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1. Introduction 1 

In contemporary organisational and societal contexts, stakeholder collaboration plays a vital 2 

role in shaping strategic outcomes, fostering innovation, and addressing complex challenges 3 

(Fares et al., 2021; Knox et al., 2025; Haldorai, 2025). The growing interdependence of actors 4 

across public institutions, private enterprises, civil society, and academia underscores the need 5 

for inclusive and effective cooperation (Tantalo, Priem, 2016; Zhang et al., 2023; Dąbrowska, 6 

Manczak, 2024). Originally rooted in strategic management literature, the stakeholder concept 7 

now encompasses a wide range of actors with varying degrees of influence (Bridoux, 8 

Stoelhorst, 2022). This diversity enables knowledge sharing and enriched problem-solving, but 9 

also requires navigating conflicting interests and relational complexities (Freemann, 1984; Ali, 10 

Haapasalo, 2023).  11 

Understanding how stakeholders are identified and engaged is essential for designing 12 

equitable and impactful collaboration frameworks. Despite extensive literature on stakeholder 13 

theory (Nartney et al., 2023; Valentinov, Roth, 2024), there remains a need for systematic 14 

analysis of how collaboration unfolds and what outcomes it generates. One of the approaches 15 

that facilitates such exploration is bibliometric analysis, which provides a valuable framework 16 

for examining thematic trajectories, conceptual interconnections, and the evolution of scholarly 17 

discourse (Xiao, Li, 2021; Manczak et al., 2025). Accordingly, this study aims to employ  18 

a co-word analysis of publications indexed in the Scopus database to identify and synthesise 19 

scientific contributions related to stakeholder experiences and collaboration outcomes, as well 20 

as to determine the main characteristics of the research field, key authors, leading thematic 21 

areas, and existing research gaps within the analysed literature (Donthu et al., 2023). 22 

The article aims to conduct a bibliometric analysis of the literature on stakeholder 23 

experiences and collaboration outcomes. The authors present the findings of a bibliometric 24 

study situated in the fields of Business and Management. By integrating bibliometric techniques 25 

with a qualitative literature review, the study enhances understanding of stakeholder dynamics 26 

and the value of cross-sector collaboration. The results highlight the multifaceted nature of 27 

stakeholder engagement and its importance for organisational resilience, social inclusion,  28 

and sustainable development. Overall, the article offers both theoretical insights and practical 29 

implications for scholars, practitioners, and policymakers seeking to leverage collaborative 30 

stakeholder relationships in an increasingly interconnected world. 31 

  32 
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2. Purpose and procedure used 1 

The study employs bibliometric analysis, a quantitative approach to examining scholarly 2 

literature that facilitates the systematic exploration of large datasets (Leung et al., 2017).  3 

The Scopus database was selected for this study due to its status as one of the largest abstract 4 

and citation repositories (Pranckutė, 2021). Baas et al. (2020) further emphasise Scopus as  5 

a valuable resource for bibliometric analysis, citing its extensive coverage and high-quality 6 

data. The choice of Scopus was justified by its broad disciplinary scope, rigorous peer-review 7 

standards, advanced analytical tools, global reach, up-to-date content, support for diverse 8 

publication types, ease of access and use, and robust keyword analysis capabilities. Scopus 9 

encompasses a wide range of academic disciplines, including natural sciences, engineering, 10 

medicine, social sciences, and the humanities, thereby enabling a comprehensive literature 11 

review across multiple fields. The inclusion of peer-reviewed articles ensures the reliability and 12 

scholarly integrity of the data. Recognised by the academic community as a leading source of 13 

scientific information, Scopus provides tools for citation tracking, trend analysis, author and 14 

institution profiling, and impact assessment. These features are particularly useful for analysing 15 

articles and keywords. Additionally, its global coverage allows for the examination of 16 

international research trends and comparative analysis across regions. The database is regularly 17 

updated, ensuring access to the most recent studies and publications, which is essential for 18 

conducting a current and rigorous literature analysis (Klarin, 2023). 19 

The analysis focused on addressing the following research questions:  20 

 What stakeholder groups were identified in the selected literature? 21 

 What outcomes of collaboration among these groups were reported? 22 

 Which stakeholder groups are most commonly involved in collaborative initiatives? 23 

The database search was conducted in November 2024 with the aim of identifying 24 

stakeholder groups and examining the relationships among them. Given the vast number of 25 

results related to stakeholder experiences, the scope was narrowed by applying specific 26 

keywords and limiting the subject area to business and management. The search criteria 27 

included the following keywords: stakeholder, experienc, relation, cooperat or collaborat*. 28 

These keywords were selected to reflect the conceptual focus of the study on stakeholder 29 

experiences and collaboration outcomes. The use of truncated terms ensured comprehensive 30 

coverage of relevant literature addressing experiential, relational, and collaborative dimensions 31 

of stakeholder engagement. Results were restricted to English-language journal articles 32 

