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Abstract 

From Business Diplomacy to Business Diplomats 

By 

Michaël MARDYKS 

The quest toward competitiveness, legitimacy and sustainability in our globalized world 

involves a growing number of factors; not only financial, marketing or commercial (called 

market parameters) but also political, legal, social, environmental (non-market parameters). 

That is where “business diplomacy” (such as stakeholder management, issue management 

and environmental scanning) comes in. This unique concept has been coined to ensure the 

link between multinational companies and their non-market environments. As a matter of fact 

however, a position of “business diplomat” does not exist yet. The domains of business 

diplomacy are horizontally splited between different business departments and vertically 

decentralized across different geographic levels. The strategies and actions resulting from this 

siloed approach are likely to be inconsistent, inefficient and even counterproductive.  

My model is designed to fill this gap between theory and practice and create an integrated 

approach toward the non-market environments. The central argument is to superimpose the 

domains and layers of business diplomacy, instead of displaying them side-by-side. The 

ensuing intersections give rise to new areas which form a new domain at the interface 

between the horizontal overlaps and vertical interdependencies of the non-market context. I 

propose that this domain should be the responsibility of a new business position: the 

“business diplomat”.  

Keywords: Non-market environments, Public Affairs, Corporate Political Activities 
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1. Introduction 

Multinational companies in this beginning of the 21st century play in a multifaceted 

environment. The context is both characterized by the culmination of the globalization process, 

which extends the existing game and the excesses of globalization, which press on changing the 

game. On the one hand, markets expansion, acceleration, and interconnection make 

competition more intense and complex. On the other hand, non-market parameters tend to be 

increasingly crucial, especially after the global economic crisis of 2008 which highlighted the 

“mad finance syndrome” and urged a move toward a more regulated and fairer globalization. 

The trend is for multinational companies to comply with new rules (i.e. overlapping of 

governmental and supra-governmental legislations), deal with new players (i.e. NGOs, civil 

society, communities, the media, and the governments) and cope with new issues in political, 

social and environmental areas. There is therefore a need for multinational companies to 

broaden their strategic approach. Both market and non-market parameters should be taken into 

account in their quest toward competitiveness, legitimacy and sustainability.   

Business diplomacy is a unique concept to address this growing need. More precisely, 

business diplomacy “pertains to the management of interfaces between the global company and 

its multiple non-business counterparts and external constituencies. [It] build[s] bridges between 

core businesses and the complex political environments within which global firms conduct 

business.” (Saner, Yiu and Sondergaard, 2000)  

On the basis of this definition, business diplomacy ensures the link between corporations and 

their non-market environment, that is to say the “social, political, and legal arrangements that 

structure the firm's interactions outside of, and in conjunction with, markets”. (Baron, 1995) 
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Especially, the non-market environment concerns those relationships with “the public, 

stakeholders, government, the media, and public institutions.” (Baron, 1995)  

Although the importance of linking businesses with the non-market environment is broadly 

recognized, the notion of “business diplomacy” (also called “corporate diplomacy”) remains 

rarely employed and not fully considered yet by researchers and professionals. This being said, 

some theoretical works do explore this concept in the fields of international business and 

strategic management, and some more papers address similar issues through associated 

concepts such as public affairs or corporate political activities. Theoretical works on business 

diplomacy most often provide conceptual considerations to refine the definition of this broad 

concept (Asquer, 2012), discuss the added value of business diplomacy (Ordeiw-Rigo & Duarte, 

2009) or its roles (Saner and Yiu, 2005). This deficiency will be elaborated further in the 

literature review. 

In practice, business diplomacy turns up to be a real question for practitioners, especially when 

conducting cross-border activities. This is evidenced by the Institute Choiseul for International 

Politics and Geoeconomics1, which recently devoted an entire book (Lucas, 2012) to collect 

testimonies by business leaders, managers, diplomats and experts: from the point of view of 

those practitioners in varieties of industries, companies and departments, coping with their 

non-market environment has become a daily major concern and a profession in itself. To  

such an extent that the Institute Choiseul decided to make the mentioned book serves as the first 

in an annual series dedicated in collecting testimonies and entitled “The business diplomats”.   

                                                       
1 French research center specializing in the analysis of international affairs. 
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However, if all of the interviewed practitioners were involved in one way or the other with 

business diplomacy, none of them were officially holding a position of “business diplomat”: 

some were working in public affairs or public relations, others were in charge of international 

strategy. They could have been responsible for corporate social responsibility as well, or 

compliance.   

In addition to the anecdotal evidence provided by these testimonies, a few academic researches 

have conducted qualitative or quantitative analysis to compare the different manners whereby 

multinational companies implement business diplomacy, for example in the Swiss 

pharmaceutical industry (Saner and Yiu, 2005).  

Stated plainly: the position of “business diplomat” does not exist so far as a formal corporate 

function: business diplomacy practices represent a collection of perspectives, rather than an 

integrated grouping. Each company has its own approach toward the non-market context. 

While the lack of a systematic practice in business diplomacy has been clearly observed, and 

despite the unanimously acknowledged importance of the concept, solutions to bridge the gap 

between theory and practice are left largely unexplored. “To date, the field of nonmarket 

strategy has little to offer in the way of a truly integrated perspective” (Mahon et al. 2003).    

Therefore, the research question of this thesis is: How can multinational companies move from 

the concept of “business diplomacy” to the position of “business diplomat” in a more 

systematic and integrated way? Business diplomacy covers three domains: the management of 

non-market stakeholders (that I also call the players, using a game analogy), the management of 

non-market issues (the factors in play) and the scanning of non-market environments (the rules 

of the game). Each of these roles is implemented across four levels (local, national, regional and 
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global). 

However, I establish that this model passes through a siloed approach: an horizontal 

segmentation which ignores the overlaps between the different domains and a vertical 

segmentation which ignores the multi-layers interactions and discontinuities.  Central to my 

argument is that such a fragmented perspective, splited between different departments and 

different organizational levels in the company, is very likely to result in inconsistencies, 

inefficiencies and even counter productivities. The case of the Royal Dutch Shell Company will 

be especially useful to give texture to my argument.  

My metaphor makes things glaringly obvious: how can we seriously isolate the players, the 

factors in play and the rules of the game? Completing in practice the roles of business 

diplomacy toward the non-market environments is a delicate balancing act which can only be 

successful through a more transverse approach.  

Overall, the goal of this paper is to create an integrated model to address the non-market 

environment and deal with the three roles of business diplomacy (socio-political scanning, 

stakeholders management and issue management), across the different layers of 

implementation (global, regional, national and local) in a comprehensive and systematic way.  

The rest of this thesis is organized as follow. I first describe the existing siloed model and 

highlight the challenges that emerge from its horizontal and vertical segmentations.  

Then, I propose a new approach that builds on the same three domains (socio-political scanning, 

stakeholders management and issue management) and four layers (global, regional, national 

and local). However, I superimpose these elements, instead of displaying them side-by-side: 
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this is the heart of my proposal. As a major advantage, this allows considering the different 

domains and layers in combination with the others, making interfaces visible. The first step of 

my model superimposes the three domains and explores their overlaps: this helps resolving the 

challenges derived from the initial horizontal segmentation. In the second step, I superimpose 

the different layers, in order to tackle the interdependencies and discontinuities that come from 

the vertical segmentation. 

From the superimposed areas of the model, I highlight a whole set of new transverse questions 

that multinational companies do not handle in a systematic and integrated manner when dealing 

with the non-market context. By doing so, I identify a new domain at the intersections of the 

horizontal and vertical dimensions of the non-market context. I propose that this domain, 

located at the heart of the model, should be the responsibility of a new created position: the 

“business diplomat”, serving as an interface between the many non-market overlaps, 

interdependencies and discontinuities. At this point, the journey from the concept of business 

diplomacy to the position of business diplomat will have already come a long way. 
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2. Literature Review 

The concept of business diplomacy is very broad, resulting in a relative vagueness as to its 

meaning. Although it is a relatively recent notion, coined at the turn of the millennium and still 

rarely employed, many different definitions and perspectives are associated with it. In this 

literature review, I propose to begin with the elements where there is unanimity, to build a solid 

foundation for the thesis. I then progressively address the points that provoke debate. 

In keeping with this logic, I hope to allow a good understanding on the concept of business 

diplomacy as it currently stands and is implemented today. 

2.1. Conceptual Foundations of Business Diplomacy  

2.1.1. Business Diplomacy and Non-Market Context 

The starting point is the definition of business diplomacy as already introduced in the opening 

section. Business diplomacy “pertains to the management of interfaces between the global 

company and its multiple non-business counterparts and external constituencies”. It “build[s] 

bridges between core businesses and the complex political environments”.  (Saner et al., 2000) 

From this initial definition, I make it clear that business diplomacy shall ensure the link 

between business and non-business environments.  

I should also emphasize straight away a preliminary assumption that Steger (2003) explicitly 

clarifies from the very first pages of his book dedicated to “Corporate Diplomacy”: “Let us 

agree that corporations are, above all, economic entities. […]So markets are dominant for 

companies.” I fully adopt this postulation and will keep it in mind all along this thesis. However, 

such assumption does not contradict the definition of business diplomacy stated above. Steger 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 

7 

recognizes that companies are part of the society - in direct contact with citizens, lobbyists and 

politicians – and cannot step aside. This being said, the author makes a strong statement to 

which I join my voice: « Whether companies like it or not, they cannot avoid dealing with 

interests, institutions, ideas and rules that are outside the market domain.”   

But what is “outside the market domain”? The work of Baron (1995) is particularly 

enlightening to grasp this area. Indeed, Baron distinguishes between the so called “market 

environment” and “non-market environment”. Put simply, the former concerns the relationship 

between a company and its external stakeholders related to commercial and financial issues 

arranged by the market. The latter is defined in these terms: “The Nonmarket environment 

consists of the social, political, and legal arrangements that structure the firm's interactions 

outside of, and in conjunction with, markets. [It] includes those interactions intermediated by 

the public, stakeholders, government, the media, and public institutions.” (Baron, 1995) 

Business diplomacy concentrates on this second category of relationships: accordingly, this 

study will focus on the link between the company and the non-market environment. 

The background within which I will carry out this research is now established. 

2.1.2. A Fruit of Globalization and a Response to Its Excesses  

The one point of consensus with regards to business diplomacy is its origin, inextricably linked 

to globalization.  Indeed, the process of globalization has conferred multinational companies 

with a central position, upsetting the worldwide governance balance, eventually making 

business diplomacy becomes possible.   

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 

8 

The unprecedented weight of corporations is reflected in the terminology itself: 

“mega-enterprises” or “giant corporations” are expressions commonly used today to refer to 

this reality. For example, some of these very large companies have financial capacities that are 

comparable with those of States.   

Public diplomacy has been for a long time considered exclusively as the domain of the State, 

when dealing with other States. As defined by the Oxford English Dictionary, diplomacy is “the 

management of international relations by negotiation; the method by which these relations are 

adjusted and managed by ambassadors and envoys”. However, this is not the whole story 

anymore, as evidenced by Ordeix-Rigo and Duarte (2009) in their paper entitled From Public 

Diplomacy to Corporate Diplomacy. The authors focus on the recent evolutions of the roles 

undertaken by multinational companies: they highlight « important roles that modern 

corporations are increasingly playing and which might be shaping the definition of corporations 

as institutions within society». Transposing this concept of “diplomacy” from the political to 

the business field is only made possible thanks to the new influence companies can derive from 

their significant weight in globalization. Which makes me state that business diplomacy is both 

a result of globalization and a response to its excesses. 

This new status given to multinational companies creates opportunities but implies 

corresponding duties in return. Corporations have to respond to emerging expectations of 

society: Hence, the need of business diplomacy.  

It is no longer sufficient to do things “expeditiously and profitably” (London, 1999) for a 

company to be successful in the long-term. Business practice must also get the support of 

politics, demonstrate « high integrity, trust, and honestly » (London, 1999) and respect a “social 
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contract” (Robin and Reidenbach, 1987) between business and society. In particular, a greater 

transparency is required, due to the immediacy of information provided by internet.  

The petrol and gas industry provides a good illustration of the causal link between globalization, 

the changing roles of corporations, the increasing need for taking into account non-market 

parameters, and eventually the rise of business diplomacy. All along the thesis, I will draw upon 

this industry to provide some examples and give texture to my argument.  

Indeed, there is no denying that the petrol and gas industry is truly at the heart of globalization. 

Among other advantages, it constitutes the energy source for transportation, on which relies 

global trade. The Fortune Global 500 ranking for the year 2013 is very telling:  6 petroleum 

companies are in the top 10 of the largest worldwide corporations (regardless the industry) as 

measured by revenue. Especially, Royal Dutch Shell is ranked first.         

Due to the strategic and geopolitical dimensions involved, governments pay close attention to 

this industry, whose leading companies are private or public. It comes that the petrol and gas 

industry is highly regulated and has to cope with major political risks. This is another factor 

making the illustration all the more significant and relevant.   

The paradox of globalization appears clearly. On the one hand, oil and gas companies derive 

their growth and power from globalization: they are a fruit of globalization.  In the meanwhile, 

they are a primary target of criticism, symbol of the excesses of globalization. The industry has 

strong socio-environmental impacts, and periodically generates public scandals.   

The 1990s marked a turning point when the industry realized the need to move in the direction 

expected by society, taking into account new parameters and endorsing new roles. This is 
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reflected, for example, by Shell’s new Mission Statement in 1997: “Helping people build a 

better world”. The way towards Business diplomacy was opened up.  

2.1.3. The Added Value of Business Diplomacy  

I previously showed as a first foundation stone that Business Diplomacy builds bridges between 

the core business and the non-market context. Now, the relevance of such “bridges” still 

remains to be called into question.  

Indeed, it seems natural to wonder: “Can companies meet the social and ecological expectations 

of society without sacrificing their mission – which is to generate a profit by satisfying market 

demand?” (Steger, 2003) This question is in line with my initial assumption stated in Section 

2.1.1.  

Consequently, what are the results of non-market activities expressed in business terms? In 

other words, does Business Diplomacy create some added values? A positive answer to this 

question would prove the relevancy of Business Diplomacy in the eyes of multinational 

companies; and this is precisely the stance I will defend below. Not only Business diplomacy is 

compatible with profits and international developments, but it also strongly supports these 

goals, directly and indirectly. Rosabeth Moss Kanter uses a catch phrase that applies well to this 

perspective: “the strategic value of values” (2009).    

Business diplomacy and competitiveness 

The outcomes of business diplomacy can be directly linked to competitiveness, the biggest 

issue for most companies. The work of Baron (1995) is of high interest regarding this argument. 

Indeed, Baron does not limit his research in defining and distinguishing two dimensions, the 
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market and nonmarket environments (as previously discussed); his main purpose is rather to 

decrypt the strategic interactions of those two notions. “A market strategy is a concerted pattern 

of actions taken in the market environment to create value by improving economic performance 

[…]. A nonmarket strategy is a concerted pattern of actions taken in the nonmarket environment 

to create value by improving its overall performance.[…] For a business strategy to be effective 

these two components must be integrated.“ (Baron, 1995)       

This suggests clearly, as a starting point, that non-market strategy is part of the strategic value 

creation process. In which sense, more concretely? I propose to organize my analysis in two 

parts, successively highlighting a defensive approach and an offensive one.  

Concerning the defensive approach, Business diplomacy is seen as a protection against 

non-market factors “that could negatively impact the bottom line” (Saner and Yiu, 2005), and 

“helps offset competitive disadvantage” (Baron, 1995). In particular, Baron proposes an 

original way to counteract Porter’s five forces using non-market strategies. For instance, 

companies could intend to reduce the threat of new entrants by lobbying and advocating for 

protectionist measures. Similarly, rivalry among firms could be mitigated with “antidumping” 

regulations.  

