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THE PRINCIPLE OF STAKEHOLDER FAIRNESS IN AN ORGANIZATION

O PRINCÍPIO DE EQUIDADE DO STAKEHOLDER EM UMA ORGANIZAÇÃO
TORRES, Lucas Horlle1

Abstract: In the field of the stakeholder theory, Phillips (2003) proposed the principle
of stakeholder fairness (PSF), which is a proposal that aims to guarantee an ethical
relationship between an organization and its stakeholders. Although, there is no work
where the PSF is applied, even Phillips has only theoretical works about it (without
empirical evidence). Thus, this study applies it in a Organization. The main objective
is to comprehend how the PSF is, or is not, present in the management of an
organization's stakeholders. By means of a qualitative research, we were able to
comprehend that Phillip's principle is present in the studied case. The relevance of
this research is not in generalizing its findings, what according to its methodology
cannot be done. This paper aims a better understanding of this theoretical proposal,
contributing on its improvement and creating paths for new studies on this
stakeholder theory's approach. The major findings were: unexpected low frequency
of derivative stakeholders; ethics, morals and justice as unclear concepts for the
interviewers; good sense, honest behavior and the creation of ties leading to a good
relationship with stakeholders.
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Resumo: No campo da teoria do stakeholder, Phillips (2003) propõe o princípio de
equidade do stakeholder (PSF) como uma proposta que visa garantir um
relacionamento ético entre uma organização e seus stakeholders. Apesar disso, não
existe trabalho acadêmico no qual esse princípio é aplicado. Dessa forma, esse
estudo o aplica em uma organização de um país em desenvolvimento. Além de
aplicá-la, o estudo apresenta um ponto de vista de como ética é pensado em tal
local. O objetivo principal é o de compreender como o PSF está, ou não, presente na
administração de stakeholders dessa organização. Através de um estudo qualitativo,
foi possível compreender que o princípio de Phillips está presente no caso estudado.
Entre os achados estão: inesperada baixa frequência de stakeholders derivativos;
ética, moral e justiça como conceitos confusos para os entrevistados; bom senso,
comportamento honesto e a criação de laços como relevantes para um bom
relacionamento com stakeholders.
Palavras-chave: Ética empresarial. Stakeholder. Teoria do stakeholder. Princípio de
equidade do stakeholder.

1 INTRODUCTION

Unfortunately, people hear about frauds everywhere, everyday. It can happen
at any level: politics, companies, streets, home, internet and so on. The world already
knows what people can make because of money, because of more profit. Hartley and
Shally-Jensen (2011) recall the actions of Enron, WorldCom, Global Crossing, and its
managers and directors. Transactions that go beyond billions of dollars. These kinds
of acts create a belief that business and ethics are two separate instances. That is
what Freeman et al (2010) call the separation thesis. In spite of the fact that some
people think this way, they defend the integration thesis, in which ethics and
business are integrated. These authors believe that the stakeholder theory is a
possibility to show that these two "separate" instances are actually integrated. In the
same direction, Phillips (2003) argues that the stakeholder theory should be seen as
a theory of organizational ethics. This author proposes a principle of stakeholder
fairness that shows that both stakeholder and organization have additional moral
obligations among them. Although this is a very interesting proposal, Phillips (2003)
does not provide an applied example of his thesis. This work chooses as a field of
study a Brazilian company, with the aim of understanding how far or close ethics and
business are. This company will be called Organization X because it asked not to be
recognized. In a more specific way, the research problem is: How does the principle
of stakeholder fairness appear in Organization X?
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To answer this question, the general objective of this work was created:
Understanding how the principle of stakeholder fairness appears in Organization X.
The specific objectives are three:
a) Comprehend what Organization X and its stakeholders understand by
morals, ethics and justice;
b) Identify Organization X's Cooperative Scheme;
c) Analyze whether Organization X has its stakeholders as ways or endings.
There are two main reasons for this study. First, it is an attempt to apply the
concept of the principle of stakeholder fairness developed by Phillips (2003), what
has not been done yet. Even Phillip's work is only a theoretical work without an
empirical analysis. The second reason is the study of this point of view of stakeholder
theory in Brazil, where the Organization X is. There is no translation of the main
works of stakeholder theory into Brazilian Portuguese language and were found only
three books which have stakeholder as its focus: Gestão dos Stakeholders: como
gerenciar o relacionamento e a comunicação entre a empresa e seus públicos
de interesse organized by Rocha and Goldschmidt (2010), Gestão do fator
humano – uma visão baseada em stakeholders organized by Hanashiro (2008)
and O valor da empresa e a influência dos stakeholders by Souza and Almeida
(2006). Eventhough they have stakeholder as focus, they do not have a point of view
according to Freeman et al (2010) and Phillips (2003). Besides, in the Brazilian
literature, on the annals of the Encontro da Associação Nacional de Pós
Graduação e Pesquisa em Administração (EnANPAD), from 1997 to 2011, from
the total of 9866 papers there were only 44 with stakeholder as main focus. From this
44, only one paper used the same approach as Freeman's Stakeholder Theory:
Administração de stakeholders: uma questão ética ou estratégica by Campos
(2002).

