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Abstract

A methodology was developed to prioritize stakeholders of a collaborative research and innovation (R&I) project in the circular
bioeconomy area, towards enhancing its benefits from a multi-perspective point of view. The concept of R&I project benefits was
broken down into criteria, evaluating different attributes related to the project outputs and outcomes, to the project management
processes, and to the social, environmental and economic dimensions. The devised methodology was based on a combination of
the analytic network process multicriteria decision making method and the key benefit categories from the PS5 standard for
sustainability in project management. The P5 standard has been shown to adequately frame the benefits to stakeholders of R&I
projects in the topic of circular bioeconomy. Key benefits identified by the experts relate to the categories “society and costumers”
and “consumption”. The following stakeholders should have priority in the development of the project stakeholder management
plan: research team members, leaders at the consortium organizations, project management team members and environmental
NGOs. Future research will include a longitudinal study of the perceived stakeholder and benefit categories priority over time.
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1. Introduction

Research and innovation (R&I) is crucial for the economy competitiveness, being innovation one of the most
important strategies to achieve organizational and societal growth. R&I projects increasingly involve a diverse array
of entities such as higher education institutions, industry, end-users, policy-makers, etc. However, collaborative R&I
projects are often complex to manage as they have unique characteristics, e.g. in what concerns stakeholders and risks
complexity, that influence project management (PM) approaches [1].

The increasing private and public investment in collaborative R&I projects has increased the society pressure to
make R&I consortia accountable and to demonstrate the value of the projects undertaken. This concern is not new as
back in 1997 Stevens and Burley already reported that approximately 40% of the average product development projects
failed to achieve market benefits [2]. Besides outputs such as publications or patents and outcomes such as economic
achievements, successful projects are increasingly required to clearly show what their benefits beyond scientific and
technical dimensions are for the society at large, although only to a limited extent [3, 4].

In the PM literature, the imperative of achieving impact, namely from the social, economic and environmental
points of view has led to the uprise of a new school of thought labelled as “sustainable project management” [5].
Recent developments include the development of the ‘P5 standard for sustainability in project management’ [6], that
goes beyond the Triple Bottom Line (Profit, People, Planet) and includes the project product impacts and the project
management processes impacts in a set of focus areas to consider when managing the benefits of a project [6].

In the specific topic of the circular bioeconomy (CBE), at the intersection of the bioeconomy and circular economy
realms [8], there is a lack of a specific benefit evaluation framework that considers its sustainability dimensions (from
the social, economic and environmental points of view). Therefore, the use of the P5 standard as a proxy for project
benefits categorization is particularly relevant for CBE projects. To the best of our knowledge, there are no reports in
the literature that use this approach.

The international standard for guidance on PM (ISO 21500:2012) suggests the relevance of a detailed analysis of
stakeholders and their impact on the project. However, the role of sustainability has not yet been explored through the
relationship between stakeholders and PM [9]. Sustainability implies a difficult balance between the economic, social,
and environmental dimensions of relationships between organizations and stakeholders. Typically, PM does not
consider stakeholders in the broader perspective associated with sustainability. Also, generally, it does not consider
what happens in the long term, once a project ends [9]. Consequently, the exploration of the interactions among R&I
activities, stakeholder management, and PM is particularly relevant. This important area of research, the focus of this
paper, is a crucial tool for incorporating socioeconomic and environmental variables that affect stakeholder
management processes, influencing project benefits.

A revised thinking of project stakeholder management is required due to many different demands on the project,
including their sustainability dimension [10]. Within stakeholder management, stakeholder analysis is critical for
identifying, understanding and proposing strategies for involving them. The existing methods of stakeholder analysis
(e.g., based on their legitimacy, power and urgency — the salience model [11]) can be complemented with the results
of the investigation herein presented. The multicriteria Analytic Network Process (ANP) method has shown to be
useful to rank and order stakeholders [12], a purpose other methods do not cover, or address very indirectly.

