder-manager relationships 
based on the three attributes; power, legitimacy, and urgency. 
 
Methodology/Approach – The paper is based on a case study where the empirical data is 
collected through face-to-face interviews and interactive workshops with the strategic top 
management of corporate responsibility in a large Swedish mining and metals company.  
 
Findings – The paper shows that the company’s stakeholder management before the 
theories were introduced, was very “ad hoc” and characterized by a “bits and pieces” 
approach. It had identified most of the stakeholder groups, but it only had a well-
functioning communication with a few of them, for example, the financiers and the 
market analysts. Freeman´s publication was efficient to use as a roadmap and facilitated 
the work of identifying stakeholders. The stakeholder view also helped the company to 
emphasize stakeholder groups that it had not highlighted before in their existing 
stakeholder management practice. The managers felt that the two-tier stakeholder map 
might be useful when to decide which stakeholders to focus on in future stakeholder 
management practice. The study shows that the company had a rather scanty interaction 



with some of the primary stakeholders and this finding is of course valuable information 
for their future stakeholder management practice.  The model for evaluating stakeholder-
manager relationships was more of a challenge for the company. The evaluation took 
some time to perform and generated quite long but fruitful discussions. 
 
The two later theories generated almost the same result. Nevertheless, Mitchell et al.’s 
model has some advantages; 
• A more objective evaluation based on three attributes 
• The three levels; latent, expectant and definitive stakeholders gives a more 

nuanced evaluation 
• The different stakeholder classes can be used to have properly designed dialogues 
Common to all, however, was that they must be appropriated to the specific context and 
that the identification and evaluation of stakeholders must be performed regularly to be of 
best use. 
 
  



1. Introduction 
  
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is the corporate contribution to sustainable 
development. CSR should not just be philanthropy and compensation for irresponsible 
practice but also sustainability management where responsibility is integrated into daily 
business. Hörisch et al. (2014) states that stakeholder theory can be usefully applied in 
sustainability management since the concepts share a lot of ideas. All organizations have 
stakeholders and stakeholder management is about taking stakeholder groups into 
account in order to be successful in the current and future environment (Freeman, 1984) 
and to create value for stakeholders (Freeman et al., 2007). Starik et al. (2000) want 
scholars to continue to explore how traditional theories, like stakeholder theory, can be 
used to examine and advance sustainability management. 
 
CSR and sustainability management is of considerable significance in the mining sector. 
Mining activities have a major negative impact on the local environment and on the level 
of occupational safety for the industry’s workers (Jenkins, 2004) and social problems are 
often found in local communities as a result of mining activities (Peck and Sinding, 
2003). Even though the mining industry is rather often criticized for its work on 
sustainability issues (Hamann, 2003, Hilson, 2012, Slack, 2012), it is commonly accepted 
that the extractive industry is in the forefront of the CSR movement. According to 
Kapelus (2002), this is in response to the significantly increased pressure exerted on this 
industry by different stakeholder groups over the last twenty years. Hence, it is of great 
interest to study stakeholder management in the mining industry. 
 
Population growth, the speed of urbanization in Asia, and increasing demand in the 
developed world have created a huge market for minerals and metals. There are two 
major land areas in the world which have been less well explored than other regions: 
Africa, and the Arctic including the Nordic countries (ICMM, 2013). Sweden is currently 
one of the EU’s leading producers of ores and metals and investment in exploration 
reached a record level in Sweden in 2011 (SGU, 2013). In order to be competitive, the 
Swedish Government has developed a new minerals strategy (Swedish Ministry of 
Enterprise, 2013). Given this development, it is of considerable interest to study the 
mining industry from a Swedish perspective. 
 
Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to bring theory to practice, by exploring how a 
large Swedish mining and metals company, that is supposed to be in the fore front 
practicing CSR,  reacts to and appropriates established stakeholder management theories.  
The study will both test the usefulness of stakeholder management theories in a company 
and to see if the theories can be used to advance the company’s existing stakeholder 
management practice. The final aim is to create a platform for joint decision making 



(Rhenman, 1968) between the company and its stakeholders in order to create value for 
stakeholders (Freeman et al., 2007).  
 

2. Three seminal stakeholder publications 
 
The first publication and description of the term “stakeholder” comes from the scholar 
Eric Rhenman and his Scandinavian contemporaries (Strand and Freeman, 2013) where 
he defines it as those “depending on the firm in order to achieve their personal goals and 
on whom the firm is depending for its existence”. The most widely used definition comes 
from Freeman (1984) in which a stakeholder is defined as “any group or individual who 
can affect or is affected by the achievement of the firm’s objectives”. However, many 
scholars have defined the term and Mitchell et al. (1997) have presented a chronology, 
see Table 1. The table was presented to the company when it would define the company 
stakeholders. 
 