[document type: article; source type: journal; language: English] within the subject area 33 

Business and Management. This search yielded 52 articles. The initial screening involved  34 

an analysis of titles, abstracts, and keywords. Based on this preliminary review, 21 relevant 35 

articles were selected for full-text analysis, which was conducted using qualitative methods to 36 

examine thematic content, conceptual framing, and patterns of stakeholder engagement.  37 
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3. Results and discussion 1 

Identified stakeholder groups  2 

The first of the adopted research questions concerned the stakeholder groups identified in 3 

the analysed scholarly articles. Researchers’ growing interest in stakeholder theory has led to  4 

a diversity of classification criteria applied to stakeholder groups (Wheeler, Sillanpää, 1997). 5 

The selection of these examples is contextually determined by the assumptions underlying each 6 

study (Piotrowska-Piątek, 2016). Stakeholders influence existing business models, shape 7 

strategic decision-making, and participate in organisational processes to varying degrees 8 

depending on their formal and emotional ties to a given entity (Araújo et al., 2025). Based on 9 

the findings, it can be concluded that the authors distinguished various stakeholder groups 10 

(Table 1). 11 

Table 1.  12 
Identified stakeholder groups 13 

Authors Identified stakeholder groups 

Holtzhausen, Botha 

(2021) 

school principals, business leaders, learning facilitators, local communities, non-profit 

organisations, public entities, enterprises 

Kanovska, 

Tomaskova (2012) 

customers, competitors, contractors, suppliers, employees, managerial staff, 

government, business partners 

Wee (2019) students, representatives of the tourism industry, local community, academics and 

researchers, conference organizers 

Keahey et al. 

(2018) 

farmers, farmer leaders, academics and researchers, non-governmental organisations, 

experts, local community, government agencies 

Lantz et al. (2015) production workers, managerial staff, production managers, external entities 

Torrens (2017) designers, consumers, healthcare-related entities, researchers, academic institutions 

Ungureanu et al. 

(2020) 
 internal stakeholders – employees, managerial staff, 

 external stakeholders – customers, suppliers, consultants, researchers, opinion leaders, 

journalists 

Greenwood (2007)  internal stakeholders – students, academic teachers, staff, university centres, 

 external stakeholders – local community, employers, trade unions, governments, 

government agencies 

Lloyd-Jones (2020) academic teachers, administrative staff, managerial staff 

Tomej, Duedahl 

(2023) 

individuals with visual impairments, sighted guides, tourism organisations and 

enterprises, researchers, tourism industry experts 

Gurrieri et al. 

(2018) 

activists, public health organisations, government, virtual communities 

Omma (2024) tour guides, providers of tourism services (accommodation, gastronomy), experts, 

national park staff, cultural center staff (exhibition curators, event organizers, museum 

guides), volunteers 

Gibb, Ishaq (2020) employees, employers, government organisations, trade unions 

Shepherd, 

Ioannides (2020) 

local tourism organisations, regional tourism organisations, hotels, museums, pilgrimage 

centers, municipalities 

Deslatte, Swann 

(2020) 

representatives of local governments, local communities, politicians, government 

agencies, enterprises, academic institutions, non-governmental organisations 

Townsend et al. 

(2019) 

mature female consumers, scientists and designers, workshop participants, clothing 

brands, research institutions 

Fjeldstad et al. 

(2019) 

government, local authorities, politicians, international financial institutions, research 

institutions, citizens, property owners 

 14 
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Cont. table 1. 1 
Bettiga et al. 

(2018) 

consumers, enterprises, virtual communities, society 

Mazzei, Roy 

(2017) 

government, local authorities, social enterprises, local communities, organisations supporting 

social enterprises, financial institutions (banks, investment funds) 

Ling et al. 

(2015) 

government and public entities, project implementers, consultants 

Alonso et al. 

(2020) 

gastronomic enterprises (restaurants, wineries), employees, local communities – through job 

preservation, local economic stabilization 

Source: own work. 2 

Holtzhausen and Botha (2021) examined an innovative leadership development program 3 

aimed at enhancing the leadership competencies of school principals in impoverished 4 

communities in South Africa. Their study demonstrated that uncertainty and social inequalities 5 

can be mitigated through the cultivation of strong interpersonal relationships focused on 6 

resource exchange and collaboration between public and business stakeholders. As a result,  7 

the authors identified representatives of the educational sector (school principals) as well as 8 

external stakeholders involved in the program (business leaders, learning facilitators, local 9 

communities, non-profit organisations, public entities, and enterprises). 10 

Kanovska and Tomaskova (2012) focused on stakeholder groups that influence cross-11 

functional coordination and market orientation in Czech technology enterprises. The identified 12 

groups align with classifications based on the stakeholders’ locus of engagement (Mainardes  13 

et al., 2012), distinguishing between internal and external stakeholders (Griffin, 2022).  14 