In this paper we present a methodology to measure stakeholders importance within a project from the point of view
of sustainability. Answering the research question ‘How to prioritize stakeholders based on their contribution to the
benefits of collaborative R&I projects from a sustainability perspective?‘, a methodology is put forward based on the
ANP as the tool and the use of the P5 standard for sustainability in project management as a framework to define the
R&I project benefits categories.

2. Literature review
2.1. Benefits of research and innovation projects
R&I projects are often initiated as a means to fulfill an organization strategic plan, be it for example entering a new

market segment for companies or becoming scientific leaders in a specific technological field for research institutes.
Therefore, R&I projects have been increasingly requested to incorporate organizational values and concerns into their
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scope instead of simply considering the potential profitability and/or scientific impact presented by their outputs and
outcomes. Environmental concerns include for example its attitude and actions around climate change issues. Other
concerns include social aspects such as diversity, human rights and consumer protection, and economic factors such
as employment creation. Recently, such societal needs have been suggested as functional requirements for the design
and development of new research projects [13]. Thus, the increasing demand for accountability and societal impact of
collaborative R&I projects, namely those publicly funded, calls for the development of specific frameworks,
methodologies and tools.

In this context, an example of a relevant standard is the GPM Global ‘P5 Standard for Sustainability in Project
Management‘ (P5: People, Planet, Profit, Process, Products). This PM standard aims to reduce project level risk, from
an environmental, social and economic perspective while expanding the range of benefits to be achieved. According
to P5, sustainability objectives are translated to project objectives by scoring indicators relevant to the project and
collecting amendment strategies in a Sustainability Management Plan [14]. This standard can be considered as an
extension of the ‘Triple Bottom Line’ (TBL) or ‘Triple-P (People, Planet, Profit)’ concept. The latter states that
sustainability is about the balance or harmony between economic sustainability, social sustainability and
environmental sustainability. P5 adds two other “P”s: Product and (PM) Processes. This is in-line with the fact that
from the emerging literature on the integration of sustainability and PM, two types of relationship can be identified
[15]: the sustainability of the project's product (the deliverable that the project realizes) and the sustainability of the
project's process of delivering and managing the project [5]. The five PS5 standard focus areas are divided into a total
of 16 subtopics (defined as benefit categories in this study) (Fig. 1).
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Fig. 1. Overview of the P5 standard focus areas [6].

To ensure a project’s sustainability, the different perceptions of stakeholders should be understood and
consequently managed [16]. This fact leads to a higher degree of complexity within the project scope, and highlights
the need to manage this complexity [17], as briefly discussed next.

2.2. Stakeholder management

Project stakeholders management is one of the most important knowledge areas in the PM discipline, as the project
success is measured based on stakeholders satisfaction, which can vary according to the different perspectives [18].
R&I projects in particular are often executed by consortia that gather industry, universities, research labs, public
authorities, etc [1]. This stakeholder diversity makes these projects significantly complex to manage. Also, as the
overall directions of the R&I are frequently changing during the development process, managing the relationships
among the stakeholders in R&I projects is extremely complicated [19]. For example, Klimstra and Potts [20] found
that project management in research is required to cope with interpersonal and group relationships and to maintain the
equality of power and influence among project stakeholders. Thus, stakeholders have tremendous influences on the
performance of R&I projects [21, 22]. In fact, the lack of adequate stakeholder management strategies [23], including
difficulties in identifying stakeholders [24], has been considered a critical barrier for R&I projects’ success [25].
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Moreover, stakeholder engagement has been found to play an important role in encouraging sustainable outcomes
of R&I projects [24]. Stakeholders have to be identified and taken into account, especially for the evaluation of societal
relevance and sustainability of R&I projects [26]. Martens and Carvalho [27] included stakeholder management
among the key factors for sustainability in the PM context. Robichaud and Anantatmula [28] stated that sustainable
projects require a more detailed communications analysis and plan to keep stakeholders informed throughout the
project. Banihashemi et al. [29] found that having stakeholders who support sustainable delivery is central to the
success of integrating sustainability into PM practices. Therefore, effective sustainable PM should aim for, among
other things, the proactive involvement and engagement of stakeholders in project activities, from the definition of
requirements, assessment of costs and benefits, project planning and scheduling, identification and assessment of risks,
handling of issues, and project reporting [30].