Table 1 
Definitions of stakeholders copied from Table 1 in the work of Mitchell et al. (1997). 

Source Stakeholder definition 
Stanford memo, 1963 “those groups without whose support the organization would cease to exist” 

Rhenman, 1964 “are depending on the firm in order to achieve their personal goals and on whom the firm is 
depending for its existence” 

Ahlstedt & Jahnukainen, 1971 “driven by their own interests and goals are participants in a firm, and thus depending on it and 
whom for its sake the firm is depending” 

Freeman & Reed 1983:91 Wide: ”can affect the achievement of an organization’s objectives or who is affected by the 
achievement of an organization’s objectives” 
Narrow: “on which the organization is dependent for its continued survival” 

Freeman, 1984:46 “can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives” 

Freeman & Gilbert, 1987:397 “can affect or is affected by a business” 

Cornell & Shapiro, 1987:5 “claimants” who have “contracts” 

Evan & Freeman, 1988:75-76 “have a stake in or claim on the firm” 

Evan & Freeman, 1988:79 “benefit from or are harmed by, and whose rights are violated or respected by, corporate 
actions” 

Bowie, 1988:112, n. 2 “without whose support the organization would cease to exist” 

Alkhafaji, 1989:36 “groups to whom the corporation is responsible” 

Carroll, 1989:57 “asserts to have one or more of these kinds of stakes” – “ranging from an interest to a right 
(legal or moral) to ownership or legal title to the company’s assets or property” 

Freeman & Evan, 1990 contract holders 

Thompson et al., 1991:209 in “relationship with an organization” 

Savage et al., 1991:61 “have an interest in the actions of an organization and … the ability to influence it” 

Hill & Jones, 1992:133 “constituents who have a legitimate claim on the firm … established through the existence of an 
exchange relationship” who supply “the firm with critical resources (contributions) and in 
exchange each expects its interests to be satisfied (by inducements)” 

Brenner, 1993:205 “having some legitimate, non-trivial relationship with an organization [such as] exchange 
transactions, action impacts, and moral responsibilities” 

Carroll, 1993:60 “assets to have one or more of the kinds of stakes in business” – may be affected or affect… 
Freeman, 1994:415 participants in “the human process of joint value creation” 

Wicks et al. 1994:483 “interact with and give meaning and definition to the corporation” 

Langtry, 1994:433 the firm is significantly responsible for well-being, or they hold a moral or legal claim on the 
firm 

Starik, 1994:90 “can and are making their actual stakes known” – “are or might be influenced by, or are or 
potentially are influencers of, some organization” 

Clarkson, 1994:5 “bear some form of risk as a result of having invested some form of capital, human or financial, 



something of value, in a firm” or “are placed at risk as a result of a firm’s activities” 

Clarkson, 1995:106 “have, or claim, ownership, rights, or interests in a corporation and its activities” 

Näsi, 1995:19 “interact with the firm and thus make its operation possible” 

Brenner, 1995:76, n. 1 “are or which could impact or be impacted by the firm/organization” 

Donaldson & Preston, 1995:85 “persons or groups with legitimate interests in procedural and/or substantive aspects of 
corporate activity” 

ISO 26000 “individual or group that has an interest in any decision or activity of an organization” 

 
This study is mainly based on three seminal writings on stakeholder theory; Freeman 
(1984), Freeman et al. (2007), and Mitchell et al. (1997). Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder 
concept with the “stakeholder view of the firm” have been important, as well as his 
practical suggestions for the formulation of strategies for stakeholders. This study is also 
influenced by the basic framework including the “Basic two-tier stakeholder map” and 
the everyday strategies for creating value for stakeholders presented by Freeman et al. 
(2007). Mitchell et al. (1997) have provided a variety of definitions of a stakeholder and a 
model for evaluating stakeholder-manager relationships based on the three attributes; 
power, legitimacy, and urgency. These important writings will now be presented. 
 
 
The stakeholder view of the firm 
 
Rhenman (1964) published the first stakeholder map in the academic literature (Strand 
and Freeman, 2013). The company and its stakeholders are represented by a series of 
overlapping ellipses, which visually accentuates stakeholder theory’s fundamental tenet 
that the company and its stakeholders share a jointness of interests. Two decades later 
presented Freeman (1984) the well-known “stakeholder view of the firm” where the 
company is placed in the middle distanced from the stakeholders and the collaboration is 
symbolized with arrows, see Figure 1. 
 
A Swedish form of Freeman’s classic view is presented by Grafström et al. (2008) where 
the stakeholders are states, investors, political organizations, consultants, customers, 
employees, trade associations, suppliers, media and interest groups. Grafström et al. 
(2008) also comment that stakeholders are variable, interact with other organizations and 
are affected by developments and contemporary trends that can affect the usefulness of 
the stakeholder view. Another shortage with the stakeholder view is the fact that not all 
stakeholders belong to organized groups that have the purpose of representing their 
interests. Therefore they can be overlooked or ignored. This problem may be especially 
important with regard to vulnerable groups and future generations (ISO, 2010). 
 