2 THE STAKEHOLDER THEORY

The word stakeholder first appeared in business in the 1960's in an internal
memorandum in the Stanford Research Institute. From that moment on, people
slowly started using this word in the business world. At that time, stakeholder was
described as someone "[…] who has a legitimate claim on something of value."
(FREEMAN et al, 2010, p. 46). Nowadays, it is common to say "[…] a stakeholder is
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any group or individual that can affect or be affected by the realization of an
organization's purpose." (FREEMAN et al, 2010, p. 26). It is interesting because it is
possible to find different meanings for stakeholder. Freeman et al (2010) point out
that it is very difficult to find a consensus in this discussion and that it is not
something really crucial. The relevance lies in using a meaning adequate to the
purpose of the study or work. In the same way, Freeman et al (2010) say that in spite
the fact that some authors divide the stakeholder theory in descriptive, prescriptive
and instrumental, they believe this kind of classification is not something extremely
important.
One of the main problems that the stakeholder theory tries to solve (or at least
discuss) is the problem of the ethics of capitalism. Freeman et al (2010) argue that
capitalism has predominantly paid too much attention to the economic aspects. This
restrictive interpretation makes it easy to see ethics problems being created. An
example of this apparent disassociation between ethics and business can be heard
every day in statements such as: “[…] this is a business decision’, or ‘I’ve got to do
this for the good of the business’” (FREEMAN et al, 2010, p. 69). Regarding this
topic, it is possible to identify two main points of view: the shareholder's view, in
which the organization should give priority to its shareholders' profits, and the
stakeholder's view, in which the organization should give attention to all its
stakeholders, not only the shareholders (the profit should not be above everything
else). These two points of view are called the stakeholder's paradox, as cited by
FREEMAN et al, 2010, p. 204):
At the heart of the tension lies the idea that consideration of stakeholder
interests seems to be what is required by ethics, but it is simultaneously
forbidden by the law (i.e. it undermines the fiduciary duty owed to
shareholders). For Goodpaster, this conflict boiled down to a choice between
business without ethics […] or ethics without business […]

This shows how complex and comprehensive this field of study can be,
opening a lot of possibilities.