However, from a practical perspective, there is still the tendency to favor the traditional management of
stakeholders, dominated by the ‘iron triangle’ (time, cost, quality), instead of their engagement from the sustainability
point of view [31]. Although extensive research has been carried out on the evaluation of stakeholder engagement in
many contexts of R&I projects, no single study exists which specifically looks at the evaluation of stakeholder
engagement through the lens of sustainable project management, namely framed in the P5 standard.

A stakeholder analysis is a process, which provides insights into, and understanding of, the interaction between a
project and its stakeholders. Careful selection of diverse stakeholders better positions project managers to overcome
the challenges and meet project objectives [32]. Common stakeholder analysis methods include e.g. i) the Power,
Legitimacy and Urgency approach [33]; 2) the Assertiveness and Cooperativeness approach; and 3) the Influence and
Interest approach [34]. Nevertheless, none of those approaches are suitable for assessing the influence of stakeholders
on the sustainability of a R&I project, or of the future exploitation of its outcomes. Features like interests, power,
legitimacy, impact for the promoters, etc. are too indirectly related to sustainability.

In face of the above, it is proposed herein to perform stakeholder analysis in R&I projects framed in the P5 standard
and using ANP as a multicriteria decision making technique that allows the relative measurement of intangible criteria,
as proposed by Saaty [35].

2.3. Analytic network process

ANP is a universal form of the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) used in multicriteria decision making problems.
Both theories offer a framework to deal with decision making. AHP is valuable for hierarchical decision-making
problems. ANP can also model network structures [36]. It has been applied to several decision-making problems in
the PM field, such as contractor [37], project [38] and supplier [39] selection, performance evaluation [40], quality
improvement [41] and risk prioritization [42]. Some recent applications of ANP to the area of stakeholder management
are found in stakeholder evaluation [43]. ANP provides a clearer representation of the intricate interactions,
interdependencies and feedback relationships among the different components of issues such as R&I benefits [44]. A
comprehensive review of AHP and ANP can be found e.g. in Sipahi and Timor [44].

In ANP, a problem is modelled as a network comprised of different components (criteria and alternatives), clustered
in groups and connected to each other by influences among them. To ascertain the relative importance of the model
elements, they need to be assessed in pairs [36]. The pairwise comparisons allow to rate how many times more
dominant is a component than another component being compared with respect to a particular criterion. The rating
procedure is frequently carried out by experts using Saaty’s nine-point scale [35]. The ANP prioritizes not just
components but also clusters of elements.

The local priorities of the compared options are computed over the comparison matrices derived from the pairwise
comparisons. For this purpose, the priorities vector is determined as shown in Eq. (1).

A.ﬁ=;{max-ﬁ (1)
where A is the comparison matrix, Amax is the principal eigenvalue of the matrix A, and J is the priorities vector.

The consistency ratio (CR) of a comparison matrix is a crucial aspect of the ANP computations. To achieve a higher
degree of model trustworthiness, the expert judgments must be adequately coherent. Thus, the CR of a comparison
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matrix should stay on within a specific limit [36], usually lower than 10%. The CR is calculated using a two-step
process. The first step consists in computing the consistency index according to Eq. (2):
A = 1 2)

n—1

Cl =

where CI is the consistency indeX, Amax is the principal eigenvalue of the comparison matrix, and n is the size of
the square comparison matrix. In the second step, the CR is calculated by dividing the CI by the corresponding random
index value, as shown in Eq. (3):

cr =L G)
RI

where CR is the consistency ratio, and RI is the value of the random index. The RI includes the experimental values
proposed by Saaty [35] for different matrix sizes.

