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THE APPLICABILITY AND USEFULNESS OF THE STAKEHOLDER

STRATEGY MATRIX FOR FESTIVAL MANAGEMENT

MATHILDA VAN NIEKERK

Tourism, Events & Attractions Department, Rosen College of Hospitality Management,
University of Central Florida, Orlando, FL, USA

This article examines the applicability and usefulness of the stakeholder strategy matrix in the con-
text of festival management. An extensive literature review gave rise to the development of an online
survey. Data for the study were collected from festival managers in the US. This empirical study
indicated that internal and external festival stakeholders differ from each other in significant ways,
and that different management strategies should be used to manage them. The stakeholder strategy
matrix appears to be more effective for the management of internal festival stakeholders and the
least effective for managing external festival stakeholders. Based on the results of the study, it can be
postulated that the stakeholder strategy matrix can be applied effectively towards managing festival
stakeholders and may provide useful management strategies for festival managers when managing
their internal and external stakeholders. This is one of the first studies to be conducted in this area,
and as such it contributes to the body of knowledge on management strategies for internal and exter-

nal festival stakeholders.
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Festival management

Introduction

Festivals are not static events and certainly do not
function in isolation. Instead, festivals constantly
develop in the context of interaction with people in
their internal and external environments. These peo-
ple are, of course, known as the festivals’ stakehold-
ers. A stakeholder is, furthermore, someone who can
affect the festival or who is affected by the festival, or
who plays an important role in terms of the survival
of the festival (Polonsky & Scott, 2005). Freeman

(2010) propounds that the ultimate purpose of an
organization (“organization” here includes festivals)
is to coordinate their stakeholders and their interests
within the organization, so that the organization can
become more sustainable and successful over the
long term. The essential premise of the stakeholder
theory is that the organization should have a rela-
tionship with its stakeholders in order for it to be
successful. Freeman (2010) particularly emphasizes
the importance of focusing on the nature and inter-
ests of stakeholders and taking the necessary (and
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appropriate) managerial decision to accommodate
them. However, previous studies that have been con-
ducted in this area of research tended to focus on the
outcomes of addressing the different stakeholders
rather than looking at different stakeholder manage-
ment strategies that can be applied towards manag-
ing stakeholders (Berman, Wicks, Kotha, & Jones,
1999; Minoja, 2012).

It is important to understand the link between the
correct management strategy that is applied when
dealing with the stakeholders, and the outcome of
the selected strategy (Polonsky & Scott, 2005). It
is possible that poor outcomes may be a reflection
of an incorrect choice of stakeholder management
strategy. Freeman (1984) developed a stakeholder
strategy matrix that assists organizations towards
applying a number of generic management strate-
gies when managing their stakeholders’ interests.
Comprising of four quadrants, the stakeholder
strategy matrix divides stakeholders based on their
ability to cooperate and threaten the organization;
it also suggests apposite strategies for managing
stakeholders. Other researchers such as Polonsky
(1996), Polonsky and Scott (2005), and Savage,
Nix, Whitehead, and Blair (1991) have tested the
stakeholder strategy matrix as a potentially useful
tool that can explain the interest of various stake-
holders. It also provides managers with guidance
regarding the use of different strategies that can be
used to manage relationships and improve organi-
zational performance. However, the applicability
and usefulness of the stakeholder strategy matrix
in the context of festivals and events has not been
fully examined before. In other words, previous
studies have not empirically investigated whether
festival stakeholders’ cooperative and threatening
potential are significantly different from each other,
or whether there are differences between the coop-
erative and threatening potential of internal and
external stakeholders. Given this gap in the litera-
ture, the current article aims to examine whether
the stakeholder strategy matrix provides useful
guidance for festival managers when dealing with
internal and external stakeholders.

Stakeholder Theory

The stakeholder theory suggests that by address-
ing the interest of stakeholders, an organization will

be more sustainable and perform better (Freeman,
2010; Freeman, Wicks, & Parmar, 2004). Although
several previous tourism and festival studies (Garrod,
Fyall, Leask, & Reid, 2012; Getz, Andersson, &
Larson, 2007; Karlsen & Nordstrom, 2009; Presenza
& locca, 2012) have introduced the stakeholder the-
ory with the work of Freeman, the foundation of the
theory can be traced back to the Stanford Research
Institute (SRI) in 1963 (Freeman, 1984). The term
stakeholder was originally meant to generalize the
notion of stockholders; these were seen as the only
group to whom management needed to respond.
According to the stakeholder theory, organizations’
stakeholders included the owners, customers, sup-
pliers, society, lenders, and the employees of that
organization. Freeman (2010) states that in 1965,
Ansoff and Stewart continued the work of the SRI;
the author adds that if the executives of the organiza-
tion do not understand the needs and the concerns of
these stakeholder groups, it would be impossible for
the organization to formulate corporate objectives
that are well supported. Unsupported objectives by
the stakeholders would have a negative effect on the
organization and would threaten its survival.

