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Abstract 
This study seeks to offer a framework to understand how organizations manage 
institutional pluralism and balance multiple and conflicting stakeholder 
demands. This study proposes a variety of stakeholder sensegiving tactics used 
by stakeholder groups to frame and present their demands to organizations and 
theorize the linkages between these tactics and demand salience. This study 
further suggests a mechanism through which organizational responses to 
stakeholder demands can be routinized and thus addresses the sustainability and 
variations of organizational responses over time. 
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INTRODUCTION 
When institutional contexts become more plural, firm managers need to respond to increasingly complex 
and dramatic changes in environments and multiple even competing stakeholder demands (Greenwood 
et al., 2011; Laplume et al., 2008). Two theoretical perspectives have addressed organizational 
responsiveness to environmental changes and/or stakeholder demands. Here, stakeholder 
responsiveness is defined as “the degree to which a firm is willing to provide a thoughtful response to 
stakeholder concerns and commit to continued work on the issue” (Bundy et al., 2013, p. 352). On one 
hand, the institutional perspective (Greenwood et al., 2011; Oliver, 1991) highlights institutional 
complexity and institutional pluralism in shaping organizational responsiveness with a special emphasis 
on competing institutional logics (Pache and Santos, 2010). On the other hand, stakeholder perspective 
emphasizes the responsibility of an organization to its stakeholders (Carroll, 1979; Wood, 1991) and the 
role of managers in prioritize and balance stakeholder demands (Freeman, 1984; Mitchell et al., 1997). 
Much extant research on how organizations respond to environmental changes and stakeholder demands 
approaches from the two theoretical perspectives and focuses on either external drivers such as 
environmental and stakeholder characteristics (David et al., 2007; Eesley and Lenox, 2006) or internal 
drivers such as managerial cognition (Mitchell et al., 1997) and conflicts and representation within an 
organization (Pache and Santos, 2010). However, despite this body of work, considerable scholarly 
debates persist with respect to the process through which an organization responds to complex and 
dramatic environmental changes, and multiple and competing stakeholder demands. 
To fulfill this research gap, we propose a new perspective for understanding the micro-process of 
organizational responsiveness to multiple stakeholder demands by developing a communicative-based 
model linking stakeholder sensegiving, the salience of stakeholder demands, and organizational 
responsiveness. We first assume that stakeholder sensegiving—through activities such as issue selling, 
questioning, and the propagation of ideas in consultative committees—could significantly affect 
organizational change, strategy, and sensemaking (Corley and Gioia, 2004; Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991; 
Maitlis, 2005). We then define demand salience as the degree of priority and attention of managers 
allocate to a stakeholder demand. Building on the assumption that languages and vocabularies are central 
to communication, thought, and practices, we propose a variety of stakeholder sensegiving tactics used 
by stakeholder groups to frame and present their demands to organizations and theorize the linkages 
between these framing and presenting tactics and demand salience. We further suggest a mechanism 
through which organizational responses to stakeholder demands can be routinized and thus address the 
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sustainability and variations of organizational responses over time (Greenwood et al., 2011; Tilcsik, 2010). 
Finally, we combine stakeholder sensegiving, demand salience, and the routinization of organizational 
responses to propose a recursive model linking together institutional pluralism, multiple and competing 
stakeholder demands, and sustained organizational responses.  
Our paper is timely and of particularly relevance to a current situation facing firm managers. That is, 
managers need to respond to multiple even competing stakeholder demands (Greenwood et al., 2011; 
Laplume et al., 2008). However, due to limited attentional resources, managers are unable to attend to all 
stakeholder demands especially newly emerging ones. The recursive model in our study provides new 
insights for managers to deal with increasingly changing environments and multiple stakeholder 
demands. First, the recursive model helps managers understand how their attention is allocated among 
multiple and competing stakeholder demands. Second, the recursive model demonstrates to managers 
that by routinizing organizational responses their organizations can persistently respond to stakeholder 
demands, because routinization of firm responsiveness can save their attentional resources. As a result, 
managers can focus their attentional resources on new emerging stakeholder demands and use these 
resources more efficiently. 
 