 
 
Figure 1. The “stakeholder view of the firm” adopted from Freeman (1984). 

 
 
The two-tier stakeholder map 
 
The conditions for business have changed. We have experienced a globalization of 
capital markets and an emergence of powerful information technologies. Along with the 
liberalization of markets has come a liberalization of political institutions around the 
world. We have discovered that we need to take better care of the environment.  
Environmental awareness, championed by NGOs, has been spread globally. These trends 
have changed the primary business relationships with customers, suppliers, employees, 
financiers, community, competitors etc. (Freeman et al., 2007, Jensen and Sandström, 
2011). As a response Freeman et al. (2007) have developed the “Stakeholder view of the 
firm” into a two-tier stakeholder map, see Figure 2. 
 



  
 
Figure 2. The basic two-tier stakeholder map from Freeman et al. (2007). 

 
The groups in the inner circle; customers, employees, suppliers, financiers and 
communities, which they call primary stakeholders, define most business and managers 
must pay a special kind of attention to these groups. The outer ring of the map shows the 
secondary stakeholders; competitors, government, media, SIG and consumer advocate 
groups. They state that this set of groups can affect or be affected by the corporation and 
that each of these can influence the relationships of the corporation with the primary 
stakeholders. 
 
Criticisms have been made against this division since the secondary stakeholders can 
have a direct impact on a company's operations. Reputation has become more and more 
important and negative publicity in the media can result in great consequences 
(Grafström et al., 2008). One example is Shell and the extensive media drive launched by 
Greenpeace in 1995 that led to consumer boycotts all around Europe with serious 
economic consequences. Berry (2003) also agrees that the framework with primary and 
secondary stakeholders is not overly useful because various stakeholders claim more or 
less power at different times, and different stakeholders are more significant than others 
in different industries. 
 
 
A model for evaluating stakeholder-manager relationships  
 
Mitchell et al. (1997) present a more sophisticated model for stakeholder management 
with a theory that is based on stakeholders possessing one or more of the three 
relationship attributes: power, legitimacy and urgency. The theory is supposed to help 
management to separate stakeholders from non-stakeholders, and to explain to whom and 
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to what managers actually should pay attention. The descriptions and definitions of the 
attributes are presented in Table 2.  
 
Table 2 
The relationship attributes with explanations and definitions based on the work of Mitchell et al. (1997) presented for the focus group. 
Relationship 
attribute 

Description Definition 

Power The stakeholder’s power to influence the firm A relationship among social actors in which one social 
actor, A, can get another social actor, B, to do 
something that B would not have otherwise done 

Legitimacy The legitimacy of the stakeholder’s relationship 
with the firm 

A generalized perception or assumption that the 
actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or 
appropriate within some socially constructed system of 
norms, values, beliefs, definitions 

Urgency The urgency of the stakeholder’s claim on the firm The degree to which stakeholder claims call for 
immediate attention 

 
Entities with no power, legitimacy or urgency in relation to the firm are not stakeholders. 
The “latent stakeholders” are identified by their possession of only one of the attributes. 
With limited time, energy, and other resources managers may well do nothing about this 
category. The “expectant stakeholders” are identified by their possession of two of the 
attributes and the level of engagement between managers and these “expectant 
stakeholders” is likely to be higher. The combination of all three attributes is the 
“definitive stakeholders” to which managers give priority (Mitchell et al., 1997). The 
model is presented more in detail in Figure 3 and Table 3. 
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Figure 3. Mitchell et al. (1997)’s model for stakeholder management.  

 
  



Table 3  
The stakeholder classes in Mitchell et al. (1997)’s model for stakeholder management are described. 

Latent stakeholders 1. Dormant stakeholder Possesses the attribute power. Examples are those who have a loaded 
gun, who can spend a lot of money or who can command the attention 
of the media. 

 2. Discretionary stakeholder Possesses the attribute legitimacy. Examples are non-profit 
organizations who receive donations and volunteer labour. 

 3. Demanding stakeholder Possesses the attribute urgency. They are the “mosquitoes buzzing in 
the ears”. 

Expectant stakeholders 4. Dominant stakeholder Possesses the attributes power and legitimacy. For example owners, 
significant creditors, community leaders, employees. 

 5. Dangerous stakeholder Possesses the attributes power and urgency. That stakeholder will be 
coercive and possibly violent, making the stakeholder “dangerous” to 
the firm.  

 6. Dependent stakeholder Possesses the attributes legitimacy and urgency but lack power to act. 
These stakeholders have to rely on the advocacy of other, powerful 
stakeholders or on benevolence and voluntarism. 