Ansoff (1965), however, rejected the stakeholder
theory in his research on the basis that the responsi-
bilities and the objectives of the organization are not
anonymous, but that they have been seen as similar
in the stakeholder theory (Ansoff, 1965; Freeman,
2010). Supporters of the stakeholder theory, how-
ever, maintained that the objective of the organiza-
tion is to balance the conflict between the various
stakeholders within the firm (managers, employees,
stockholders, suppliers, and vendors) by separating
the economic side (making profit) from the social
side (responsibility to stakeholders).

In the mid-1970s, Ackoff and Churchman (Sethi,
1971) rediscovered the stakeholder theory. The social
movements that characterized the 1960s, such as the
civil rights and antiwar demonstrations, the rise of
consumerism, and the women’s rights movement all
served as catalysts for organizations to rethink their
role in society (Freeman, 2010; Sethi, 1971). The
focus within organizations therefore partially shifted
from the satisfaction of the owner towards the com-
munity, the employees, and the public. Dill (1975)
has noted that the concept of stakeholder influence
shifted towards stakeholder participation. He viewed
it as part of the broader organizational social audit
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whose role it was to analyze the organization’s
actions in terms of social cost and social benefits.
Similarly, Clarkson (1995) has pointed out that the
survival of the organization depends, among other
things, on its ability to satisfy its stakeholders.

The stakeholder theory therefore focuses on the
purpose of the firm and reflects on the responsibility
of management towards its stakeholders (Freeman et
al., 2004). However, the question remains: Who are
the stakeholders? In 1963, The Stanford Research
Institute defined a stakeholder as those groups that
support the organization and without whose support
the organization would not be able to exist (Freeman,
2010). According to Pajunen (2006), stakeholders are
those groups that can make a difference in the orga-
nization’s success or failure. For Sautter and Leisen
(1999), a stakeholder can be an individual or a group
who has a legitimate interest in the organization’s
activities and has the power to affect the organiza-
tion’s performance and/or has a stake in its perfor-
mance. Although common aspects can be identified
in the above definitions, Freeman’s (1984) definition
will be used for the purpose of the current study. He
defines stakeholders as: “any group or individual
who can affect or is affected by the achievement of
the organizations objectives” (p. 4).

Several tourism and festival studies have used
the stakeholder theory in their research. Most of this
research tended to focus on the identification of desti-
nation and festival stakeholders (Garrod et al., 2012;
Getz & Andersson, 2009; Getz et al., 2007; Larson,
2002; Reid & Arcodia, 2007; Sheehan & Ritchie,
2005; van Niekerk, 2014) while others focused on
the roles and functions of these stakeholders (Anuar,
Ahmad, Jusoh, & Hussain, 2012; Getz et al., 2007;
Karlsen & Nordstrom, 2009). Very few studies have,
however, explored the management strategies of des-
tination and festival stakeholders. Before developing
and implementing the correct stakeholder manage-
ment strategies, the stakeholders should be clearly
defined, identified, and grouped. Getz (2010) refers
to festival stakeholders as: “those persons or groups
who can influence the organization, or are influ-
enced by it” (p. 2). Stakeholders have a stake in the
event or festival and its outcomes, and these include
the event production, sponsors, grant givers, com-
munity representative, and anyone else impacted by
the event. Other studies have added the artists and
their booking agents, employees, organizers and

attendees, government agencies, media, suppliers,
police and public services, tourism traders, venues
and facilities, and volunteers to the stakeholder list
(Andersson & Getz, 2008; Getz et al., 2007; Karlsen
& Nordstrom, 2009; Larson, 2002; Presenza & locca
2012; van Niekerk & Coetzee, 2011).

Once the stakeholders have been identified,
it becomes possible to group them together into
groups with shared attributes. Some authors group
stakeholders as either primary or secondary (Carroll,
1989; Clarkson, 1995; Freeman, 2010; Sheehan
& Ritchie, 2005). Primary stakeholders are classi-
fied as those stakeholders who have a formal or an
official contract relationship with the organization
or festival and without whom the organization or
festival will not be able to survive (Clarkson, 1995;
Freeman, 2010). On the other hand, secondary
stakeholders can be seen as those who will have
an affect or can be affected by the organization
or festival, but who are not engaging in transac-
tions with the organization or festival and are not
essential to its survival (Clarkson, 1995; Freeman,
2010). Sheehan and Ritchie (2005) further note that
stakeholders can be grouped based on issues such
as (1) the power of the stakeholder, (2) the urgency
of the relationship, as well as (3) the legitimacy of
the stakeholder. The festival’s dependency on the
stakeholder should also be considered as it can
influence the choice of the management strategy.