As for the offensive approach, which is in my eyes even more crucial, non-market strategies can 

result in “competitive advantage” (Baron, 1995). Baron transposes the notion of “Asset” into 

the non-market field and builds a new concept totally appropriate for the perspective of this 

thesis: namely, the “non-market assets”. They encompass knowledge and capacity in managing 

non-market stakeholders and issues (see next section about the Roles of Business Diplomacy), 

and “include a reputation for responsible behavior”. (Baron, 1995) Just as traditional market 
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assets do, those non-market assets appear to help the firm differentiate from its rivals, be unique 

and competitive. As a result: business diplomacy “creates and seizes new business 

opportunities” (Saner and Yiu, 2005). 

But beyond that, it is not unusual to see direct competitors forming alliances when it comes to 

non-market strategies. “Some nonmarket strategies are pursued by industries rather than by 

individual firms and hence do not provide a competitive advantage against industry rivals”. 

(Baron, 1995) This reflects the fact that competitiveness is not the only added value provided 

by business diplomacy, as discussed in the next paragraphs.  

Business diplomacy and legitimacy 

Nobody will be surprised reading that multinational companies are concerned by their 

reputation. It is interesting to note though, that this notion has a market-oriented connotation. 

Reputation is generally seen through its impacts on customers and investors.  

When it comes to the non-market environment, the question of image takes a deeper meaning 

better expressed under the term legitimacy. It consists in “generalized perception or assumption 

that the actions of an entity are desirable, or appropriate within some socially constructed 

system of norms, values beliefs and definitions.” (Suchman, 1995)  

Steger (2003) and a few years later Ordeix-Rigo and Duarte (2009) recognize the importance of 

this concept, seen as major asset for multinational companies. The authors transpose it using a 

more practical term, “licence-to-operate”, and doing so highlight the concrete implications of 

legitimacy. The “main added value [of corporate diplomacy] to the corporation is a greater 

degree of legitimacy or license-to-operate, which in turn improves its power within a given 

social system.” (Ordeix-Rigo and Duarte, 2009)   
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Indeed, a legitimate company within society is more likely to be perceived as meaningful and 

credible. This is of great importance to “build confidence” (Saner and Yiu, 2005). In return, a 

company needs to demonstrate its meaning and credibility to gain legitimacy. From this, an 

underlying challenge appears and will be critical throughout the next discussions: the question 

of consistency. Ensuring consistency is made even more complicated by the fact that the 

non-market environment is very “fragmented” (Steger, 2003), as we shall see later.  

The importance and impacts of legitimacy will be illustrated along the thesis. The oil and gas 

industry will prove to be, once again, a good example in this perspective. Indeed, this is one of 

the most controversial industry, due to the nature of its products (with environmental and health 

consequences) but also to its behaviors (with ethical, geopolitical and developing world issues). 

As pointed out by Shuili et al. (2012), oil and gas companies embarked upon a quest for more 

legitimacy.     

Business diplomacy and sustainability  

This third added-value is essentially the combination of the previous ones. Competitiveness 

together with legitimacy augur a sustainable future for multinational companies.  

Saner and Yiu (2005) showed interest in this third dimension. They conducted a study within 

the pharmaceutical and agro-industries to assess the effect of business diplomacy on 

sustainability. Their conclusion was that business diplomacy appears as “one important factor 

contributing to the sustained success of multinational companies operations in foreign 

markets”.  
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Concretely, this challenge of sustainability takes shape in many different situations, when it 

comes to deal with stakeholders, issues and rules. This will be reflected in the next subsection 

dedicated to the roles of business diplomacy.    

These added-values of business diplomacy mark the overall direction of the thesis. The model 

that I will build is designed to help business diplomats better achieve these added-values in 

practice.  

2.2. The Roles of Business Diplomacy 

In this section, I present the theoretical model of business diplomacy as it currently stands. 

Based on Saner and Yiu (2005), we can distinguish three categories of roles addressed by 

business diplomacy: “Stakeholder Management”, “Issue Management” and “Environmental 

Scanning”. Each of them is related to a specific component of the non-market context and needs 

to be performed at every level, from global to local. “Overlooking any one of these levels would 

render [Business diplomacy] efforts incomplete”. (Saner and Yiu, 2005) 

I propose to display graphically this approach: Figure 1 shows the three categories of roles 

addressed by business diplomacy at various intervention levels. In the next subsections, I 

describe this model from left to right.  
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Figure 1: The Roles of Business Diplomacy toward the Non-Market Context, 

Inspired from Saner and Yiu (2005) 

2.2.1. Stakeholder Management  

Here below, I concentrate on a first category of roles: the Management of Stakeholders. As 

stated by Ordeix-Rigo and Duarte (2009), “corporate diplomacy is a way to strengthen the 

network of stakeholder relationships for a company and thus a valid stakeholder management 

strategy”.   

Theoretical work on Stakeholder Management is already very advanced. The scope of this 

section does not intend to provide a complete picture on these theories, but rather to link some 

of them with the challenges of business diplomacy. In other words, going back to my game 

metaphor, the purpose now is to explore the role of business diplomacy toward the non market 
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players of the game.  

Stakeholder Management literature – definitions and background 

With his book entitled Strategic Management- A Stakeholder Approach (1984), Freeman is 

widely accepted as the founding father of the stakeholder theories. Recognizing that the 

strategic management literature of the time had a too narrowed perspective on the firm 

environment, restricted to the so called “shareholder view”, Freeman employed the concept of 

“stakeholders” in order to broaden this approach. True, Freeman did not coin the word 

“stakeholder” himself, first used by Abrams in 1951; nonetheless his work went further and 

opened a debate in academic circles that has been going on for thirty years until today. 

According to Freeman’s definition, stakeholders are “any group or individual who is affected 

by or can affect the achievement of an organization’s objectives”. (Freeman, 1984) The success 

of a firm depends on its ability to interact with all of those stakeholders. 

Obviously, this definition meets its target to correct the prevalent strategic view of the firm 

environment, simplistically focused on the business-oriented actors - especially the 

shareowners. But, conversely, the risk might shift from a too narrow view of the players to a too 

broad one whose managerial implications would be impossible to handle. For example, 

extending Freeman’s perspective at the extreme of the spectrum, Starik incorporates animals, 

trees and inanimate objects as part of the stakeholders. (Starik, 1995) Thus, the focus of most 

stakeholder theorists after Freeman was to refine, qualify and assess more precisely which 

actors should be embraced under the concept of “stakeholders.”   

Post et al. provide an important answer, linking the stakeholders to their impacts in terms of 

“Organizational wealth”: “The stakeholders in a firm are individuals and constituencies that 
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contribute, cither voluntarily or involuntarily, to its wealth-creating capacity and activities, and 

who are therefore its potential beneficiaries and/or risk bearers”. (Post et al., 2002) This 

definition will remain in my mind all along this thesis when I attend to better link the company 

to its large environment, thanks to business diplomacy, in a goal of value creation. 

This is not the whole story of the book by Post et al. (2002) whose title, Redefining the 

Corporation, is particularly enlightening: indeed Stakeholder theories lead to rethink the 

company itself. This is in this way that the authors put forward the notion of “extended 

enterprise” defined as follow: « the extended enterprise concept is enlarged to include not only 

the focal firm's interactions with other businesses, but also its relationships with other 

stakeholders”. A first categorization is reflected here with the so called “other stakeholders” as 

compared to the “other businesses”. What do these terms refer to more precisely?  

Baron provides a simple and powerful way to classify the large range of stakeholders into two 

sets: the “market stakeholders” and the “non-market stakeholders” (Baron, 1995). The formers 

are business focused and originate from the traditional ‘input-output model”: Investors, 

Customers, Suppliers and Employees (Donaldson and Preston, 1995). The latter have a wide 

range of perspectives and interests and are also called “socio-political stakeholders” 

(Holtbrügge and Berg, 2004). The central idea in stakeholders theories is that market 

stakeholders, traditionally seen as the “key stakeholders” (Campbell and Alexander, 1997) 

should not let multinational companies neglect their “non-market stakeholders” that can be as 

crucial.  

Since business diplomacy addresses the link between the company and its non-market 

environment, this article will focus on the second set of stakeholders, namely the non-market 
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stakeholders.  

Typology of non-market stakeholders  

Non-market stakeholders are a heterogeneous group. These actors are numerous, disparate in 

nature, public or private. There is no unique taxonomy to depict the diversity of non-market 

actors in the international environment.  

Holtbrügge and Berg (2004) distinguish three main categories of socio-political players: 

“governmental actors” (local or national governments), “non-governmental organizations” 

(NGO’s organized at any level from the local to the global scale), and “supranational 

organizations” (the European Union, the Word Bank, or the World Trade Organization for 

example). In this paper, I will use the two first categories (governments and NGO’s). However 

I will prefer the conception of “regulatory authorities” (Post et al., 2002) which has the 

advantage of embracing both the international organizations (like the UN family institution or 

the intergovernmental trading blocs) and the national/local regulatory groups. Moreover, 

Donaldson and Preston (1995) consider “communities” as part of the stakeholders. They can be 

local or more spread. It is also worth noting that Campbell and Alexander (1997) refer, among 

other actors, to “the media”. 

For reasons of clarity, there is a need to choose one typology and keep it until the end of the 

thesis. Building on the selected typologies mentioned above and combining them, I came up 

with my own classification. Figure 2 shows the five categories of non-market stakeholders that 

I consider: Governmental actors, NGO’s, Regulatory authorities, communities and media. In 

the next parts of the thesis, I provide some real examples, based on the case of Royal Dutch 

Shell Company, that illustrate this typology.  
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Figure 2: A Typology of Non-Market Stakeholders 

Dealing with non-market stakeholders – roles and challenges 

After having described the notion of “Stakeholder Management”, its instrumental and 

managerial implications remain to be explored.  

I made it clear that business diplomacy aims addressing the non-market stakeholders. As 

expressed by Saner et al. (2000), multinational companies need to “communicate effectively 

with non-business interest and pressure groups, influence the decisions of foreign governments, 

maintain and cultivate constructive relations with external constituencies, and negotiate on 

behalf of the company in foreign countries with non-business groups”.  Now, what are the 

concrete roles and challenges raised by this perspective?    
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First of all, dealing with so many stakeholders implies the need to take account of diverging 

points of view and expectations, which “represent diametrically opposing religious, political 

and cultural systems” (Saner et al., 2000). Those differences have to be decrypted and 

understood. They can be explained by disparities in nature of stakeholders: for example an 

NGO often is likely not to have the same perspectives and interests as a Government. Different 

localizations of stakeholders can also impact their views: this relationship is central in many 

geopolitical theories, which analyze the actors’ “mental representations” depending on their 

geographic localization on the “territory”. (Lacoste, 1993) 

Then, all stances cannot be satisfied in practice: it is essential to prioritize. Indeed, assuming 

that multinational companies have a general understanding of the configuration of various 

interests involved, knowledge has yet to be transposed into action. Here appears a major 

instrumental interest of Stakeholders theories: they provide some useful conceptual tools to 

weight the relative importance of stakeholders, in terms of potential impact for the company. 

The most well-known of such frameworks is certainly the one developed by Mitchell et al. 

(1997). It recognizes three “attributes” that allow comparing the significance of stakeholders: 

power, legitimacy and urgency.  

Finally, from a managerial perspective, how to “create a satisfactory balance of interest” 

(Freeman, 1984)? Put simply, companies can adopt two approaches to manage the relationship 

with their stakeholders: confrontational or conciliatory. On the one hand, “Zero sum game 

theories” argue that any advantage given to one party provides a disadvantage to the other party. 

Companies relying on such a philosophy tend to see the balance of power with stakeholders as 

a “win-lose battle”. (London, 1999) In sharp contrast, London proposes a smoother approach: 

“Winning is not everything. The idea is to create win-win situation wherever possible”. My 
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paper will draw up on this second approach, also expressed in terms of “mutual benefit” (Post et 

al., 2002) or “mutual interests” (Robert Heath, 1997), absolutely centrals in the concept of 

business diplomacy. Indeed, as classically defined in the field of international relations, 

diplomacy is “the conduct of relations between states and other entities with standing in world 

politics by official agents and by peaceful means” (Bull, 1977). Transposed in the business area, 

it comes that the heart of business diplomacy is to deal with counterparts “without hostility” 

(London, 1999), and to be able to come up with “alternatives solutions” (Saner et al., 2000).  

2.2.2. Issue Management  

The second category of roles addressed by Business diplomacy concerns the Management of 

Issues, “be they of an economic, social, environmental or political nature” (Saner and Yiu, 

2005). This section will highlight the factors in play, according to the metaphor.  

Issue Management literature – definitions and background 

The notion of “Issue” is the building block of this literature and foremost needs to be clarified 

straightaway. In their simplest form, issues are “situations [or events] that present matters of 

concern to organizations” (Smith, 2002); in other words, issues are the factors in play, and go 

hands and hands with the events of the game. Now, to provide some more elaborate definitions 

of this notion, the existing literature adopts three different approaches based on various 

emphasizes. The most widely cited definition comes from the Strategic Issue Management 

School: issues are seen as “forthcoming developments […] likely to have an important impact 

on the ability of the enterprise to meet its objectives” (Ansoff, 1980). The fundamental feature 

of this first approach is expressed in terms of impacts. In contrast, the Business and Society 

literature would rather insist on the “gaps” (to use the key term) “between stakeholder 
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expectations and an organization” (Buchholz, 1988). As for the Public Policy Literature, the 

element of “controversy” is central: issues are seen as a “conflict between two or more 

identifiable groups” (Cobb and Elder, 1972).  

Since the objective of this work is to move toward an integrated approach to link the business 

with its non-market context, I will prefer a more holistic definition. The comprehensive 

approach of Wartick & Mahon (1994) fits perfectly: an issue is « a controversial inconsistency 

between stakeholder perceptions of what is and what ought to be corporate performance that 

creates some significant […] impact on the organization”   

It follows naturally that “Issue Management”, a term coined by Chase in 1977, is the process to 

manage the mentioned issues. The goals of Issue Management are to prevent “threats” and 

favor “opportunities” (Ansoff, 1980), “close [the] gap between expectations and reality” (Lucea 

and Doh, 2012) and “mediate potential or ongoing conflicts” (Saner and Yiu, 2005). 

Typology of issues in the non-market arena 

Business diplomacy deals with non-market issues. This more specific field appears in the 

literature under the name of “Social Issue Management” and refers to the “corporations attempt 

to actively manage issues in the social and political arenas.” (Mahon and Waddock, 1992) The 

work of Arrington and Sawaya helps even more for my perspective: the two authors point out 

that Social Issue Management reflects the consideration by companies to handle public issues 

more comprehensively and to be important actors in their resolution (Arrington and Sawata, 

1984). 

Obviously, one cannot discuss this category of issues without mentioning the nowadays 

omnipresent concept of Corporate Social Responsibility. Indeed, many non-market issues are 
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embedded in this concept “whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in 

their business operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders” (European Union 

Green Paper on CSR, 2001). A link between Issue Management and Corporate Social 

Responsibility appears clearly in the writings of Heath (1997) in the way that CSR standards 

need to be met by Issue management. Ordeix-Rigo and Duarte (2009) go even further and 

establish a direct leverage between Business Diplomacy and Corporate Social Responsibility: 

“corporate diplomacy uses social responsibility practices as one of its tactics to grow the 

legitimacy and influence of the company, thus depending on corporate social responsibility to 

pursue its own objectives”. 

However, Business diplomacy should not be equated with Corporate Social Responsibility. 