Definitive stakeholders 7. Definitive stakeholder The combination of all three attributes is the “definitive stakeholders” 
to which managers give priority.  

 
Jensen and Sandström (2011) believe that Mitchell et al. (1997) have a limited take on 
power since the model is looking for power among those who have control over 
economic resources or certain hierarchal positions which they believe to be only partially 
relevant and useful. Instead they suggest that stakeholder theory have to be more 
sensitive to globalization. Companies should not just take responsibility for improving 
the conditions of definitive stakeholders but to recognize that the organizations actions 
contribute along with the global value chain, with workers’ rights and ecological harm to 
distant geographical places and that some have to take more responsibility than others. 
 
 

3. Methodology 
 
In order to explore if stakeholder management theories can be useful a case study was 
chosen as a research method. Case-study research is relevant if the questions require an 
extensive and in-depth description of a phenomenon (Yin, 2009) and it allows the 
researcher to investigate social phenomena in real-life contexts (Miles and Huberman, 
1994, Yin, 2009). Furthermore, single case studies are particularly powerful in exploring 
a phenomenon in its context (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). Boliden AB, was selected 
based on a number of criteria: high CSR profile, sustainability reporting, local context 
and interesting field competencies like metals recycling. The nature of Boliden AB’s 
operations is described in Section 4. 
 
Case study data has been collected via semi-structured interviews and interactive 
workshops with the strategic top management of CR.  General information about the 
interviews and the workshops are presented in Table 4. 
 
  



Table 4 
General information about interviews and workshops. 

Action Post Time (h) Date 
Interview 1 Director Group Sustainability 2  22 Aug 2012 

Interview 2 Energy Efficiency Manager 2  7 Sept 2012 

Interview 3 Director Group Communication 2  11 Sept 2012 

Interview 4 Director Group HR 2  11 Sept 2012 

Interview 5 Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility 2  11 Oct 2012 

Workshop 1 Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility, Director Group Sustainability, 
Information Manager, Director Group HR 

4  26 Sept 2013 

Workshop 2 Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility, Director Group 
Communication, Director Group HR, Energy Efficiency Manager, Health and 
Safety Manager 

1 26 may 2014 

 
The purpose with the interviews was to get general information about the present practice 
of stakeholder management. The purpose with the first workshop was to study if 
stakeholder management theories can be useful to develop the practice of stakeholder 
management further. The purpose with the second workshop was to present and discuss 
the results.  
 
The company is organized into four business units; mines, smelters, treasury and finance, 
and corporate responsibility, see Figure 4.  
 

 
Figure 4. Organization chart. 

 
This study is performed within the business unit corporate responsibility which is led by 
The Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility. His group consists of the Director 
Group Communications responsible for the strategic, internal and external 
communication, the Director Group Human Resources (HR) handling strategic labour 
practices, and the Director Group Sustainability responsible for the environment, quality 
and occupational health and safety. These four positions are the main respondents in this 



study and are later in this paper referred to as “the managers”. In the last workshop the 
Director Group Sustainability was replaced with the Energy Efficiency Manager and the 
Health and Safety Manager. 
 
 

4. Organizational context – Boliden AB 
 
Boliden AB is a mining and metals company with core competencies in the fields of 
exploration, mining, smelting and metals recycling. Boliden’s main metals are zinc and 
copper but lead, gold, silver and other products are also important. The group has 
approximately 4,400 employees distributed over four mining areas, six smelters, three 
marketing offices and one head office. The four mining areas are: Aitik, Tara, 
Garpenberg and the Boliden Area. All mines produce complex ore that contains zinc, 
copper, lead, gold and silver. Boliden’s five smelters refine metal concentrates and other 
raw materials, such as electronic scrap, metal scrap, metal ashes and end-of-life car 
batteries, in order to produce both pure metals and customized alloys. Boliden’s 
marketing offices in Sweden, Denmark, UK and Germany manage sales and the 
purchasing of raw materials, metals and by-products. The metals and by-products are sold 
and transported to customers such as steel companies and other manufacturers of semi-
finished products.  
 
