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Stakeholder identification in interorganizational systems:

gaining insights for drug use management systems

Abstract:

Interorganizational systems operatein an area where there are many
interested parties. If the views of these interested parties are not
explored and taken into consideration before and during the
development of an interorganizational system, it islikely that the
implementation of this system will be disappointing. This paper
describes one approach to exploring these views through the use of
stakeholder analysis. More specifically, it describes how to identify the
stakeholders, a process that has been overlooked in the stakehol der
analysis and interorganizational systems literature, and examines the
perceptions of a number of stakeholdersin the drug use management

field in the United Kingdom.

Introduction

It iswell documented in the information systems literature that the devel opment of an
information system normally requiresthe participation of anumber of interested parties
and the extent and effectiveness of their participationislikely toinfluence the success of
the resulting system (e.g. Mumford & Weir, 1979; Checkland & Scholes, 1990; Cavaye
& Cragg, 1995). Typicaly these participants include the developers and users of the
proposed new information system. However, there is a broader range of people, groups
or organizations who are interested in the development of the information system, are
likely to be affected by its use or are in a position to influence its development. This

broader range of ‘ stakeholders' is particularly evident in the case of interorganizational
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systemsas these exist across organizations and therefore areinfluenced by more loosely
defined actors. Identifying these stakeholders and exploring their perspectives is a
complicated task but essential in our view for understanding the complexity of the

interorganizational context.

The aim of this paper isto enhance our understanding of this disparate context which
affects the development and implementation of interorganizational systems by
considering a range of participants or stakeholders broader than those previously
considered in the information systems literature (e.g. Galliers & Sutherland, 1991; Lee
& Gough, 1993; Ruohonen, 1991). In particular, owr understanding of stakeholdersin
based on Freeman’s definition, according to which “a stakehdder in an organization is
any group or individua who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the
organization’s objectives’ (Freeman, 1984, p. 46). Since we are looking at
interorgani zational information systems, weconsider in particul ar individual s, groupsand

organizationswho can affector be affected by theinterorganizational systemunder study.

Asan example, we usethe areaof drug usemanagement, where information systemsare
being increasingly used both to manage information on patients, on drugs and on the
costs of drugs and to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of drug use policies. Such
information systems may be developed to serve the purpose of paticular organizations:
Insurance organi zations wishing to minimise costs, hospitals managing tight budgets or
government health agencies seeking the most effective health careprovision. Asaresult,
the computer based information systems used in the domain vary significantly in terms
of size, scope, complexity, types of organizations involved and area of application.
Examples of systems indude pharmacy management systems within hospitals,
sophisticated on-line prescription systems for family doctors (GPs), EDI links between
drug manufacturing companiesand pharmaciesand the PACT (prescription analysisand

cost) system which gathers, compares and reports on prescribers' habits.
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In the following section we review the different ways that information systems
researchershave considered the participantsin systems devel opment. It showsthat asthe
focus moves from small scale, internal systems to strategic and interorganizational
systems, the range and importance of interested partiesincreases, but suggeststhat all too
often the role of many of these partiesisignored. We then discuss the inadequacies of
other stakeholder analysis approaches in identifying stakeholders. Using insights from
other theoretical perspectives, such as the network approach (e.g. Axelsson & Easton,
1992; Hakansson, 1987; Hakansson, 1989), which have influenced the study of
interorganizational systems we suggest a more rigorous approach to stakeholder
identification. This approach isthen used to identify the stakeholderswho can influence
the development of drug use management systems. In so doing, we also highlight the
complexity of the existing situaion. Finally, we discuss the benefits and shortcomings
of the proposed stakeholder identification process and suggest further steps for

stakeholder analysis in the context of interorganizational systems.

A review of participants and stakeholders in information systems development

The notion that successful information systems can only be developed in conjunction
with arange of ‘interested parties’ is nothing new and the benefits of daing so normally
become apparent when the systems move away from being ex periments with technology
and attempt to become integrated in an organizational setting (Whitley, 1991). We wish,
however, to draw attention to the difference between the participantsin the information
systemsdevel opment process and stakehol ders. Participants are taken to be individuals,
groups or organizations who take part in a system development process. We define
stakeholders as these participants together with any other individuals, groups or
organizations whose actions can influence or be influenced by the devd opment and use
of the system whether directly or indirectly. In order to demonstrate this difference, we

present in this section a brief review of the main forms of information systems
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development that currently exist, highlighting the participants (and the stakehol ders) in

each form of system development.

The development of small systems

Small systems aretaken to be systems that help support some part of the work of the
organization, without being fundamental for the whole organization. For example, a
system that tracks the details of postgraduate applications for a university department
may be considered to be a small system asit isonly used by the department and has no

formal links to other parts of the organization.

Thesetypesof systemsaretypicallydevel oped byasmall project team which may consist
of asystem programmer, amanager (problem owner) and representativesfrom the target
user group. Such aproject will typically have been agreed by themanagerial level of the
user group and will beundertakenwithinalimited budget and timescal e. Theparticipants
in the development process are explicitly known and there are unlikely to be other
stakeholders who have any real influence (although they may have been morevisiblein

getting the project approved originally).

Organization wide systems

Organization wide systemsare qualitativey different because the services they provide
underpin the entire operations of the organization. Therefore, while the small scale
systemmay bereadily accepted by auser group becauseit istackling aparticular problem
they face, organization wide systems are more likely to face resistance to change. One
reason can be that some parts of the system may challenge existing power structures

(Keen, 1981).
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Theissueof resistanceto change hasbeen explicitly addressed in theinformation systems
literature, particularly within the socio-technical approach (e.g. Mumford & Weir, 1979;
Land, 1982; Land & Hirschheim, 1983), which advocates that the basis of support for a
system can be broadened by soliciting and incorporating awider range of opinions. Thus,
for example, the ETHICS method (Mumford & Weir, 1979; Mumford, 1995) seeks to
empower the users of the new system so that they can design the kind of work

environment they will feel happy using (or cannot so easily reject, since they designed

it).

Similarly, in soft systems methodology (Checkland, 1981; Checkland & Scholes, 1990;
Stowell, 1995) the perceptions of awider range of interested parties, not just users, are
recorded and form the basis for the description of a new system. The resulting ‘rich
picture that describes the problem situation is then used as the basis for the system
requirements. Whilst soft systems methodology does not label these people as

stakeholders, within our definition they are.