While they share some common issues, business diplomacy does not cover all the CSR issues 

and, conversely, business diplomacy addresses some issues outside the scope of CSR. Indeed, 

on the one hand, CSR activities can be decomposed into “philanthropy”, “product related” and 

“business practices” (Peloza and Shang, 2011). Business diplomacy focuses on the “business 

practices” category, that is to say the social and environmental impact of business practices, the 

gaps between business practices and expectations, and the social and environmental conflicts 

resulting from business practices. It follows that Business diplomacy’s approach is more 

business-oriented and should “develop a business-related sociopolitical perspective”, as 

phrased by Saner et al. (2000). On the other hand, it should be noted that Saner et al. explicitly 

incorporate political issues as part of the Business diplomacy approach. Although politics is an 

underlying matter of concern for Corporate Social Responsibility, it is not directly integrated in 

the so called “triple bottom line” - Environment, Economy and Society - which frame CSR 

activities. 
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In this paper, I build on the perspectives mentioned above and extract their related non-market 

issues that are relevant for Business diplomacy. I derive my own typology of non-market issues, 

composed of three classes: Society, Environment, and Politics. The first two categories come 

from the CSR perspective whereas the latter comes from the social issue management 

perspective. I made a conscious and deliberate choice not to devote one separate category to the 

business/economic issues, since I consider they are reflected in all other categories (as pointed 

out in the previous paragraph). Society, Environment and Politics could then be understood as 

socio-economic issues, environmental-economic issues and politico-economic issues.  

            

Figure 3: A Typology of Issues in the Non-Market Arena 

Dealing with issues in the non-market arena – roles and challenges 

So far, I have been committed to defining the “issue” part of the term “Issue Management”. I 

will now elaborate on the “managerial” part.  

The first question that has to be raised concerns the responsibilities related to the management 
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of non-market issues. As Oomens and Bosh (1999) remarked, while there is a general 

consensus on the importance of dealing with Issue Management in the literature, few research 

wonder who should be in charge of the related tasks. The two authors consequently advance the 

concept of “Issue allocation”, and its corollary – “Issue ownership”, that is to say the explicit 

responsibility on a specific issue. Applying these notions to the non-market context, it comes: 

business diplomacy has the “issue-ownership” for non-market issues.           

Then, what does this responsibility concretely involve for business diplomacy? Saner et al. 

(2000) state that business diplomacy should “forecast, plan and manage international issues”. 

The idea behind this sentence is that business diplomacy should intervene on a continuous basis 

within the different stage of the Issue Management process: “issue identification”, “issue 

analysis”, “issue change strategy options” and “issue action program” – to use the wording of 

the first issue management process model developed by Jones and Chase in 1979.  

One major challenge for business diplomacy is to be proactive and get involved at the right 

moment. (Saner et al., 2000) In line with the “issue life-circle” depicted by Mahon and 

Waddock (1992), many theorists argue that issue-management should start as early as possible 

to be efficient (for example Oomens and Bosch, 1999). Such a switch from a reactive to a 

proactive perspective is central for business diplomacy. Issues are no longer seen as “a problem 

[…] being faced” (Tombari, 1984) but as an opportunity. Companies are actively “seeking to 

become global interlocutors to address the global issues of today’s world” (Ordeix-Rigo and 

Duarte, 2009). To do so, the annual World Economic Forum in Davos is a key moment. On the 

one hand, this event reflects the evolutions of the international issues and allows the company 

to be reactive; on the other hand, but certainly of no less importance, this is a chance for 

companies to express their views and “mobilize issues into the institutional agenda”, as wrote 
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Ordeix-Rigo and Duarte, 2009). In more general terms, this question of influencing the 

public-policy agenda is addressed by many researchers interested in the link between corporate 

strategy and society (for example Mahon and Waddock, 1992 ; Baron, 1995)     

Another challenge is to strike the right balance between the various issues related to one project. 

The simplest way to explain this point is perhaps to give an example. Shell Company was 

operating an oil storage and tanker loading buoy in the North Sea. This facility - called Brent 

Spar - lost its relevance after the creation of a pipeline in the early 90s’, which led to the 

decision of decommissioning the huge buoy. In the mid-90s, issues raised by this project were 

serious and diverse. The potential environmental impacts were obviously at the heart of the 

discussions, but Shell could not either leave aside the economic issues. Shell officially 

highlighted on its home page the « difficulty of reaching a balance […] Safety, cost and 

environment [are] all key considerations in the search of a Spar Solution ». 

This poses an additional challenge: business diplomacy should ensure coherence between the 

ideas that are put forward and practical action. This assumption will be of paramount important 

in future arguments (see next sections). As expressed by Ordeix-Rigo and Duarte (2009), 

“public diplomacy should be aimed at reducing the difference between reality and expression”. 

This approach is in line with the definition of “issue” as a “gap” mentioned earlier.  

In case an issue is handled too late, or in an unbalanced or inconsistent way, a crisis is likely to 

erupt. “Crisis management is the name given to the process by which an organization deals with 

out-of-control issues.” (Smith, 2002) The question then becomes to react to such situation 

quickly, consistently and effectively. Business diplomacy is once again fully involved in this 

arena and must be ready to “cope with multiple crises” (Saner et al., 2000).  
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2.2.3. Environmental Scanning 

“All economies are defined by formal and informal norms and regulations that structure market 

competition”. These are the words used by Baron and Diermeier in 2007 to define the so called 

“rules of the game”. The third role of business diplomacy, the environmental scanning, deals 

specifically with those rules.  

Definitions and background 

Contrary to the first two categories of roles – stakeholder and issue management – the 

environmental scanning is not directly related to a specific field in the literature. Instead, it 

involves many research areas such as political science, political economy, corporate strategy, 

sociology, or geopolitics.   

As expressed by Baron in the very first lines of its famous analysis entitled The Nonmarket 

Strategy System (1995), environmental scanning responds to the “challenge of understanding 

non-market forces”. Let me recall that, according to this author, “the Nonmarket environment 

consists of the […] arrangements that structure the firm's interactions outside of, and in 

conjunction with, markets”. For the purpose of this article, I would like to highlight the 

importance of the word “structure” used in this definition. Indeed, this notion allows 

understanding clearly the distinction I see between the issue management and the 

environmental scanning. In the previous section, I depicted the issues in close connection with 

specific events: in this sense, issues are mainly contextual. In contrast, environmental scanning 

concerns the structural part of the non-market context, the long-term parameters. In other words, 

using the game vocabulary : issue management deals with the factors in play during the course 

of the game, whereas environmental scanning deals with the configuration and the rules of the 
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game.  

Environmental scanning addresses two main questions. Firstly, to what extent does this 

(non-market) structure affect the company? And then, once having solved the first question, 

how to convert the information into knowledge and action to change the rules of the game? The 

following part of the literature review will intend to provide some background to clarify these 

two questions and better understand the statement by Saner et al. (2000): « business diplomacy 

provides a feedback loop from the external environment […] to the global company and back to 

the environment ». 

Typology of structural elements in the non-market environment 

Tackling the first question mentioned above is a good opportunity to grasp at the same time a 

typology of structural elements that belong to the scope of environmental scanning. Put simply, 

what do these rules (or configuration) of the game refer to concretely? 

The first element in my typology is naturally the regulatory system. This notion is mainly 

discussed in the academic field of politic science, in terms of “regulatory politics”, that is to say 

from a public-policy point of view. However, in this paper I am more interested in the corporate 

strategist point of view and will rather rely on such approaches as Mahon and Waddock’s for 

example: they focus on the “interaction of public policy with corporate strategy” and assess the 

impact of “the ebb and flow of regulation, deregulation, and reregulation” on the business 

(Mahon and Waddock, 1992).           

Please note, as Mitnick remarqued in 1993, that regulations can concern diverse perimeters.  

There are “social regulations [which aim] controlling activities with direct effects on people” 

and “economic regulations which seeks to control instrumental market activities” (like price, 
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entry and trade practices), to which I can add environmental regulations even if the latter are not 

explicitly mentioned by Mitnick. Business diplomacy is involved in all these types of 

regulations.  

Regarding the impacts of legislation on the company, Baron and Diermeier (2007) state that 

“both competitive advantage and industry profitability are affected by this interaction”, due to 

entry barriers implications for instance. Most researchers associate regulations with additional 

costs for the company (see for example Anderson’s work entitled Cost of Government 

regulation study for the business Roundtable, 1979). Mitnick takes the opposing view and see 

the effects of regulations more positively: « there are opportunities associated with regulation, 

or the lack of it, and it is time for management to take advantage of them” (Mitnick, 1993). 

Environmental regulations for instance can give impetus for innovation and create new 

opportunities (the green market), while economic regulations help stabilize the markets and 

make it more predictable. Also, some theories focus more precisely on the impact of a change in 

regulation: such is the case, for instance, of Banker, Das and Ou (1997), who study the impact 

of deregulations in the airline industry.    

The second element in my typology, namely the institutional setting, comes from the political 

economy literature. Once again though, the initial point of view concerning the role of 

institutions toward the market economy is out of the scope of this article. Instead, we wonder 

how different governance systems affect the company. In other words: “what are the key 

components of the institutional arrangements that may explain variation in the 

business-government interface in different economies?” (Hillman and Keim, 1995) 
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Hillman and Keim give a broad definition to the word institutions, as “devices for organizing 

the collective decision-making process [toward] public policies”. In a very interesting way for 

the perspective of this thesis, the two authors build on North’s work (1990) to distinguish two 

dimensions of institutional characteristics: the “formal constraints” and the “informal 

constraints” (North, 1990). This broad definition of institutions fits well with my approach, 

since both dimensions are within the scope of business diplomacy: thus I will work on the basis 

of this definition throughout this article.           

The “formal constraints” of institutions correspond to their organizational structure to 

systematize the division of power (presidential vs. parliamentary system, ministries vs. cabinets, 

etc.). Hillman and Keim question how those differences should impact the way companies deal 

with institutions. For example, “in established parliamentary systems, business efforts to 

influence pertinent government policy will be more focused on executive branch ministries 

than on parliaments.” (Hillman and Keim, 1995) Around ten years later, Hillman goes further 

and refers to some “variables” to assess institutional differences, such as “majority party, 

member electoral security […] committee membership” (Hillman et al., 2004).  

The “informal constraints” embrace “culture, values and norms” (North, 1990) that 

characterize a society, i.e. the conventions and way of behave within an institution. “The 

underlying norms of our society create an institutionalized environment within which policy 

decisions must be made”. (Hillman and Keim, 1995) This impact of culture is also the object of 

the work by Cobb and Ross entitled Cultural Strategies of Agenda Denial: Avoidance, Attack, 

and Redefinition (1997). The three authors defend that the political and institutional agenda 

depends highly on “cultural strategies”.  
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Finally, the conclusion of Hillman and Keim will be useful in future developments: “we 

contend that differences in business-government relations across countries can be better 

understood by examining the institutions through which business and government interact.” 

This argument is a step to cross the players of the game with the rules of the game, in line with 

the integrated model I will attend to build.    

The last element in my typology is of geopolitical and geo-economic nature. Growth of the 

Chinese economy and power, raw material race, European integration, resurgence of piracy, 

nuclear proliferation, fights against terrorism: the beginning of the 21st century has been marked 

by many geopolitical and geo-economic parameters whose impacts have been spreading on the 

business environment. 

Consistently with the distinction I already explained between the issue management and the 

environmental scanning (contextual vs. structural), I consider geopolitical and geo-economic 

elements not only as single events (like a war or an embargo) but rather as structural 

configurations (like economic unions or balance of military power) and long term dynamics 

(shifts in the world economic and political centers). This approach can be based on the work by 

Lacoste, one of the most well-known geographer and geopolitician in France, who discerns 

three dimensions to analyze a geopolitical situation over time: the so called “dispositif”, 

“processus” and “événements” (written in French (1993), no official English version available) 

that I propose to translate respectively as configurations, dynamics and events. (Lacoste, 1993)  

Since I refer to both geopolitical and geo-economic elements, their relation and distinction 

should be briefly brushed. As stressed by Rozov in 2012, some searchers consider 

geo-economics as part of geopolitics, while some other consider geopolitics as part of 
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geo-economics. What is certain is that these two realities are intrinsically linked. However, 

Rozov provides an interesting distinction, highlighting different “objective logics”, which will 

also serve to better define what I mean with these two words in the rest of the thesis: 

“Everything related to control over economic resources within the framework of the existing 

structures of territorial rule is geoeconomics. Everything related to the struggle for this 

territorial control itself is geopolitics.”(Rozov, 2012)  

I will not take any position regarding this debate since it is out of the scope of this article; what 

is definitely within the scope of the article though is to claim that business diplomacy must scan 

both geopolitics (change in military and political control over territories for ex) and 

geo-economic (development of markets, accumulation and concentration of capital for ex) 

parameters, since both dynamics have a complementary impact on the business environment.     

International Relations and International Business fields often involve, albeit implicitly, some 

geopolitical dimensions when analyzing the international business environment. (Mezias, 2002) 

Two relatively recent works have been much more explicit about the impacts of geopolitics and 

geo-economy on the environment and thus on the corporate international strategies. The first 

claims that “geopolitical variables […] play an important role in conditioning the international 

business environment”, such as “geographic distance”, “location”, “consequences of colonial, 

Cold War and post Cold War”, “regionalization”, “distribution of the global population” 

(As-Saber et al., 2001). The second writes that “the International Business Environment […] is 

shaped and influenced by the geopolitical context, over a longer timeframe, though, on certain 

occasions, sudden geopolitical events could also immediately impact the competitive business 

environment”. (Sethi, 2007) 
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Even more recently, in 2013, Teixeira and Dias focused on a more specific question: the 

impacts of geopolitical factors on the firm’s Foreign Direct Investment location decisions. This 

is proof that this field is subject of increasing interest.        

           

Figure 4: A Typology of Structural Elements in the Non-Market Environment 

Environmental-scanning – roles and challenges 

I can proceed now to the next question raised earlier in this section: how to transform the 

scanned information into knowledge and action to play efficiently the current game first, and 

then to change the game.  

The first step consists in decrypting information about the different structural elements 

identified in the typology, in order to better understand the rules of the game and anticipate their 

evolutions. This role of environment scanning derives from the first “I” of Baron’s “four Is” 

model.   

Multinational 
company

Legislation

Institutional 
setting 

(formal  
structure & 
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culture
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“Information play an important role” (Baron, 1995), and this role is becoming even more 

challenging when we have in mind that the scope of the thesis especially involves multinational 

companies. Indeed, the “rules of game vary significantly across countries” (Baron and 

Diermeier, 2007) which makes business diplomacy tasks harder. Saner et al. (2000) give strong 

emphasizes to the great variety of roles, knowledge and know-how required to cope with these 

challenges. In order to have a clearer overview, I propose to reorganize these knowledge and 

roles (required for scanning the environment) and articulate them within the frame of my 

typology.  

Regarding the regulations, “Global companies are expected to abide by multiple sets of 

national laws and multilateral agreements” (Saner and Yiu, 2005) In order to decrypt and 

comply with these legislations, business diplomacy has to cover “national, international, and 

host country laws and regulations” (Saner et al., 2000). Furthermore, when it comes to 

institutions, business diplomacy should take into account “the logic, ideological precepts, and 

related intellectual underpinnings of governance systems that differ from the dominant form of 

Western capitalism.” (Saner and Yiu, 2005) More precisely, insisting on the informal constraint 

of institutions, business diplomacy can help “comply with protocol, procedures and etiquette 

based on international practice and norm appropriate to local culture” (Saner et al., 2000). As 

for the geopolitical configurations, business diplomacy implies “collect[ing] and analyz[ing] 

pertinent information emanating from host countries […], Political analysis of key countries 

and regional groupings [and] utilizing trade rules” (Saner et al., 2000).     

The second step is crucial and concretizes the move from acknowledgement to influence.  I 

note immediately a dominant assumption which enables the transition from the first to this 

second step and without which business diplomacy could not exist. Traditionally, theories and 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 

35 

practice have “take[n] the rules of the game – the regulatory system, for example – as given, 

whereas non-market strategy perspective views these rules as endogenous” (Baron, 1995). 

Under this philosophy, what I call changing the rules of the game is thus possible.  