When the required consistency is assured for each comparison matrix, global priorities of the model elements are
computed through three-step supermatrix operations. A supermatrix is a two-dimensional matrix created by bringing
the elements of different matrices together [36]. The first step is to develop the unweighted supermatrix by placing
priorities vectors in the appropriate columns. This process is used to obtain global priorities through a single
supermatrix by placing the resulting relative importance weights (eigenvectors) in pairwise comparison matrices
within the matrix. The second step is converting the unweighted supermatrix into a weighted supermatrix by
multiplying its values with the corresponding cluster weights. The cluster weights are defined by the pairwise
comparisons of the related clusters. The weighted supermatrix is a column stochastic matrix, where values at each
column sum up to one. In the third step, the weighted supermatrix is transformed into a limit supermatrix. To that end,
the weighted matrix is raised to limiting powers until the weights converge and remain stable (limit matrix). As a
result of these calculations, a limit supermatrix is obtained that shows the relative importance weights for every
element in the ANP model.

3. Research methodology
3.1. Research design

The Design Science Research Methodology (DSRM), illustrated in Fig. 2 was adopted in this study [45]. The
identified problem is the need for a method to prioritize stakeholders based on their contribution to the sustainability
benefits of collaborative R&I projects. The design and development activity is the core of the DSRM and, in this
study, relates to the artifact that is the combined use of the ANP as the tool and of the P5 standard as a framework to
identify the R&I project benefit categories. The demonstration activity reveals the use of this method to provide a
solution to the identified problem. An evaluation is performed to observe and measure how the method constitutes a
solution to the problem. Regarding the last activity of the DSRM, communication, it is performed namely through this
paper, wherein the relevant issues are presented.
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Fig. 2. DSRM process model, retrieved from [45].
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3.2. Case study description

Wine production is one of the oldest and most important agricultural activities worldwide [46]. The project seeks
to develop a new innovative process, that includes the extraction, purification and concentration of bioactive
compounds present in winemaking residues. It is well known that these residues are rich in bioactive compounds and
this project wants to prove that the residues processing can bring an added value, namely to the pharmaceutics, food
and cosmetics and civil construction industries. The gain in terms of environmental sustainability of the company,
resulting from the implementation of the aforementioned technologies will be estimated by a life cycle analysis
approach. The project is currently in an early stage of development (first of three years). It is being developed by a
multidisciplinary team with 20 members from a firm (the consortium leader) and three research centers, and with the
collaboration of several international experts, a university-industry interface entity and partner firms.

4. Stakeholder prioritization methodology

The stakeholder prioritization methodology proposed is organized in three main phases, described next: (1) define
the case study, (2) develop the ANP model for stakeholder importance and (3) collect responses from experts and run
the ANP model for stakeholder prioritization.

(1) Case study design

The first phase includes the identification of the P5 benefit categories applicable to the specific project and a pre-
selection of relevant stakeholders. For the initial selection of P5 benefit categories, a rating model was developed
using as criteria the level to which each benefit category i) can be assessed, i.e. its attainment be appraised, either
qualitatively or quantitatively, and ii) is actionable in the context of the project, i.c. the level to which it can actually
be influenced by the project activity. Each criterion was classified for each benefit category according to a 5 point-
scale (very low, low, medium, high, very high). A simplified AHP model was used where the objective was to
determine the relevance of each P5 benefit category, with both criteria having the same weight (50%) in the final
classification. Goals with a final classification greater than 75% were preselected.

(2) Development of the ANP model for stakeholder importance

The dependences and relations between the preselected criteria, the corresponding clusters, and the preselected
stakeholders needed to be determined. This could involve intra-cluster and inter-cluster influences. A group of experts
in the topic area of the R&I project discussed the potential dependences and relations, and decided the final ANP
model, through deductive reasoning, analytical induction, and expert judgment.

(3) Collection of responses from experts and running the ANP model for stakeholder prioritization

In ANP, due to the kind of information available, the quality of experts is more important than their number [47].
To be considered an appropriate expert for this study, the requisites were: broad experience on the research topic (i.e.,
on CBE topics), belong to a specific category of key actors of the problem (experts on R&I projects, sustainability,
and project management), and availability to participate in the study.