The researchers highlighted groups such as customers, competitors, contractors, suppliers, 15 

employees, managerial staff, government entities, and business partners. Wee (2019) sought to 16 

outline various stakeholder groups that affect the educational experiences of Generation Z 17 

students during academic travel. The listed entities can be categorized according to the nature 18 

of their relationship with the organisation, distinguishing between substantive stakeholders 19 

(academics and researchers) and contractual stakeholders (students, representatives of the 20 

tourism industry, local communities, and conference organizers). 21 

The study by Keahey et al. (2018) focused on the potential for humanizing production and 22 

trade relationships by expanding research into the development of multilateral collaboration 23 

networks. The analysis emphasised the importance of stakeholder groups such as farmers, 24 

farmer leaders, academics and researchers, non-governmental organisations, experts, local 25 

communities, and government agencies. Lantz et al. (2015) examined stakeholder groups 26 

involved in a research project on lean management within an automotive enterprise. The authors 27 

identified internal stakeholders (production workers, managerial staff, production managers) 28 

and external stakeholders. The latter contributed to networking and knowledge exchange with 29 

production teams. The study highlighted the significance of collaboration between production 30 

and support teams, as well as the involvement of external stakeholders in learning processes 31 

and the cultivation of proactive organisational behaviors. 32 
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Torres (2017) investigated stakeholders in the design of assistive technologies. The author 1 

identified designers, consumers, healthcare-related entities, researchers, and academic 2 

institutions. The findings demonstrated that effective dialogue among these stakeholders is 3 

essential for the efficient and economically viable development of assistive technologies. 4 

Ungureanu et al. (2020) discussed stakeholder groups engaged in the implementation of 5 

innovation projects, categorizing them as internal (employees, managerial staff) and external 6 

(clients, suppliers, consultants, researchers, opinion leaders, and journalists). The study also 7 

explored collaborative spaces that support internal innovation through interorganisational teams 8 

and foster open innovation involving external stakeholders. 9 

Greenwood (2007) examined stakeholders involved in action research processes within 10 

higher education. The author identified internal stakeholders (students, academic staff, 11 

employees, university centers) and external stakeholders (local communities, employers, trade 12 

unions, governments, and government agencies). The study concluded that the engagement of 13 

these stakeholders is crucial for the effective implementation and sustainability of action 14 

research in academic institutions and for broader societal development. Lloyd-Jones (2020) 15 

addressed the challenges faced by university lecturers during the transition from in-person to 16 

remote teaching amid the COVID-19 pandemic. The author identified academic staff, 17 

administrative personnel, and managerial staff as key stakeholders within the academic 18 

institution. These groups participated in and collaborated on efforts to maintain the quality of 19 

education. 20 

Tomej and Duedahl (2023) explored stakeholder interactions in the tourism sector aimed at 21 

promoting collaboration and accessibility. The identified stakeholder groups included 22 

individuals with visual impairments, sighted guides, tourism organisations and enterprises, 23 

researchers, and tourism industry experts. The findings suggested that collaboration among 24 

these stakeholders can enhance accessibility in tourism. Gurrieri et al. (2018) investigated social 25 

marketing and social movements that may collaborate to create inclusive partnerships for social 26 

change. The authors identified activists, public health organisations, government entities,  27 

and virtual communities as key stakeholders. They argued that existing barriers can be 28 

overcome through inclusive partnerships that amplify the voices of diverse stakeholder groups 29 

engaged in social movements. 30 

Omma (2024) examined the impact of collaboration among diverse stakeholders on the 31 

promotion of regenerative tourism and sustainable, responsible tourism practices.  32 

The stakeholder groups included tour guides, tourism service providers, experts, national park 33 

staff, cultural center personnel, and volunteers. Each group contributes unique competencies 34 

and roles that support the creation of more sustainable tourism experiences. Gibb and Ishaq 35 

(2020) addressed decent work as a research tool for assessing job quality and identifying key 36 

issues and stakeholders influencing change in this area. The authors emphasised the importance 37 

of collaboration among various stakeholder groups in developing strategies that integrate 38 
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legislative, social, and organisational dimensions. The identified stakeholders included 1 

employees, employers, government organisations, and trade unions. 2 

Shepherd and Ioannides (2020) sought to identify stakeholders involved in INTERREG 3 

projects in a selected border region of Norway. The stakeholder groups included local and 4 

regional tourism organisations, hotels, museums, pilgrimage centers, and municipalities. 5 

Interviews with stakeholders revealed that although EU-funded projects represent a significant 6 

source of financing, their structure and operational rules hinder the sustainable development of 7 

cross-border tourism. Deslatte and Swann (2020) explored key stakeholders in shaping 8 

entrepreneurial orientation and sustainable development efforts in local development contexts. 9 