2.1 The Principle of Stakeholder Fairness

Phillips (2003) saw in the stakeholder theory a gap to a theory of
organizational ethics, which has as basis on the principle of stakeholder fairness.
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This principle allows to think of duties and obligations among an organization and its
stakeholders and it is based on John Rawl's proposal of justice as fairness and also
the fair play principle. Thus, it is important to understand the fair play principle before
understanding Phillips’ principle. Briefly, according to Almeida (2006), Silveira (2007),
Pogge (2009) and Reis (2009), the idea of justice as fairness can be thought as
considering fairness above the good, differently from the utilitarian point of view
where the general good can be above fairness.
According to Rawls (1964) apud Phillips (2003, p. 86) the fair play principle
can be understood as follows:
Suppose there is a mutually beneficial and just scheme of cooperation, and
that the advantages it yields can only be obtained if everyone, or nearly
everyone, cooperates. Suppose further that cooperation requires a certain
sacrifice from each person, or at least involves a certain restriction of his
liberty. Suppose finally that the benefits produced by cooperation are, up to
a certain point, free: that is, the scheme of cooperation is unstable in the
sense that if any one person knows that all (or nearly all) of the other will
continue to do their part, he will still be able to share a gain from the scheme
even if he does not do his part. Under these conditions a person who has
accepted the benefits of the scheme is bound by a duty of fair play to do his
part and not to take advantage of the free benefit by not cooperating.

In short, the fair play principle consists of the idea that even if it is not
necessary for an individual to perform a particular activity previously arranged with
another individual, he should do it because this is the right thing to be done (fulfill the
agreement).
Phillips (2003, p. 87) shows the six qualifications of the fair play principle in a
cooperative scheme. Note that two of the qualifications of the fair play principle do
not apply to the stakeholder principle of fairness. The qualifications are:
• Mutual Benefit: It consists of both parts of the scheme receiving benefits for
being part of it. It is important to remember that this benefit does not need to be
directly enjoyed by one of its parts. It can be an indirect benefit, for someone who the
part appreciates, for example, a son.
• Justice: It says that questions between the individuals from a cooperative
scheme should occur in a fair way. Although, differently from what John Rawls
proposed to society, in the case of an organization, Phillips (2003) does not think of it
as a pre-condition for the principle of stakeholder fairness. First, to build his
argument, Phillips (2003, p. 87) describes how Rawls defends this condition: “It is
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generally agreed that extorted promises are void ab initio. But similarly, unjust social
arrangements are themselves a kind of extortion, even violence, and consent to them
does not bind”.
The reading that Phillips (2003) makes is that, in an unjust system, obligations
would not exist, once they would be extortionate because of the system’s injustice
and, consequently, also unfair obligations. Thus, the author says that the problem of
this argument is in the word "extortion" because consent to an unfair individual, or in
an unfair system, does not mean, necessarily, coercion (extortion). To Phillips (2003),
it is necessary to make a deliberation between the obligation and the one that has it
as a right to understand how much of justice or injustice exists. At this point, Phillips
(2003) disagrees with John Rawls because of his ab initio argument. It has been
stated that since the beginning, the obligation or promise is null (by being in an unfair
system). While to Phillips (2003), even if the individual that has a right is classified as
unfair, it is necessary to deliberate about what obligations these are and about how
unfair this individual is. Because of this, it is possible to understand the degree of
justice or injustice of the situation. Phillips (2003) defends that some accuse the
economic system in which we live (like the United States, Brazil and much of the rest
of the world) of being unfair. He believes that, even considering it unfair, there are
those individuals and organizations that are fair. Thus, he finishes his thoughts about
this saying that this is not the objective of his work and that he opts for not discussing
it, since it is possible to consider our system as fair or as unfair. As a result, for
Phillips, when talking about fair obligations, justice is important but not a precondition for obligations at an individual or organizational level, which are the case of
his proposal.
• Benefits That Accrue Only Under Conditions of Near Unanimity of
Cooperation: As the name suggests, it is about benefits that accrue under unanimity
or almost unanimity. However, Phillips (2003) excludes this characteristic from the
cooperative scheme of his stakeholder principle of fairness because of two reasons.
The first is grounded in the idea that the principle of stakeholder fairness serves to
know who should be, or not, included in the cooperative scheme. The second reason
is about not being possible to determine unanimity inside a stakeholder group. For
example, it is not possible to determine exactly who the people that contribute to the
group customers are. Without delimiting it, how is it possible to verify if there is
unanimity? Besides, Phillips (2003) reminds us that this characteristic of the
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cooperative scheme was thought of by John Rawls with a view to unanimity among
political obligations which, as previously stated, are part of the basic structure of
society, and this way, differ from what an organization is, for instance.
• Cooperation That Requires Sacrifice or Restriction of Liberty On The Part of
Participants: When in a change, individuals lose something in exchange for what they
receive. For example, a city that loses physical space or taxes and a factory that
receives this from the city but has to support the community surrounding its buildings.
• The Possibility of Free-Riders: Individuals are free to participate in a
cooperative scheme.
• Voluntary Acceptance of Benefits of Cooperative Scheme: The participants
of the cooperative scheme voluntarily accept to participate in it. Thus, they accept
benefits as well as obligations according to their role in the cooperative scheme.
Besides these four qualifications from the fair play principle incorporated in the
principle of stakeholder fairness, Phillips (2003) created one more qualification. This
one is called the Proportionality Condition and it is characterized by the obligation
being proportional to its benefit.
Phillips (2003, p. 116) defines the principle of stakeholder fairness as follows:
Whenever persons or groups of persons voluntarily accept the benefits of a
mutually beneficial scheme of co-operation requiring sacrifice or contribution
on the parts of the participants and there exists the possibility of free-riding,
obligations of fairness are created among the participants in the co-operative
scheme in proportion to the benefits accepted.