In the ANP model implementation, experts judged which element is preferred to which element, and to what extent,
in pairwise comparisons of the same cluster. The data was collected in the form of questionnaires. Due to the large
number of criteria (P5 benefit categories) and alternatives (stakeholders) in the case study, the number of pairwise
comparisons was reduced through a first iteration using solely model data from expert nr. 1, specialized in
collaborative R&I project management. This allowed to reduce the number of pairwise comparisons to a level
adequate to the collection of responses from the other experts. Otherwise, the questionnaire would be too large to be
feasible. A second iteration was then performed with the help of expert nr 2 (specialized in circular economy) and the
results discussed in light of those obtained for step one.
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5. Application of the stakeholder prioritization methodology
5.1. Rating model for preselection of benefit categories and key stakeholders

The preselection of benefit categories and of relevant stakeholders applicable to the specific case study was carried
out by the project manager, who used its experience and knowledge about the project scope and context.

The computation of the rating model resulted in a reduction of the original 16 to 8 benefit categories, 2 per cluster
(Fig. 3). The excluded criteria correspond to indicators whose classification in what concerns “assessment viability”
and “actionability” was too low, resulting in a final classification lower that 75%.

An initial list was elaborated with 13 stakeholder categories: team members — research (S1), team members —
management (S2), leaders at the consortium organizations (S3), suppliers (S4), partners (not part of the consortium)
(S5), funders (S6), media (S7), costumers (producers/sellers/users of the technology to be developed) (S8), public
authorities (certification, licensing, etc.) (S9), local communities (citizens) (S10), sectorial associations/networks
(S11), NGOs (environmental, etc.) (S12) and competitors (S13). A consultation with research team members resulted
in the withdraw of “competitors” due to confidentially issues.

This initial list of P5 benefit categories and stakeholders was confirmed by members of the research team in a
consensus meeting.

5.2. ANP model development

After the identification of the ANP model elements (8 benefit categories (criteria) and 12 stakeholders),
dependencies among them were determined by experts (members of the research team and the project manager) in a
focus group. The proposed model is illustrated by the network shown in Fig. 3. The arrows indicate dependencies
between clusters.

Stakeholders
1.Product 3. People (Social)

$1. Team members - research
BCL.1 Lifespan of B8C3.1 Labour Practices
product S e and Decent Work
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S5. Partners

56. Funders

2. Project Management Process ‘ 4, Planet (environmental)
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<
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BC2.1 Effectiveness of §7. Media
Project Processes /

il

Fig. 3. ANP model.
5.3. The ANP model output - stakeholder prioritization

Two experts were selected, representing different perspectives to the problem. Expert nr 1 is an experienced project
manager, with an engineering and scientific background, and long experience in managing and executing collaborative
R&I projects (from small to large scale projects and teams, multiple disciplines involved). Expert 1 has a wide
experience in stakeholder management. Expert nr. 2 is a renowned circular economy researcher, with extensive
experience in European and national projects on the topic, both from the scientific/theoretical and technical/practical
points of view. He has experience in projects with complex interaction with different stakeholders that produce
important social, environmental, and economic benefits.
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A questionnaire was designed with the aim of determining the relative importance of the 8 benefit criteria for each
stakeholder. The required judgements were collected using a survey created with pairwise comparisons, exemplified

in Fig. 4.

$1. Team members —research

BCL.1Lifespan of Product
BC2.1Effectiveness of Project Processes

Fig. 4. Example question for judgment by the experts.

BC1.2 Servicing of Product
BC2.3 Fairness of Project Processes

The response shown in this example indicates that according to the expert’s perspective: i) the lifespan of the
project product (BC1.1) and the servicing of the project product (BC1.2) are equally important to the research team
members (S1); and ii) the effectiveness of the project management processes (BC2.1) are more important to the
research team members (S1) than their fairness (BC2.3).

Once experts finished all pairwise comparisons, a limit supermatrix per expert was obtained, as explained above.
Care was taken to ensure that all pairwise comparison matrices had a CR of less than 10%.