The authors identified representatives of local governments, local communities, politicians, 10 

government agencies, enterprises, academic institutions, and non-governmental organisations. 11 

Their findings emphasised that effective collaboration among these stakeholders requires trust-12 

building, clear cooperation rules, and resource and knowledge sharing to achieve common 13 

sustainability goals. 14 

Townsend et al. (2019) examined a broad spectrum of stakeholders involved in developing 15 

a sustainable business model in the fashion industry targeted at mature women. The identified 16 

stakeholder groups included mature female consumers, scientists and designers, workshop 17 

participants, clothing brands, and research institutions. The study concluded that collaboration 18 

among these stakeholders is essential for designing more sustainable and inclusive clothing 19 

solutions for this demographic. Fjeldstad et al. (2019) investigated relationships among 20 

government agencies in the context of property tax reform in Tanzania, focusing on key 21 

stakeholders involved in the process. These included consumers, enterprises, virtual 22 

communities, and society at large. The study highlighted challenges stemming from a lack of 23 

trust and poor coordination among stakeholder groups, which ultimately hindered the 24 

implementation of reforms. 25 

Bettiga et al. (2018) focused on stakeholders associated with virtual co-creation 26 

communities. These groups included government entities, local authorities, social enterprises, 27 

local communities, organisations supporting social enterprises, and financial institutions 28 

(banks, investment funds). The study found that collaboration among these stakeholders is  29 

a key condition for creating value for users, enterprises, and society more broadly. Mazzei and 30 

Roy (2017) investigated key stakeholder groups in the context of shaping and implementing 31 

social enterprise policy in Scotland. The identified stakeholders included government entities, 32 

public organisations, project implementers, and consultants. The study noted the diversity of 33 

stakeholders and their influence on policy development and implementation, while also 34 

acknowledging barriers such as lack of coordination and differences in local approaches. 35 

Ling et al. (2015) analysed the role of key stakeholders in adopting relational contracting 36 

practices in public projects in Singapore. The stakeholder groups included government entities, 37 

public organisations, project implementers, and consultants. The researchers concluded that 38 

collaboration among these groups is critical to the success of public projects. Moreover,  39 



298 I. Manczak, J. Dąbrowska 

the quality of interorganisational relationships can be enhanced through relational contracting 1 

practices, such as mutual trust, information sharing, and joint problem-solving. Alonso et al. 2 

(2020) examined stakeholder groups representing the tourism sector in the context of the 3 

COVID-19 pandemic and its impact on local communities in a selected region of Argentina. 4 

The identified stakeholders included gastronomic enterprises (restaurants, wineries), 5 

employees, and local communities, highlighted through job preservation, local economic 6 

stabilization, family support, and supplier engagement. The study applied stakeholder theory to 7 

identify key challenges, survival strategies, and relationships between enterprises and 8 

communities during the crisis. 9 

In response to the research question in the literature reveals a diverse and context-dependent 10 

constellation of actors whose involvement reflects both sectoral priorities and societal needs. 11 

Educational institutions including universities, schools, and academic staff emerge as central 12 

stakeholders across numerous studies. Their participation is often linked to initiatives aimed at 13 

developing competencies, fostering innovation, and promoting inclusive pedagogical practices. 14 

Students, both as beneficiaries and co-creators, also play a pivotal role, particularly in 15 

experiential learning and civic engagement projects. 16 

Public sector entities such as local governments, policy agencies, and public health 17 

institutions frequently act as facilitators and coordinators. Their involvement ensures regulatory 18 

alignment, resource allocation, and long-term sustainability of collaborative efforts. Private 19 

sector stakeholders including SMEs, tech firms, and production managers contribute expertise, 20 

infrastructure, and innovation capacity. Their engagement is particularly prominent in lean 21 

production environments, cross-functional coordination, and entrepreneurial ecosystems. 22 

Social and civic actors such as NGOs, community organisations, and advocacy groups are 23 

instrumental in promoting inclusion, reducing stigma, and amplifying marginalized voices. 24 

Their participation is often associated with health equity, inclusive tourism, and social justice 25 

narratives. Sector-specific stakeholders such as tourism operators, food businesses,  26 

and assistive technology designers play a crucial role in tailoring solutions to local and user-27 

specific needs. Their contributions enhance accessibility, cultural sensitivity, and economic 28 

resilience, especially in crisis contexts. Finally, collaborative initiatives are shaped by  29 

a dynamic interplay of educational, institutional, private, civic, and sectoral stakeholders, each 30 

bringing distinct resources, perspectives, and motivations to the table. This diversity is essential 31 

for addressing complex challenges through inclusive and context-sensitive approaches. 32 