Stakeholder sensegiving and demand salience  
Gioia and Chittipeddi (1991) refer sensegiving to as the process by which strategic change is framed and 
disseminated to an organization’s constituents. Prior studies examined organizational sensemaking in a 
variety of contexts (Fiss and Zajac, 2006). For instance, to cope with the uncertainties in entrepreneurship 
processes, entrepreneurs use several metaphors to communicate with other, because metaphors offer a 
clear sense of intended direction and allow for sufficient flexibility for effective implementation (Hill and 
Levenhagen, 1995).  
Among those studies, the importance of sensegiving by organizational stakeholders was highlighted 
(Maitlis and Lawrence, 2007). Sensegiving serves a key function of middle and lower-level managers to 
influence organizational decisions (Heller, 1998). Middle managers, for instance, can draw on their tact 
knowledge to make sense of changes and share it with others, resulting in strategic changes “sold” by 
middle managers (Rouleau, 2005). Sensegiving is also an important function of the boards of directors 
when they shape the content and the process of company strategies (McNulty and Pettigrew, 1999). In 
sum, stakeholder sensegiving could significantly affect organizational change, strategy, and sensemaking 
(Corley and Gioia, 2004; Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991; Maitlis, 2005). Specifically, stakeholder sensegiving 
can determine the issues to which organization leaders and others attend to and thus help shape the kind 
of accounts and actions that are generated. Therefore, we argue that stakeholder sensegiving would 
influence the salience of the institutional demands, which we refer as to the level of attention an 
organization gives to the competing institutional demands (Bundy et al., 2013).  
Managers’ perceptions and interpretations of how an issue potentially affects the firm as it attempts to 
achieve its goals (Dutton and Jackson, 1987; Thomas et al., 1993). Mitchell et al. (1997) highlight 
stakeholder salience—the degree to which managers give priority to competing stakeholder demands—
and propose that stakeholder salience can explain to whom and to what managers actually pay attention. 
In a similar vein, we define salience of stakeholder demands as the degree of priority and attention of 
managers allocate to a stakeholder demand. Implicit in our definition is the assumption that demand 
salience would be affected by both the sensegiving of stakeholder groups and the sensemaking of the 
managers.  
To further our understanding of the process of stakeholder demands and organizational responses, our 
current study focuses on the sensegiving of the stakeholder groups. Based on the concept of demand 
salience, we attempt to explore the process of how plural stakeholder demands elicit organizational 
responses. We proposes that demand salience is determined by a cognitive process where stakeholder 
groups “give sense” to their demands by several tactics and then the managers “make sense” of these 
demands. We further suggest that the sensemaking of the managers and the resulting demand salience 
are likely to be affected by the tactics used by the stakeholder groups to give sense to the demands.  
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Stakeholder Sensegiving Tactics: A Perspective of Languages and Vocabularies 
Sensegiving is concerned with actors’ attempts to influence the outcome, to communicate their thoughts 
about the issues to the audiences, and to gain support from the audiences. To accomplish this, the actors 
are likely to construct and diffuse the meanings of the reality surround the issues (Berry, 2001; Shaw et 
al., 1998; Taylor, 1999). As a result, sensegiving is logically linked with the audiences’ responses in that 
sensegiving is enacted when information and environmental cues are identified and placed into a 
framework that influences how the audiences interpret meaning and form cue–response contingencies 
(Bartunek et al., 1999; Dunford and Jones, 2000; Weick, 1995). With respect to the process of stakeholder 
demands and organizational responses, we propose that the sensegiving of the stakeholder groups affect 
the sensemaking of the managers, resulting managerial prioritization of managerial attention and then 
organizational responses that follow this prioritization. 
 
Stakeholder Sensegiving Tactics and Demand Salience 
Because of the institutional pluralism, demands of stakeholder groups are highly diversified and even 
contradictory (Mitchell et al., 1997). It is suggested that managers are unable to attend to all the 
stakeholder demands simultaneously, because attention is a limited cognitive resource and the noticing, 
encoding, interpreting, and focusing of time and efforts on an issue requires the allocation of the 
cognitive resource (Ocasio, 1997). As the managers have already attended to certain stakeholders 
demands, the cognitive resource depletes and thus they are less likely to have adequate cognitive 
resource to attend to other stakeholder demands. It follows that sensegiving can be utilized by the 
stakeholder groups to compete for managerial attention. Here, we argue that to attract attention 
managers can linguistically manipulating the meanings of stakeholder demands by using several tactics 
(Andersson and Bateman, 2000; Dutton and Ashford, 1993). Below, we will discuss those tactics and their 
relationships with salience of stakeholder demands.  
Opportunity Framing. One way to linguistically package an issue is to frame it as an opportunity (Dutton 
and Jackson, 1987). To frame a social issue as an opportunity, managers explicitly document the strategic, 
financial, and other benefits that can potentially accrue from the adoption to what has been requested by 
the sellers (Andersson and Bateman, 2000). Literature has suggested that the more an issue is framed as 
an opportunity and the more gains are highlighted, the more attention will be paid by stakeholders to the 
issue (Dutton and Ashford, 1993). In a similar vein, stakeholder groups can frame their demands as 
opportunities to an organization. For example, many shareholder proposals submitted by social activist 
shareholders emphasize that the adoption of these proposals offers several opportunities to the firm, such 
as enhancing productivity, strengthening reputation, and attracting and maintaining talented employees. 
It follows that once a stakeholder demand are linguistically framed as an opportunity, more managerial 
attention is likely to be drawn. Therefore, we propose 
 