Due to the large number of criteria (8 benefit categories) and alternatives (12 stakeholders), the global number of
pairwise comparisons added up to 582. This was considered unpracticable due to the length of time and effort that
would have to be requested from the experts. Thus, in a first step, only expert nr. 1 evaluated all the 582 pairwise
comparisons. In a following step, for the second expert evaluation, only the stakeholders and criteria with a
classification greater than ca. 50% in the first step were selected. The reduced version of the ANP model, with 6
benefit categories and 8 stakeholders resulted in 184 pairwise comparisons. In Table 1 are compared the relative
classifications of the 8 stakeholders and 6 benefit criteria categories by expert nr 1 (in the first step) and by expert nr.

2 (in the second step).

Table 1. Stakeholder and benefit category classification (normalized by cluster).

Stakeholder Expertnr 1 | Expertnr2 Criteria (benefit category) Expertnr 1 Expert nr 2
S1. Team members — research 100% 94% BCI.1 Lifespan of Product 50% 44%
S2. Team members - 85% 100% BC1.2 Servicing of Product 50% 56%
S3. Leaders at consortium organizations 90% 1% BC2.1 Effectiveness of Project Processes 50% 45%
S6. Funders 62% 37% BB2.3 Fairness of Project Processes 50% 55%
S7. Media 58% 22% BC3.2 Society and Customers 60% 100%
S8. Costumers (Producers/Sellers/Users) 47% 31% BC4.4 Consumption 61% 100%

S10. Local communities (citizens)

52% 30%

S12. NGOs (environmental, etc)

70% 62%

It can be observed that the four most important stakeholders coincide for both experts: “S2. Team members —
management”, “S1. Team members — research”, “S3. Leaders at consortium organizations” and “S12. NGOs
(environmental, etc.)”. The remaining stakeholders were classified by expert nr 2 well below 50% in terms of
importance related to the criteria used. Also, it can be observed that the criteria considered most important for the
identified stakeholders are: “BC.3.2 Society and Customers” and “BC4.4 Consumption”. However, all the criteria
considered were rated ca. 50% or higher. The different relative positioning of stakeholders and criteria importance for
experts nr 1 and 2 reflects their different perspectives but there is a clear agreement as to the critical stakeholders that
should be considered at this stage in the project development.

6. Conclusions and future work

The P5 standard has been shown to adequately frame the benefits to stakeholders of R&I projects in the topic of
circular bioeconomy. The prioritization of stakeholders as a function of their importance for the attainment these
benefits can be performed using ANP. Moreover, the method employed allows for the prioritization of the project
benefit categories in face of their importance for each stakeholder, as perceived by the experts.

The importance of each benefit category to each stakeholder has been determined using the judgements from
experts in project management and in circular bioeconomy. The following stakeholders should have priority in the
development of the project stakeholder management plan: research team members, leaders at the consortium
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organizations, project management team members and environmental NGOs. Key benefits identified by the experts
relate to the categories “society and costumers” and “consumption”.

A limitation of this study is the use of judgments from only two experts. This will be overcome in a follow-up
study by collecting judgments of experts belonging to the identified key stakeholder types. The relative importance of
each key benefit category to each key stakeholder will be assessed in a longitudinal study as the perceived priority of
stakeholders will vary over time with criteria varying in weight and stakeholders varying in importance.

Acknowledgements

The authors are grateful to the Foundation for Science and Technology (FCT, Portugal) for financial support
through national funds FCT/MCTES (PIDDAC) to CIMO (UIDB/00690/2020 and UIDP/00690/2020), SusTEC
(LA/P/0007/2021) and CEMMPRE (UIDB/00285/2020). This article is a result of the project “BacchusTech -
Integrated Approach for the Valorisation of Winemaking Residues” (POCI-01-0247-FEDER-069583), supported by
the Competitiveness and Internationalization Operational Programme (COMPETE 2020), under the PORTUGAL
2020 Partnership Agreement, through the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF).

References

[1] Santos JMRCA. Management of public—private R&D projects in Higher Education: key trends and issues. Perspect Policy Pract High
Educ 2021;25: 106-112.

[2] Stevens GA, Burley J. 3,000 Raw Ideas = 1 Commercial Success! Res Technol Manag 1997; 40: 16-27.