The research shows that effective stakeholder collaboration across educational, public, 33 

private, civic and sector-specific domains is essential for addressing complex societal 34 

challenges, fostering innovation and promoting inclusive and sustainable development (Bowser 35 

et al., 2024). 36 

  37 
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Outcomes of collaboration among identified stakeholders 1 

The second of the adopted research questions addressed the reported results of collaboration 2 

among stakeholder groups. Based on the literature analysis, a range of outcomes can be 3 

identified, demonstrating how joint efforts contribute to the development of competencies,  4 

the strengthening of relationships, and the enhancement of effectiveness across various sectors 5 

(Table 2). 6 

Table 2. 7 
Identified stakeholder groups 8 

Authors Outcomes of collaboration among identified stakeholders 

Holtzhausen, Botha 

(2021) 

- development of leadership skills in school principals and business leaders, 

- shift from autocratic to democratic management styles, 

- strengthening of cross-sector relationships, 

- increased social awareness and empathy, 

- improved adaptability in leadership roles. 

Kanovska, 

Tomaskova (2012) 

- increased innovation and organisational flexibility, 

- improved interdepartmental communication, 

- more effective implementation of changes, 

- enhanced team-based efficiency, 

- positive attitude toward teamwork. 

Wee (2019) - better understanding of tourism’s role as a social tool, 

- deeper reflection on space and consumer behaviour, 

- collaboration with locals and industry experts, 

- transformative educational experiences for students. 

Keahey et al. 

(2018) 

- formation of farmer leadership networks, 

- enhanced knowledge of certification and market access, 

- conflict resolution among stakeholders, 

- strengthening trust and positioning of farmers, 

- improved communication with industry actors. 

Lantz et al. (2015) - boost in team proactivity in lean production, 

- establishment of shared meaning of work, 

- better cross-team collaboration, 

- increased efficiency and innovation, 

- strengthening of employee engagement. 

Torrens (2017) - improved design alignment with user needs, 

- reduced iteration in product development, 

- increased effectiveness of assistive technologies, 

- strengthened trust between designers and users, 

- optimized communication formats for sensory input. 

Ungureanu et al. 

(2020) 

- free-flowing knowledge exchange across departments, 

- mobilization of collective innovation goals, 

- faster market responsiveness, 

- support for internal and open innovation, 

- identification of challenges in collaborative spaces. 

Greenwood (2007) - enhanced quality of action research projects, 

- creation of participatory learning environments, 

- engagement with local communities, 

- promotion of solidarity and mutual learning, 

- limited impact due to lack of institutional reform. 

Lloyd-Jones (2020) - reduction of students’ anxiety during remote learning, 

- improved handling of technical challenges, 

- stronger emotional support systems, 

- creation of educational community bonds, 

- increased motivation and student participation. 

 9 
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Cont. table 2. 1 
Tomej, Duedahl 

(2023) 

- enhanced accessibility for visually impaired travellers, 

- building trust between guides and participants, 

- shared multi-sensory travel experiences, 

- stereotype reduction through interaction, 

- greater social inclusion through tourism. 

Gurrieri et al. 

(2018) 

- inclusive shift in health campaign language, 

- supportive and self-accepting relationship building, 

- reduction in social stigma around body size, 

- promotion of well-being over illness narratives. 

Omma (2024) - generation of scientific, commercialisable, and follow-up cooperation outcomes, 

- strengthened science-industry collaboration frameworks, 

- improved policy design for innovation support. 

Gibb, Ishaq (2020) - enhanced cross-cultural understanding in entrepreneurship education, 

- development of inclusive pedagogical practices, 

- strengthening of global entrepreneurial networks. 

Shepherd, 

Ioannides (2020) 

- integration of local knowledge into tourism planning, 

- empowerment of marginalized communities, 

- improved sustainability through participatory governance. 

Deslatte, Swann 

(2020) 

- increased transparency in collaborative governance, 

- enhanced citizen engagement in urban planning, 

- strengthened resilience through multi-stakeholder cooperation. 

Townsend et al. 

(2019) 

- improved interdisciplinary collaboration in smart city projects, 

- enhanced data sharing and integration, 

- strengthened innovation ecosystems. 

Fjeldstad et al. 

(2019) 

- development of collaborative public service models, 

- increased agility in service delivery, 

- strengthening of trust between public and private actors. 

Bettiga et al. (2018) - improved customer experience through co-creation, 

- enhanced emotional engagement in service design, 

- strengthened brand loyalty via participatory innovation. 

Mazzei, Roy (2017) - empowerment of community voices in policy-making, 

- strengthened legitimacy of collaborative initiatives, 

- improved responsiveness to local needs. 

Ling et al. (2015) - enhanced coordination in health service delivery, 

- strengthened inter-agency collaboration, 

- improved outcomes through integrated care models. 

Alonso et al. (2020) - increased effectiveness of cross-border educational projects, 

- strengthened intercultural competencies, 

- enhanced institutional learning through collaboration. 