Phillips (2003) explains that in every relationship between an organization and
its stakeholders there are obligations. These are from the organization to its
stakeholders and also from its stakeholders to the organization. It is important to
remember that the principle of stakeholder fairness does not state which are the
obligations between organization and its stakeholders. This principle only states they
exist. Besides, it is relevant to understand what the meaning of obligation is for the
principle of stakeholder fairness. Phillips (2003, p. 94) explains it through four
conditions:
1. An obligation is a moral requirement generated by the performance of
some voluntary act (or omission).
2. An obligation is owed by a specific person (the “obligor”) to a specific
person or persons (the “obligee[s]”).
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3. For every obligation generated, a correlative right is simultaneously
generated.
4. It is the nature of the transaction or relationships into which the obligor
and obligee enter, not the nature of the required act, which renders the act
obligatory.

According to Phillips (2003), the principle of stakeholder fairness also
distinguishes who is and who is not stakeholder. The first one has additional moral
obligations between organization and its stakeholders, meanwhile non-stakeholders
only have what people expect to have to other human beings, such as moral duties,
in a general sense. It should be highlighted that it does not mean that there are no
moral obligations for the non-stakeholder, there should only be the traditional ones,
without additional moral obligations.
The organization only has these additional moral obligations with its
stakeholders. Robert Phillips also explained by email, in 21 March 2013, that
additional moral obligations can have different intensities. An example regarding a
company’s employees: all of them, by being employees, have additional moral
obligations to the organization, which makes them different from those who are not
stakeholders. Among the employees, there are those who work harder and thus will
have more benefits, such as holidays and so forth. In these cases, the additional
moral obligations are considered more intensive (stronger) than those of regular
employees.
Thus, according to Phillips (2003), normative stakeholders are those which
participate in a cooperative scheme along the organization. Consequently, they have
obligations to each other. In the stakeholder group it is possible to think generically of
those involved in the cooperative scheme like financiers, employees, suppliers,
customers and community. On the other hand, derivative stakeholders are not
involved in the cooperative scheme in the organization. In spite of the fact that they
are not in the cooperative scheme, they are in touch with the organization’s
stakeholders or the organization itself. Thus, they can affect them and that is the
reason they are considered derivative stakeholders. Generically speaking, it is
possible to consider competitors, media and activists as derivative stakeholders.
Finally, there are also non-stakeholders, who do not have the qualifications to be
considered normative nor derivative stakeholders. As shown by Phillips (2003, p.
127), a generic stakeholder map follows:
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Figure 1 - Phillips' (2003) stakeholder map: legitimate, derivative and non-stakeholders

Source: (PHILLIPS, 2003, p. 127)