Both ETHICS and soft systemsmethodology attempt to widen the purely technical side
of the systems development to include further internal stakeholders-in the case of soft
systemsmethodol ogy al so to external partieswith aninterest in the system. Whilst these
approaches broaden the notion of information systems stakehol ders beyond those active
involved in the system’s development, they tend to concentrate on those stakeholders

whose opposition to the system can result in the system being abandoned.



Strategic information systems

Implicitinthe previous sedionwastheview that devel oping an organization wide system
is beneficial. Reaching this decision is not always easily done and, in many cases, may
resultinthe organization needing to fundamentally re-evd uateitskey business processes
(Hammer, 1990). In such cases, the development of large scale integrated systems
becomes a strategic decision. The conventional wisdom over recent years has been that
whilst information technology can be a srategic asset, deciding on where the strategic
advantage lies and in which way the strategy should be developed isone which cannot
beleft purely to the information technology function (Earl, 1989; Porter & Millar, 1985;
Galliers & Sutherland, 1991; Galliers, 1993). Typically, strategy development requires
a combination of good technical skills, an understanding of possible technological
developmentsand a firm grasp of the nature of the business. Thus the decision making
process involves a wider range of stakeholders than the previous stages. At this level
guestions cannot be answered on the basis of current work processes and technology
aone. Thus, whilst an organization-wide information system that brings operational
benefitsto the business (e.g. computerization to enhance productivity and automation of
processes) affectsmainlythoseinvolved inthework process, strategic useof information
technology should also include athorough understanding of opportunities and threatsin

the broader business environment (Galliers, 1993).

Interorganizational systems

At present, most strategy development focuses on changng the information handling
practicesof anindividual organization, but thereareincreasing trendstowardsexamining
interorganizational links which are both enabled and prompted by the development of

telecommunications technologies. The primary example of this at present is the
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increasing use of electronic datainterchange to the extent that it hasnow become, & least
in some sectors, a drategic necessity rather than a source of competitive advantage

(Benjamin et al, 1990; Meier, 1995; Reekers & Smithson, 1996).

In these situations, the question of who participaes in the information systems analysis
and development process becomes more difficult to address as the decision isno longer
an internal one. Problems of resistance to change and motivaion to participate in
information systems devd opment become qualitatively different when applied between
organizations (Cavaye, 19954q). Staff may be persuaded that using a new system is best
for the operation of their organization, but may not be so easily convinced if the benefits

are accrued by other organizations.

Participants or Stakeholders?

The information systems (in the broad sense of the word) described in the previous
sections were either contained within the organization or between consenting
organizations.|ncreasingly, however, thereareinterorgani zational systemswhich aretoo

complex to fit into any of these existing system development models.

For example, the drug use management process in the United Kingdom, and the
information systems to support it, are larger than any individual organization or
organizations. The process is made up of many different actors, some who have
consenting relationships (for example, between drug suppliersand hospital pharmacies),
some who have statutory relationships (for example between the prescription pricing
authority and the drug dispensers) and some who have no dired relationship at dl.
However, each of these stakeholdersisto some degree inextricably intertwined with the
others and cannot act independently. This is due to the peculiar nature of the drug use

management domain, whereby those who order the drugs (prescribers: hospital dodors,
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GPs, nurses) are different from those who consume the drugs (patients) and different
from those who are charged for their use (third party payers, such as insurance

companies).

As aresult, the number of stakeholdersinvolved in system development and useis far
greater than that of most traditional organizational systems. Moreover, because the
interrelations of these stakeholders are complex and often indirect, they are dl to a
greater or lesser extent in the position to influence—and at the same time be affected
by—the function of an information systemin the domain. An illustrative exampleisthe
recent establishment of NHS-wide networking, aninterorgani zational network which has
been devel oped to improvethe el ectroni c exchange of information between themembers
of the British National Health Service (NHS Executive, 1994b). However, use of the
network is currently boycotted by the doctors, who believe that their patients’ privacy is
at stake (Davies, 1996).

In the following section we suggest a method for identifying these stakeholders, so that
their different perspectives can be understood and used for a more realistic

interorganizational systemsdevelopment.

Stakeholder identification

Thereis abroad divergence of views in the literature as to who should be considered a
stakeholder. This is related to the fact that different researcchers or praditioners use
stakeholder anaysis for different purposes or in a different context. For example,
Freeman (1984) and Eden and van der Heijden (1993) use the concept of stakeholders
primarily as atool for examining the external environment of a given organization. this

isexpected to assist managerswith strategic decision making. Wood et al (1995) suggest
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the use of stakeholder analysisin combination with other analysis approaches as part of
an interpretive franework for business process reengineering. Preston and Sapienza
(1990), Goodpaster (1993), Evan and Freeman (1993), Jones (1995) and othersarguethat
stakeholder analysisis an ethical alternative to serving exclusively the interests of an
organization’ s shareholders. In the information systems literature, theemphasisis often
on communication problemswithin the organizational environment; hence, many authors
refer to the different objectives of systems devel opers, decision makers, and other user
groups which are the stakeholdersthey consider (e.g. Galliers & Sutherland, 1991; Lee
& Gough, 1993; Ruohonen, 1991; Laaty & Hirschheim, 1995). What iscommoninthese
different approaches to stakeholder analysis is that they fail to provide a practica
technique for actually identifying stakeholders.

While in many cases even a definition or a specification of who the stakeholdersareis
omitted as self-explanatory (e.g. Galliers, 1995), other approachesbase their analysison
either alist of stakeholdersthat are specific to agiven context or suggest achecklist that
includes different, usually generic, types of stakeholders, a list which is implicitly
consideredto have universd value. Inthefirst case, asfor exampleinthe OPADE project
(Venot et al., 1992) where the patient, the prescriber, the care provider, the manager, the
community pharmacists and the hospital pharmecists are identified as some of the main
stakeholdersinthe prescribing process, thereishardly anindication of how the particular
stakeholdershave beenidentified. Similarly Savageer al (1992) list anumber of “typical
key stakeholders of arural hospital” inthe United States but do not explain how these
were identified. In the second case, the identification of stakeholders rests on the
identification of broad categories of internal or extemal actorsthat are taken to be vdid
for al organizations(e.g. Richardson & Richardson, 1992; Hill & Jones, 1992; Wallace,
1995). Freeman (1984) goes a step further, suggesting that a generic stakeholder list
should eventually lead to the identification of specific stakeholders (e.g competitor A

and competitor B rather than ‘competitors’). While in both cases the importance of
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identifying the stakeholdersisrecognized, the stakehol ders emerge asthe end product of

aprocess of stakeholder identification which is not explained.