Business diplomacy activities associated with this role are usually called “Corporate Political 

Activities” in the literature and defined as follows: “corporate attempt to shape government 

policies in ways favorable to the firm” (Baysinger, 1984). Very helpful to this study is the direct 

link noticed by Baron and Diermeier (2007) between those corporate political activities and the 

non-market context: they argue explicitly that changing the rules of the game “to an 

organization’s advantage constitute[s] the domain of nonmarket strategy”, that is to say here the 

business diplomacy’s domain.  

I specify that corporate political activities are not equivalent with the management of political 

issues discussed in the issue-management section. This is once again due to the distinction 

(contextual vs. structural elements) used several times already. Here, Hillman and Hitt (1999) 

provides us with a clear differentiation: the management of political issues relies mainly on a 

“transactional approach […] more ad-hoc and issue specific”, whereas corporate political 

activities rely on a “relational approach” more long-term and relationships-oriented. 

Companies can mostly influence the rules of the game in terms of their regulatory component: 

so that is mainly what I will be discussing later.  I can still say a few words about the other 

elements of the typology. Regarding the institutions, it is rare that companies have enough 

leverage effects to change their structure, or maybe in the very long term. However, when it 

comes to the informal part of the institutions, companies can attempt “influencing standards” 

(Saner et al., 2000) or directly the persons in charge by doing some “campaign financing” 
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(Sethi, 1982). Concerning geopolitics and especially geo-economics, the MNCs’ capacity of 

influence is bigger, since they have become major players in the globalized world. For this 

reason, the so called “mega corporations” can go beyond the first step of anticipation and “even 

intercede with strategic think tanks and government bodies to influence and fashion the future 

[geopolitical] scenarios in a manner that helps their quest for global leadership” (Sethi, 2007).  

Let me now dwell a little bit more on the corporate political activities toward the regulations. 

Concretely, three kinds of political activities are involved here: “« Lobbying », « Coalition 

building » and « Indirect lobbying » (Sethi, 1982). The fourth kind of political activities 

(“campain financing”) was mentioned earlier about the institutions. The interest of Sethi’s 

paper does not end there. It also points out different ways of approaching the implementation of 

corporate political activities, which will prove to be important in the coming discussions. The 

first approach, called “defensive mode” (or also “bridging” in the words of Blumentritt, 2003) 

is characterized by reactive behaviors and one-off confrontational actions. It usually applies to 

huge companies with a dominant position in the market, and leads to several risks, among 

which the most important are certainly the lack of consistency and the “lack of planning” (Sethi, 

1982). The second approach, called “accommodative mode”, corresponds to an attempt of 

companies to address changes in the environment structure with more flexibility and 

adaptability. This entails “compromises”, “coalitions or industry wide goals”, although they are 

usually short-term and consequently seen as “opportunist”. (Sethi, 1982) The last stage 

preferred by Sethi is called “positive activism” (corresponding to the “buffering” in the words 

of Blumentritt, 2003). This approach is longer-term oriented and involves much more 

pro-activity: as a result, this should allow companies “leading political changes rather than 

responding to it”. (Sethi, 1982)  
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 Last but not least challenge that goes hand in hand with business diplomacy’s influence: it is of 

paramount importance that business diplomacy considers and reconciles individual and 

collective interests. Otherwise, the activities of influence are very unlikely to succeed. This is 

the meaning of a quotation (collected by Baron, 1995) from Robert Galvin, former head of 

Motorola, emphasizing the significance of “writing the rules of the game honorably and fairly 

in a manner that gives everyone a chance with predictable rules”.   

2.3. Ongoing Debate Regarding the Implementation of the Concept  

This third and last part of the literature review touches on a subject of more debate: the 

implementation of business diplomacy in practice. I will consider this matter from different 

researchers’ perspectives first, and then compare it with the corporate reality.  

2.3.1. A Competency or a Position?   

The simplest degree of implementation is to consider that business diplomacy is merely a 

competency. As long as we do not go further ahead, most academicians agree with this.  

Baron for example showcases the specificities of non-market stakeholders: compared to market 

stakeholders, they have different “majority rule”, “due process”, “collective action” etc. (Baron, 

1995). This implies that, in order to manage such particular stakeholders, multinational 

companies need some specific and appropriate competencies.  

Saner et al. are even more explicit. The title of their article (Saner et al., 2000) is 

self-explanatory: “Business diplomacy management: A core competency for global companies”. 

More specifically, which competencies are referred to? According to the authors, business 
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diplomacy requires some competencies at the crossroads between International Business and 

Diplomacy. They complement one another: “The key features of business diplomacy 

management are not fully covered by business schools or schools of diplomacy (Saner et al., 

2000). Very recently, in May 2014, Wharton University of Pennsylvania launched in the United 

Stated of America a new academic program: “Corporate Diplomacy”.  

Now, if we recognize the importance of business diplomacy and the specific competencies that 

go hand-in-hand with it, the next question is: how can multinational companies get these 

competencies. Opinions differ widely when it comes to this step.  

The least engaging manner to do so is through outsourcing. There are more and more consulting 

agencies dedicated to the link between business and the non-market context.    

Saner and Yiu argue the contrary case. In their views, business diplomacy should be internally 

implemented within the company. It is of paramount importance to develop “in-house 

competence in business diplomacy” (Saner and Yiu, 2005).  

By pursuing this line of reasoning, one can wonder: where should this competency be 

integrated within the organizational structure of the company?  

Baron (1995) has his own answer to this question. While acknowledging the significance of 

addressing the non-market environment, he believes that this should not, however, give rise to 

the creation of a dedicated organizational position. Indeed, the overall idea of Baron’s work is 

that market strategies and non-market strategies are not separable. This “require[s] that the 

managers responsible for performance in the market environment also be responsible for the 

performance of the firm in its nonmarket environment”. (Baron, 1995) 
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The position defended by Saner et al. (2000) appears in sharp contrast. I quote in particular one 

revealing phrase: « What is needed is the development of a new competency—business 

diplomacy management— and a new organizational role—business diplomacy manager.” In 

this thesis, I am in agreement with this view, and will intend to give more texture to it.       

2.3.2. Corporate Functions Related to Business Diplomacy  

A logic place to continue my inquiry about the implementation of the business diplomacy 

concept is to compare the theoretical and academic views (developed all along the literature 

review) with the corporate reality.   

Stated plainly, a corporate function of business diplomat does not exist as such yet. There is no 

integrated and systematic way for companies to address the non-market context today.  

However, a careful analysis of existing functions shows that the concept of business diplomacy 

has been derived in many related job-positions: public affairs/institutional relations, public 

relations/corporate communication, corporate social responsibility, compliance, strategic 

intelligence, risk management, etc. Those professions share one major thing in common: they 

all “build bridges between the core business and the complex political [non-market] 

environments within which global firms conduct business”, to recall the definition of business 

diplomacy written at the very beginning of the introduction. 

The next paragraphs will be used to go through those job-positions and highlight what 

differentiates them in the real business world, in relation to business diplomacy. To do so, I 

decided to rely on definitions agreed by the practitioners themselves rather than searching in the 

academic literature. This does not to suggest that the definitions I quote are exhaustive: they are 
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not and I could have selected other definitions as well. Nor does it mean that the differences 

between those corporate functions are completely clear: their perimeters of responsibilities vary 

a lot depending on the company. What it does mean is that each of these job-positions gives 

special emphasizes, whatever it is, on a specific element of the non-market context. In other 

words, each of these function implements in practice part of business diplomacy’s roles. 

The first corporate position that comes to mind is certainly the Public Affairs Function 

(indistinctly called Institutional Relations), being most directly related to business diplomacy. 

The definition I will explore here was developed by PubAffairs, the main network for Public 

Affairs practitioners in UK, which gathers together more than 4,000 members holding a Public 

Affairs position in a broad range of industries. 

 

From this definition, I can pull out some key terms: “public policies”, “policy makers”, 

“legislation”, “lobby”. It appears clearly that Public Affairs officers give a strong focus on the 

institutional and regulatory dimensions of the non-market environment. Their core missions 

(once again non-exclusive) consist is monitoring the politico-legal context to be compliant, 

“Public affairs practitioners engage stakeholders in order to explain organizational policies 

and views on public [policies], assisting policy makers and legislators in amending or laying 

down better policy and legislation. They provide statistical and factual information and 

lobby on issues which could impact upon the organisation's ability to operate successfully.”

         PubAffairs
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decrypting the rules of the game and the trends to anticipate, partnering with the authorities, and 

lobbying to change the game in an advantageous way for the company. I do not fail to remind 

ourselves that these tasks belong completely to the “corporate political activities” field 

described earlier in the Section entitled Scanning the Environment. This makes me state that 

Public Affairs (and Institutional Relations) mainly address this specific category of roles, 

related to the structural part of the non-market environment.              

Another corporate position closely linked to Business Diplomacy is the Public Relations 

Function. Although the job-title sounds quite similar to the Public Affairs title previously 

discussed, these two positions address the non-market context through substantially different 

perspectives.  

The definition below is the result of a Task-Force conducted from 2011 to 2012 by PRSA 

(Public Relations Society of America), a professional network representing 21,000 public 

relations practitioners from all industries in the United States. This new definition was finally 

voted by 1447 members and adopted in 2012 by the organization, after analyzing hundreds of 

other proposals.   

 

 

Public relations is a strategic communication process that builds mutually beneficial 

relationships between organizations and their publics        

                 PRSA 
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As things stand, there is no doubt that “communication” is at the heart of Public relations; 

besides, this function is sometime assimilated to the Corporate Communication function. 

Furthermore, one should notice that, in the case of Public relations, the so called “publics” 

should be taken in the broadest sense possible: that is to say the stakeholders. What really 

matters for Public relations officers is to decrypt the expectations of a variety of stakeholders, 

communicate with each of them in an appropriate way, build smooth and long-term 

“relationships”, and shape public opinions to ensure the company a good reputation. The 

Stakeholder Management part of business diplomacy is central for Public Relations.  

The Corporate Social Responsibility function is the third main position related to Business 

Diplomacy. I investigate a definition by WBCSD, the “World Business Council for Sustainable 

Development”. This worldwide organization counts more than 200 member companies from 30 

countries and 20 sectors in order to discuss and define business strategies toward issues related 

to sustainable development.     

 

 

Corporate Social Responsibility is the continuing commitment by business to behave 

ethically and contribute to economic development while improving the quality of life of the 

workforce and their families as well as of the community and society at large […] CSR 

priority issues today are human rights, employee rights, environmental protection, supplier 

relations and community involvement.   

        WBSCD
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It clearly comes out that Corporate Social Responsibility officers attach great importance to the 

company’s “commitment” toward social and environmental issues. This is not just a matter of 

compliance – which is merely the first step – but also contributing positively to the society and 

getting its recognition in return. The focal point of Corporate Social Responsibility is about 

Issue Management. 

Some other job-positions should also be fairly quickly mentioned, even though they are not as 

strictly derived from Business Diplomacy. More accurately, the following functions have either 

a broader approach including, but not limited to the non-market context, or conversely a more 

specific perimeter of responsibility (specialist positions), which focuses on a very precise 

element of the non-market context.  

Competitive Intelligence, also called Strategic Intelligence, belongs to the first scenario.  As 

defined by the SCIP (Society of Competitive Intelligence Professionals), an organization 

created in 1986 in the United Stated which has become a worldwide reference in the area: 

Competitive Intelligence is “a systematic and ethical program for gathering, analyzing, and 

managing external information that can affect your company's plans, decisions, and operations”. 

True, this scope goes beyond the non-market context. However, part of the information 

collected, directly pertains to the non-market context. For example, the company DELOITTE 

states in its official website: “Clients moving into new markets are faced with challenges such 

as operating in unfamiliar business, political and legal environments, complying with local 

regulations and coping with unstable markets. […] The Business Intelligence Services team 

supports clients who require reliable and actionable information and insight” regarding those 

challenges. In this sense, Strategic intelligence is part of the process referred as “scanning the 

environment” in the earlier section devoted to the roles of business diplomacy.  
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Compliance functions, or Regulatory affairs, concentrate their activities on legislations. As 

defined by KPMG in a document entitled The Future of Compliance (2012), compliance 

functions’ roles consist in “explaining the regulatory responsibilities of the business, helping to 

reframe regulatory compliance policies and acting […] to help prevent regulatory breaches 

from occurring within the business”. This leads me to another job-position: Risk Management.  

While compliance to regulations is one specific area of risks, Risk Management involves some 

other specialist positions. On the one hand, Political Risk Analysts (or Geopolitical Advisor) 

assess the country risks, mainly the so called “transfer risks” (i.e. confiscation, expropriation, 

nationalization of assets, inconvertibility) and “cultural and institutional risks” (i.e. intellectual 

property rights, protectionism etc). They also deal with global risks such as terrorism, cyber 

attacks, poverty etc. On the other hand, environmental risk specialists focus on the risks related 

to the environment, as its name suggests.   
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Table 1: Corporate Functions Addressing the Non-Market Context – Questions Covered 

Corporate functions 

related to Business 

diplomacy 

 

Key words 

 

Main questions addressed 

 

A focus on … 

 

 

 

Public Affairs/ 

Institutional 

relations 

Lobbying  

Public policy shaping 

Monitoring   

Government relations 

Institutional partners   

Network of influence 

Legislation  

Compliance 

-  What are the effects of the socio-political 

context on the business? How to comply 

with the current rules of the game? 

-  What are the trends? How to anticipate 

the changes of rules and ensure smooth 

strategic adjustments?     

-  How to influence and change the 

structure of the game to the advantage of the 

company?   

 ENVIRONMENTAL  

SCANNING 

(Corporate political     

activities) 

 

 

 

Public relations/ 

Corporate 

Communication  

Communication 

Public opinion shaping 

Reputation   

Relationships 

Stakeholders   

-  What are the expectations of the 

stakeholders? Is there a gap with the reality? 

-  How to communicate in order to reduce 

this gap and show a good fit with the 

company’s values, actions and interests?   

-  How to build a smooth and long-term 

relationship with the broad range of 

stakeholders?   

-  How to shape public opinions and ensure 

good reputation to the company?  

 STAKEHOLDER 

MANAGEMENT  

 

 

Corporate Social 

Responsibility/ 

Responsible 

corporate 

citizenship 

Commitment 

Compliance 

Sustainability   

Ethic and values  

Society/Community  

Environment 

Development 

Philanthropy/sponsoring

Community gratefulness  

& recognition  

-  What are the social and environmental 

impacts of the company? Is it compliant? 

How to improve this performance? 

-  What social and environmental issues are 

impacting the company?   

-  What does the society need? Which 

unique capabilities can the company bring 

to contribute positively to the society, and 

get its gratefulness and recognition?   

 ISSUE 

MANAGEMENT 

 

 

Information  

Collection  

-   What information (related to the 

non-business environment) should be 

 ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCANNING 
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Competitive 

Intelligence/ 

Strategic 

Intelligence 

Analysis 

Protection 

Influence   

collected and decrypted in order to make the 

right strategic decisions toward 

competitiveness? 

-  How to manage information that can 

affect the company’s plans, decisions and 

operations?  

-   How to use the information in order to 

influence the game.  

Compliance/ 

Regulatory 

Affairs  

Law & regulations 

Regulatory risk  

Compliance policies  

-   Which rules should the company 

comply with? How to anticipate the changes  

in rules?   

 ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCANNING 

 

Risk Management 

  

Identification 

Assessment  

Mitigation  

Control   

-   Which risks (political, social, 

environmental…) does the company face?   

-   How to mitigate those risks   

 ISSUE 

MANAGEMENT 

 

From the summary table above, it appears clearly that all those corporate functions aim to 

ensure the link between the core business and the non-market context, though with specific 

focuses. Each of the function implements part of business diplomacy’s roles, and has a partial 

view of operations on the non-market context.   

This being said, I wonder: does such a fragmented approach only result in partial solutions as 

well, that is to say not fully efficient nor consistent?  
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3. Theoretical Model  

3.1. Gaps in the Existing model – A Siloed Approach 

The existing model derived from Saner et al. (2005) to represent the roles of business 

diplomacy was described in details in the Section 2.2. of the literature review. This theoretical 

model was then compared and matched with the existing corporate functions that implement 

these roles in practice.  