Garrod et al. (2012) group stakeholders into five
groups, namely local community, investors, suppliers,
customers, and employees. Other researchers have
developed models with different numbers and other
combinations of stakeholder groupings (Freeman et
al., 2004; Getz et al., 2007; Presenza & locca, 2012;
Sheehan & Ritchie, 2005). These authors have
attempted to group stakeholders in their research on
tourism and festival studies, but no consensus has
been reached among them as to how exactly festival
stakeholders should be grouped. It seems necessary
to develop a model to address this gap. For the pur-
pose of this study, festival stakeholders are, however,
divided into eight groups as identified by Polonsky and
Scott (2005). The reason why Polonsky and Scott’s
(2005) grouping is used is because they are among the
few researchers who have developed and tested the
stakeholder strategy matrix in different areas, which
facilitates comparisons between studies. Their group-
ing of stakeholders entails: competitors, customers,
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employees, government, owners/shareholders, special
interest groups, suppliers, and top management.

The identification and differentiation of stake-
holders is crucial for the development and imple-
mentation of the appropriate management strategies
(Anuar et al., 2012; Getz, 2010). In other words,
managers should understand the nature of the link
between the management strategies that are applied
and the outcomes achieved (Polonsky & Scott,
2005). Poor outcomes might be the result of apply-
ing an incorrect management strategy, or the lack of
the implementation of an appropriate strategy in a
given situation. A tool to assist festival managers in
identifying the correct management strategy when
dealing with stakeholders is called the stakeholder
strategy matrix, which was developed in the man-
agement sciences. Based on the above discussion,
the next section will focus on the stakeholder strat-
egy matrix and its applicability and usefulness to
festival management.

Stakeholder Strategy Matrix
A stakeholder strategy matrix has been pro-
posed by Freeman (2010); this matrix aims to assist

Table 1
Applicable Generic Strategies

organizations in applying general management
strategies when addressing their internal and exter-
nal stakeholder interests. These generic strategies
can be applied in various circumstances, and by
implementing the correct strategies the organiza-
tional learning and organizational legitimacy should
improve (Polonsky & Scott, 2005). It is believed
that organizations can use the stakeholder strategy
matrix and, based on their evaluation, they can deter-
mine management strategies applicable to a specific
stakeholder depending on its position within the
two-dimensional matrix model. Polonsky and Scott
(2005) have synthesized the 13 generic management
strategies as identified by Freeman (1984, 2010) and
Savage et al. (1991) in terms of their applicability to
the different quadrants (Table 1) to assist with stake-
holder management. Freeman (2010) identifies cer-
tain generic management strategies that can be used
to address the interest of the organization’s internal
and external stakeholders based on their ability to
either cooperate or threaten the organizations out-
comes. As shown in Table 1 and Figure 1, consist-
ing out of four quadrants, the stakeholder strategy
matrix divides stakeholders based on their ability to
threaten and cooperate with the organization.

Dependent Variable

Swing? Defensive®  Offensive? Hold?
Change Defend Exploit Hold
High®/High® High®/Low® Low’/High® Low®/Low*

1. Modify the circumstance in which the festival and this stakeholder X

interact

2. Change the formal or informal rules under which this stakeholder X

operates
3. Refocus this stakeholder’s objectives

4. Informally collaborate with this stakeholder when establishing policy X

for the festival
5. Reinforce this stakeholder’s beliefs about the festival
6. Include this stakeholder when developing strategy
7. Modify this stakeholder belief about the festival
8

x

. Change festivals organizational behavior to address this stakeholder’s X X

concerns
9. Continue with existing activities
10. Reduce reliance on this stakeholder

11. Monitor this stakeholder for change in their beliefs/behavior/attitudes X
12. Minimize the possibility of this stakeholder—firm relationship changing X

in any way
13. Link this stakeholder to the firm’s wider objective

X X

Source: Developed from Freeman (2010) and Savage et al. (1991) and synthesis by Polonsky and Scott (2005).

2Management strategy.
®Threatening ability.
cCoopertive ability.
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Relative Threatening Potential

High

Low

Freeman (Swing Group)

Savage et al. (Mixed Blessing Group)
Management strategy is to collaborate

High

Stakeholders

e  Employees in short supply (1)
e  Customers (E)

e  Complementary products (E)

Management strategy is to change the rules

Freeman (Offensive Group)
Management strategy is to exploit

Savage et al. (Supportive Group)
Management strategy is to involve

Stakeholders

e  Board Members (1)
e  Employees (1)

e Managers(l)

Freeman (Defensive Group)
Management strategy is to defend

Relative Cooperative Potential

Savage et al. (Nonsupportive Group)

Freeman (Hold Group)
Management strategy is to hold the current position

Savage et al. (Marginal Group)

§ Management strategy is to defend Management strategy is to monitor
Stakeholders Stakeholders
e  Competitors (E) e  Consumer Interest Groups (E)
e  Government (E) e  Professional Associations for employees (E)
e  Media in certain situations (E) e  Stockholders (1)
Figure 1. Stakeholder strategy matrix model. Source: Adapted from Freeman (1984) and Savage et al. (1991). | = internal

stakeholder; E = external stakeholder.