Oneof themajor problemsof thelack of asystematic stakehol der identification approach
Isthat generic stakeholder lists are not appropriate for all contexts. For example, generic
stakeholder listswouldfail toidentify all rd evant information systems stakehol ders, first
because distinct stakeholder groups such as the systems' developers and users ae not
included on the generic stakeholder groups suggested in the strategic management
literature and second because:

“[1]n the literature, IS stakeholders fdl into three main groups. users,

management, and IS professionals. Unfortunately, this classification is

much too coarse and, in most cases, inadequate as it conveys the role

prescriptions associated with the design of an IS. It does not reveal the

actors' actual interests with regard to IS; instead, it focuses on intended

and observable aspects, ignores conflicts inside these three groups (cf.

Markus 1983; Kling & lacono 1984; Franz & Robey 1984), and provides

amuch too simplistic view of the|S and how it affects an organization’s

members’ interests’ (Lyytinen & Hirschheim, 1987, p. 262).

It is worth noting that the only significant attempt at a more systematic approeach to
stakehol der identification comesfrom Lyytinen and Hirschheim (1987) who suggest four
criteria to guide the stakenholder identification process (1) the nature of information
systems, i.e. more stakeholders can be identified if the information system is seen from
different perspectives. symbolic, communicative and organizational dimensions of the
system are asimportant asthe technological dimension (2) thetype of relationship of the
stakeholder to theinformation system, (3) thedirect or indirect * depth of impact’, (4) the
level of aggregation which may vary between individual, groups or larger col lectives. In

alater paper, Lyytinen (1998) addsthe external vs. internal dimension asafifth criterion.
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Intheinterorganizational systemsliterature, thecriteriathat haveimplicitly beenused are
the second and third, as researchers have concentrated in two distinct groups of
stakeholders (even though the term stakeholder is not necessarily used): thoseinitiating
and sustaining the systems (‘hubs' or ‘sponsors’) and those participating (‘ spokes’ or
‘adapters’). Thisdistinctionisvery useful for studying thedifferent roles of these groups,
the different advantages they accrued or expect from the interorganizational systems as
well as the different options that they have in setting their strategic direction (e.g.
Webster, 1995; Reekers & Smithson, 1996; Cavaye, 1995b). However, the distinction
between* hub and spokes' isnot applicableinall interorgani zational systemsapplications

andisparticularlyinadequatein complex domains, such asthat of drug use management.

One approach that has been used as atheoretical tool for the study of interorganizational
systems(e.g. in Cunningham & Tynan, 1993; Reekers, 1995) is the network approach,
which has been used in the social network literature (e.g. Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982;
Scott, 1991) and in the industrial network approach (e.g. Axelsson & Easton, 1992;
Hakansson, 1987; Hakansson, 1989). Thisisvery relevant for interorgani zational systems
becauseit focuses on the broad network of relationships between firms rather than on a
singlefirmor individual relationship. In particula, the network consists of three closely
interlinked components:. actors, resources and activities. Some important characteristics
of this approach, which are relevant to our discussion of stakeholders, are the premises
that a network is heterogeneous, dynamic, “stable but not static” (Easton, 1992, p. 23)
and as such, that it “dways contans an element of both cooperation and conflict”

(Hakansson, 1989, p. 16)

The definition of actors in a network, “those who perform activities and/or control
resources within a certain field” (Hakansson, 1987, p. 14), closely resembles our
definition of interorganizational systems stakeholders, dthough it does not encompass

those who at agiven time are passive recipients of (although affected by) the actions of
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the network. The similarity of the concepts of actors and stakeholders and the relevance
of the network approach to interorgani zational systemscreates aninteresting opportunity
to bring together the stakeholder analysis and the network approaches. In this paper,
however, we will limit the integration of the approaches to the issue of stakeholder

identification.

Axelsson (1992) arguesthat “to identify who the actorsarein certain situationsis one of
the primary issues’ (p.195) but fails to provide a mechanism for identifying actors (or
stakeholders). It is our intention in this paper to bring together ideas from the network
and the stakeholder andysis approaches, as well as the interorganizational systems
literature, to suggest a systematic and comprehensive approach to stakeholder
identification. In order to ensure that this approach leads to drawing a dynamic picture
of the domain, we avoid creating a model which would be more likely to reveal only
static instances of stakeholder topography. Since we take an interpretive stance

(Walsham, 1993), we do not envisage creating a single stakeholder map.

Instead, our approach aims at understanding how stakeholders are percaved in this
domain and is based on a number of principles that characterize the behaviour of
stakeholders. These principles, primarily heuristic in nature, are derived from our
preliminary research in the area of drug use management but have been subsequently
verified by smilar ideasin the stakehol der analysisand the network literature. They have
thereforeassisted usinidentifying further stakehol dersinthedomainunder investigation.
We believe that the use of these principles to identify stakeholders resultsin aflexible
and dynamic technique that allows modfications according to the particu ar context and

at different points in time. These principles are examined in detail in the following

paragraphs.
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Principle 1. Stakeholders depend on the specific context and time frame

We have given some examples of authors who consider the environment of a business
organization as having similar types of stakeholders, regardless of the actua type of
business(e.g. Richardson & Richardson, 1992; Hill & Jones, 1992; Wallace, 1995). This
isreasonablein asfar as decision makersin an organization need to consider employees,
customers, suppliers, competitors etc. as broadly defined groups that affect and are
affected by the organization’s behaviour. However, a detailed identification of
stakeholders will eventually come up with different groups of stakeholders, depending
on which organization’s or which system’'s stakeholders one seeks to identify. The
domain in which an organization or system operates al so affects the set of stakeholders.
For example, ‘ competition’ meansdifferent thingsin the public andinthe private sector,
so that * competitors' is an inadequate generalization for an organizational stakeholder.
Also, customers of different products of the same company, or customers with different

attitudes to the same product, may need to be examined separately (Freeman, 1984).