From there, I will base my developments on the following observation: the existing theoretical 

model, as well as its practical implementation, passes through a siloed approach of business 

diplomacy. Under this perspective, the non-market context is seen as a juxtaposition of separate 

areas; the ensuing actions taken by multinational companies to deal with this compartmented 

environment are largely isolated, uncoordinated and partial. 

Central to my argument is that such fragmented approach to address the three categories of roles 

(stakeholder management, issue management, environmental scanning) splited between different 

departments and across different levels (local, national, regional, global) in the company, makes it 

impossible to complete any of them; I argue that the decisions resulting from a partial view of the 

non-market context do not only result in solutions partially effective but are very likely to be 

inconsistent, inefficient and even counterproductive. 

3.1.1. Empirical Evidence: The Example of Shell Oil Company  

To provide some texture to my developments, I propose to start introducing a business example, 

namely Shell Oil Company, which I will continue referring to throughout the thesis. It should be 

noted right away that I do not aim building a formal comprehensive business case: the goal is 
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merely to extract chosen illustrations from this business example, in order to help the reader’s 

understanding and prevent being too theoretical.  

Royal Dutch Shell (hereafter simply called Shell) is an Anglo-Dutch multinational oil and gas 

company, founded in 1907, and ranking as the first company worldwide in terms of revenue in 

2013. Shell is also one of the six “supermajors” in its sector.   

The years between 1980 and 2000 were particularly full of political, social and environmental 

scandals for Shell; these two decades marked a period of reflection and transition to try better 

address its environment. This makes the case ideal to illustrate the challenges for multinational 

companies to approach the non-market context. I will especially draw upon three large-scale 

projects that have caused a lot of turmoil for Shell during this period. The next paragraphs give 

a few preliminary backgrounds about these three projects, so that they are ready to be used in 

the coming demonstration. 

The first one, known as Camisea project - from the name of the localization where it took place 

in Peru - started in the early 1980’s. The discovery of large deposits of natural gas in the upper 

Amazon region of Peru, around 500 km west of Lima in the province of Cusco, opened a first 

phase of negotiations between Shell and the Peruvian Government from 1981 to 1988.  During 

this decade, Shell conducted some oil and gas exploration; however the exploitation stage was 

blocked due to very strong social and environmental pressure on both Shell and the government. 

Indeed, the Camisea project was situated in a very sensitive area, bordering the Manu National 

Park (considered as one of the main Biosphere Reserve in the Word) and the Ucayali River, 

traditionally inhabited by indigenous communities. The endless conflicts with ecologist and 

indigenous organizations doomed the project and Shell eventually left the country in 1988, 
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blamed to have detrimental impacts upon the environment and local populations.  

The second project, Brent Spar, was already referred to in the Section 2.2.2. In short, Brent Spar 

was an oil storage buoy operated by Shell UK in the North Sea. In the early 1990’s, this facility 

outlived its usefulness in the eyes of the company: Shell announced in 1994 its plan to 

decommission the buoy by sinking it in the North Sea. This decision first received the approval 

of the UK authorities, but immediately provoked a public outcry which pushed the government 

and Shell to back off. The opposition by environmental organizations was very powerful and 

proved to be very detrimental for Shell. Especially, Greenpeace activists organized events with 

very important media impact at the European level, and did not hesitate to occupy Brent Spar. 

The third project takes place in the Niger Delta of Nigeria. The long-term presence of Shell in 

this area has certainly resulted in the worse brand-damaging impacts among the different 

examples mentioned above. Once again, the years 1990 revealed to be particularly difficult for 

Shell. Shell had been one of the main oil operators in the Niger Delta since 1958, a sensitive 

area both environmentally and socially, home of local indigenous communities (the Ogoni). 

However, it wasn’t until the 1990’s that critical voices crystallized internationally against Shell 

practice in the region. Indeed, in 1992, the local communities Ogoni started using the media to 

present their case and find international support. Shell was blamed for prejudicing to the rights 

of local communities and destroying the Niger Delta environment. From 1992 to 1996, these 

issues received significant media coverage, and Shell suffered a boycott organized by 

Greenpeace in Europe and North America.     

The common point between those three cases is easy to find: the non-market environment was 

not taken into account in the strategy of the company. Instead, the link with the non-market 
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context was only considered afterwards, in a reactive way, once the crises and the scandals had 

already erupted. This attitude of Shell to address the non-market context in the 1980’s – mid 

1990’s corresponds to the “defensive mode” (Sethi, 1992) as explained in the literature review.  

However, these successive failures made Shell conscious of the absolute necessity of 

addressing the non-market context. A company-wide reorganization was launched in 

1994-1997 to create the so called “new Shell” in line with a new mission statement: “Helping 

people build a better word” (1997). As we shall see later, this new organization to address the 

non-market context was quite close to the model of business diplomacy that was presented in 

Section 2.2.  

The revival of the Camisea project in the mid 1990’s provided an opportunity for “the new 

Shell” to be tested. The project was relaunched in 1994 by the Peruvian President Alberto 

Fujimori, who granted in 1996 a 40-years license to a consortium made of Shell and Mobil. 

While renewing further exploration of the area, Shell demonstrated real improvements toward 

the non-market context. A broad stakeholder management strategy was implemented and major 

consultations conducted. The company dedicated some staff to deal with political, social and 

environmental issues. The environmental scanning of regulations and institutions was also 

given great importance. Compared to the first phase of the project in the 1980’s, Shell’s 

approach was not about reacting against the non-market context but anticipating it and being 

more responsive. In other words, Shell had achieved a move from the “defensive mode” to the 

“accommodative mode”, to apply once again the terminology by Sethi (1992).  

Still, these changes were not enough to ensure the success of the project. True, social and 

environmental issues revealed to be relatively less confrontational, compared to the 1980’s. 
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However, during this second phase, political issues turned out to be the heart of the matter. Shell 

faced disagreements with the government regarding three main contractual elements: price of 

gas used for electricity generation, right to export gas to Brazil, vertical integration forbidden 

by the anti-trust law in Peru. These political issues eventually resulted in the definitive 

withdrawal of Shell from the Camisea project in 1998. This brought Shell to a total of 400 

million dollars lost since the beginning of the exploration activities in the 1980’s.   

What are the gaps that multinational companies - like Shell - should fill in order to ensure a 

more successful approach when dealing with the non-market context? In other words, the 

current model goes half way, certainly allowing a move from the “defensive” to the 

“accommodative” mode, but not achieving yet the ultimate step - namely the “positive activism” 

(Sethi, 1982). Consequently, I identified some areas where the current model of business 

diplomacy needs to be improved  

3.1.2. An Horizontal Segmentation which Ignores the Overlaps between 

Departments  

I argue that handling separately the three categories of roles of business diplomacy is not a good 

practice. In my views, these three missions should be more linked, since they cover 

interconnected, interdependent and interactive elements of the non-market context. My 

metaphor makes things glaringly obvious: how can we seriously isolate the players, the factors 

in play and the rules of the game?  

The stakeholders, issues and structural elements of the non-market context all have an influence 

on each other. Handling each of these three components separately is likely to conduct to 

inconsistencies, inefficiencies and even counter-productivities.  
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A risk of inconsistency: lack of coordination between departments 

I already mentioned that Shell implemented a company-wide reorganization in the mid- 1990’s. 

I then promised to explain in which sense this reorganization was in line with the existing model 

of business diplomacy: that is what I am going to proceed now.  

Let me describe concretely the structural changes implied in the “New Shell”. The new 

organization mainly consisted in setting up some specific structures to address the non-market 

environment. This is how the “Planning and External Affairs” department was expanded in the 

London headquarters, the “External Relations and Policy Development” department as well. A 

“sustainable Development committee” was formed, and “Corporate Communication” given 

more emphasize. Simultaneously, a specific “issues team” was devoted to the Camisea project 

while a “community liaison team” was in charge of stakeholder management toward local 

communities.  

There is no denying that such reorganization was a first important step to better address the 

non-market context, and was even rewarded by the Issues Management Council - an American 

professional organization promoting effective issue management processes. 

However, this organization was still segmented, just as the existing model of business 

diplomacy is: indeed it was made of multiple departments focusing on different parts of the 

non-market context. For example, one can notice that issue management and stakeholder 

management were still viewed in isolation, through the eyes of an “issues team” on the one 

hand and a “community liaison team” on the other hand. 

 This raised a challenge of consistency and coordination, further amplified by Shell historically 

decentralized approach. As reaffirmed by Shell’s Statement of General Business Principles in 
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1997, Shell is “a decentralized, diversified group of companies […] and each Shell business 

unit has considerable freedom of action”.  

A risk of inefficiency: lack of reactivity 

Such an approach that addresses the non-market context through many different departments 

prevents multi-national companies to react rapidly to changing non-market environments. 

While a specific organizational structure can fit with a given situation at a particular time, too 

much fragmentation acts as a break when it comes to evolve. Schuler (1999) did a similar 

comment: “It is important to note that, although firms attempt to maintain optimal political 

structure […] such as public affairs staff, or regulatory affairs staff […] over time, because 

changes in the external environment may exceed the extent changes in the organizational 

structure, these structures may become misaligned”.  

The non-governmental organization Greenpeace is well aware of this weakness suffered by 

many multinational companies and does not deprive of taking benefit of it. Regarding both the 

Brent Spar and Nigeria cases, Greenpeace implemented a so called “moving-targets” tactic in 

order to destabilize Shell. This consisted in switching quickly from one point of criticism to 

another, usually in different fields (social, then environmental for example). The idea behind 

was to force the company to reply with isolated ad-hoc justifications, making it impossible for 

Shell to elaborate an overall efficient line of argumentation and reactions.   

A risk of counter-productivity 

I go further and argue that the inconsistencies and inefficiencies mentioned above can also lead 

to counter-productivities, due once again to the horizontal segmentation of the model.  
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A first type of counter-productivity derives from the risk of inconsistency. Indeed, 

incoherencies towards the non-market context can turn an initial good intention into a negative 

end result for the company. The CSR initiatives widely implemented today are a typical 

example of such opposite-than-intended effects. When multinational companies like Shell 

formally pledge their full commitment toward social and environmental issues, the expectations 

from Civil Society become even higher; any unfulfilled promises would immediately be subject 

to the criticism. This is all the more true for the “New Shell”, since its approach involved 

greater transparency and consultations, making potential inconsistencies, if any, even more 

obvious. Generally speaking, an uncoordinated (segmented) CSR policy may be interpreted as 

hypocrisy and false rhetoric. Finally, such actions toward the non-market context are not only 

inefficient to increase the legitimacy of the company, but conversely undermine its legitimacy 

in the eyes of a public which feels tricked.  

A second type of counter-productivity derives from the risk of inefficiency. The general idea is 

the following: if the department of a company addresses a specific element of the non-market 

context without assessing its wide repercussions, these actions are not only likely to be 

inefficient but can also spawn more problems than they solve. This is what happened when 

Shell attempted to lobby on the Peruvian Government against the Electricity Law in the 1990’s, 

for price considerations. This issue was already part of a current contract between Shell and the 

Government. Eventually, the Government considered that Shell was trying to change the terms 

of the agreement and unilaterally rejected the entire contract, ending the presence of Shell in the 

Camisea Project.     

In sum, the horizontal segmentation of the model raises two unsolved challenges that business 

diplomacy needs to better cope with:  
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 How to ensure consistency when addressing the non-market context?  

 What are the right levers of actions to deal efficiently with the non-market context?  

The matter of counter-productivity is also solved by the two questions above.  

3.1.3. A Vertical Segmentation which Ignores theMmulti-Layered 

Interdependences  

The existing model does not cross the different layers of business diplomacy interventions 

(local, national, regional, global levels) in an integrated and coordinated way. Instead, the 

non-market environment is most often addressed by multinational companies through a highly 

decentralized approach, as noted by Saner and Yiu (2005).  

This approach goes against the vision of a complex multi-layered non-market context as 

depicted by Mahon and Waddock (1992): “Issues can be viewed as being similar to 

multi-layered, multidimensional amoeba-like creatures that interpenetrate or impinge upon 

corporate affairs, at varying places”.     

In the same vein as for the previous horizontal segmentation, such vertical segmentation in the 

existing model causes problems in terms of inconsistencies, lack of efficiency and 

counter-productivity.  

From inconsistency to counter-productivity 

The interdependencies between different levels of interventions are too often under-estimated 

by multinational companies. Implementing the different roles of business diplomacy 

independently at different levels leads to omit the interactions and impacts between those 
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scales.   

The following example shows how a siloed vertical approach inevitably brings to light some 

contradictions between the local and the global levels, ultimately impacting negatively the 

multinational company as a whole. We are then in the Niger Delta of Nigeria in the 1990’s. 

International public opinion was being inflamed when learning about Shell social and 

environmental behaviors in the country. Shell was under heavy pressure and had to answer the 

charges. However, let me remind that Shell was in the 1990’s more decentralized than ever. 

This is how Shell’s subsidiary in Nigeria spoke in different terms that the two headquarters 

located in the United Kingdom and Netherlands. As a matter of fact, Shell first recognized 

locally the urgency of the ecological situation, while the headquarters were still denying it at the 

meantime on a global level. The inconsistent situation reached its peak when the two 

headquarters themselves expressed some discrepancies and demonstrated their lack of 

coordination. As a consequence of such internal inconsistencies and ridiculous situation, Shell 

found its credibility undermined and its power to negotiate weakened.  

In my eyes, the main improvement given by the “New Shell” reorganization was especially 

related to this vertical segmentation. Well aware of the damaging effects of an excessive 

decentralization, Shell started a move toward what they called a “coordinated decentralization”.  

From inefficiency to counter-productivity 

The underlying idea here is that business diplomacy cannot address a non-market situation 

through a single (isolated) level of intervention, at the risk of forgetting the leveraging effects 

from one level on the other.  
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Let me illustrate this argument with the Brent Spar Case. When Shell decided to dispose of the 

oil storage Buoy Brent Spar, the company considered this question as a mere technical and 

political issue that had to be solved between Shell UK (the operator of the project) on one side 

and the UK regulatory authorities and government on the other side. In other words, Shell 

focused on one layer of intervention, the national level, to deal with this project. True, Shell 

finally reached an agreement with the UK government. Still, contrary to expectations, the 

whole game was far from being won. 

A quote from Saner et al. (2000) can apply perfectly to this situation: “Even though the host 

governments tend to bend backwards in their pursuit of foreign investment, their local 

non-business stakeholders often hold opposing views from their respective governments 

regarding employment practices, working conditions, and environmental standards, resulting in 

sometimes violent and embarrassing clashes for global companies”. This is how, to go back to 

the case, the agreement between Shell and the UK Government sparked a furor of reactions not 

only at the national level, but also at a European (regional) and global levels. Shell 

under-estimated the leveraging effects that global organization such as Greenpeace could have.  

Indeed, the strategy followed by Greenpeace to counter this project was especially to move the 

debate from the national to the international level. Consumer boycotts were organized in many 

European countries, well-publicized by the European medias and even receiving the direct 

support of the Chancellor Helmut Kohl (Germany).  

Eventually, under the pressures, the UK Government went back on the agreement.       In 

parallel, several Shell service stations were attacked in Germany. Shell’s decision to focus on 

the national level of intervention when dealing with this Brent Spar project proved to be both 

inefficient and counter-productive.    
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In a nutshell, the vertical segmentation of the model also raises two unsolved challenges that 

business diplomacy needs to better cope with:  

 How can business diplomacy ensure consistency between the different levels of 

intervention and take into account the multiple layers interdependencies?  

 What are the most suitable levels at which business diplomacy should take actions to 

maximize the cost-efficiency while dealing with the non-market context?  