The purpose of this study is to determine
whether the stakeholder strategy matrix can be
applied and used for the management of festival
stakeholders. Before the applicability and useful-
ness of the stakeholder strategy matrix can there-
fore be determined for festivals, one first needs to
establish whether festival stakeholders’ coopera-
tive and threatening potential are different from
each other. Thereafter, one would need to deter-
mine is the cooperative and threatening potential
of the internal and external stakeholders towards
the festival.

The following hypotheses have therefore been
developed:

H1: The cooperative and threatening potential of
all festival stakeholders differs in significant
ways.

H2: The threatening potential of internal and exter-
nal stakeholders is significantly different from
each other.

H3: The cooperative potential of internal and exter-
nal stakeholders is significantly different from
each other.

Depending on the positioning within the matrix,
each category provides an appropriate management
strategy that should be applied when dealing with
the stakeholders.

Quadrant 1: High Threating Potential
and High Cooperative Potential

Stakeholders in this group are referred to as
“swing” stakeholders (Freeman, 1984). They play a
major role in the organization (Savage et al., 1991).
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These stakeholders can either assist the organization
or they may decide to hinder the organization and
its activities. The management strategy suggested
for this group is that one should “seek to change
or influence the rules that govern the interaction”
(Polonsky 1996, p. 217). Savage et al. (1991) refer
to these stakeholders as the “mixed blessing group”
and identify the “collaborate management strat-
egy” as the best strategy to use when engaging with
this group (p. 65). Collaboration should help one
to maximize their cooperative potential and also to
minimize their threatening potential. Internal stake-
holders for this group would include employees
that are in short supply and external stakeholders
would be the customers, or complementary prod-
ucts or services supplied.

Quadrant 2: Low Threating Potential
and High Cooperative Potential

The stakeholders in this group are defined by
Freeman (1984) as the “offensive group,” or the
“supportive group” by Savage et al. (1991). The
management strategy suggested for this group is
to involve the stakeholders in relevant issues, thus
maximizing on their cooperative potential. In a
well-managed organization, the following inter-
nal stakeholders should form part of this category:
board of trustees, staff employees, managers, and
parent company. External stakeholders in this cate-
gory include suppliers, service providers, and non-
profit community organizations.

Quadrant 3: Low Cooperative and
High Threatening Potential

According to Freeman (1984), the stakeholders
in this group are referred to as “defensive stake-
holders.” They are the most distressing type for any
manager and organization, according to Savage
et al. (1991). The management strategy suggested
when dealing with these stakeholders is to defend
the organization against them. This group’s “non-
supportive” potential has led Savage et al. (1991) to
believe that the best strategy to manage them would
be to defend the organization against them. Typi-
cally, the stakeholders here would include com-
petitors, employee unions, federal government, and
sometimes the media.

Quadrant 4: Low Cooperative and
Low Threatening Potential

The stakeholders in this group are not highly
cooperative or highly threatening, and although
they might have a stake in the organization, they
are not generally concerned about many of the
issues. The stakeholders in this group are referred
to as the “holding stakeholders” (Freeman, 1984).
In managing these stakeholders, the organization
should maintain its current position and monitor
their position for any changes that may be taking
place. Savage et al. (1991) similarly identify this
group as the “marginal group” and the management
strategy proposed by these authors is likewise to
monitoring. For a medium- to large-sized organiza-
tion, the stakeholders in this group would be con-
sumer interest groups, professional associations for
employees (external), and stockholders (internal).

Following this stakeholder strategy matrix, fes-
tival managers should be guided by the position
of their internal and external festival stakeholders
within the matrix. This will help them to determine
their relationship with the stakeholders as well as
the most appropriate management strategy to use.
The matrix has been utilized by various researchers
as a useful tool for identifying individual stake-
holders’ interests and providing guidance in terms
of managing them (Freeman, 1984; Polonsky, 1996;
Polonsky & Scott, 2005). However, few empirical
studies have tested the applicability of the stake-
holder strategy matrix in different study fields such
as festivals.

H4: The stakeholder strategy matrix is more useful
and applicable for internal festival stakehold-
ers than external festival stakeholders.

Based on previous studies, this section has
developed a theoretical framework and proposed
research hypotheses. The next section will explain
the methodology that was used for this study.

Methodology

This study made use of the deductive research
approach, which is associated with the positivism
paradigm (Gill & Johnson, 2010; Gray, 2009).
The deductive approach focuses on the existing
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theoretical knowledge. In this study, the stake-
holder theory and the stakeholder strategy matrix
were first reviewed. From here, the researcher
proceeded to develop a theoretical framework and
proposed hypotheses. This led to the development
of the questionnaire that set out to test the stake-
holder strategy matrix, as well as its usefulness and
applicability in managing festival stakeholders in
the US.