Proposition 1: Other things being equal, a stakeholder demand linguistically framed as an opportunity is more 
salient than other stakeholder demands. In other words, a stakeholder demand linguistically framed as an 
opportunity would obtain more managerial attention.  

 
Threat Framing. An issue framed as a threat indicates a negative situation in which loss is approaching 
and one has little control (Dutton and Jackson, 1987). An issue can be linguistically framed as a threat by 
explicitly stating that the firm is responsible for certain issues and will be penalized if the firm does not 
act as requested (Souto, 2009), or by describing a possible negative situation that may lead to negative 
consequences to the firm (Andersson and Bateman, 2000). Similar to opportunity framing, threat framing 
is also expected to attract managerial attention (Dutton and Ashford, 1993). When stakeholder groups use 
certain language and vocabularies to frame their demands as threats, they often claim that the firms 
would be penalized if their demands are not satisfied. That is, threating framing emphasizes the loss if 
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stakeholder demands are not satisfied. Managers would pay a large proportion of their attention to such 
demands framed as threats. Therefore, we propose 

 
Proposition 2: Other things being equal, a stakeholder demand linguistically framed as a threat is more salient than 
other stakeholder demands. In other words, a stakeholder demand linguistically framed as a threat would obtain 
more managerial attention.  

 
Strategic Framing. An issue can be framed as either a strategic issue or a non-strategic issue. Dutton et al., 
(1983, p. 308) define a strategic issue as “an emerging development which in the judgment of some 
strategic decision makers is likely to have a significant impact on the organization’s present or future 
strategies.”  Issues framed as strategic issues are more effective in obtaining attention from stakeholders 
(Dutton and Ashford, 1993; Dutton and Duncan, 1987). With respect to stakeholder demands, we propose 
that the demands framed in a strategic manner are likely to obtain more managerial attention than the 
demands framed in a non-strategic manner. Thus,  

 
Proposition 3: Other things being equal, a stakeholder demand linguistically framed in a strategic manner is more 
salient than other stakeholder demands. In other words, a stakeholder demand linguistically framed in a strategic 
manner would obtain more managerial attention.  

 
Peer effects. An organization is an entity that does not exist solely in a closed system; instead, an 
organization exists in an open system where many peers exist. Peer effects represent a very common 
social phenomenon (Angrist and Lang, 2004). Peers have a strong effect on audiences’ judgments, 
perceptions, and attitudes (Gibson and Zillmann, 1994; Hamill et al., 1980). For example, compensations 
consultants frequently consider peer firms in setting executive compensations and the use of peer firms 
obtain more attention from the boards of directors and also positively affect the attitudes for the boards 
toward their compensation recommendations (Bizjak et al., 2008). With respect to stakeholder demands, 
we propose that using peers when linguistically framing a stakeholder demand is likely to make this 
demand more salient to the mangers. For example, when social activists try to persuade the targeted firm 
to implement certain sustainable practices, they often demonstrate that peer firms have already 
implemented such practices (Snider et al., 2006). Thus, we suggest 

 
Proposition 4: Other things being equal, a stakeholder demand linguistically framed with peers is more salient than 
other stakeholder demands. In other words, a stakeholder demand linguistically framed with peers would obtain 
more managerial attention. 

 
Highlighting Urgency. Urgency is one of the critical attributes that determine the degree of salience 
(Mitchell et al., 1997). Mitchell et al. (1997) link urgency to two conditions: (1) when a demand or claim is 
time sensitive and (2) when that demand or claim is critical and then conceptualize urgency based on two 
attributes—time sensitivity and criticality. Accordingly, urgency is defined by Mitchell et al. (1997, p. 867) 
as “the degree to which stakeholder claims call for immediate attention.” Following studies show that 
managers pay more attention and give priority to stakeholder issues with urgency (Agle et al., 1999). That 
is, the more urgent an issue, the more attention and higher priority will be given by the managers to that 
issue. Thus, in order to gain more attention to their demands, stakeholder groups can use a tactic which 
emphasizes the urgency of demands by linguistically calling for immediate attention to the demands. 
Therefore, we propose 