As a conclusion to this section and a transition to the next one, I can strongly state: completing 

in practice the roles of Business diplomacy toward the non-market environment is a delicate 

balancing act which can only be successful through a more comprehensive approach. My 

framework will intend to fill the gaps and propose an integrated approach for business 

diplomacy. The following sections are dedicated to develop my own two-step model.  

3.2. First Step of My Model: Superimpose the Three Domains of Business 

Diplomacy  

The first step of my model is designed to resolve the horizontal segmentation and the ensuing 

problems explored in Section 3.1.2.  

As illustrated before, the heart of the matter in the existing model is that it ignores the overlaps 

between the Stakeholder Management, Issue Management and Environmental Scanning. In an 

effort to overcome these deficiencies, we propose to superimpose the three domains of business 

diplomacy instead of displaying them side-by-side. Doing so, I make visible new areas at the 

intersection of the initial domains, as presented in Figure 5.  
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Figure 5: First Step of My Model – Superimpose the 3 Domains of Business Diplomacy 

Based on this framework, I will explore successively the different overlaps. Each of them will 

be an opportunity to raise new questions that were previously omitted.  

As a result, this first step should answer the two unsolved challenges derived from the 

horizontal segmentation and mentioned earlier. For the record:    

 How to ensure consistency when addressing the non-market context?  

 What are the right levers of actions to deal efficiently with the non-market context?  

3.2.1. Overlaps between Stakeholder Management and Issue Management 

This first intersection involves the players of the game and the factors in play.    

Wartick and Mahon (1995) help getting a good initial insight: “Issues are topics and areas of 

disagreements but what is actually managed in these non-market areas are individual 

stakeholders and their positions on any given issue.” As a result, issues and stakeholders need to 
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be linked: this is precisely my goal here.  

To do so, I take a short theoretical detour which proves to be very useful for my perspective. 

Specifically, I refer to the concept of “issue network” by Lucea and Doh (2012).  

As defined by the two authors, an “issue network” is “the network of relationship between a 

focal firm and a collective of societal stakeholders, as well as the relationships that these same 

stakeholders weave among themselves in response to an issue directly involving the focal firm”. 

Put simply, this is a unifying concept which aims to link the stakeholders with the issues 

addressed by a company. Figure 6 is adapted from the paper by Lucea and Doh (2012) and 

allows visualizing the concept.  

       

Figure 6: The Concept of “Issue-Network” Inspired from Lucea and Doh (2012) 

Building on this concept, I can derive a set of new questions resulting from the link between the 

stakeholders and the issues, and which were not taken into account in the initial model of 

business diplomacy.  

Who are the stakeholders involved in a specific issue? Which stakeholders are impacted by a 

specific issue?  
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These questions might seem natural but are far from being fully considered by multinational 

companies. All we have to do is look at Shell’s behavior in Nigeria. The company did not fully 

examine the social and environmental impacts of their actions on local stakeholders. This 

resulted in an inaccurate diagnosis: tribal communities, mainly the Ogoni population, were 

initially not identified by Shell as stakeholders to be taken into account. Such position 

jeopardized the project during ten years. 

Thinking in terms of interactions between the factors in play and the players, Shell would have 

noticed a link between the socio-environmental issues and the local communities. Doing so, the 

company would have identified the stakeholders impacted by the project in a more 

comprehensive manner, and avoid such long-term damaging scandal.   

Reciprocally: Are there some stakeholders simultaneously involved in several issues? That is to 

say, are the issues interconnected?    

The concept of “issue network” makes it easy to draw those questions. Indeed if the issues are 

interconnected it means that the corresponding “issue networks” cross each other. The 

possibility of such configuration, represented in Figure 7, is often forgotten by multinational 

companies.  

Those considerations should however have serious implications for multinational companies 

when dealing with the non-market context. Indeed, if some stakeholders are simultaneously 

involved in several issues, this implies that those players are able to impact several issues. This 

observation should help multinational companies not only identify the stakeholders, but also 

prioritize them. Obviously: players who bridge several issues should be given special 

emphasizes and considered as “key stakeholders” to be managed. 
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This is exactly what was missing to Shell when launching the Camisea Project in the 1980’s. 

Shell completely ignored the NGO’s and local communities, and focused only on the 

Governmental stakeholders in order to arrive at a contract. Indeed, Shell associated the NGO’s 

and communities to the socio-environmental issues - seen as secondary at this time – and 

associated the government to the priority political issues. But this was without thinking that 

socio-environmental stakeholders can also impact political issues. As a matter of fact, 

environmental and indigenous organizations like RainForest or Amazon Watch applied political 

pressure on the Peruvian Government and eventually prevented Shell to succeed its 

negotiations with the government. Had Shell considered the interconnections between the 

different issues, NGO’s would have been identified as key stakeholders before, maybe allowing 

the company to reach an agreement with the government. The lesson one can learn from this 

example is as follows: in order to deal efficiently with the non-market context, stakeholders not 

only need to be identified but also prioritized – that is to say taking into account the 

multiple-issues they are involved in.  

 

Figure 7: Interconnected issue-networks that the firm needs to address simultaneously, 

extracted from Lucea and Doh (2012) 

Then: how to manage those links between multiple stakeholders and multiple issues in a 

transversal and constructive way?  
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Multinational companies progressively realize the need to bridge those two components of the 

non-market context. One concrete way to do it consists in organizing broad consultations; they 

are designed to ask a range of stakeholders their opinion about a series of issues.  

Shell counts among the companies which now frequently use consultations as part of their 

non-market strategy. This positive trend started with the Brent Spar case in the 1990’s. The 

work of Heath (1997) exactly decrypts the manner Shell implemented its consultation process 

for this specific project. According to Heath, Shell was “using a two-way communication to 

foster understanding and minimize conflict”. The use of internet proved to be crucial in the 

quest of a concerted and widely-agreed solution. On the one hand, Shell used a platform to 

establish direct exchanges with the stakeholders in order to get their opinions. On the other 

hand, Shell used the home page of its official website to keep the stakeholders informed of the 

latest developments in real time.   

Shell recognized at that time that such transversal and integrated approach was of paramount 

importance to deal with the non-market context. As stated in its official website during the 

course of the events: « the ultimate solution for the Spar [needs] to be not only technically 

feasible but also broadly acceptable to the public.” The issues and stakeholders are definitely 

linked.  

3.2.2. Overlaps between Issue Management and Socio-Political Scanning  

The next intersection when we move in a clockwise direction engages the factors in play and 

the rules of the game.  

As defined in my typology of structural elements of the non-market context (see Section 2.2.3) 
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socio-political scanning applies to regulations, institutional settings and 

geopolitical/geoeconomics configurations. These structural components will be crossed 

successively with non-market issues. Once again, interactions are expected to appear from this 

cross-analysis. 

I start with the primary meaning of the rules of the game, namely the regulations. In this sense: 

What issues – one or several - are impacted by a specific rule? And conversely: Is one specific 

issue subject to several rules?  

These two questions help better identify the rules that a company should comply with, when 

dealing with political, social and environmental issues. The first question is sufficient in itself to 

be fully understood: it relies merely on one main parameter, the scope of the rule. The second 

question calls for an illustration. After Shell withdrew from the Camisea Project in 1999, two 

private consortiums took over the exploration and exploitation of the area in the early 2000s. 

One of their main challenges during this new phase was precisely to address simultaneously 

many rules regarding the implementation of the project. Of course, governmental regulations 

had to be fulfilled. However, the story did not end there: the consortiums also had to match the 

standards and norms prescribed by the Inter-American Development Bank, whose financial 

participation in the project had become crucial.   

Beyond the challenge of compliance, I can already point out that these specific questions also 

involve interactions across different layers of the non-market environment: in the present case, 

national and regional rules both apply to the issues. These interactions are further discussed in 

the Section 3.3, since they are the subject of the second step of my model.  
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Proceeding with the second element of the environmental scanning, namely the institutional 

setting, I come up with two other questions.  

How do the informal constraints of the institutional settings help better understand the issues? 

My view is that, depending on the institutional culture, issues are watched and managed in 

different ways. The representations and insights into things reflect subjective considerations. 

Each project involves many parameters, among which few of them become issues. Since issues 

are –up to a certain extent- predisposed by a culture, I contend that scanning the institutional 

culture is a way for companies to decrypt and anticipate the issues.      

How do the formal institutional settings help better address the issues? In order to solve this 

question, let me think the other way. What happens if a company tries to address an issue 

without scanning the formal institutional settings? Shell experienced this situation in Nigeria, 

as I shall now explain. After being shamed on the world stage for its bad practice, the company 

was willing to demonstrate its new commitment to tackle the issues of local development. Shell 

sought to stimulate the local economy around its facilities. However, the implementation of 

those good intentions revealed to be very difficult due to the lack of administrative and 

institutional capacities in Nigeria. Then, a deeper scanning of the socio-political environment 

made Shell conclude that the core of the solution to address these issues was about 

strengthening the institutional structure itself. This is how Shell started working hands in hands 

with the Nigerian Government to perform some operations of local capacity-building.    

The last item in the typology concerns the geopolitical/geoeconomic dynamics. How can a 

geopolitical and geoeconomics analysis of the environment bring to light outstanding issues?  
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The key here lies on the definitions I provided in the literature review. As a reminder, I made a 

clear distinction between the long-term structure of the environment and the issues related to 

contextual events. In line with this approach I mentioned three dimensions to analyze a 

geopolitical situation over time: configurations, dynamics and events. (See Section 2.2.3) 

While the two first dimensions pertain to the long-term structure, the events are issues to be 

managed. This distinction makes all the sense here. Indeed, the configuration reflects the 

hierarchy of priority and the ensuing states’ organization for each geographic area at a point in 

time; the dynamics show the evolution of these priorities and structures over time; only then, 

the events can be fully understood and anticipated, resulting from the medium and long term 

considerations mentioned above. This being said, the relevancy of the question is proved.  

For example, a careful geopolitical analysis in Nigeria would have been very valuable for Shell 

in order to anticipate some security issues in the 2000’s. In particular, I refer to the sabotage of 

Shell’s oil platform at Forcados, in the western part of the country, in January 2008. Shell was 

not able to honor its contracts for the next two months and invoked the case of force majeure 

which applies for unexpected events. It goes without saying that such event cannot be predicted. 

However, the medium-term dynamics of the geopolitical situation could have sound the alarm 

and allow the company to be better prepared for such catastrophe. Indeed, the organization 

which claimed responsibility for the attack, namely the Movement for the Emancipation of the 

Niger Delta, already performed quite similar operations the previous years; and the context 

right before the events was particularly agitated.  
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3.2.3. Overlaps between Socio-Political Scanning and Stakeholder Management  

The last intersection when we go around the circle (Figure 5) concerns the players and the rules 

of the game.  

Just as for the previous subsection, I will navigate through different structural dimensions of the 

socio-political scanning; and link them successively to different elements of my non-market 

stakeholder typology (see Section 2.2.1).  

Not surprisingly, I start investigating the links between regulations and various categories of 

stakeholders. These relations are indeed of paramount importance when it comes to lobbying 

activities. 

Which stakeholders are able to amend a specific regulation? I am addressing here the 

decision-maker stakeholders, namely governmental actors and regulatory authorities according 

to my typology. “Public policy is formulated through elected representatives who pass laws and 

through regulatory and administrative agencies that promulgate rules and regulations to 

interpret and enforce those laws.” (Sethi, 1982)  This being said, I need to be more specific: 

What is the underlying distribution of powers between those decision-makers? In order to 

perform an effective lobbying, it is absolutely necessary for a company to have a clear 

understanding of the decision-making processes and individual responsibilities, in order to pull 

the right levers. Concretely, this may be done through “power maps” for example.      

Which stakeholders are impacted by a specific regulation? This question is important and 

allows avoiding a common-error. Lobbying activities should not only focus on decision-makers, 

but also take into account a broader range of stakeholders impacted by the regulation. This 
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includes communities, NGO’s and even business stakeholders such as competitors within the 

industry. Since those actors are all impacted by the regulation, they might be willing to 

influence on it as well. This leads to new questions: Who are the most influencing actors? What 

is the balance of power? What levers can be pulled? It goes without saying that some of those 

actors will probably defend a similar line; some others the opposite one. In this context, 

multinational companies need to find influencing supports to turn the balance of power in a 

more favorable way. This is the heart of “coalition building” (Sethi, 1982).  

The case of Shell in Peru illustrates the articulation between the two previous paragraphs. In the 

1980’s, Shell only focused on its relations with decision-makers, namely the successive 

governments of Fernando Belaunde and Alan Garcia. The company did not try to find allies 

when negotiating contracts and pushing regulations, while strong opposing forces were 

operating among the social and environmental organizations. This was a total failure for Shell. 

Learning from this mistake, Shell came back in the 1990’s with the strong intention of changing 

the balance of power to its advantage. On the one hand, this meant reducing the opposing forces, 

as already seen. On the other hand, which interests me more here, this implied strengthening 

Shell’s position using the support of influencing allies. To do so, the company collaborated for 

instance with the Smithsonian Institutions to carry out an independent impact assessment of its 

activities on the local biosphere, in order to find some solutions toward minimum negative 

impacts. The expertise of this US organization in the area of biodiversity was a world reference, 

which gave it a strong standard-setting authority all around the world. Thanks to this 

partnership, Shell could consequently exert better leverage effects than alone. Similarly, Shell 

worked hands in hands with the global NGO Pro-Natura.  
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Let me consider now the rules of the game in their broadest sense as depicted in the typology: 

that is to say the formal institutional settings and informal culture.  

How do the structural non-market configurations predispose the relationships with 

stakeholders? From this large interrogation, I could derive many specific questions which 

should help multinational companies better interact with their stakeholders. I selected two of 

them and elaborate further below.   

To what extent is the scanning of formal institutional settings useful when dealing with 

Governmental actors?  

In the literature review, I mentioned a study by Hillman and Keim (1995) and promised to dwell 

on it later. So here we are, since the argument of this study gives good basis to answer the 

question: “We contend that differences in business-government relations across countries can 

be better understood by examining the institutions through which business and government 

interact.” (Hillman and Keim, 1995) We have here a clear linkage between the scanning of 

institutional settings and the manners to deal with governmental stakeholders.  

Throughout the years Shell was involved in Peru, successive governments were in power. The 

1980’s marked the return of democracy; still, the weakness of institutions needed to be taken 

into account by Shell when dealing with the government. This link between the institutional 

settings and government relations could have been even more relevant to assess in the late 

1990’s. For the record, it is the time when Shell was getting bogged down in contractual 

disagreements with the government of Alberto Fujimori. Instead of withdrawing from the 

project in 1999, Shell could have better anticipate that the government would not have power 

for very long anymore. Indeed, the political agitation was already almost at its peak, and forced 
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the President Alberto Fujimori to run abroad in 2000. Shell could have attempted to slow down 

the negotiation process in the hope that the next Government would be more flexible.     

To what extent is the scanning of informal cultural constraints useful when dealing with local 

communities?  

The point here is that a good understanding of informal cultural differences, so called 

“cultural-cognitive” differences (Vences and Orr, 2008) helps multinational companies better 

interact with their stakeholders, for example the local communities. I can also state this point 

the opposite way: inappropriate interactions with stakeholders are often a result of cultural 

misunderstandings between the company and its stakeholders. That is exactly what happened in 

a first instance between Shell and the indigenous communities in Peru. In its willingness to do 

well, Shell first thought that providing some infrastructures to connect the indigenous 

communities with society would be something valuable and appreciated. This was without 

understanding that, on the contrary, indigenous communities were voluntarily isolated; the 

basis of their life was misunderstood.  

In sum, this type of cross-analysis regarding the overlaps between the configurations of the 

game and the players would allow multinational companies being more efficient when dealing 

with stakeholders; conversely they could better change the configurations of the game using the 

right players.  

I proceeded to similar reasoning with the three interfaces explored so far. With such 

superimposed approach, multinational companies could better exploit the current game, and 

better change the game.  
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3.3. Second Step of My Model: Superimpose the Multiple Layers of the 

Non-Market Environment 

The second step of my model is designed to resolve the vertical segmentation and the ensuing 

problems explored in Section 3.1.3.    