This study gathered primary data from festival
managers across the US by means of an online
questionnaire. The online-based questionnaire was
primarily developed based on the research of
Freeman (1984) and Polonsky and Scott (2005).
The questionnaire consisted of 31 questions. Ques-
tions 1-9 were used to identify the different fes-
tival stakeholders. Questions 10-12 concerned the
relationship of festival managers with their differ-
ent stakeholders, and questions 12-14 investigated
the different management approaches followed
by the festival managers when managing festival
stakeholders. Questions 15-16 looked at the influ-
encing potential of festival stakeholders and ques-
tions 17-18 explored the communication used.
Questions 19-—aimed to determine the success fac-
tors of the festivals and questions 21-28 set out to
address the characteristics of the different festivals.
Questions 29-31 requested demographic aspects of
festival managers. The questionnaire consisted of
open- and closed-ended questions with a view to
ensure that all possible answers were captured. A
Likert scale was used throughout the questionnaire.
The questionnaire was pilot tested with five local
festival managers. Academic colleagues and Ph.D.
students in this field also pretested the survey and
provided feedback. The feedback that was received
was then evaluated and incorporated into the sur-
vey with a view to improve its quality.

The target population of the study comprised fes-
tival managers in the US. However, there are no
reliable lists of festivals and their managers avail-
able in the US. The researcher thus made use of an
internet search, and contacted convention and tour-
ism bureaus, friends, colleagues, and the Facebook
pages of festival associations. In this manner, the
researcher found 410 festivals and created a data-
base with these festivals’ names and the contact
addresses of their managers. After finalizing the
survey, an e-mail was sent out to the managers of

those 410 festivals in the US, requesting them to
complete the online questionnaire. The managers
were also kindly asked to forward the invitation
e-mail to other festival managers that they might
know. A follow-up e-mail was sent out 2 weeks
later to remind the participants of the survey. After
a 6-week period, 57 festival managers completed
the questionnaires. For the field of festival stud-
ies this number is acceptable as most studies that
have been conducted on festivals tend to focus on
a small sample size; conversely, studies are often
case study oriented (Akintan, 2013; Getz, 2013).
Andersson and Getz (2009), for instance, looked at
festival ownership of 13 festivals in Sweden, while
Karlsen and Nordstrom (2009) investigated stake-
holder cooperation of three festivals in the Barents
Region. A study by Getz et al. (2007) covers the
roles of festival stakeholder in 13 festivals in Can-
ada and Sweden, while Andersson and Getz (2008)
explored the stakeholder management strategies of
14 live music festivals in Sweden. The study by
Presenza and locca (2012) investigated the weight
of festival stakeholders of 48 Italian music festi-
vals. The current study is therefore one of a kind
because it involves and researches so many festi-
vals at the same time.

Informed consent was obtained from partici-
pants. Furthermore, the researcher avoided decep-
tion, harm, or risk to any participants and set out
to ensure trust between the researcher and partici-
pants. All “unique identifiers” were removed from
the electronic questionnaire with a view to ensure
privacy to all respondents. The researcher followed
all policies and procedures stipulated by the Institu-
tional Research Board (IRB) of the University. An
application was submitted to the IRB and the study,
concept letter, and questionnaire were approved
by the IRB. There were no unique identifiers used
in this study and the participants were therefore
entirely anonymous.

The online survey was managed through Qual-
trics and data were then exported to SPSS 21 for
statistical analysis. This study sought to develop
both descriptive and inferential statistics. The
Importance—Performance Analysis (IPA) was used
to graphically display the mean ratings of all stake-
holders’ threatening and cooperative potential on an
easily interpreted two-dimensional graph (Martilla
& James, 1977). The stakeholder strategy matrix
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model was used to analyze the applicability and
usefulness of the matrix in the management of fes-
tival stakeholders in greater detail.

All possible measures were taken into account in
the design of the questionnaire with a view to ensure
face validity, content validity, criterion validity,
and concurrent validity. It is known that the great-
est threat by far in terms of online questionnaire
validity is that of the sampling error, because certain
demographic segments of the population might be
underrepresented due to the availability of Internet
access. It was, however, presumed that most festi-
vals that are positioned in the US would have a web-
site or would at least have access to the Internet. In
designing the measuring instrument, the researcher
took extra care to ensure the interrater reliability of
the questionnaire so that similar people would yield
similar results. Internal consistency was added to the
questionnaire where different questions were asked
to test the same construct, and a Cronbach’s alpha
score of 0.898 was reported. The next section reports
the findings of the empirical research and presents
an analysis and discussion of these findings.