Thus, athough genera groupings of stakeholders can be useful as aguideline, context
remains of primary importance for ensuring that appropriae individuals, groups or
organizationsare considered. Astimegoesby, changesin context |ead to further changes,
whichwill probablybereflected inthe set of stakeholders. Theimportance of the context,
or the environment within which an organization operates has been addressed in detail
intheorganizationtheory literature(e.g. Emery & Trist, 1965; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967)
aswell asin the study of interorganizational relations (e.g. Hakansson, 1989; Forsgren
et al 1995). Forsgren et al (1995) in particular stress the importance of timein business
relationships and argue that “the rel ationships haveapast and afuture. They cannot even
be conceived without history” (p. 25). The importance of context has also been stressed
Intheinformation systemsliterature (e.g. Checkland, 1981, Lederer & Mendelow, 1990;

Walsham, 1993) and more recently in the interorganizationa systems literature (e.g.
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Bensaou & Venkatraman, 1996; Cavaye, 1995b; Klein, 1996; Orlikowski et al, 1995;
Reekers, 1995). The implication for stakeholder identification is that it needs to be a
dynamicprocess, that can afford the instabi lity and uncertainty of organizati onal redity,
whereby new players enter the domain while others choose or are being forced to leave
(Maone et al, 1989, give examples of how this may happen in the case of electronic

markets).

Principle 2: Stakeholders cannot be viewed in isolation

It is evident from the previous discussion that each stakeholder cannot be viewed as a
singleentity of the interorganizational arena. Rather, it isthe interrelations between the
different stakeholders that make up one of the most interesting components of the study
of stakeholder behaviour; they reveal a complex network of interactions, interests and
power games. Indeed, some of the interactions can be visible and direct, such as formal
exchange of information, or more subtle and indirect whereby an action by a market
leader can impact decisons by others. Although the complexity of these relations is
recognizedintheindustrial network literature (for example, Hakansson, 1989 arguesthat
“relationships involve exchanges, and therefore in themselves represent activities’ (p.
22), and are thus a key component of the network and Easton, 1992 (pp. 25-26), argues
that the focal relationship “cannot be managed in isolation from the other relationships
afirmhas’), the emphasisin the interorganizationd systems literature often rets with
exploring the one-to-one relationship of the organization under investigation with each
particular stakeholder separately or with a group of stakeholders (e.g. ‘hub and spokes
(Webster, 1995) or sponsor and adaptor (Cavaye, 1995b) relationships). Also, most
stakeholder analysis approaches, because they adopt the perspective of the focal
organization (e.g. Mason & Mitroff, 1981), emphasise the interrelaions of each
stakeholder separately with the focal organization. The approaches of Freeman (1984)

and Eden and van Heijden (1993) are broader in this respect, asthey consider the power
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and interest of the different stakeholders, but these are also judged in respect to the focal
organization and are not used in the process of stakeholder identification. In acomplex
domain such anayses are likely to be inadequate. Isolated study of one-to-one
rel ationships maybe particularly misleading because an over-simplistic view of realityis

adopted, ignoring the importance of a‘stakeholder’ s stakeholders'.

Principle 3: The position of each stakeholder may change over time

Asthe number of stakeholders and their interrelationships change over time, their roles
and standpoints can be direcly affected. This can be realized for a number of reasons,
some of which are presented here. First, aparticul ar stakeholder may participatein more
than one stakeholder category, which may have diffaent-and possibly
conflicting—objectives and priorities. For example, individuals can be part of the
organization wherethey are employed, and where they hold specific positions, be part of
a professional asociation and at the same time partidpate in a software development
project as arepresentative of the system’ susers. In this case, even the same person may
at different times‘wear different hats , i.e. have adifferent role, different responsibilities

and follow different agendas.

Second, changes in the environment, such as changes in legislation o the available
technology, may have significant effects in the relationships between various
stakeholders. For example, the establishment of EDI links between organizations can
redefine organizational boundaries as well as the traditional ‘customer’ and ‘ supplier’

roles (Cash & Konsynski, 1985; Hoogeweegen, 1995).

Also, stakeholders may be forcedto changetheir position relativeto other stakehol ders,

‘adapt’ (Hakansson, 1989) or in fact, may benefit from an opportunity to do so, as other
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stakehol ders react to changes in the organi zational environment, imitating or leadingin

the application of new plans, structures, programs.

Principle 4: Feasible options may differ from the stakeholders’ wishes

Because stakeholders often have different interests (e.g. Eden, 1996; Lyytinen, 1988;
Wallace, 1995), they follow different agendas and try to achieve different goals. Given
that these goals may be conflicting, the most likely scenaria for the future may not
correspond to the wishes of all stakeholders, particularly as they need to adapt in the
context of interorganizational relations (Hakansson, 1989). Other reasons that a
stakeholder’ s vision of the future may not come about may simply be that thisvisionis
not realistic. Also, stakeholders may be unable to plan effectively for the realization of
their wishes. Finally, environmental factors, including the lack of technological means
or human skills, as well as adverse moves from other more powerful stakeholders, may

render certain desirable changes impossible.

Implications for stakeholder identification and analysis

We have discussed how these four principles presented in the previous paragraphs are
supported in theory. Weal so found that they were supported in practice, asilludrated in
the next section. However, we found that they have not been explicitly stated or used in
existing stakeholder andysisapproaches. Most importantly, they have not been applied
to support the identification of stakeholders or to provide practical guidelines for the
identification of stakeholders by other researchers. This can be the result of anumber of
reasons. On the one hand, a single, generic, and hence ‘context free’ stakeholder map is
simpler to analyze and explain in broad terms the potentid role of different typesin

stakehol ders. Ontheother hand, for those authorsconcerned with conducting stakehol der
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analysis within a specific context (e.g. Savage et al, 1992), it seemed appropriate to
identify only therelevant stakeholders. Besides, as stakeholder analysis hastended to be
used for only one organization, drawn only from the perspective of that organization’s
management (Mason & Mitroff, 1981), the generation of multiple stakeholder mapsdid

not seem applicable or necessary.

It is our thesis that we must use al these principles if we intend to understand
organizational and interorganizational reality, explain pag circumstances and use the
conclusions to plan redlistically for future activity. For this purpose, we address the
implications that these principles have for the identification of a broad range of

stakeholders in an interorganizaional context.

Thefirst principle, which assumes the contingency of who the stakeholders are ontime
and context, can be translated into two propositions for researchers. First, it is only
meaningful to draw a stakeholder map taking into account the particularities of the
context and the domain under investigation. Second, any stakeholder map has to be
regularly reviewed for changes over time. In other words, the generic checklists of
stakeholder groups that are often suggeged in the literature are inadequate for drawing
arealistic picture of a specific interorganizational environment at a given time, except

perhaps momentarily.