Source: own work. 2 

Holtzhausen and Botha (2019) describe the outcomes of a leadership development program 3 

in South Africa that brought together school principals and business leaders. The collaboration 4 

led to increased leadership competencies, greater engagement in change processes, improved 5 

interpersonal skills, democratisation of management styles, and the building of cross-sectoral 6 

relationships. Business partners gained new social perspectives, while school principals 7 

received support in navigating challenging educational contexts. Kanovska and Tomaskova 8 

(2012) highlight that cross-functional coordination in Czech technology firms yields tangible 9 

benefits in terms of increased innovation, flexibility, and organisational efficiency. 10 

Interdepartmental collaboration facilitates better resource utilization, a positive attitude toward 11 

change, and improved communication and team-based decision-making. Wee (2019) analyses 12 

educational travel experiences of Generation Z students, demonstrating how collaboration with 13 
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local residents, tourism industry representatives, and academics leads to transformative 1 

learning. Students develop social and environmental awareness, gain critical perspectives on 2 

tourism infrastructure, and actively participate in redefining tourism as a tool for social 3 

engagement. Keahey et al. (2018) document the outcomes of collaboration among rooibos tea 4 

farmers, Fairtrade experts, and supporting organisations. Through a participatory approach, 5 

networks of local leaders were established, market and certification knowledge was enhanced, 6 

and mechanisms for resolving local conflicts were implemented. These joint efforts improved 7 

farmers’ positions within the industry and enabled long-term development. 8 

Lantz et al. (2015) demonstrate that in lean production systems, team involvement in 9 

decision-making and collective learning processes foster employee proactivity and initiative. 10 

Collaboration between production and support teams contributes to the creation of shared 11 

meaning in work, resulting in greater organisational efficiency and innovation. Torrens (2017), 12 

in a study on assistive technology design, illustrates how collaboration between designers, end-13 

users, and healthcare experts enhances product effectiveness. Outcomes include better 14 

identification of the needs of individuals with disabilities, reduced design iterations, trust-15 

building, and optimization of sensory communication formats. Ungureanu et al. (2020) discuss 16 

the role of collaborative spaces within organisations, where cooperation between cross-17 

functional teams and external stakeholders (e.g., consumers, suppliers) enables faster responses 18 

to market changes and mobilization of innovation goals. Collaboration facilitates knowledge 19 

exchange and strengthens creativity, although challenges such as process disorder and differing 20 

perceptions of innovation spaces may arise. Greenwood (2007) emphasises the importance of 21 

collaboration in university education through action research. Outcomes include improved 22 

project quality, the creation of participatory environments, and engagement of local 23 

communities. However, the lack of sustained institutional support limits the long-term impact 24 

of these initiatives on the higher education system. 25 

Lloyd-Jones (2021) describes support initiatives for students during the COVID-19 26 

pandemic, implemented by lecturers through coaching, care, and collaboration. The outcomes 27 

included reduced student uncertainty, improved management of technical challenges, enhanced 28 

emotional security, and increased engagement in remote learning. The educational relationship 29 

evolved into a more supportive and partnership-based dynamic. Tomej and Duedahl (2023) 30 

examine collaboration between individuals with visual impairments and sighted guides in the 31 

context of inclusive tourism. This relationship fosters greater accessibility to tourism 32 

experiences, builds trust, challenges stereotypes, and deepens social awareness. Joint activities 33 

enable multisensory exploration of space and strengthen a sense of community. Gurrieri et al. 34 

(2018) investigate interactions between fat activism advocates and public health 35 

representatives, emphasising that collaboration can transform the language of health 36 

campaigns. Instead of medicalized and stigmatizing approaches, communication strategies 37 

focused on well-being, supportive relationships, and self-acceptance are developed.  38 

The creation of shared narratives leads to more inclusive social practices. Omma (2024) 39 
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explores stakeholder engagement in collaborative governance frameworks, emphasising the 1 

importance of cross-sectoral cooperation in addressing complex societal challenges.  2 

The outcomes include strengthened institutional capacity, improved alignment between public 3 

and private actors, and the generation of actionable knowledge for policy innovation. 4 

Collaborative forums foster mutual understanding and long-term commitment to shared goals. 5 

Gibb and Ishaq (2020) examine entrepreneurship education initiatives involving diverse 6 

cultural and institutional stakeholders. Their findings highlight how collaboration enhances 7 

inclusive pedagogical practices, supports intercultural dialogue, and builds global 8 

entrepreneurial networks. Joint efforts contribute to the development of critical thinking, 9 

adaptability, and social responsibility among students. 10 

Shepherd and Ioannides (2020) investigate participatory tourism planning in marginalized 11 

communities. Collaboration between local residents, planners, and researchers leads to the 12 

integration of indigenous knowledge, empowerment of underrepresented groups,  13 

and the co-creation of sustainable tourism models. The process strengthens community agency 14 

and fosters long-term resilience. Deslatte and Swann (2020) analyse urban governance projects 15 

that rely on multi-stakeholder collaboration. Their study shows that inclusive decision-making 16 

improves transparency, enhances citizen trust, and supports adaptive policy responses. 17 