Study Results and Discussion
Demographic Information

As presented in Table 2, about 67% of the
respondents have fairly extensive experience (more
than 5 years) in the events and festival indus-
tries. In terms of demographics, about 89% of
the respondents were females and only 11% were
males. Although this is not an equal distribution in
terms of gender, the results can be understood in
light of the fact that there are a much higher per-
centage of women within the event and festival
industry. These results are similar to findings from
other studies (Goldblatt, 2000, 2002). Respondents
were fairly advanced in terms of number of years
of experience, which also can be explained when
looking at the age of the festivals and the fact that
many are community focused; festival organizers
are often living within these communities. Accord-
ing to the study findings, the festival managers
have a higher gross annual income than that of the
national average personal income of $32,184 (US
Census Bureau, 2012) and vary similar to the mean
average of $49,830 for meeting, convention, and

Table 2
Demographic Information

Festival management experience (years)

1-5 years 33%
6-10 years 33%
11-15 years 17%
16-20 years 6%
20+ years 11%
Gender
Male 11%
Female 89%
Ages of festival managers
25-34 years 11%
45-54 years 32%
55-64 years 37%
65-75 years 16%
75+ years 4%
Level of education
High school 6%
Associate degree 11%
Bachelor 44%
Masters 33%
Other, specify 6%
Personal gross annual income
Under $10,000 6%
$25,000-$34,999 13%
$35,000-$49,999 13%
$50,000-$74,999 38%
$75,000-$99,999 19%
$100,000-$149,999 6%
Over $150,000 5%

event planners in the US (US Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, 2014). These results can be ascribed to the
levels of the respondents’ education (33% had Mas-
ter’s degrees). This percentage is higher than the
national average where the median is a Bachelor’s
degree (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014).

Festival Stakeholders and Their Threatening
and Cooperative Potential (Direct
Measure vs. Theoretical Construct)

Table 3 presents the identification of the differ-
ent stakeholders. According to study results, few
festival stakeholders (29%) see their competitors
as a stakeholder in their festivals. Evaluating these
results against the definition of a festival stake-
holder: “someone that is influenced or which can
have an influence on the organization” (Freeman,
2010, p. 31), it seems that festival managers fail to
recognize the potential of viewing competitors as
stakeholders. They should rather aim to understand
that competitors can indeed have a major influence
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Table 3

Identification of Different Stakeholders

Festival Stakeholders Yes No
Customers 76% 24%
Competitors 29% 71%
Employees 88%  12%
Government/government agencies ~ 75%  25%
Owners/shareholders 86% 14%
Special interest groups 46% 54%
Suppliers 63% 37%
Senior managers 84% 16%

on their festivals and therefore they should be seen
as important festival stakeholders.

Festival organizers were asked to rate the threat-
ening and cooperative potential of various stake-
holders on a 7-point Likert scale where 7 was the
most threatening/cooperative and 1 was the least.
Forexample, if festival managers agreed very highly
or extremely highly, or if they indicated very low or
extremely low when asked if the stakeholders had
the potential to threaten/cooperate with the festival,
the stakeholder was classified as “high” or “low”
respectively within the stakeholder strategy matrix.
It can be seen in Table 4 (theoretical construct) that
Senior managers, Owners/shareholders, Custom-
ers, and Employees received this highest scores on
both threatening and cooperative potential.

As presented in Table 5, a paired t test was
employed to determine if there was a significant
difference between the cooperative and threaten-
ing potential of the different stakeholders (H1).
Secondly, the threatening potential of internal and
external stakeholders was comparatively examined

Table 4

(H2), and thirdly, the cooperative potential of inter-
nal and external stakeholders was measured (H3).
It was found that all stakeholders were significantly
different from each other at a 95% confidence level.
The results therefore support hypothesis H1, H2,
and H3.

H1: The cooperative and threatening potential of
all festival stakeholders differs in significant
ways. (Supported).

H2: The threatening potential of internal and exter-
nal stakeholders is significantly different from
each other (Supported).

H3: The cooperative potential of internal and exter-
nal stakeholders is significantly different from
each other (Supported).

Festival organizers were asked to identify their
most preferred strategy for managing stakeholders
(direct measure). As presented in Table 6, the most
preferred management strategies used by festival
managers were collaboration (62), involvement
(60), monitoring (24), and the defend (9) strat-
egy. Collaboration as a management strategy was
mostly used for senior management and govern-
ment. This finding is different from the results of
a study by Savage et al. (1991). Involvement as a
management strategy was used for customers and
suppliers. Suppliers fell into the same quadrant in
the study by Savage et al. (1991), but customers
were in the collaborative matrix. Monitoring as a
management strategy was used for competitors,
which is again different from the results found
in Savage et al. (1991). Defending as a manage-
ment strategy was mostly used in the instance of

Most Preferred Management Strategies (Theoretical Construct)

Threatening

Cooperative

Festival Stakeholders Potential Mean Potential Mean Strategy
Competitors 3.79 4.20 Monitor
Customers 5.54 5.22 Collaborate
Employees 5.45 5.76 Collaborate
Government/government agencies 4.83 4.86 Monitor
Owners/shareholders 5.82 5.50 Collaborate
Special interest groups 4.68 5.05 Monitor
Suppliers 4.88 5.22 Involve
Senior managers 5.90 5.89 Collaborate
Grand mean 5.11 5.21
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Table 5

Festivals Stakeholders Threatening/Cooperative Potential

Paired Differences

95% Confidence
Interval of the

Difference

Sig.
(two-tailed)

SD SEM Lower Upper t

Mean

0.036

16
22
21

-2.287
-4.078
-3.138

-0.21929
-0.42166
-0.23200

-5.78071
-1.29428
-1.14376

1.31171
0.21038
0.21921

-3.00000 5.40833

-0.85797
-0.68788

Pair 1: Cooperative-Threatening

0.000
0.005

1.00896
1.02820

Pair 2: External threat average—Internal threat average

Pair 3: External cooperative average—Internal cooperative average

VAN NIEKERK

government, which is similar to those results found
by Savage et al. (1991).