Thesecond principlestressestheimportance of stakeholder interrelations, someof which
can beindirect and very complicated. Therefore, a stakeholder map cannot be regarded
as complete if only direct links from a particular organization to other actors in the
environment are considered. Instead, since we are interested in the broader network of
interorganizational links, we should examine how each stakeholder is linked with (e.g.
communi cates, exchangesinformation, influencesor isinfluenced by) other stakehol ders.

In practice, thissignifies that in acomplex domain the identification of one stakeholder
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can lead to the identification of others. Thus, theidentification of stakeholders needsto
beaniterative processwherethe stakehol der map becomescontinuously broader to cover

al relevant stakeholders.

According to the third principle, the position of stakeholders may change over time,
which is often a result of the stakeholder’s reaction to changes in the context (cf. first
principle) or is dso bound to be influenced by the history of the stakeholder and the
stakehol der’ sstakeholders. Theimportanceof thehistorical context (e.g. Walsham, 1993)
means that we should not limit the investigation of the stakeholders or their viewpoints
to a specific point in time. On the contrary, along-term perspective that looks into the
changesof the stakeholders’ viewpointsover time(also regarding their views of who the
stakeholdersare) is necessary to reveal the ressons behind previous decisions or courses
of action and at the same time can serve as a guideline for exploring realistic future
scenarios. Inthe case of interorganizational systems devel opment, this may beimportant

for identifying stakeholders that are favourable or unfavourable to the systems.

Similarly, because the stakehol ders have different i deas about appropriate futureimages,
whichthey may or maynot beableto realize (fourth principle), it isnecessary to consider
the political issuesthat underpin stakeholder interrelationsand resultin changesin thar
roleand position over time. Clearly, thefeasibility of astakeholder’ swisheswill alsobe
contingent on economic and technological factors (e.g. is the suitable technology
available, at a price the stakeholder can &ford?). Here, however, we particularly stress
the importance of politics as these are often less visible than (and possibly not
independent of) economic and technical constraints. The implication for stakeholder
identification and analysisis that power relations and the politics of the domain under
investigation need to be considered so that changes in stakehol der status and behaviour

can be explained and, possibly, anticipated.
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In conclusion, within a specific context, the process of stakeholder identification and
analysis needs to be iterative, adopting a long-term perspective in exploring who the
stakeholders are and which aretheir viewpoints. Thisideaof aniterative, evolutionary,
long-term process has aready been described in adifferent context, namely knowledge
acquisition for small and medium sze enterprises (Whitley er al., 1992). The *Spring
Model’ suggests a pragmatic approach to problem solving and decision making by
guiding future action partly based on past situaions. This is done in an evolutionary
process that is not linear but follows a sequence of loops of incremental refinements.
These ideas can also be applied in the identification and analysis of stakeholders

viewpointsin an interorganizational context (Pouloudi & Whitley, 1996).

Finaly, we should not that although it has been argued that “ networks arestabl e but not
static” (Easton, 1992, p. 23), the stability may not be true for all types of
interorganizational networks (Miles & Snow, 1992). Indeed, the moves of each
stakeholder, whether tactical, strategic or reactive, are expected to affect the others, to a
degree that will often depend on the influence of the stakeholders who originated the
change. Coalitions or other forms of groupings can then alter the reactions of other
stakeholders and are likely to generate further changes. As this instability alters the
picture of the network of stakeholders over time, all stakeholdersform different visions
about their future roles and act accordingly, to the extent that these reactions are not
hindered by the movements of other stakeholders. These ideas become clearer in the
following section, where we apply the principles of stakeholder behaviour to identify

stakeholders in the drug use management domain in the United Kingdom.
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Preliminary findings

Thepurposeof thissectionistoillustrate both how theideas of the previous section were
developed and how theseideashavein turn been used to explorethe environment of drug

use management systemsin the UK.

Drug use management systems are information systems which electronically assist the
management of thedrugslifecycle, tha istheir prescripti on, distri bution and dispensing,

aswell asthemonitoring and eval uation of these activitiesand any relatedpolicy making.

Stakeholder identification

In the drug use management domain, information needsto be exchanged across different
organizaions. What makes this information exchange more complex is the fact that
different organizationsareconcerned with differentaspectsof thisinformation (e.g. ome
recipients of information are interested in clinical aspects whereas others are more
interestedinadministrativedataor in costinformation). Havinglittle prior understanding
of the information needed to support drug use management or of the level of
computerization in the domain, we started identifying the stakeholders of drug use
management systems by interviewing representatives from two ‘obvious stakeholder
groups:. suppliers and users of such systems. It was obvious that users of drug use
management systemswoul dbefamily doctors (GPs), pharmacies, and hospitals. Weal so
expected that representatives of the government would be stakeholders of the drug use
management process, but were uncertain of who these representatives or what their role
would be. Also, we considered pharmaceutical companies and patients as other obvious
stakeholdersof the process. These* obvious' stakeholdersarelisted inthesecond column

of Table 1.
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In order to enrich our understanding of the role of these stakeholde's for drug use
management and identify further stakeholders a number of interviews were conducted
with respondents from the broad groups of stakeholders mentioned. More secificdly,
six interviews were conducted formally at the sites of the respondents, two of which
(Southmead Hospital and Royal Hampshire County Hospital) werehospital pharmadsts
using a hospital informaion system to support their activities while two others (TDS
Healthcare Systems and HBO & Company Computer Centre) were suppliers of hospital
information systems. The fifth respondent was Boots The Chemists, a major chain of
pharmacy stores in Britain, and the sixth the Prescription Pricing Authority (PPA), a
special health authority within the NHS, mainly responsible for collecting and checking
prescribing information and authorizing related payments; the information recaved is
extremely rich and is then fed back to individual GPs and hedth agencies to audit
prescription habits and expenditure. Brief meetings were also held with arepresentative
from the Merck and Co., Inc. pharmaceutica company and with the director of LSE
Health Research Centre at the London School of Economics, ageneral practitioner and

anursein ageneral practice with low level of computerization.