Boliden’s group management has the ultimate responsibility for Boliden’s sustainability 
work which is conducted through the business unit corporate responsibility and group-
wide networks. The sustainability work has been focusing on employees and 
environmental responsibility. For the employees this meant; a safe work environment, 
health and lifestyle programs, and equal opportunities and diversity. The environmental 
responsibility included; environmental management systems, energy consumption, and 
carbon dioxide emission rights (Boliden, 2010). In 2012, sustainable development got a 
much more important role and the Senior Vice president Corporate Responsibility states 
that “Sustainability has probably never been as important for Boliden as it is right now”. 
Sustainable development went from two to ten pages in their annual reporting and the 
focus areas were expanded into; Boliden’s employees, Boliden’s environmental work and 
the first sustainable link in the metals’ value chain. Boliden’s employees included; to 
create a secure work environment and to securing tomorrow’s talent pool. Boliden’s 
environmental work is focusing on zero environmental accidents, minimizing emissions 
and discharges to air and water, strategic approach to energy issue work, extraction from 
and discharges to water sources, limiting impact on the physical environment, sustainable 
land and forestry management, and responsible waste management. The first sustainable 
link in the metals’ value chain includes business partners and evaluation of business 
partners (Boliden, 2012). This positive trend for sustainability management issues within 
the company has continued (Boliden, 2013).  



 
5. The case 
 
This section starts with a short review of the existing stakeholder management practice as 
it was before the theories were introduced. Then follows a description of how each theory 
was applied and how the managers reacted.   
 
 
Existing stakeholder management practice 
 
Boliden’s existing stakeholder management practice involves identifying and engaging 
with stakeholders. The company has previously identified the business partners 
(customers and suppliers), local community, employees, trade unions, the local authority, 
financiers, central government, the media and special-interest groups to be important 
stakeholders. Communication with stakeholders is governed by a number of documents 
both on the group and local level: the Group Communication Policy, Investor Relations 
Policy and local communication guidelines. However, these documents do not include 
any information on how to identify and engage stakeholders. According to the Director 
Group Communication, Boliden communicates well with financiers. It has annual capital 
market days where Boliden representatives meet market analysts but it is the company’s 
quarterly reports that receive the most attention. CSR is also communicated through the 
annual sustainability reports according to GRI 3.0 with the reporting level B+ with 
external review. The mines and smelters have regular open house events for the local 
community but the interest is low. The Director Group Communication summarized 
Boliden’s stakeholder management by saying “We do not have a coherent stakeholder 
dialog or a coherent structure for how we should meet our stakeholder groups. We have 
bits and pieces”.  
 
 
The stakeholder view of the firm 
 
The first theory applied was the stakeholder view of the firm (Freeman, 1984). The 
managers’ first task was to define the company stakeholder. Some thoughts and ideas 
were shared among the group but nothing concrete was generated. In order to help the 
discussions numerous of definitions of a stakeholder were presented, see Table 1. The 
reaction from the managers and especially from the Senior Vice President Corporate 
Responsibility was that these definitions were too academic. After further thoughts, 
reflections and discussions the managers agreed to the definition “can affect or can be 
affected by business” influenced by Freeman & Gilbert (1987). The managers believed 
the chosen definition to be plain and easy to comprehend.  
 



The next task was to identify the company stakeholders. In order to support the process 
Freeman’s (1984) “stakeholder view”, the Swedish form of the “stakeholder view” 
developed by Grafström et al. (2008) and other suggestions for stakeholder identification 
inspired by ISO 26000 (ISO, 2010) were presented. The managers’ suggestions for 
stakeholder groups were written down on post-it notes and placed on a white-board with 
the company in the middle. The suggestions resulted in the following groups; employees, 
trade-union representatives, future employees, capital market, lenders, stock exchange 
analyst, neighbours, owners, business partners, customers, suppliers, contractors, 
consumers, university/research, competitors, Sámi communities, politicians, media, 
public opinion formers, NGOs, trade-unions, business associations, authority, and 
landowners. After further discussions, some of the suggested stakeholder groups were 
classified as sub-groups to other stakeholder groups and the final version of “the Boliden 
stakeholder view” is presented in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5. The Boliden stakeholder view. 

 
 
The two-tier stakeholder map 
 
The next task was to discuss and decide which stakeholder groups those are “vital to the 
continued growth and survival of the business” i.e. the primary stakeholders and which 
stakeholder groups that “can affect the primary relationships” i.e. the secondary 
stakeholders (Freeman et al., 2007). The managers moved the post-it notes on the white-
board with the “primary stakeholders” closer to the middle (the firm) and the “secondary 
stakeholders” further out. A vivid discussion broke out that rather quickly reached a 
consensus. The result is the “Boliden two-tire stakeholder map” presented in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6. The Boliden two-tier stakeholder map inspired by Freeman et al. (2007). 

 
The original “stakeholder two-tier map” (Freeman et al., 2007) was presented and 
comparisons were made between the two. Boliden has as mentioned before more 
stakeholder groups. Instead of government and financiers Boliden has authorities, 
politicians, capital market and owners. Boliden also has future employees as a primary 
stakeholder due to the current problem of finding qualified labor.  Instead of communities 
Boliden chose to fine-tuning it into neighbors, Sámi communities, land owners, and 
university/research.  
 