3 METHODOLOGY

This research is classified as qualitative exploratory and the data was
collected through in-depth interviews. According to Born (2007), the choice of the
interviewees depends on the interviewers' perspicacity. In this work we chose to
interview the directors of Organization X and some of its stakeholders. It was used
three criteria: (1) time of contact with Organization X; (2) frequency of contact with
Organization X; (3) access to the interviewee.
The size of the group is also something important to explain: 12 individuals
were interviewed following the information’s saturation criteria. As Born (2007)
explains, saturation is reached when the introduction of new information does not
produce modification on the results previously obtained.
The analysis technique used was the content analysis, which used the
transcriptions of the interviews. In summary, Roesch (2005) explains that it consists
in investigating the texts, searching for words or phrases in order to classify them in
categories. In these groups it is possible to find related or unrelated points among
them.
Bardin (2004), Triviños (1987) and Born (2007) explain that this analysis has
three phases. The first one is called pre-analysis and is about the organization of the
analysis, in which the material to be studied is selected and prepared. The second
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phase is the analysis itself, in which what was proposed in the first step occurs. The
last one is about data treatment in which the differences and similarities of the
interviews are studied. It is possible to use different techniques for content analysis.
In this case the categorical technique was chosen, as suggested by Roesch (2005).
According to Bardin (2004) this categorization can happen by different criteria. The
one chosen for this study is the semantic criteria. In the case of this study, categories
were created a priori, taking the study's objectives as its basis. This way, there are
three categories of analysis: (A) Morals, Ethics and Justice; (B) The Cooperative
Scheme; and (C) Stakeholders: ways or endings?
The in-depth interviews were done between the months of September and
December of 2012. All the interviews had their audios recorded, with the interviewees
authorization and were conducted through a guide based on the objectives and
theoretical references of this study. The average time of the interviews was 17.23
minutes, following Triviños (1987) opinion that the time of an interview is something
flexible and depends on the circumstances around the interviewee and the subject.
He defends that an interview should not take more than 30 minutes because it can
become repetitive and, thus, impoverish it.

4 ORGANIZATION X

The organization analyzed in our study, denominated Organization X, is an
industry and commerce that works in the food sector. The company produces and
sells quick snacks (hotdogs, small cheeseburgers, cakes and confectionary) through
delivery. Besides the delivery, the company also sells its products in supermarkets.
Organization X was founded in 1993 in a Brazilian city called Porto Alegre, the
capital of the state of Rio Grande do Sul, in the south of Brazil. It was started by two
sisters along their father. This family business started a small production of hot dogs
using a family recipe and working only through delivery. The enterprise grew and in
2003 it received an entrepreneur prize and was also nominated for a magazine prize
as the city’s best delivery in the food category.
The year of 2007 was a new moment for the company. Another society
acquired Organization X. Although at that moment one of the associates became the
main director, the former owners agreed to stay two more years in the business in
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order to keep its original values. In the same year, the company won another
business award.
In 2008, besides the delivery, the company started the operation of two small
kiosks in two shopping malls of the city. Because the expected results were not met,
the kiosks were closed after two years.
In 2010, the company developed a profit sharing program aiming to evaluate
and stimulate its employees' performance. The program, called "Action Point" (a free
translation of "Ponto Ação", in Portuguese), enables the employees to earn up to a
100% of their monthly salary a year.
In 2012, Organization X started its delivery operation in the city of São Paulo,
the capital of the state of São Paulo, in the southeast of Brazil. In spite of the fact that
the company sells its goods in another city, they are still baked in Porto Alegre. They
are shipped frozen to São Paulo, where the baking process is finished.
At the moment of this study the company was composed by 70 employees. It
is important to comment that although the two directors are at the same hierarchical
level, the production director is somehow subordinated to the commercial director
because this one is also associated to Organization X.

5 ANALYSIS

On this section, the three categories of analysis are approached along with
their pertinent comments. They are: (A) Morals, ethics and justice; (B) The
Cooperative Scheme; (C) Stakeholders: ways or endings?