 

Figure 8: Second Step of My Model – Superimpose the Multiple Layers 
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I previously evidenced that the existing model ignores the multi-layers interdependencies from 

global to local levels. To fill this gap, my framework (See Figure 8) will be described and 

implemented with the following methodology.  

I will start explaining how we move from the first step of the model to this second step, sticking 

the three roles of business diplomacy (Figure 5) on the surface called “territory” (Figure 8).  

Then I will superimpose the different layers (global, regional, national, local) and answer one of 

the unsolved challenges derived from the vertical segmentation. How can business diplomacy 

ensure consistency between the different levels of intervention and take into account the 

multiple layers interdependencies?  

Based on all these elements, I will finally tackle the last unsolved challenge: what are the most 

suitable levels at which business diplomacy should take actions to maximize the cost-efficiency 

while dealing with the non-market context?  

3.3.1.  A Solid Base for the Model: The Territory  

In order to move from the first step of my model to the second one, an important theoretical 

detour is necessary. Indeed, to superimpose the different layers, the design of my framework 

needs a stable base that would serve as a connection between all the non-market components 

(stakeholders, issue, socio-political context) and the different layers (local, national, regional, 

global). Such a link is precisely what the existing siloed model of business diplomacy is 

missing; and what I must come up with, to make a comprehensive approach theoretically 

possible. 
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My game metaphor will play its full role now. As stated a number of times already, 

environmental scanning concerns the rules of the game; stakeholder management and issue 

management refer respectively to the players and the factors in play. By extension, a careful 

analysis of this metaphor brings forward one missing element: the playground. We are touching 

here the building block of the model. 

Back to reality, this common playground is translated in terms of territory (that I will also call 

geographic location). I propose that the geographic location is the missing link between all the 

components of the non-market context; the territory will consequently be a solid base in my 

framework. As we shall see, this will allow business diplomats getting a broad overview of the 

non-market environment and eventually managing the multi-layers interactions in a more 

comprehensive, consistent and efficient way. 

The proposition posed above still remains to be proved. It leads me to explore how the 

non-market components covered by the three roles of business diplomacy are all linked to the 

territory. Doing so, the goal of this paragraph is to demonstrate I can put down the three roles of 

business diplomacy (Figure 5) on the surfaces called “territory” in the model (Figure 8).  

First, I investigate the link between the non-market components covered by the environmental 

scanning and the territory. Keeping in mind that the environmental scanning concerns the rules 

of the game, the link with the territory is quite straightforward. Any legislation is set by an 

institution whose authority is competent for a specific geographic area; thus, the rules of the 

game apply within a predefined geographic scope - may it be local, national, regional or global. 

This brings me to the point that a socio-political context is a characteristic of a particular 

territory, creating discontinuities between the different geographic levels, delimited by a 
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boundary. For example, the issues of oil disasters are not subject to the same rules in Nigeria 

and in the United States. This idea will turn to be central later: see subsection 3.3.3, when I put 

into practice my model to identify the most suitable level for actions in the non-market 

environment.   

 

Figure 9: Socio-Political Environments within the Territory 

Let me now address the two outstanding links: between the stakeholder management and the 

territory on the one hand, between the issue management and the territory on the other hand. 

The connection with the stakeholders is obvious: they are located on the territory through their 

geographic coordinates. As for locating the issues, the concept of “issue-network” presented 

earlier is very helpful. It was indeed especially designed as the structuring element of a model 

aiming to “highlight the importance of assessing the geographic element of the [non-market] 

context” (Lucea and Doh, 2012). The primary advantage provided by the concept of 

“issue-network” is to link an issue to a network of stakeholders. As a result, the geographic 

location of the issue corresponds to the geographic area covered by the network of stakeholders 

involved in this issue. 
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At this stage of the argument, I have showed that the non-market components covered by the 

three roles of business diplomacy are all linked to the territory. It is consequently relevant to 

stick the three domains of business diplomacy (Figure 5) on the surfaces called “territory” in 

the model. Now, the superimposition of the different layers is made possible. In other words, I 

gave justification to move from the first step to the second step of the model.  

Although this conceptual detour was responding to the needs of theoretical justification of my 

model, it should be noted that it builds on a simple reality. The geographic location of 

stakeholders, issues and rules of the game is an important parameter to better address the 

non-market context.  

Globalization had first been wrongly interpreted as erasing distances, States, and territories. 

Then, going back on this inaccurate vision, many searchers and practitioners have reassessed 

the significance of territories for the market context. Since geographic location turns to be such 

a crucial frame in the market context, highly taken into account in the marketing strategies for 

example, why wouldn’t we consider it central for the non-market context as well? 

3.3.2. An Approach to Assess the Multi-Layered Interdependencies 

I can now study the concrete implications of the model. As stated before, a vertical 

segmentation when addressing the non-market context causes inconsistencies, eventually 

leading to inefficiency and counter-productivity. My model puts an end to such vertical 

segmentation and solves the ensuing problem of inconsistency. 

How can business diplomacy ensure consistency between the different levels of intervention?  
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Here is my proposal: multinational companies must assess the non-market interactions from 

global to local levels. Instead of analyzing and implementing the roles of business diplomacy 

independently at different levels, multinational companies should rather get a broad overview 

of the multi-layers interdependencies and coordinate their interventions. This is one of the 

advantages provided by my superimposed approach. 

The next paragraphs showcase some of those interdependencies that Shell could have better 

identified using my dynamic approach of business diplomacy.     

What are the interactions between stakeholders across the different levels? 

The Camisea Project in Peru involved simultaneously more than 200 stakeholders from global 

to local levels and  provides many cases of interactions across the different levels. I selected 

one example related to the Indigenous communities. As already described, those groups living 

in the Nahua Kugapakori Reserve were key stakeholders at the local level. Among those 

communities, Shell was willing to draw significant attention to the Machiguengua population, 

the main indigenous community. Interestingly for my perspective, this population was 

represented at the national level by two rival organizations: namely CECONAMA and 

COMARU. Each of them used to negotiate separately with Shell. It should be noted that the two 

federations pursued different objectives, which sometime translated to different positions. 

Whereas CECONAMA could be flexible to favor international investments in the area, 

COMARU considered that social and environmental interests should always prevail. In this 

context, inconsistencies were very likely to happen: what if Shell reaches an agreement with 

CECONAMA that is not accepted by COMARU?  
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In order to solve this situation, Shell should have questioned the relationships between the local 

Machiguengua community and the two national federations. Would an agreement with one of 

those national organizations be regarded as legitimate and representative by the local 

community? Indeed, there is no need to negotiate agreements if they are not accepted by the 

local actors themselves. Such agreement would prove to be impracticable in action. In a 

positive and constructive way, this question would have pushed Shell better analyze the 

underlying rivalries between the two federations, and attempt to find compromises whose 

legitimacy could not be challenged at the local level.  

What are the interactions between issues across the different levels? 

I will illustrate this point with a joint analysis of the Brent Spar and Nigeria cases. Both projects 

involved quite similar environmental issues in terms of oil disaster and pollution of water. Both 

projects also occurred simultaneously, in the mid 1990’s. However, one project was located in 

the North Sea and the second one in the Niger Delta. For this reason, and despite the connection 

points highlighted above, Shell managed those two projects separately, mainly at a national 

level (Shell UK and Shell Nigeria).  

Doing so, Shell omitted the interconnections between those two projects on a global level. 

Especially, it is worth pointing out that Greenpeace was an important stakeholder in both 

projects. A statement by Lucea and Doh (2012) applies well to this case: « Activists may decide 

to apply pressure on the firm in one country to change corporate behavior in another ». In other 

words, national issues can become globally interconnected under the actions of worldwide 

stakeholders: multinational companies like Shell need to cope with this challenge. Knowing 

that, the superimposed approach of business diplomacy especially builds bridges between the 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 

78 

different scales. This helps multinational companies identify and take actions on such 

interconnections.  

What are the interactions between socio-political environments across the different levels? 

Let’s carry on with the Nigeria case. One can be surprise: why has Shell not taken into account 

environmental issues in Nigeria for so many decades until the 1990’s. The answer is simple: 

Shell was not forced by the national law to do so. Indeed, the country did not have its own 

legislation regarding so precise environmental issues like oil disaster. In this context, a siloed 

approach would result in the decision of overlooking the oil disaster issue. As a matter of fact, 

that is what happened.  

However, a careful analysis crossing the different layers would have served as a wake-up call. 

Indeed, the game was not completely unruly. Especially, International Conventions were still 

applicable and merely transposed to national law. Although the government had no means to 

enforce them, it was already a first interdependency between national and international 

socio-political environments. That’s not all: Shell could have wonder: are oil disaster issues 

regulated the same way anywhere else? Implementing such benchmark at a global level would 

have allowed the company to anticipate a growing awareness for those kinds of issues on the 

global stage. For instance, the adoption of the so called “Oil Pollution Act” in the United Stated 

in 1990 prefigured that the status quo in Nigeria was no longer sustainable. Considering the 

interactions between the different layers, Shell could have better understood the trend and 

adopted global standards before the crisis broke at a national level.  
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3.3.3. Mapping the Non-Market Context to Identify the Most Suitable Levels 

for Actions  

The heart of the matter here is to solve the second challenge caused by the vertical segmentation: 

What are the most suitable levels at which business diplomacy should take actions to maximize 

the cost-efficiency while dealing with the non-market context?  

My answer that I shall demonstrate is the following: socio-political discontinuities (see Section 

3.3.1) create focal points that business diplomacy should give special attention to when dealing 

with non-market issues and stakeholders. I argue that the most efficient level (local, national, 

regional, global) at which business diplomacy should take action depends on the layer where 

discontinuities appear. I will explain these points further below.   

To do so, I first need to provide an operational method to identify the socio-political 

discontinuities and assess their impact on both the issues and stakeholders. In other words: do 

the issue networks cross some socio-political discontinuities?  

This question builds on and combines the propositions related to the concepts of territory, 

continuities/discontinuities and Issue-network (see section 3.3.1). My perspective is no more 

conceptual though, but now operational. I propose a 3-stages method to cross the 

issue-networks with the socio-political environment, by means of superimposed maps.  

The first step was actually already depicted in Figure 9. It is merely about locating the different 

socio-political contexts on a map (the territory). A boundary marks the discontinuity between 

two different socio-political contexts.     
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The second step brings into play the issue-networks (see Figure 6). As mentioned earlier, the 

concept of issue-network makes it easy to locate on a map (the territory) a specific issue and the 

stakeholders involved in this issue.  

The last step is simple and of paramount importance. It consists in superimposing the two maps 

prepared in the previous stages. Figure 10 displays two different results possibly given by this 

last step. Either the issue network crosses a socio-political discontinuity; or it does not cross a 

socio-political discontinuity.   

 

Figure 10: Superimposing Issue-Networks and Socio-Political Contexts 

The advantage of such superimposed approach is to help identifying and assessing the 

discontinuities and related interfaces to be managed. From Figure 10, it is very clear that this 
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methodology answers the question raised earlier: do the issue networks cross some 

socio-political discontinuities? 

I still need to explain the importance of raising this question and its implications to better 

address the non-market context. Please note that those interactions between issue-networks and 

socio-political contexts have already been explored by Lucea and Doh (2012). According to 

their conclusions, if an issue network crosses a socio-political discontinuity (or even several 

discontinuities) this makes it harder to manage. The two authors propose a typology of 

non-market strategies that take into account this parameter.   

Yet, in my views, the two authors omit to wonder: at which level (local, national, regional, 

global) do these discontinuities appear? They take for granted that the socio-political contexts 

are delimited by national borders. However: Do boundaries always coincide with national 

borders or are there some more decisive scales? My multi-layered model takes into account 

those questions.   

While socio-political boundaries can sometime coincide with a national border, I contend that 

this is not always the case. Instead, discontinuities may be more apparent and decisive at a local, 

regional or global scale.  

The terminology that refers to the current economic and geopolitical system speaks for itself. 

Internationalization has become globalization; Regionalization and glocalization are derived 

terms more and more commonly used. This evolution in vocabulary well reflects the fact that 

national level cannot longer be the only analysis grid and level for actions.  
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A concrete example will make my point clearer. In the late 1990’s, Shell got involved in lengthy 

negotiations with the Peruvian government to attempt pushing forward a “free market to 

Brazil”. However, this was without taking into consideration the reality of the South American 

geo-economic and geopolitical context, at a regional scale. Indeed, Peru was one the Founding 

Member States of the Andean Community, a trade bloc between Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador 

and Peru since 1969. Alongside this group, there were another regional trade organization, the 

MERCOSUR, built in 1991 (without Peru) between Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay and Paraguay. 

With this in mind, it appears that the boundary between Peru and Brazil did not only correspond 

to a national border: the regional discontinuity proved to be even more crucial at that time. 

(Let’s just note for the record that the situation changed since then. Peru became an associate 

member of MERCOSUR in 2003. The following year, the Andean Community and 

MERCOSUR formed together the South American Community of Nations).   

I am getting closer to the most important question that started this subsection: what are the most 

suitable levels at which business diplomacy should take actions?  

The answer, in terms of strategic implementation, is in fact the implication of the past few 

paragraphs. I already discussed how to identify the socio-political discontinuities and assess at 

which scale they especially appear. Accordingly, I claim: this is at this precise scale that 

business diplomacy should take action to be the most efficient.   

Let’s go back to South America. Despite all Shell’s efforts to lobby on the Peruvian 

Government to reform the gas industry in the 1990’s, few major changes resulted from these 

attempts. What did really change the game instead, was the involvement of the IMF 

(International Monetary Fund) in the early 2000’s. Indeed, the most important legal reform 
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concerning the Peruvian gas industry was adopted in 2000, right after the signature of the 

“Memorandum on Economic and Financial Policies, 1999-2002” between the Peruvian 

government and the IMF. Moreover, to be more specific about the Camisea Project, I already 

mentioned the growing role of the IADB (Inter-American Development Bank) to set standards.    

From this, I see that lobbying at a national level did not have the desired result. The leverage 

effect exerted at a regional and global level proved to be much more powerful in the case in 

point. This is in line with my argument: there is a correspondence between the layers where 

socio-political discontinuities appear and the most efficient level at which business diplomacy 

should take actions. Hence the importance of superimposing and mapping the non-market 

context in a comprehensive way.   
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4. Discussion  

4.1. Contributions  

As depicted in the previous section, my model was directly designed to create an integrated 

approach towards the non-market environment. It allows dealing with the three roles of 

business diplomacy, across the different layers of implementation in a more transversal and 

systematic way, compared to the existing siloed model. 

Through this approach, I was also and above all seeking to answer the research question 

expressed as far back as the introductory section: “How can multinational companies move 

from the concept of “business diplomacy” to the position of “business diplomat” in a more 

systematic and integrated way?” This question motivated all my developments so far, 

especially the theoretical model which provides me food to get closer to the solution.  

I am now reaching the crucial point when I shall articulate the new model with its 

implications towards a new created position of “business diplomat”. My proposed model does 

not only transform the business diplomat function from a status of non-existence to a formal 

position standing on its own; I go further and truly make the business diplomat position as the 

center of the model, serving as an interface between the multinational company and the 

non-market overlaps, interdependencies and discontinuities.  

Put shortly: my model gives rise to new areas, resulting from the superimposition of existing 

ones. These areas bring into play new questions at the intersections of the components of the 

non-market context, and doing so form a new domain. I propose that this domain should be the 

responsibility of a new created position: the “business diplomat”.  
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4.1.1. A New Superimposed Domain at the Heart of the Non-Market “Interfaces”  

I made it clear all along the previous chapters that my model relies on a superimposed approach 

to solve the initial horizontal and vertical gap introduced in the section 3.1. This is obviously 

one of the main benefits of the model; yet, it is certainly not necessary to repeat once again here 

the argument related to this point.  