Differences in the evaluation of primary and secondary stakeholders were also present. 
Boliden put authorities in the inner circle and this can be explained by the Swedish 
context where the legislations and the labour movement are important drivers. The 
Director Group Sustainability reflected over that Boliden had put media as a primary 
stakeholder while Freeman et al. (2007) considers media as a secondary stakeholder. The 
Director Group Communications said that media is tricky and that she always has seen 
media as just a channel for reaching the other stakeholders but in reality they are public 
opinion formers and communicators. The Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility 
continued by saying “Media is more than just that, they are the fourth estate”. The 
Director Group HR also justified media as a “primary stakeholder” by pointing out that; 
“We do not have customers like Volvo or Atlas Copco, our customer segment is much 
narrower. We need to be seen and that is why media is so important.” The final 
conclusion was that mass communication technology has changed the role of the media 
with regard to business.  
 
The similarities between Freeman et al. (2007)’s and Bolidens “two-tier stakeholder 
map” is that both placed financiers (capital market and owners), employees and business 



partners as primary stakeholders and competitors, consumers and public opinion formers 
as secondary. When asked if this could be used as a model for Boliden to assess its 
stakeholders the response where that the Director Group Sustainability were satisfied and 
the rest agreed. 
 
The next step was to estimate the level of interaction between the company and the 
identified stakeholder groups in order to study how the Boliden two-tier stakeholder map 
correlate with the actual interaction. The managers were asked to draw arrows on the 
white-board from the firm to the stakeholder groups. Thick arrows should represent the 
fact that much time and effort is put into interaction, the thin arrows represent little time 
and effort, and the medium-thick arrows something in between. This was also performed 
rather quickly without any divergent opinions and the result is presented in Figure 7. 

 
 
Figure 7. The estimated time and effort put into the interaction with stakeholder groups. 

 
In general the managers have thicker arrows to the stakeholders in the inner circle and 
thinner in the outer. But, the figure also shows that even if the future employees, 
neighbors and media are seen as primary stakeholders the interaction is perceived as 
rather scanty.   
 
 
A model for evaluating stakeholder-manager relationships  
 
Another way to estimate “who and what really counts” is presented by Mitchell et al. 
(1997) where the stakeholders are evaluated based on three relationship attributes; power, 
legitimacy, and urgency. The work of Mitchell et al. (1997) was presented to the group 
including explanations and definitions for the three attributes, which is seen in Table 2. 
 



The Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility commented the definition for 
legitimacy as “That was very theoretical, what does that mean?”. The group concluded 
that it is rather hard to work with the model if you don’t understand the definitions so 
they wanted to define their own definitions of the relationship attributes where needed. 
The attribute “power” generated a lot of discussions among the group. The Senior Vice 
President Corporate Responsibility strongly believed that the presented definition of 
power (Mitchell et al., 1997) was the correct one. The Director Group Sustainability and 
the Director Group Communications believed that the stakeholders capacity to directly or 
indirectly affect the company was better. The Director Group HR did not feel that the 
word capacity was strong enough for defining power. After further discussions the Senior 
Vice President Corporate Responsibility abstained even if he persisted in his opinion that 
the new definition was “very nonspecific”. Instead, the definition for legitimacy was 
decided very quickly. The Director Group Sustainability tried to describe her thoughts 
about the attribute with if a stakeholder has the right to exercise influence and the others 
followed up. The Director Group Communications asked; “Who are to define if they have 
that right or not?”. The Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility answers with; 
“Well, that will be defined by our norms and values”. The presented definition for 
urgency was finally chosen after some discussions about if the word “immediate” should 
be included or not. The Director Group Communications was pondering about the time 
span for “immediate” while the Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility argued 
that the word “immediate” had to be included in order to define urgency. Boliden’s 
definitions of the attributes are presented in Table 5. 
 
Table 5 
The relationship attributes with the original and the company’s own definitions. 

Relationship 
attribute 

Definition Boliden’s definition 

Power A relationship among social actors in which one 
social actor, A, can get another social actor, B, to do 
something that B would not have otherwise done 

The stakeholders capacity to directly or indirectly 
affect the company 

Legitimacy A generalized perception or assumption that the 
actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or 
appropriate within some socially constructed system 
of norms, values, beliefs, definitions 

The stakeholders right to exercise influence on the 
company within its system of fundamental values 

Urgency The degree to which stakeholder claims call for 
immediate attention 

The degree to which stakeholder claims call for 
immediate attention 

 

The earlier identified stakeholder groups were written down on a white-board and 
evaluated based on the three re-defined relationship attributes with a “yes” or a “no”. 
After a while they realized that all stakeholder groups got evaluated as having all three 
attributes; power, legitimacy and urgency. They found it hard to adjust to just two 
alternatives; yes and no and called for “some”. Since that was not an option, they read the 
definitions again and restarted with the primary stakeholders and the task got easier. The 
final evaluation is presented in Table 6.  