During theseinterviewswe used atopic guide asachecklist of issuesto discuss and took
handwritten notes. At the end of each interview individual reports of the cases were
produced, presenting the issues that had been discussed during the interview. It isworth
noting that all the respondentswerevery willing to answer questions and describethe use
and impact of information systems in the prescribing process. It is possible that the
absence of a tape-recorder, which could have been intimidating, helped them to talk
freely during theinterview. Certainly their lengthy responsesrevealed their interest inthe
domain of investigation as wdl as the fact tha this domain is extremdy rich in

information.
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As aresult of theseinterviews, and having studied the literature regarding the use of
computer systemsin the pharmaceutical domain in Britain (e.g. Gillies, 1995; Glinn et
al,1993; Lea& Morgan, 1993; Rogerset al, 1993; Sillince & Frost, 1993) we were eble
to refine our initial list of stakeholders. Thus, it became apparent that drug use
management systems suppliers are quite diversified. Suppliers of software are not
necessarily supplying hardware and vice versa; however, some do supply integrated
systems. Another important distinction isthat suppliers of hospital systems are different
from those who supply systems to generd practitioners and different from those who
supply systems to phamacies. Furtheemore, there isalso a number of drug databases
providers, who supply dictionariesof medical terms, databasesof drugs, their indications,

counter-indications, interactions with other drugs and costs.

At the sametimeit became obviousthat, within hospitals, users of drug use management
systemshave different needs depending on their professional roles. Doctors, pharmacists
and nurses were subsequently identified as stakeholders of drug use management
systems. Another important stakeholder identified in the course of this research was a
user group that was set up by one supplier of hospital systemsto ensurethat learning and
expertise were shared between suppliers and users as well as between usersin different
hospitalsand in differentcountries. The complexity of theinterorganizational system can
be seen in the differences in interpretation between the two groups. It is not surprising
that therole and success of thisuser group wasinterpreted differently by the supplier and

by some hospital members.

Also, the Prescription Pricing Authority wasidentified as a stakehol der on the side of the
government, and theinterview with them pointed to the rol e of the Department of Hedth
In setting the nation’ s policy on health (and pharmaceuticals) and of health agencies, as
‘purchasers’ of health services from hospitals and fundholding general practices (i.e.

groupsof GPsadministering their own budget) on behalf of thelocal patient popul ations.
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Theroleof professional associationssuch asthe BritishMedical Association (BMA) and
the Royal Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain was also pointed out and insurance
companies, as third party payers for drugs were other stakeholders identified (third

column of table 1).

The process of stakeholder identification continued with further interviews with the
stakeholdersidentified previoudy. For example, thediscussion about drug safety led to
the identification of the Medicines Control Agency (MCA) as a major stakeholder
responsible for deciding on and monitoring the safety, quality and efficacy of drugs.
Other organizations were also identified as stakeholders because of their presence in
eventsthat brought together the stakehol ders already identified. Thus, further interviews
wereconducted onamoreinformal basis, during the Exchanging Healthcare Information
Conference and Exhibition (EHI *94) and the Healthcare Computing Conference and
Exhibition (HC ’95). Interviewees included EDI or GP systems providers, as well as
representativesfrom the NHS Executive, whichisthebody responsiblefor implementing
the directions set by the Department of Health in the NHS. In particular we met with
membersof the Information Management Group, whichisresponsiblefor improving the
use of information technology in the NHS. We aso had brief meetings with
representatives from the CCTA (the government centre for information systems), the
British Computer Society (BCS) and British Telecom (a main supplier of
telecommunication services in Britain). These intaviews were significantly shorter in
duration and the content was not always centred aroundthe use of drug use management
systems, as many representatives of the organizations did not see themselves directly
involved in either the use/supply of information technology or in pharmaceuticals.
However, we believe that they are clearly stakeholders in the drug use management

process since their products affect the potential for information systems devd opment.
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Theidentification of stakeholdersthat were not directlyinvolvedin drug use management
has been one of the benefits of this approach. Often these stakeholders themselves
doubted that they had anything to do with our research or whether they would be ableto
tell us anything useful. This response was not surprising given the fact that most
presentations and representatives in the exhibitions at EHI '94 and HC '95 were
concerned with the health care provision as awhole rather than drug use management.
We consider them to be stakeholders despite the fact that they felt they had little direct
impact in our area of interest. This because (followingthefirst principle) changesin the
health care environment set the general context for drug use management (third column

of table 1).

It is evident from the discussion in the preceding sections that these people and
organizations (e.g. EDI suppliers, British Telecom, NHS Executive etc.) should be
included in the stakeholder map. Considering thar inclusionisone of the main strengths
of a stakeholder analysis approach. Typically, these people would have been left out of
traditional information systems analyses of the domain. However, if these stakeholders
are not considered, this could easily result inafailure to understand the current state of
the art in the use of information systems in health care provision as a whole. Indeed,
many of the interviewees in EHI '94 were concerned with networking between NHS
partners, whichwas at the heart of this conference. In the long term, thisis expeded to
have major implicationsfor the el ectronic exchange of informationwhich, evidently, also

serves the management of drug use processes.

We have argued that one of the strengths of the suggested approach is tha a flexible
process of stakeholder identification is proposed. This alows the identification of
stakeholders that are particular to the specific context and is based on the idea that each

stakeholder identified can lead to the identification of others, this process often results
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in the identification of stakeholders that initially seem only indirectly related to the

research problem.

In practice, this approach to stakehol der identification can betranslated to four stepsthat
are carried out iteratively by the analyd. First, some obvious generic groups of
stakeholdersareidentified, using for exampl ethe suggestionsinrelevantliterature. In our
case, because of our particular interest in information systems, we started by identifying
information systems users and suppliers astwo first broad caegories of stakeholders.
Second, the and ysts contact representatives from these initia stakeholder groups. In
depth interviews are conducted to understand both the stakeholder’ s perceptions about
the environment (who are other stakeholders, what istheir relation with theinterviewee,
what is the role and influence of the various stakeholders, what are the politics
underpinning the activities in the domain) and the perceptions of the interviewee about
the use of (interorganizational) information systems in the domain over time,
emphasizing on what are desirable and what are feasible future options. Rather than
asking the stakeholders directly ‘who do you think other stakeholders are? the different
answersto this question derived as aresult of an open discussion about, in our case, the
development and use of drug use management systems. Following the interviews, a
fourth stage includes therevision of the stakeholder map by the analyst to accommodate
any newly brought out perceptions. Using the new images, the analyst should continue
the process by approaching newly identified stakehol ders, approaching them, integrating

thelir perceptions with previous analysis findings and so on.