The only thing I wish to remind before looking ahead, is the citation by Mahon et al. (2003) that 

I quoted in introduction : “To date, the field of nonmarket strategy has little to offer in the way 

of a truly integrated perspective”. Accordingly, I attempted to pave the way: my model 

especially offers one integrated approach for business diplomacy to complete its delicate 

balancing role toward the non-market context. Perhaps, the two authors would be more 

optimistic regarding their statement today.  

At this point, I can focus my attention on a critical dimension that gives its meaning to my 

overall perspective: the notion of interface. This notion was behind all the previous 

developments and needs to be spelled out clearly now in order to grasp the move from business 

diplomacy to business diplomats.      

As defined in the very first lines of the thesis, “Business diplomacy pertains to the management 

of interfaces between the global company and its multiple non-business counterparts and 

external constituencies”. (Saner and Yiu, 2005) The reader should note that the notion of 

interface is precisely at the heart of the definition of business diplomacy itself. Consequently, in 

order to turn the theory into practice, the concerned interfaces first need to be identified, 

analyzed and prioritized: only then can the interfaces be managed.     



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 

86 

This being said, the main advantage of my approach is to help identifying and assessing some 

major interfaces that used to be invisible in the previous siloed model. Indeed, my framework 

aimed to detect the overlaps, interdependencies and discontinuities crossing the socio-political 

contexts, issues and stakeholders at various levels. From these realities emerge some important 

interfaces that could not be identified through a segmented approach. This leads me to make a 

strong assertion: the representation displaying side-by-side the theoretical roles of business 

diplomacy (see Figure 1) is incompatible with the implementation of business diplomacy in 

practice; superimposing the non-market components is necessary.  

The horizontal and vertical superimpositions (See Steps 1 and 2 of the model) make new 

interfaces visible and raise a whole set of new questions, delimiting a new domain. I explored 

some of these questions in the Sections 3.2 and 3.3, which are recapitulated in the Table 2.  

Table 2: A New Domain Raising New Questions to be Addressed 

Interfaces Some key questions to consider to manage the concerned interfaces 

Horizontal scanning 

Interfaces derived from the 

overlaps between the 

stakeholders, issues, and 

socio-political contexts  

Overlaps between stakeholder management and issue management 

 Who are the stakeholders involved in a specific issue? Which stakeholders 

are impacted by a specific issue?    

 Are there some stakeholders simultaneously involved in several issues? 

 How to manage those links between multiple stakeholders and multiple 

issues in a transversal and constructive way  

Overlaps between issue management and socio-political scanning  

 What issues – one or several - are impacted by a specific rule? Is one 

specific issue subject to several rules?  

 How do the informal constraints of the institutional settings help better 

understand the issues? How do the formal institutional settings help better 

address the issues? 

 How can a geopolitical and geoeconomics analysis of the environment bring 

to light outstanding issues? 

Overlaps between socio-political scanning and stakeholder management 
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 Which stakeholders are able to amend a specific regulation? What is the 

underlying distribution of powers between those decision-makers? 

 Which stakeholders are impacted by a specific regulation? Who are the most 

influencing actors? What is the balance of power? What levers can be 

pulled? 

 How do the structural non-market configurations predispose the relationships 

with stakeholders? 

Vertical scanning 

Interface derived from the 

vertical interdependencies  

 

 

 

Interfaces derived from the 

vertical discontinuities 

(boundaries) 

Assessing the multi-layered interdependencies 

 How can business diplomacy ensure consistency between the different levels 

of intervention and take into account the multiple layers interdependencies? 

 What are the interactions between stakeholders across the different levels? 

Between issues across the different levels? Between socio-political 

environments across the different levels? 

Mapping the discontinuities 

 What are the most suitable levels at which business diplomacy should take 

actions to maximize the cost-efficiency while dealing with the non-market? 

 Do the issue networks cross some socio-political discontinuities? 

At which level (local/national/regional/global) do the discontinuities appear?

  

4.1.2. Implications: A New Created Position of “Business Diplomat”  

The questions that I just summarized are not handled in a systematic and integrated manner by 

multinational companies. Partly because they were not clearly identified yet. But this is also 

due to the fragmented view of multiple corporate functions that currently address the 

non-market context through more specific focuses. The main questions within their respective 

area of responsibility were indicated in Table 1: corporate functions addressing the non-market 

context – questions addressed.  

By identifying and demonstrating the importance of more transverse challenges, my model 

reveals an organizational need to better manage the non-market context. The horizontal and 

vertical questions cannot remain omitted or, in the least worst case scenario, addressed on the 
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margins. Instead, these questions appear at the very center of the model, reflecting that they 

deserve more serious consideration. In my views, this passes through the creation of a new 

transverse position whose domain of responsibility would be specifically dedicated to manage 

the horizontal and vertical interfaces: namely the “business diplomat”.  

The business diplomat’s domain of responsibility 

As displayed in the model (see Figure 8), I argue that the business diplomat’s domain of 

responsibility is at the crossroads between the horizontal and vertical dimensions of the 

non-market environment, and serves as a bridge to integrate the whole model.  

First, the business diplomat is at the center of the horizontal overlaps, as explored along the first 

step of my framework, and his domain of responsibilities cover all the questions raised in the so 

called “horizontal scanning” line of the table above. 

Simultaneously, the business diplomat ensures the link between the vertical interdependencies 

and discontinuities, as investigated in the second step of the framework. Thus, his domain of 

responsibilities also covers the questions raised in the “vertical scanning” line of the same table.      

I could even go further. Due to its unique position between the horizontal and vertical 

dimensions, the business diplomat should also deal with a third set of questions combining the 

two perspectives: I call it the “diagonal scanning”. Such dimension might constitute a third 

line in the table, though it goes beyond the scope of this thesis. This idea would need further 

research; I can only propose a rough illustration here: looking for some interdependencies 

between one global stakeholder and one national rule would be a case of diagonal scanning. 

Indeed, such interactions would cross horizontal overlaps (in the example, between 

stakeholders and rules) with vertical interdependencies (national and global scales). By 
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identifying this third kind of interactions, the business diplomat could understand the impacts 

of its actions even more comprehensively; and eventually use powerful leverage effects to 

better influence the non-market environment.   

A position of great operational and strategic interests for multinational companies  

A “business diplomat” position would ensure consistency and efficiency when dealing with 

the non-market environment. Beyond such operational benefits, this new position will play a 

key role to reach the strategic added-value sought by business diplomacy: legitimacy, 

competitiveness and sustainability. (See Section 2.1)  

Thanks to business diplomats, multinational companies will better exploit the current game 

and better change the game as well. Indeed, business diplomats could build on their transverse 

overview of the non-market context to better understand the whole decision-making processes, 

anticipate rules’ evolutions and develop proactive networks of influence. In particular, 

comprehensively considering the interactions between stakeholders, issues and rules will help 

business diplomats undertake more efficient influence actions, eventually resulting in greater 

competitiveness. Indeed, as I attempted to demonstrate all along this paper, such an interface 

position is especially conducive to identifying the right leverage actions, when it comes to 

political, social and environmental issues. This is how “critical stakeholders” could be 

recognized, to use the words of Campbell and Alexander (1997). However, contrary to these 

two authors’ perspective, I state that critical stakeholders are not only business stakeholders 

(critical customers, suppliers…) but also non-business stakeholders, the latter being just as 

important as the former in terms of business impacts.  
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Business diplomats will also provide multinational companies with a lacking long-term view 

on the non-market environment. Instead, the existing fragmented approach naturally pushes 

companies toward short-term perspectives when addressing the non-market environment. Yet, 

consistency needs to be ensured over time; the ensuing legitimacy and sustainability take form 

on the long-run. “Political participation simply to defend a corporate position on a given social 

issue […] is not sufficient. Effective political participation demands the advancement of a 

coherent [long-term] political position”. (Sethi, 1982) I am back to the opposition between 

“transactional approach” and “relational approach” explained earlier. (Hillman and Hitt, 1999) 

But now, I can state that business diplomats facilitate a move from the transactional to the 

relational approaches when addressing the non-market environment. I go even one step further 

and reach the “positive activism” (Sethi 1982) for which I had been ideally looking since the 

end of the literature review. For sure, we have come a long way toward the strategic 

added-value of sustainability.  

Defining a “business diplomat”: my proposal 

I started the thesis with a definition of “business diplomacy”. A logic place to conclude this 

travel from “business diplomacy” to “business diplomats” is to propose now a definition of a 

“business diplomat”. Throughout these pages, I expressed my researches using a dual 

vocabulary: an academic terminology on the one hand, and a game metaphor on the other hand. 

Accordingly, my proposed definition for of a new position of “business diplomat” combines 

those two languages.  

From the academic part, I extracted some key concepts explored in my work and that should 

belong to the final definition: “interface” of course, but also “issue-network”, 

“overlaps”, ”interdependencies”, “discontinuities”, without forgetting the “territory”. As for 
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Business diplomat is the position serving as an interface to address the aggregation of 

issue-networks in a smoothly way that suit the socio-political contexts particular to a 

specific territory. More concretely: Business diplomat’s responsibility is to recognize the 

overlaps, interdependencies and discontinuities between the players, the factors in play and 

the rules of the game from the local to the global levels. 

Doing so, the business diplomat ensures operational consistency and efficiency, finally 

resulting in strategic legitimacy, competitiveness and durability for a multinational 

company”.  

my analogy, the “players”, “factors in play” and “rules of the game” will once again offer 

their useful contribution.  

Considering that business diplomacy “pertains to the management of interfaces between the 

global company and its [non-market environment]” (Saner et al., 2000) and that the 

non-market environment can be described as “the agglomeration of issue-networks that the 

firm has to address” (Lucea and Doh 2012), I offer the following definition:    

 

4.2. Limitations and Future Research 

I view the ideas presented in this paper as the beginning of an exciting field of enquiry aiming to 

give full substance to the position of “business diplomat”.  

After defining the domain of responsibility of business diplomats, the question remains as to 

give them the operational means to carry out their mission and take actions. On the one hand, 
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they need managerial tools to solve practical challenges. A quest for internal recognition and 

acceptance within the company, as well as a place in its governance to get a certain authority, is 

also crucial to cope with the organizational challenges emerging from my proposal.  

4.2.1. Practical Challenges to Manage Such A Large Number of Interfaces 

My integrated model still requires some concrete analytical tools to be implemented in practice. 

Indeed, the main challenge for a new created position of business diplomat in charge of 

overtaking the nonmarket interfaces (overlaps,  interdependencies, discontinuities) comes 

from the number of parameters that have to be taken into account: multiplication of issues, 

stakeholders, and socio-political contexts, geographical expansion, imbrications of scales (local, 

national, regional, global), acceleration of changes. There are “a myriad of external interfaces” 

in the words of Saner and Yiu (2005).  

The challenge is even greater given that the questions I raised for each horizontal and vertical 

interface are far from being all inclusive. I already warned the reader: the superimposed areas of 

my model could have been explored in more details and many other questions can still be 

derived. My goal, when identifying and discussing a sample set of questions, was only to raise 

awareness about the importance of such transverse questions, and doing so demonstrating the 

relevance of the framework. 

Now, when facing such a large number of interfaces and questions, the risk for business 

diplomats is to get lost in the complexity. For these reasons, developing some powerful 

analytical tools to implement my framework should be the next crucial step, in order to make it 

simple to superimpose the maps, qualify the interfaces, prioritize them, and decide the most 

efficient level (local, national, regional, global) of intervention.  
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These types of comprehensive tools do exist, but they are designed for other purposes, like 

competitive intelligence (software AMI Enterprise Intelligence for instance). Similar platform 

should be developed for Business diplomats. They already have a name available: « A business 

diplomacy management information system ».  (Saner et al., 2000)  

Towards a common research agenda with Geopolitics 

The contribution of geopolitical methodologies may also be appropriate and useful to give 

shape to my framework. Let me note that the term “Geopolitics” cover both a reality 

(geopolitical events and underlying configurations) and a science which studies this reality. 

When I employed the word Geopolitics along the thesis, I was referring to the first sense. What 

interests me here is the discipline itself.  

Indeed, geopolitics has some powerful methodologies that could apply very well to my 

framework. In particular, the so-called “multi-scale analysis” by Lacoste (1993), would deserve 

further attention. It consists in the « representation of […] different orders (from the local to the 

global) as a series of superimposed plans, with a map for each of them showing the intersections 

of the groupings of related dimensions mapped on the same scale”. The connection with my 

framework is obvious. It might be considered building on this methodology and adapt it to the 

needs of business diplomacy. From that, there are much potential to support business diplomats 

in the mapping of influence networks, decision making processes and socio-political 

discontinuities.  

4.2.2. Organizational Challenges  

My model focuses on positioning the business diplomat’s domain in relation to the non-market 

context. This is in line with my initial objective to better link companies to their external 
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non-market environment.  

The next step would be to position the business diplomat function internally, within the 

company’s organizational structure. Indeed, I based my work on the approach by Saner and Yiu 

(2005), who state that business diplomacy “deals with external non-business stakeholders”. 

However, the authors themselves acknowledge the importance to “coordinate dialogues 

between the business diplomacy management office” and other firm departments. 

How shall the hierarchical relationships and ensuing interactions be arranged between business 

diplomats and the rest of the management team? What power should business diplomats receive 

in the governance of the company? This is yet to be defined. 

Interactions with other core business functions (strategy, finance, marketing, communication…) 

will be critical and need to be detailed. “The environment of business is composed of market 

and nonmarket components, and any approach to strategy formulation must integrate both 

market and nonmarket considerations“. (Baron, 1995) The way this integration could happen in 

practice with the business diplomat still has to be explored. The heart of the matter will be to 

establish a coordinated, concerted and balanced relationship: to do so, business diplomats will 

have to demonstrate their value, to be duly heard and heeded.  

Building relationships with the existing business functions that address the non-market context 

is likely to be even more challenging. The hierarchical bonds, division of powers and 

coordination methods to work together are outstanding issues. Beyond that, the acceptance of 

this new function will probably first face some perceived conflicts of interest, which further 

complicates the equation. By definition, the business diplomat’s domain is at the overlaps 

between the respective domains of those other practitioners: Public Affairs or Public Relations 
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managers for instance, may feel a sense of transferred responsibilities to their detriment, 

provoking resistance against business diplomats within the company.  

To prevent such suspicions and anxieties, business diplomats must clearly demonstrate that 

their new position is not designed to substitute previous positions, quite the opposite: the 

business diplomat function is thought as a complement to reinforce the company whole 

organizational system toward the non-market environment, therefore benefiting to all of its 

constituent part. Future research could focus on the complementarities that exist between the 

new created position of business diplomat and the existing functions that address the 

non-market context. 

Last words: From Value Creation to Value Capture 

Looking forward, those synergies could be revisited in terms of Value Creation and Value 

Capture – which constitutes my final proposition and would deserve further considerations.   

These two expressions are usually used in finance, to differentiate between revenues (value 

creation) and profits (value capture). Underlying this distinction is the assumption that adding 

value does not automatically guaranty retaining it. In other words, the value generated by a 

company still needs to be grabbed and absorbed.    

I propose to apply this approach to the non-market environment. Each position addressing the 

non-market context (such as public affairs, public relations) brings its own added value: it was 

not in any way my intention to question this. What I have shown however, is that part of this 

added value is wasted due to inconsistencies, inefficiencies and counter productivities. The 

matter was a lack of linkage between those different positions.  
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That is where business diplomats come in. Bringing their transverse view and capacity for 

actions, they prevent such losses of value. In other words, they capture the value.  

My proposed system is a virtuous circle: the value created within each domain of the 

non-market context is captured by the business diplomat at the various intersections, which in 

turn allows the other corporate functions to create even more value.   

Business diplomats are without a doubt a new category of business leaders that offers avenues 

to explore. Throughout these pages I made a major move forward to bridge the concept of 

business diplomacy together with a new position of business diplomat. This travel has still a 

long road ahead. 
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