Table 6 
The evaluation of stakeholder groups based on the relationship attributes with the company’s own definitions. 
Stakeholder Power Legitimacy Urgency 
Employees Yes Yes Yes 

Future employees No Yes Yes 

Capital market Yes Yes Yes 

Neighbors Yes Yes Yes 

Owners Yes Yes Yes 

Business partners Yes Yes Yes 

Consumers No Yes No 

University/Research No Yes No 

Competitors No Yes No 

Sami communities Yes Yes No 

Politicians Yes Yes No 

Media Yes Yes Yes 

Public opinion formers Yes Yes Yes 

Authority Yes Yes Yes 

Land owners No Yes No 

 

The stakeholder group that required lots of discussions was the competitors. In the 
discussion about competitors and power, the opinions differed. The Director Group 
Sustainability said that “Yes, they have little power, because they can drive us out of the 
market”. The Director Group Communications responded “well, I believe that they have 
no power, actually…..”. The Director Group HR argued; “But, they drive us out of 
market…..in some situations”. The Director Group Communications continued; “Yes, but 
in our stakeholder dialogues with our competitors, can we affect them so that they don’t 
drive us out of market?” The Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility continued; 
“Can they make us do something that we otherwise should not have done?... the answer is 
yes. They can take our customers and our future employees….” The Director Group 
Sustainability responded; “Yes, I actually believe that they have power”.  The discussion 
about competitors and legitimacy was shorter. The Director Group Sustainability said; 
“the competitors are in the same business trade, so they have legitimacy”. The others 
agreed. Grading the competitors and the attribute ”urgency” was harder. The Director 
Group HR said; “They are put on hold!” The Senior Vice President Corporate 
Responsibility replied; “if we were to ask the sales manager, I'm pretty sure he would 
strongly argue for urgency regarding the competitors”. The Director Group 
Communications was doubtful and said “I am curious, if we define our competitors as 
primary stakeholders, what would this shift in stakeholder management look like? The 
fact that we suddenly should focus our stakeholder dialogues on the competitors”. After 
some consideration the Director Group Sustainability said “I do not think that the 
competitors have power… after all…”. The Senior Vice President Corporate 
Responsibility replied “But surely they have power” The Director Group 
Communications continued “but not the same immediate power as owners, authority or 
employees”. The Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility said “I believe that we 
are influenced of our responsibilities within the company and that others for example 
from commercials would rate them differently”. He continued “LKAB is not a competitor 



businesswise or on the capital market, we sell everything we produce and that 
competitions is put out of action, while on the other hand, we compete about future 
employees, technical development, environmental performance, that’s where the 
competition is. The Director Group Communications continues “But this is about a 
stakeholder dialog, and from that perspective, is competitors a stakeholder group that we 
should have a dialog with?”. The Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility replied 
“No, they are not. The Director Group Communications said “No, we can’t say that”. 
The Senior Vice President Corporate Responsibility finished the discussion; “No, we 
leave them…”. The final grading is presented in Table 6. 
 

The discretionary stakeholders are; consumers, university/research, competitors, and 
landowners. The dominant stakeholders are Sámi communities and politicians. The 
dependent stakeholders are the future employees. The definitive stakeholders are; 
employees, capital market, neighbours, owners, business partners, media, public opinion 
formers, and authority. This is presented in Table 7. 
 
Table 7 
The evaluation of stakeholder groups based on Boliden’s definitions. 

Boliden’s stakeholder classes Stakeholder groups 
2 Discretionary stakeholder Consumers 

 University/Research 

 Competitors 

 Landowners 

4 Dominant stakeholder Sami communities 

 Politicians 

6 Dependent stakeholder Future employees 

7 Definitive stakeholder Employees 

 Capital market 

 Neighbours 

 Owners 

 Business partners 

 Media 

 Public opinion formers 

 Authority 

 

The differences in the result from the earlier assessment into primary and secondary 
stakeholders are that the future employees, considered as primary stakeholders in the 
earlier model now are dependent stakeholders i.e. less important and that the public 
opinion formers goes from being secondary stakeholder to a definitive, primary 
stakeholder.  
 
A comparison was made between the two models and the estimated the level of 
interaction in Figure 6 and 7 and Table 7. The future employees have a medium-sized 
arrow which support Mitchell et al (1997)’s model. The public opinion formers have also 



a medium-sized arrow which support Freeman et al. (2007)’s model. To sum up, the 
result from the two models are almost the same. 
 
 
6. Discussion and conclusions 
 
This paper has been focusing on how a large Swedish mining and metals company reacts 
to and appropriates established stakeholder management theories. The three seminal 
writings that have had a vital role are; the stakeholder concept with the “stakeholder view 
of the firm” by Freeman (1984), the basic framework including the “basic two-tier 
stakeholder map” and the everyday strategies for creating value for stakeholders 
(Freeman et al., 2007), and a model for evaluating stakeholder-manager relationships 
based on the three attributes; power, legitimacy, and urgency (Mitchell et al., 1997).  
 