Table 2 indicates how, following this process, our initial ideas about stakeholdersin the
domain expanded during the different stages of the research. Although we have argued
that different stakeholders have different ideas about who other stakeholdersare, in this
table we have included all the stekeholders identified and have thus chosen not to

represent the interpretivecharacter of the process. This diversity of views about who the
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stakeholders are has, however, been clear in the interviews. For example, while
pharmaceutical companies would clearly perceive the Med cines Control Agency as a
stakeholder, suppliers of computer systems to hospitals would not. Nevertheless, the
decisions of the MCA affects drug databases and their suppliers, thus they have an
indirectimpact for suppliersof integrated solutionsto drug usemanagement users. Given
thiscomplexity of links, particulary between those associated indirectly, we expect this

expanding list of stakeholdersto be further enriched asmore stakehol ders are contacted.

From the presentation of the results so far, it is evident how the practical implications
suggested in the theory section have been used in practice. Because this was a new
research area for us, we used domain-specific literature and interviews with ‘obvious
stakeholders to identify relevant stakeholders for drug use management (implication of
thefirst principle). We also carried out an iterative stakehol der identification process, as
isevident from the drawing of table 1 (implication of the second principle). Theattention
tothe historical context and therelative power of different stakeholders (implications of
the third and fourth principles) have been valuable for guiding the interview processand
understanding better why the use of drug use management systemswasfollowing specific

directions or why certain stakeholders became more or less important.

One examplethat illustrates how the principles of stakeholders behaviour were verified
in practice in the drug use management domain is the use of information systems for

general medical practice.

In the past, many general practitioners (GPs) chose to develop their own software or
purchased inexpensive software, aiming at what they perceived to be cost-effective
solutions. However, an inaeasing numbe of GPs find themselves in a position where
this attitude has to be reconsidered. For one thing, the current push from the NHS for

el ectronicexchangeof information (NHS-widenetworking), for exampleby establishing
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communication linksbetween GPsand Health Agenciesfor registration changesanditem
of service claims, hasmadethe adoption of standardsat anational level necessary. At the
same time, the Requirements for Accreditation for General Medical Practice Computer
Systems(NHS Executive, 1994a) have provided GPswith theincentivetomovetowards
more sophisticated computer systems that satisfied the criteria and standards set by the
NHS. In other words, the prioritiesof GPsin selecting information systems have changed
over time, due to the need to improve the communication links with other stakeholders
(health agencies) and as aresult of the involvement of other external stakeholders (NHS
Information Management Group) that were in a position to use incentives to that end.
These changes had severe implicationsfor the suppliers of GP systems: many of those
that could not meet the requirements for sophisticated solutions were unable to survive
inthe market. Table 2 summarizesthe four principles of stakeholder behaviour and their
practical implicationsand illustrates how the example of GPinformation systemsrelates

to each of these.

Examples of the viewpoints of the stakeholders

The identification of stakeholdersisalready an important contribution to unveiling the
complexity of the drug use management domain. However, it is necessary to move
beyond the identification of stakeholders to an understanding of their roles and
interrelations, and their viewpoints about the role of information systems, as this is
expected to affect the future of the development and use of drug use management
systems. In this section we shall briefly consider some of the results of thisresearchin
exploring the viewpoints of stakeholders about the role of information systems in the

domain. These findings are drawn from both the literature and the interviews.
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First, the introduction and use of drug use management systems bring about changesin
the stakeholders' perceptions about the whole drug management process. For example,
pharmaceutical companies perceive the complexity of prescription process as aresult of
the need to servefour different customers: according to arecent interview with Merck’s
former Chief Executive Officer in the Harvard Business Review (Nichols, 1994), the
pharmaceutical industry operatesin auniquely complex marketplace, where companies
need to serve at the same time those sponsoring their products, those prescribing, those

dispensing and those consuming them.

The ability of these companiesto influence their ‘four customers’ changes as a result of
new information systemswhich can lead to new market opportunitiesand changesin the
structure of the companies. However, they are still restricted by legislation concerning
their freedom to approach these customers with their new products. This may change
however and drug manufacturers could benefit from existing EDI links to market such

products electronicdly.

From the perspective of drug prescribers, it seems that GPs use more sophisticated
computer systems that hospital doctors. These differences between the general pradice
and the hospital setting can serve as an indication of how the perceptions of the
stakeholders can change over time and how the complexity of the environment can
interferewith the progressininformation systemsimplementation. Thus, while GPshave
become familiar with computerized prescription practices, information systems in
hospital pharmacies are still mostly used, according to the respondents, to support

dispensing and stock control of drugs.

On-lineprescribingis,in general, not availablein hospital s, and some respondentsfound
it doubtful whether the facility would be benefiaal, given the amount and cost of input

that would be needed. At the sametime, the dispensing and stock control functionsof the
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systemswere well accepted by the users, becausethey wereeasy to useand did not cause
any important changesin the working practices. Thelack of integration of these systems
to the information systems used elsewhere in the same hospital, as in the case of
Southmead hospital, prevented doctors from accessing information on prescriptions as
well as pharmacists from accessing i nformation about patientsand interventionson drug

therapies.

In hospital sthat implemented ahospital information system, asin the case of Hampshire,
the integration of information was better and assured a better information flow,
minimization of duplication and better reporting facilities. It facilitated theadministration
of drugs and hospital administration in general and allowed for other functions such as
the broadcasting of messages throughout the hospital. However, an integrated system
seemsto bemorevulnerableto security problems. Indeed, although el ectronic accesshad
been allowed according to profession and seniority, some security breacheshaveoccurred
when doctors asked nurses to use the system on their behalf. This ‘fraud’ was only

revealed when the nurses complained about the extra work they were requested to do.

Findly, we should note that the stakehol ders of druguse managemert systemsare more
than just the participantsin any one system devel opment project. Aninteresting example
arisesasaresult of the UK Government’ sreforms of the National Health Service. These
reforms have created a large number of independent Hospital Trusts which are
responsi blefor managing their own budgets. Thesetrusts do not normally havethefunds
to devel op hospital information systemsfrom scratch. Thus, they either purchase off-the-
shelf systemswhichthey tailor to their specific requirementsor the supplier of the system
may put them in contact with other users of the supplied software (often American
hospitals) to pool their experiences and expertise. As a result, the evolution of these
systems may be influenced by hospitals working under a very different cultural and

legidlative regime (Avgerou, 1994).