5.1 Morals, Ethics and Justice

To understand the additional moral obligations between Organization X and its
stakeholders, in the cooperative scheme, it is important to understand what the
interviewees understand by morals, ethics and justice. Thus, these concepts were
approached in the (A) category of analysis which derive from the specific objective
(a).
It was identified that the interviewees have certain difficulties in defining what
ethics, morals and justice mean. Through the interviews it is possible to understand
that they believe that justice, in an exchange, is present when what is given equals
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what is received. This refers to the characteristic of proportionality in Phillips (2003)
principle of stakeholder fairness. It was also said by some interviewees that besides
the amount between what is given and what is received, the agreement between the
two sides must be fulfilled. These ideas are aligned with what Phillips (2003) says
when explaining the principle of stakeholder fairness. Therefore, it was consider that
what the interviewees think of justice is aligned with what is used in this theoretical
line of thought of the stakeholder theory. Specially this finding helps to find a path on
answering one of the questions that Freeman et al (2010, p. 289) consider as
questions on horizon of this theory: "How do stakeholders make sense of equity and
fairness?". As said before, on this study it was identified an alignment among
stakeholders and Phillips (2003) principle of stakeholder fairness, the next step would
be to look for more evidences of this regarding other organizations.
In spite of considering different things, some interviewees did not know how to
define ethics and morals. Others said they believed that the former is related to a
society while the latter is related to an individual. In general, when trying to define
these concepts, the interviewees said both concepts were related to the idea of doing
the right thing. To explain this thought, they included as the right thing to be done the
values used in society, for instance, not stealing and not harming others. Thus, like
the idea of justice, what the interviewees think about ethics and morals is also
aligned with what is proposed in the stakeholder theory. Although there is differences
between ethics and morals, in the stakeholder theory ethics is treated as it is by
common sense, as a synonym of morals. This happens due to its neopragmatic
approach as explained by Freeman et al (2010) and previously discussed (see
Torres, 2016). According to Vázquez (2007), morals consists in the rules and
behaviors, not necessarily legal, but practiced by members of society.
Thinking about the knowledge of the interviewees about morals, ethics and
justice it was possible to see that they had some difficulties to explain what they
believe these concepts mean. As a result, an opportunity arises to explore what
Brazilians understand by these concepts. It could also help the teaching of these
disciplines.
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5.2 The Cooperative Scheme

According to the specific objective (b) and the category of analysis (B), one of
the main interests of this study is to identify the cooperative scheme in which
Organization X is. Therefore, it is possible to specify who are its normative
stakeholders, who are its derivative stakeholders as well as who is not a stakeholder.
In accordance with Phillips (2003), normative stakeholders are those groups of
individuals that are part of a cooperative scheme with an organization and as such,
have additional moral obligations toward the organization. Besides, in this
relationship with the organization it is possible to identify five characteristics, which
according to Phillips (2003), qualify the principle of stakeholder fairness. They are:
Mutual benefit; Cooperation that requires sacrifice or restriction of liberty on the part
of participants; The possibility of free-riders; Voluntary acceptance of benefits of a
cooperative scheme; and the Proportionality condition. Yet, the derivative
stakeholders are those groups of individuals that can influence the relationship
between the organization and its normative stakeholder. Finally, the nonstakeholders are those that do not fit in the requirements to be a derivative or
normative stakeholder. Therefore, through the interviews with the organization's
representatives and normative stakeholders it was possible to reveal the cooperative
scheme as shown in Figure 2. We conclude that the normative stakeholders are:
customers, suppliers, employees and associates. As derivatives stakeholders the
organization has: the media and the market. The former can influence Organization
X's customers, meanwhile the latter can influence its customers and also its
employees. As non-stakeholders quoted by the interviewees we have: the
government, the labor union and other individuals and groups which are not included
as normative or derivative stakeholders.
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Figure 2 - Organization X's cooperative scheme

Source: Phillips (2003)