The stakeholder view of the firm was efficient to use as a roadmap and facilitated the 
work of identifying stakeholders. The stakeholder view also helped the company to 
emphasize stakeholder groups that it did not have highlighted before in their existing 
stakeholder management practice. This resulted in “the Boliden stakeholder view” with 
an expanded amount of stakeholder groups as a consequence when the company adapted 
the stakeholder view to its own context. The stakeholder groups are not static actors and 
can change over time (Grafström et al., 2008) therefore it is important that the managers 
update the “Boliden stakeholder view” regularly. Some stakeholders do not belong to 
organized groups that have the purpose of representing their interests and they may be 
overlooked or ignored (ISO, 2010). The stakeholder view does not include these 
stakeholders and the managers have to consider how to relate to this fact. 
 
The company used the two-tier stakeholder map to divide the stakeholder groups into 
primary and secondary stakeholders. This task generated a vivid discussion but also a 
quick consensus. The company felt that the map might be useful when to decide which 
stakeholders to focus on in future stakeholder management practice. Some differences 
between the original map and Boliden’s two-tier stakeholder map were identified. 
Boliden put authorities in the inner circle as primary stakeholders and this can be 
explained by the Swedish context where the legislations and the labour movement are 
important drivers.  This is supported by Matten and Moon (2008) whom have compared 
The United States with Europe and have identified differences like the power of the state, 
governments’ engagement in economic and social activity, financial sources and 
education and labour systems. Boliden also put media as a primary stakeholder while 
Freeman et al. (2007) considers media as a secondary stakeholder. The managers argued 
that the mass communication technology has changed the role of the media with regard to 
business. Reputation has become more and more important and negative publicity in the 
media can result in great consequences (Grafström et al., 2008) and this view is obviously 



shared by the managers. Berry (2003) does not find the framework with primary and 
secondary stakeholders overly useful because various stakeholders claim more or less 
power at different times, and different stakeholders are more significant than others in 
different industries. Boliden has adapted the theory to its specific industry but the 
managers also have to update the model regularly in order be more sensitive to changes 
over time. 
 
The Boliden stakeholder view of the firm was used to estimate the level of interaction 
between the company and the identified stakeholder groups. The result was compared 
with the Boliden two-tier map. This comparison showed that the company had a rather 
scanty interaction with some of the primary stakeholders and this finding is of course 
valuable information for their future stakeholder management practice.   
 
The model for evaluating stakeholder-manager relationships was more of a challenge for 
the managers. The definitions for the three attributes were perceived as “very theoretical” 
and they wanted to re-define them in order to make them more comprehendible and 
therefore more useful. Again, the group adapted the theory by its own context. This re-
defining and the following evaluation took some time to perform and generated quite 
long but fruitful discussions. Berry (2003) raises the fact that a shift in relative power 
may occur because of the importance of the demands on the company or the attention of 
media. Any single stakeholder can also form coalitions with other stakeholders, thus 
increasing their power quickly. This suggests that Boliden has to re-evaluate the 
stakeholder-manager relationships quite often for the model to be useful. The suggestion 
that stakeholder theory have to be more sensitive to globalization (Jensen and Sandström, 
2011) were discussed during the last work shop. The managers felt that their present way 
of working with the evaluation of business partners, where they promote social 
responsibility in their sphere of influence is sufficient. 
 
The Boliden two-tier stakeholder map and the model for evaluating stakeholder-manager 
relationships generate almost the same result. Nevertheless, Mitchell et al.’s (1997) 
model has some advantages; 

 A more objective evaluation based on three attributes 

 The three levels; latent, expectant and definitive stakeholders gives a more 
nuanced evaluation 

 The different stakeholder classes can be used to have properly designed dialogues 
  
The final conclusion is that these theories are useful, but they always must be 
appropriated to the specific context. Boliden is a heterogeneous company and the Senior 
Vice President Corporate Responsibility commented that the result from the workshops 
might look very differently if performed at another business unit. This together with the 



fact that various stakeholders claim more or less power at different times, and different 
stakeholders are more significant than others in different industries (Berry, 2003)  suggest 
that the identification and evaluation of stakeholders must be performed regularly and at 
all business units to be of best use. 
 
The future research is going to focus on the formulation of strategies for creating value 
for the stakeholders. This include understanding stakeholders in more depth in 
accordance with the fundamental tenet of stakeholder management that the company and 
its stakeholders share a jointness of interests (Rhenman, 1968) in order to create value for 
stakeholders (Freeman et al., 2007).  
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