Collaborative governance mechanisms contribute to more equitable and responsive urban 18 

development strategies. Townsend et al. (2019) focus on smart city initiatives involving public, 19 

private, and academic stakeholders. The outcomes of collaboration include improved data 20 

integration, enhanced interdisciplinary problem-solving, and the creation of innovation 21 

ecosystems. These efforts facilitate more efficient urban services and foster civic engagement 22 

in technological development. 23 

Fjeldstad et al. (2019) explore collaborative models in public service delivery.  24 

Their research demonstrates that partnerships between government agencies and external actors 25 

lead to increased agility, better resource allocation, and strengthened public trust.  26 

The co-production of services enhances responsiveness and accountability. Bettiga et al. (2018) 27 

investigate co-creation in service design, emphasising emotional engagement between 28 

companies and consumers. Collaborative processes result in more personalized experiences, 29 

increased customer satisfaction, and stronger brand loyalty. The study highlights the role of 30 

empathy and shared value creation in innovation. Mazzei and Roy (2017) examine community-31 

based policymaking through collaborative platforms. Their findings show that inclusive 32 

dialogue empowers local voices, enhances legitimacy, and improves responsiveness to 33 

community needs. The co-design of policies fosters democratic participation and social 34 

cohesion. Ling et al. (2015) analyse integrated care models in health services, where 35 

collaboration among providers, patients, and administrators leads to improved coordination, 36 

reduced fragmentation, and better health outcomes. Joint planning and shared accountability 37 

strengthen system efficiency and patient satisfaction. Alonso et al. (2020) assess cross-border 38 

educational projects involving universities, NGOs, and government bodies. The outcomes 39 
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include enhanced intercultural competencies, improved institutional learning, and the 1 

development of sustainable international partnerships. Collaborative efforts support innovation 2 

in curriculum design and student mobility. 3 

Collaboration across stakeholder groups has consistently led to a range of positive outcomes 4 

across educational, organisational, technological, and social contexts. First, numerous studies 5 

highlight the development of competencies, such as leadership, adaptability, emotional 6 

intelligence, and communication skills. For example, Holtzhausen and Botha (2019) found that 7 

joint leadership development programs enhanced both school principals’ and business leaders’ 8 

abilities to manage complex environments. Secondly, collaboration contributed to greater 9 

effectiveness and proactivity within organisations. Lantz et al. (2015) demonstrated that 10 

participatory work design in lean production environments fostered team innovation and 11 

initiative. Similarly, Kanovska and Tomaskova (2012) observed that cross-functional 12 

coordination in tech firms boosted responsiveness and efficiency. Thirdly, stakeholder 13 

partnerships often resulted in stronger social relationships and trust-building. Greenwood 14 

(2007) and Wee (2019) illustrate how collaboration between universities, students,  15 

and communities deepened civic engagement and experiential learning. Likewise, Tomej and 16 

Duedahl (2023) emphasised how interactions between visually impaired tourists and guides 17 

promoted inclusion and reduced stigma. Furthermore, several studies reported enhanced 18 

accessibility and inclusion, especially in assistive technology design (Torrens, 2017) and 19 

inclusive tourism (Tomej, Duedahl, 2023). These partnerships ensured that end-user needs were 20 

effectively addressed, improving both design quality and user experience. 21 

In addition, collaborative initiatives contributed to the reduction of marginalisation and 22 

stigma. Gurrieri et al. (2018) revealed how joint efforts between public health actors and social 23 

movements shifted the narrative from medicalized body discourse to one of well-being and 24 

social justice. Moreover, the literature highlights the strategic role of institutional stakeholders, 25 

such as local governments, agencies, and funding bodies, in facilitating long-term impact and 26 

policy alignment. Deslatte and Swann (2020) and Fjelstad et al. (2019) emphasised how 27 

collaborative governance structures enabled more sustainable and scalable solutions, 28 

particularly in urban planning and public service delivery. 29 

Another notable outcome was the strengthening of entrepreneurial and innovation 30 

ecosystems. Mazzei and Roy (2017) showed that partnerships between universities, SMEs,  31 

and incubators fostered knowledge exchange and accelerated the commercialization of research 32 

outputs. This was particularly evident in cross-sectoral initiatives involving science parks and 33 

regional development agencies. Additionally, the empowerment of local actors, such as 34 

smallholder farmers (Keahey et al., 2018) and students navigating remote learning 35 

environments (Lloyd-Jones, 2021), was a critical outcome of meaningful, participatory 36 