Besides the understanding of the composition of Organization X's cooperative
scheme another observation about the derivative stakeholders was made. As
suggested by Phillips (2003) in his generic cooperative scheme map, competitors are
derivative stakeholders. During the present research it was possible to realize that in
Organization X's cooperative scheme, the competitors do not influence Organization
X's customers. Apparently, there are three possible reasons for this. The first one is
that Organization X is in a kind of market niche where there is no other well-known
competitor. The competitors which sell the same kind of goods and services are
mostly very small or informal. The second possible reason is that the customers do
not need a competitor to evaluate Organization X's products and pricing. They can
evaluate it by comparing its price in the supermarket because basically all of
Organization X’s products can be made at home; it is not necessary to compare the
competitors’ products in order to evaluate them. These two reasons were conceived
through the customer's point of view. Yet, the third possible reason is from the
employee's view and is very close to the first one. As there is no well-known
competitor, the employees cannot be hired by a competitor. They can be hired by
other companies but not competitors. Besides, the interviewees’ associates and the
suppliers, normative stakeholders, said they do not consider that an individual or
group could influence their relationship with Organization X. According to the
suppliers interviewed, they could only be influenced if another supplier tried to supply
for Organization X. Although, considering Organization X's cooperative scheme, it is
not another group, it is part of the same group of stakeholders (suppliers).
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Consequently, it is recommended not to take generic derivative stakeholders for
granted when studying stakeholders and cooperative schemes. Furthermore, in this
studied case, the normative stakeholders said that when they realize they can be
influenced by someone else (derivative stakeholder), they consider it a low influence,
with very small effects. Therefore, it is proposed further exploration of the derivative
stakeholder concept in order to understand its real influence and importance in a
cooperative scheme. Would it be the case for this specific company?
The additional moral obligations are also relevant in the understanding of the
cooperative scheme. These, as previously observed by Phillips (2003), go beyond
those obligations with other individuals of society. They arise when there is a
relationship and where there is a trade. According to Organization X's cooperative
scheme, this kind of obligation is present in the relationship of the organization with
its customers, suppliers, employees and partners. Briefly, the involved exchanges
are: the partners invest their capital in Organization X, which in exchange gives them
return on the investment and also gives them the satisfaction of seeing their business
grow. The customers pay the company for the products, and in exchange, the
company gives them the products and quality support. Besides supplying
Organization X through its services and being paid for it, the interviewed suppliers
explain there is also an informal partnership. This means they can communicate
honestly and sincerely about the negotiations, while looking for something good for
both sides. Finally, the employees give their work and dedication to Organization X
and it gives them their payments, a good working atmosphere and also personal
support when it is needed.
The pertinent observation about additional moral obligations is that the
interviewees from Organization X, as far as their stakeholders, describe their
relationship as ethical and fair. For them, things go according to what was previously
agreed except when good sense says there is no need for it, as mentioned by the
Associate Director when interviewed in 28 September 2012. For example, there is a
contract penalty when a supplier delays a delivery. However, if the supplier gives a
fair reason for the delay and when this delay does not damage Organization X, the
supplier is free from paying the penalty. It is important to remember that not doing
what was stated in the agreement does not mean doing something illegal or that can
damage someone else. When interviewed in 28 September 2012, the idea
transmitted by the Associate Director is of forgiving a small problem or mistake. In a
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more objective way, one of the findings of this category of analysis is to use good
sense in the day to day life, independently of what is in the agreement (only if it is not
going to damage someone else). It is interesting that the use of good sense is also a
proposal defended by Nash (1993). The author says that people should take good
intentions off the mental field and put them into practice. This, according to the
interviewees, makes Organization X an example that it is possible and gives positive
results. Besides the use of good sense, it is important to comment the question of
different intensities (strength) in the additional moral obligations of the stakeholders,
as Robert Phillips quoted by email in 21 March 2013. As observed, stakeholders
customers have less intensity in their additional moral obligations than other
normative stakeholders. It occurs possibly because they have less personal contact
with Organization X than its suppliers, employees and partners. Thus, also as a
possibility of future studies is the better understanding of the intensity (strength) of
additional moral obligations in different groups of stakeholders as well as in the same
group of stakeholders.