3] Fernandes G, O’Sullivan D. Benefits management in university-industry collaboration programs. Int J Proj Manag 2021; 39 (1): 71-84.

[4] Wolf B, Szerencsits M, Gaus H, et al. Developing a documentation system for evaluating the societal impact of science. Procedia
Comput Sci 2014; 33: 289-296.

[5] Silvius G. Sustainability as a new school of thought in project management. J Clean Prod 2017; 166: 1479—1493.

[6] GPM Global. The GPM P5™ Standard for Sustainability in Project Management GPM Global Version 2.0 i Copyright Information.

[7] GPM Global. The GPM P5™ Standard for Sustainability in Project Management. 2019.

[8] Brandao AS, Gongalves A, Santos JMRCA. Circular bioeconomy strategies: from scientific research to commercially viable products. J
Clean Prod 2021; 126407.

9] Uribe DF, Ortiz-Marcos I, Uruburu A. What is going on with stakeholder theory in project management literature? A symbiotic
relationship for sustainability. Sustain 2018; 10(4), 1300.

[10] Eskerod P, Huemann M. Sustainable development and project stakeholder management: what standards say. /nt J Manag Proj Bus
2013; 6: 36-50.

[11] Elias AA. Analysing the stakes of stakeholders in research and development project management: a systems approach. R D Manag
2016; 46: 749-760.

[12] Aragonés-Beltran P, Garcia-Melon M, Montesinos-Valera J. How to assess stakeholders’ influence in project management? A proposal

based on the Analytic Network Process. Int J Proj Manag 2017; 35: 451-462.
[13] Zheng H, Pee LG, Zhang D. Societal impact of research: a text mining study of impact types. Scientometrics 2021; 126: 7397-7417.
[14] Koke B, Moehler RC. Earned Green Value management for project management: A systematic review. J Clean Prod 2019; 230: 180—

197.

[15] Kivild J, Martinsuo M, Vuorinen L. Sustainable project management through project control in infrastructure projects. Int J Proj
Manag 2017; 35: 1167-1183.

[16] YuM, Zhu F, Yang X, et al. Integrating sustainability into construction engineering projects: Perspective of sustainable project

planning. Sustain 2018; 10 (3), 784.

[17] Aarseth W, Ahola T, Aaltonen K, et al. Project sustainability strategies: A systematic literature review. Int J Proj Manag 2017; 35:
1071-1083.

[18] Armenia S, Dangelico RM, Nonino F, et al. Sustainable Project Management: A Conceptualization-Oriented Review and a Framework
Proposal for Future Studies. Sustainability 2019; 11: 2664.

[19] Mitchell VL, Nault BR. Cooperative Planning, Uncertainty, and Managerial Control in Concurrent Design. Manage Sci 2007; 53: 375—
389.

[20] Klimstra PD, Potts J. What We’ve Learned: Managing R&D Projects. Res Manag 1988; 31: 23-39.

[21] Pandi-Perumal SR, Akhter S, Zizi F, et al. Project Stakeholder Management in the Clinical Research Environment: How to Do it Right.
Front Psychiatry 2015; 6: 71.



[22]
(23]
[24]

[25]

[26]
[27]

[28]
[29]

[30]
[31]
[32]
[33]

[34]

[35]
[36]

[37]
[38]

[39]
[40]

[41]
[42]

[43]
[44]
[43]

[46]
[47]

José M.R.C.A. Santos et al. / Procedia Computer Science 219 (2023) 1660—1669 1669

Yu X, Gao J, Washida Y. Necessity of key stakeholder-based role-plays for NPD projects-A case study for a project team of Non-
Industrial Robotics in Japan. Proc 6th Int Conf Des Creat ICDC 2020 2020; 375-382.

Urbinati A, Landoni P, Cococcioni F, et al. Stakeholder management in open innovation projects: a multiple case study analysis. Eur J
Innov Manag 2021; 24: 1595-1624.

Jiya T. Using theory of change to evaluate the role of stakeholder engagement towards socially desirable outcomes in ict research
projects. Int J Inf Syst Proj Manag 2021; 9: 63-82.