Comparison Between Festival Managers
Preferred Strategies to Theoretically
Derived Strategies From Construct

The next part of the analysis set out to evaluate
the preferred management strategy as identified
from the direct measure with those identified by the
management strategy compiled from the theoretical
construct, and to determine whether there were any
discrepancies between the two. The similarities and
differences can be seen in Table 7. There is a differ-
ence in management strategies used for customers,
government, and special interest groups, and also
between what festival managers directly indicated
as preferred strategies and the strategies as com-
piled from the theoretical construct. It is interesting
to see that the management strategies only differ
with regard to the external stakeholders, while the
strategies are the same for managing internal stake-
holders. Study results therefore support H4.

H4: The stakeholder strategy matrix is more use-
ful and applicable for internal festival stake-
holders than external festival stakeholders
(Supported).

It seems as if festival stakeholders use a collabor-
ative strategy for most of their stakeholders (direct
measure), which might not be the most effective
strategy. They would rather need to develop more
effective management strategies for stakehold-
ers. Although the participants indicated that they
involve their customers, a better strategy would be
to actually collaborate with customers—as found
by Savage et al. (1991). In terms of government
as a stakeholder, results indicated a collaborative
approach, but an involvement or monitoring man-
agement strategy might be more relevant in view
of findings from the literature. Special interest
groups were not identified as having a significant
threatening or cooperative potential; also, the level
of influence was indicated as very low. The ques-
tion should be asked whether festival managers are
indeed conscious of the power of special interest
groups such as Greenpeace and similar organiza-
tions. The discrepancies should, however, be further
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Table 6

Most Preferred Management Strategies (Direct Measure)

Festival Stakeholders Collaborate Involve Defend Monitor  Total
Competitors 3 1 13 17
Customers 4 16° 1 21
Employees 9 9 18
Government 10° 9 9 1 29
Owners/shareholders 9 5 2 16
Special interest groups 7° 5 5 17
Suppliers 9 10° 2 21
Senior management 112 5 16
Total 62 60 9 24 155

3Indicates the most preferred strategy.

investigated. It should nonetheless be appreciated
that the greater the number of stakeholders that fall
within the collaboration quadrant, the greater the
pressure would be on the festival manager to please
everyone. The next section of the results indicates
the positioning of festival stakeholders within the
stakeholder strategy matrix.

Positioning of Festival Stakeholders
Within the Stakeholder Strategy Matrix

The grand mean (GM) scores obtained from the
most preferred management strategies were deter-
mined from the theoretical construct as reported in
Table 4. The GM for Relative Cooperative Poten-
tial was 5.21 and the GM for Relative Threatening
Potential was 5.11. The IPA was then used to graph-
ically display the GM ratings of all stakeholders
threatening and cooperative potential; on an eas-
ily interpreted two-dimensional graph (Martilla &
James, 1977) (Fig. 2). Figure 2 graphically displays

Table 7

the quadrants into which the different festival stake-
holders fall as well as and the management strate-
gies that should be used to manage them.
According to the findings of the study, it was pos-
sible to add the different stakeholders to the stake-
holder strategy matrix and to control the relevant
management strategies (Fig. 2). The stakeholder
strategy matrix appears to be a rather effective
instrument when managing internal stakeholders
but much less effective for managing external stake-
holders. The stakeholder strategy matrix in general
can therefore be accepted as useful and applicable
to the management of festival stakeholders, except
under one condition, and that is the inconsistency
that was found in terms of the management strate-
gies of government and special interest groups.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The overall aim of the research was to determine
whether the stakeholder strategy matrix provides

Comparison Between Festival Managers Preferred Strategies to Theoretically Derived

Strategies From Construct

Festival Stakeholders External/Internal

Based on the

Direct Measure Theoretical Construct

Competitors External
Customers External
Government External
Special interest groups External
Suppliers External
Employees Internal
Owners/shareholders Internal
Senior management Internal

Monitor Monitor
Involve Collaborate
Collaborate Monitor
Collaborate Monitor
Involve Involve
Collaborate/involve Collaborate
Collaborate Collaborate
Collaborate Collaborate
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Relative Threatening Potential
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Figure 2. Positioning of festival stakeholders within the stakeholder strategy matrix (Source: Developed by author).