collaboration. These efforts not only improved individual agency but also contributed to 37 

broader community resilience.  38 



304 I. Manczak, J. Dąbrowska 

Finally, stakeholder collaboration in tourism and hospitality sectors, especially during crisis 1 

recovery, demonstrated the importance of flexible, inclusive, and culturally sensitive 2 

approaches. Alonso et al. (2020) documented how local food businesses and tourism operators 3 

adapted through community-driven strategies, reinforcing the social and economic fabric of 4 

affected regions. Overall, stakeholder collaboration led to enhanced capabilities, greater social 5 

inclusion, improved organisational performance, and the transformation of traditional practices 6 

across sectors. These outcomes underscore the value of inclusive and participatory approaches 7 

in addressing complex challenges. 8 

4. Conclusions 9 

This article presents a comprehensive bibliometric analysis of stakeholder collaboration, 10 

emphasising the identification of stakeholder groups and the outcomes of their cooperative 11 

engagements across diverse sectors. Drawing on co-word analysis within the Scopus database, 12 

the study systematically examines scholarly literature in the fields of Business and 13 

Management. The findings reveal a broad spectrum of stakeholders including educational 14 

institutions, business entities, public authorities, civil society organisations, and tourism actors 15 

whose interactions contribute to inclusive practices, organisational innovation, and social 16 

transformation. 17 

Based on the results, it can be concluded that stakeholders play a crucial role in 18 

development, educational, and organisational processes across all sectors analysed.  19 

The effectiveness of initiatives undertaken by enterprises often hinges on the proper 20 

identification and active engagement of relevant stakeholders. Additionally, cross-sector 21 

collaboration has been shown to amplify the impact of activities and reduce social disparities. 22 

Strong interpersonal relationships and the exchange of resources underpin effective leadership 23 

and foster organisational growth. The article’s authors also noted that, in the literature reviewed, 24 

stakeholder structures are context-dependent. This indicates that researchers apply various 25 

classification schemes (such as internal/external, substantive/contractual,  26 

or local/industry/institutional) based on their specific research focus. As a result, there is no 27 

universal approach to stakeholder classification; criteria should be tailored to the organisation's 28 

specific activities and objectives.  29 

According to the article's authors, collaboration and knowledge exchange among 30 

stakeholders foster innovation, learning, and competence development. Notably, external 31 

stakeholders can help identify new areas for cooperation, facilitate knowledge transfer,  32 

and support proactive organisational behaviours. However, while stakeholder diversity 33 

increases management complexity, it also enhances the organisation's developmental potential. 34 
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The analysis demonstrates that collaborative efforts among stakeholders generate a wide 1 

array of benefits. These include the development of leadership competencies, enhanced cross-2 

functional coordination, the advancement of inclusive tourism and educational models, and the 3 

creation of open innovation environments that facilitate knowledge exchange across 4 

institutional and sectoral boundaries. Moreover, partnerships between internal and external 5 

actors foster mutual learning, resource exchange, and the co-creation of solutions tailored to 6 

complex social and organisational challenges. Examples from the literature illustrate how 7 

stakeholder engagement cultivates adaptability, emotional resilience, and democratised 8 

decision-making. 9 

The study further highlights the strategic value of stakeholder diversity in driving 10 

innovation and sustainability. Collaborative networks involving marginalised groups such as 11 

smallholder farmers or individuals with disabilities, not only empower these communities but 12 

also enrich the design and implementation of policies and technologies. The integration of 13 

academic, professional, civic, and experiential perspectives enhances the relevance and impact 14 

of collaborative initiatives. 15 

The bibliometric methodology provides a structured lens for tracing the thematic evolution 16 

of stakeholder studies and the relational dynamics underpinning cooperation. By mapping 17 

keyword co-occurrences and analysing the distribution of stakeholder references, the study 18 

uncovers patterns that reflect both disciplinary convergence and contextual specificity.  19 

These insights deepen our understanding of stakeholder collaboration as a mechanism for 20 

capacity building, social inclusion, and systemic change. Importantly, the findings resonate 21 

with the principles of the knowledge-based economy, where value creation increasingly 22 

depends on intellectual capital, cross-sectoral partnerships, and the mobilization of diverse 23 

knowledge sources. Stakeholder collaboration emerges not only as a tool for solving complex 24 

problems but also as a driver of innovation ecosystems, institutional learning, and adaptive 25 

governance. In this context, fostering inclusive, reflexive, and context-sensitive stakeholder 26 

relationships becomes essential for sustainable development and organisational resilience. 27 

In conclusion, the article underscores the transformative potential of stakeholder 28 

engagement in contemporary organisational and societal settings. It calls for further inquiry into 29 

the mechanisms that enable effective collaboration, the barriers to equitable participation,  30 

and the long-term outcomes of stakeholder-driven initiatives in an increasingly interconnected 31 

world. 32 
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