Fernandes, G., Capitdo, M., Tereso, A., Oliveira, J., Pinto, E.B. (2022). Stakeholder Management in University-Industry Collaboration
Programs: A Case Study. In: Machado, J., Soares, F., Trojanowska, J., Ivanov, V. (eds) Innovations in Industrial Engineering. icieng
2021. Lecture Notes in Mechanical Engineering. Springer, Cham.

Wolf B, Lindenthal T, Szerencsits M, et al. Evaluating Research beyond Scientific Impact. How to Include Criteria for Productive
Interactions and Impact on Practice and Society. GAIA - Ecol Perspect Sci Soc 2013; 22: 104-114.

Martens ML, Carvalho MM. Key factors of sustainability in project management context: A survey exploring the project managers’
perspective. Int J Proj Manag 2017; 35: 1084-1102.

Robichaud LB, Anantatmula VS. Greening Project Management Practices for Sustainable Construction. J Manag Eng 2011; 27: 48-57.

Banihashemi S, Hosseini MR, Golizadeh H, et al. Critical success factors (CSFs) for integration of sustainability into construction
project management practices in developing countries. Int J Proj Manag 2017; 35: 1103—1119.

Gilbert Silvius AJ, Kampinga M, Paniagua S, et al. Considering sustainability in project management decision making; An
investigation using Q-methodology. Int J Proj Manag 2017; 35: 1133-1150.

Bond A, Morrison-Saunders A, Pope J. Sustainability assessment: The state of the art. Impact Assess Proj Apprais 2012; 30: 53-62.
Succeeding with open innovation projects: Effective stakeholder management holds the key. Strateg Dir 2020; 36: 15-18.

Mitchell, R.; Agle, B.; Wood D. Towards a theory of stakeholder identification and salience: defining the principle of who and what
really counts. Acad Manag Rev; 22: 853-886.

De Lopez TT. Stakeholder management for conservation projects: A case study of Ream National Park, Cambodia. Environ Manage
2001; 28: 47-60.

Saaty T. The analytic network process: decision making with dependence and feedback. Pittsburgh: RWS Publications, 2001.

Saaty T. Theory and Applications of the Analytic Network Process: Decision Making with Benefits, Opportunities, Costs, and Risks.
RWS Publications, 2005.

Cheng EWL, Li H. Contractor selection using the analytic network process. Constr Manag Econ 2004; 22: 1021-1032.

Grady CA, He X, Peeta S. Integrating social network analysis with analytic network process for international development project
selection. Expert Syst Appl 2015; 42: 5128-5138.

Lin C, Madu CN, Kuei CH, et al. Developing an assessment framework for managing sustainability programs: A Analytic Network
Process approach. Expert Syst Appl 2015; 42: 2488-2501.

Tohumcu Z, Karasakal E. R&D project performance evaluation with multiple and interdependent criteria. /[EEE Trans Eng Manag
2010; 57: 620-633.

Biiyiikozkan G, Oztiirkcan D. An integrated analytic approach for Six Sigma project selection. Expert Syst Appl 2010; 37: 5835-5847.

Cao J, Song W. Risk assessment of co-creating value with customers: A rough group analytic network process approach. Expert Syst
Appl 2016; 55: 145-156.

Ligardo-Herrera I, Gémez-Navarro T, Gonzalez-Urango H. Application of the ANP to the prioritization of project stakeholders in the
context of responsible research and innovation. Cent Eur J Oper Res 2019; 27: 679-701.

Sipahi S, Timor M. The analytic hierarchy process and analytic network process: an overview of applications. Manag Decis 2010; 48:
775-808.

Peffers K, Tuunanen T, Rothenberger MA, et al. A design science research methodology for information systems research. J Manag Inf
Syst 2007; 24: 45-77.

Maicas S, Mateo JJ. Sustainability of wine production. Sustain 2020; 12(2), 559.

Barrios MAO, De Felice F, Negrete KP, et al. An AHP-Topsis Integrated Model for Selecting the Most Appropriate Tomography
Equipment. Int J Inf Technol Decis Mak 2016; 15: 861-885.