useful guidance for festival managers in dealing
with internal and external stakeholders, and also to
investigate the applicability and usefulness of the
stakeholder strategy matrix in festival management
in the US. Although the stakeholder theory was
developed to identify the impact of the organization
on the broader community (Freeman, 1984, 2010;
Savage et al., 1991), this study has found that not
much focus has been placed on the management
of these stakeholders in various industries such
as festivals and events (Polonsky & Scott, 2005).
The relationship between the festival organizers
and their stakeholders is very likely to influence
the sustainability and survival of the festival, and
therefore festival managers should engage their
stakeholders regularly (Garrod et al., 2012; Getz,
2005; Getz & Andersson, 2009; Getz et al., 2007;

Larson, 2002; Reid & Arcodia, 2007; Sheehan &
Ritchie, 2005). Different stakeholders have differ-
ent threatening and cooperative potential that can
have a major influence on the success and failure
of the festival, and festival managers should take
cognizance of this fact.

Theoretical Implications

The study contributes to the current body of liter-
ature as no previous research in the field of festivals
studies could be found that set out to determine if
there are significant differences between the coop-
erative and threatening potential of the different
internal and external stakeholders. Very few stud-
ies also focused on how these internal and external
festival stakeholders should be managed, and the
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findings of this research therefore establish guide-
lines for future research. This study’s empirical
data indicated that there is a significant difference
between the cooperative and threatening potential
of different festival stakeholders and these stake-
holders should therefore be managed differently.
The study also contributes theoretically by posi-
tioning festival stakeholders on the stakeholder
strategy matrix and indicates the relevant manage-
ment strategies applicable to them.

Practical Implications

The results indicated that the stakeholders with
the most threatening potential were the senior man-
agers, owners, and customers. Festival managers
should keep this in mind when organizing and man-
aging a festival; they should also ensure that they
have the buy in of these important internal stake-
holders. On the other side, the stakeholders with the
most cooperative potential were the senior man-
agers, employees, and owners/shareholders of the
festival. Festival managers need to realize that the
success of the festival is to a large degree depen-
dent upon how they manage their internal team.
These results differ from the positioning of stake-
holders in a well-balance organization as indicated
by Savage et al. (1991), where the senior manag-
ers and owners fall in the “involve” quadrant. The
results for the customers are, however, the same. To
ensure customer satisfaction, it is suggested that a
customer satisfaction survey should be conducted
with a view to measure their satisfaction levels and
to make the necessary improvements to the festival
for the subsequent year.

The most preferred management strategies iden-
tified by festival stakeholders were “collaboration”
and “involvement”; these were also the preferred
management strategies derived from the theoreti-
cal consideration. Following a collaborative and
involvement strategy with most of the festival
stakeholders can, however, cause a situation where
it is very problematic and difficult for the festival
managers to make a decision, as all stakeholders
must be consulted every time. This can lead to
delays in decision making and can have an effect
on the overall efficiency of the festival. Festival
managers should therefore be cautious to follow
this management strategy for every instance. The

preferred festival management strategies were also
different from those found in the results of Savage et
al. (1991) when dealing with government and com-
petitors. Here, the defensive strategy was found as
prominent, but within the festival context the exter-
nal environment might not be as hostile as with
large organizations.

It was interesting to find that the management
strategies only differed in terms of external stake-
holders, and not in terms of internal stakeholders.
It is important to understand why a difference
was found in terms of the management strategies
of external stakeholders and not with the internal
stakeholders. Festival managers should further
develop applicable management relationship strat-
egies with external stakeholders, and the value
of external stakeholders should be assessed com-
prehensively. If this is not done, festival organiz-
ers may lose out on the availability of resources
(government and special interest groups). Festival
managers have only identified internal stakehold-
ers as being cooperative and threatening; more
focus should therefore be placed on the influence
of external stakeholders. The stakeholder strategy
matrix was in this sense most effective for the man-
agement of the internal stakeholders and least effec-
tive when managing the external stakeholders. The
stakeholder strategy matrix in general can therefore
be accepted as useful and applicable to the manage-
ment of festival stakeholders. Practically speaking,
festival managers can use these strategies to man-
age festival stakeholders more effectively and effi-
ciently during engagement.

Study Limitations and Future Research

The 13 management strategies were grouped
into the 4 management strategies as identified by
Polonsky (1996). The study would have yielded
better inferential statistics if the 13 management
strategies were researched individually. Although
this study was one of the first to transcend case
study research within festivals, with more than
8,000 festivals taking place in the US on a yearly
basis the results cannot be generalized. Some of the
limitations in the study include the limited access
that the researcher had to e-mail addresses of pos-
sible festival organizers. If the databases were more
readily available the questionnaire could have been
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distributed to a larger sample size and better results
could have been received.

Future studies should focus on why festival orga-
nizers are ambivalent regarding external stake-
holders (this may be due to a lack of knowledge,
trust, and resources). As no theoretical framework
exists for the identification and differentiation of
festival stakeholders, it is important that a theo-
retical framework should be developed in future
studies. Lastly, more studies on festivals should be
conducted specifically within the US, as currently
there is very limited empirical research available.
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