5.3 Stakeholders Are Endings
The last category of analysis, (C), which answers the specific objective (c), is
about understanding whether Organization X has its stakeholders as means to ends,
as more profit, or if it has its stakeholders as end themselves. We consider it
important because the idea of Phillips’ (2003) stakeholder principle of fairness sees
the stakeholder theory as a proposal of business ethics. Thus, it is aligned with the
proposal of Freeman et al (2010) of bringing ethics and business together. Therefore,
as defends Slinger (1999), having stakeholders as ends, instead of means, is an
important aspect of this dimension of the stakeholder theory.
Through the interviews carried out for this study it was comprehended that
Organization X has its stakeholders as ends. As Slinger (1999) explains, this does
not mean that the company does not have profits. This author defends, as also was
pointed out by a business customer, when interviewed in 20 November 2012, that
taking good care of the stakeholder, in an honest manner, not trying to delude him,
brings as one of its benefits a bigger esteem from the stakeholder and, as a
consequence, possibly brings a better financial return.
The findings of this category of analysis are similar to those found in category
(B). It is possible to quote use of good sense, work with honesty and bound creation
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as very important characteristics for having a good relationship with stakeholders.
This and everything that was quoted by the interviewees are nothing more than
eliminating small behaviors that lead to frauds such as the Enron problem, quoted in
the beginning of this work. It reminds us of the importance of acting morally, following
the moral rules of society. About the bound creation, it was realized, as mentioned by
an employee when interviewed, that organizations do not have feelings but that the
people who make them have it. When people are well treated, like moral and
additional moral obligations suggest, respect and esteem are created, which is
beneficial for people and the business.
6 FINAL CONSIDERATIONS
After the analysis and pertinent comments to each category of analysis, this
sector leads to the final considerations of this paper, which answers the initial
problem of this research: "How does the principle of stakeholder fairness appear in
Organization X?". It is important to remember that these findings are only valid for
this Organization and as explained in the methodology section, this study does not
intend to generalize its finds. Its aim is in contribute to a better understanding of this
stakeholder's theory's approach and create paths for new studies.
It is possible to say that the stakeholder principle of fairness is in the
relationship between Organization X and its stakeholders in a very close way as
proposed by Phillips (2003). There were some differences which are important to be
known and they all were discussed on the analysis section. Here on the final
considerations some of the most important of the findings are revised. In Phillip's
framework there are a lot of derivative stakeholders what leads to think they are very
important. On the other hand, on this research it was seen that in Organization X
there was a lower frequency of derivative stakeholders, what also reduces its
importance. The reason of this was not clear on this study and it opens a path for this
investigation: Have the frequency and relevancy of derivative stakeholders relation to
the organization's size or market? Or maybe, are they not relevant at all? (this goes
against Phillip's framework). Another finding was that ethics, morals and justice were
unclear concepts for the interviewers. Although part of the principle of stakeholder
fairness, this is a path that goes beyond stakeholder theory because it is related to
people's life (learning and living conditions). The last biggest finding is related to what
surrounds the content of the moral obligations. Phillips (2003) says there is no
normative content for moral obligations, its content is something that varies from
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organization to organization. On Organization X it was seen that good sense, honest
behavior and the creation of ties are attributes that leads to a good relationship with
stakeholders. This is another path for studies: Are these characteristics valid for any
organization? Different from Phillip's proposal, are they normative for a good
relationship among organization and its stakeholders?
It is believed that it is easy to read these observations (mainly honest behavior
and use of good sense) with a disbelieving look, through the separation thesis’ prism.
Nonetheless, since authors such as Freeman et al (2010), Phillips (2003) and Slinger
(1999), as the interviewees of this study also corroborate, it is possible, and
necessary, that everyone starts thinking and acting morally, in order to produce a
better world. A quotation that illustrates these thoughts was said by a supplier when
interviewed: “[..] if every company could work with a more open relationship, it would
be better for everybody, everybody would have something to gain from this”. Thus, it
is defended that the stakeholder theory and the principle of stakeholder fairness
proposal should be more explored, propagated and practiced by those who
administrate and study organizations.
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