30
In conclusion, the examples of drug use management systems and their perceptions
described in this section illustrate that there are no ‘good’ or ‘bad’ practices for the
development of information systems. Rather, itis agreat numbe of factors tha need to
be considered and which cannot become apparent unless the viewpoints of the
stakeholders are revealed. This paper has provided some evidence of the diversity of
existing viewpoints. These need to be further explored so that the wishes of the
stakeholders can be taken into account in order to promote and develop more feasible

interorganizational systems solutions.

Conclusions

This paper began by introducing the notion of stakeholders in the context of
inter-organizational information systems. We suggested that all the individuals, groups
or organizations whose actions can influence the development of the system—whether
directly or indirectly—should be regarded as stakeholders since they have a potentially
important role to play in the initial and continuing development of interorganizational

systems.

In order to help with the identification of stakeholders, we have suggested that thisisa
process that is subject to a number of principles. These ideas were applied to a
preliminary study of the drug use management process in the United Kingdom and
quickly showed that the range of potential stakeholdersis far wider than first thought.
The examples given in this paper are only astarting point, but do demonstrate the utility
of applying stakeholder andysisto the problem of developing information systems for
drug use management by revealing the underlying complexity of decision makingin the

domain.
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The main contribution of this paper isto suggest apractical method for theidentification
of stakeholders; thisisaprocessthat isvery important in complex domains, such asthat
of drug use management. However, it has been overlooked in the stakeholder literature
as well as in its application in the information systems literature. By goplying our
approach in adomain where information is exchanged between different stakeholders
we have also shown how the industrial network approach and the interorganizational

systems literature relate to stakeholder analysis.

Still, further work isrequired to compl ete the different images of the stakeholder map as
thisisunderstood by the broad range of stakeholders. Thisentailsinvestigating infurther
detail therolesof the various stakehol ders; the perception of stakehol dersabout the need
for information systems, especially interorganizational at different stages of the drug use
management process; the typesof linksthat exist betweenthe different stakeholders (are
they direct or indirect, canthey be fadlitated through the use of electronic means, how
strongtheselinksare, aretherelations characterised by collaboration or conflict etc.); the
relative importance of stakeholders (although we have already shown evidence that
different stakeholders have different perceptions about who is ‘important’). This last
guestion depends not only on the perceptionsof the stakeholders but also on the different
criteriathat could be applied to that end. For example, interes and power are suggested
by Freeman (1984) as two dimensions that can be used for representing the rdative
positions of stakeholders. It is interesting to consider whether these dimension are

relevant, reliable and adequate for considering therelative importance of stakeholders.

Inthe context of drug use management systems, we should eventually consider what each
of the stakeholders would like to do next and compare it with what they are likely to do
next, thus providing a dearer understanding of the further evolution of drug use

management systems. Furthermore, based on the perceptionsof thevarious stakehd ders,



32
alternative plans can be devel oped for action, andthesetested for their feasibility using,

again, the viewpoints of the stakeholders identified.

Despite the importance of this approach in enhancing our understanding of a complex
domain where interorganizational systems are in use, it has two important and dosely
interrelated problems. First, it isdifficult to decide where the stakehol der identification
process should stop. Because of itsiterative character, there is a danger of identifying
literally everybody as a stakeholder. In practice however, we found that the number of
new stakeholders identified is, after some ‘iterations’, of the process significantly
decreasing. The second related problem isthat as more stakeholders are identified, there
aremorelikely to be conflicting accounts of the situation. Thison one hand enhances our
understanding of the context but on the other hand can areate problemsfor those wishing
to take action. The management of conflict in an interorganizational context is highly
complex and difficult to address (see for example Kumar et al/, 1995) and can indeed
hinder or delay decision making. Still, the advantage of stakeholder analysisis that it
highlightsconflicts and does not | et decision makers make naive assumptions about the
adoption of interorganizational systems. The case of NHS-wide networking, where
significant stakeholders' views had been overlooked shows that unless these are taken

into account a huge information systems investment may collapse (Willcox, 1995).

We believe that a major benefit from the use of stakeholder analysis in the context of
interorganizational systems devdopment is that it can highlight issues that other
approaches would neglect, in particular in relation to the different viewpoints of
stakeholders and their evolution over time. We hope that by suggesting a systematic
approach to the identification of interorganizational stakeholders we have assisted
information analysts and decision makers who lack flexible methods to assist themin

unveiling and analysing multiple stakeholder perspectives.
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‘Groups’ of

stakeholders

Initial stage:
the ‘obvious’

stakeholders

Second stage:
after the literature
review and first round

of interviews

Third stage:
conferences,
further interviews

Drug use management

systems suppliers

Drug use management
systems users

Other parties
influencing the
evolution of drug use
management systems

(uncertain of whether
specialized suppliers
existed)

Hospitals

GPs
Pharmacies

‘government’

Patients

Pharmaceutical

companies

drug databases
providers
hardware suppliers/
software suppliers:
for hospital systems
for GP systems
for pharmacies

doctors
pharmacists
nurses

user groups

PPA
Department of Health

Health Agencies

+ Insurance companies

+ Professional
associations

(e.g.BMA)

+ EDI suppliers

+ telecommunications

suppliers

+IT consultants

+ NHS Executive

+ CCTA

+ Medicines Control
Agency

+ BCS

Table 1: Expanding the list of stakeholders
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Principles of
stakeholder

behaviour

Practical implications for
stakeholder identification and

analysis

An example of drug use
management systems.:

GP information systems

Stakehol ders depend
on the specific
context and time
frame

Stakeholders cannot
beviewed in
isolation

The position of each
stakeholder may
change over time
Feasible options
may differ from the
stakeholders’ wishes

Stakeholder map has to reflect
the domain and to be reviewed
over time

Each stakeholder identified
can lead to the identification of
others

The evolution of gakeholders
viewpoints can hdp explain
the past and plan for the future
Political issues within the
domain need to be explored
(aswell as economic and
techni cd fessibility)

Legid ation to accredit 1S
procurement changes the
number (and profile) of 1S
suppliers

NHS Executive legidlation
aims to improve electronic
communication between
GPs and Health Agencies;,
the IS suppliers of the latter
are influenced

Evolution of standards
changes priorities for
procuring IS for GPs

The NHS Executive can
influence the market of IS
suppliers and the options
availableto IS users

Table 2: Principles of stakeholder behaviour and their practical implications
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