 
Proposition 5: Other things being equal, a stakeholder demand linguistically calling for immediate attention is more 
salient than other stakeholder demands. In other words, a stakeholder demand linguistically calling for immediate 
attention would obtain more managerial attention. 
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Bundling. Bundling presenting is when several issues are bundled and presented together (Dutton and 
Ashford, 1993). For stakeholder demands, stakeholder groups could package a set of demands into a 
bundle and then present them together. When several stakeholder demands are packaged into a bundle 
and presented jointly to the managers, managers would pay more attention to the bundle. However, one 
should note that interconnectedness is the critical factor in obtaining managerial attention. The more the 
bundled stakeholder demands are interconnected, the more salient will be the demand bundle. In 
contrast, if the interconnectedness of the bundled stakeholder demands is low, the managerial attention 
to the bundle would be lower. At the extreme, when the bundled stakeholder demands are contradictory 
or competing and there is no interconnectedness between the bundled stakeholder demands at all, the 
tactic of bundling presenting would have no effect on the salience of stakeholder demands, because 
managerial attention would be distracted to the contradictory or competing demands, rather than the 
bundle. Therefore, we suggest 
 
Proposition 6: Other things being equal, stakeholder demands that are bundled and presented jointly are more 
salient than other stakeholder demands. In other words, stakeholder demands that are bundled and presented jointly 
would obtain more managerial attention. 

 
Coalitioning. Coalitioning combines multiple managers into a coalition and then the coalition jointly 
present an issue (Dutton and Ashford, 1993). Coalitioning is frequently used when activist shareholders 
submit shareholder resolutions; for example, IBM received six shareholder resolutions regarding equal 
employment policies during 2005-2010, and each of the resolutions was sponsored by more than 100 
activist shareholders. The political consequences to exert a collective influence on the managers are likely 
to encourage stakeholder groups to band with others to promote their demands than to promote it along 
(Burgelman and Sayles, 1986; Dean, 1987). It follows that the collective influence resulted from the 
coalition would likely to obtain more managerial attention. Therefore, we propose 

 
Proposition 7: Other things being equal, stakeholder demands that are sponsored by a coalition of stakeholder groups 
are more salient than other stakeholder demands. In other words, stakeholder demands that are sponsored by a 
coalition of stakeholder groups would obtain more managerial attention. 

 
Presenting Channel. Presenting channels can be public (e.g., quarterly strategic meetings and annual 
shareholder meetings) or private (e.g., one-on-one appeals, or private meetings). Dutton and Ashford 
(1993) emphasize that public channels increase the likelihood that the managers will spend time and 
resources on the issue. Public channels exert pressures on the managers—they may feel that they are 
concerned about the issue and are willing to respond. In addition, public channels reduce the probability 
of avoiding the issue by the managers, because the public channels increase the visibility of the issue to 
the public. Applying this logic to stakeholder demands, we argue that stakeholder demands announced 
through public channels are more salient. Therefore, we propose 

 
Proposition 8: Other things being equal, stakeholder demands that are announced through public channels are more 
salient than other stakeholder demands. In other words, stakeholder demands that are announced through public 
channels would obtain more managerial attention. 

 
Repeating. It is not uncommon that one performs a same action over and over and over again, with little 
or no variability. Lorch and Horn (1986) develop a selective mechanism of attention, suggesting that the 
repeated actions represent a type of repeated presentations of stimuli and are able to draw more 
attention. Ocasio (2011) proposes a similar argument that attention is limited in duration and thus 
attentional vigilance is needed to sustain an individual’s concentration on a particular stimulus. Once a 
stimulus is repeatedly present, the attention to it would be sustainable. Because through the sensegiving 
process the stakeholder groups try to draw attention from the managers, repeatedly representing could 
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be one of the most frequently used presenting tactics in an attempt to achieve attention vigilance. For 
example, activist shareholders often submit a sequence of shareholder proposals with the same 
resolutions to a firm in order to achieve their strategic objectives. Thus, we argue that repeatedly 
presenting would strengthen the salience of stakeholder demands and obtain more managerial attention.  

 
Proposition 9: Other things being equal, stakeholder demands that are repeatedly presented are more salient than 
other stakeholder demands. In other words, stakeholder demands that are repeatedly presented would obtain more 
managerial attention. 

 
Demand Salience and the Routinization of Organizational Responses  
Above we discussed the relationship between several tactics of stakeholder groups to give sense to their 
demands and the salience of these demands. The propositions above specify the nature of the sensegiving 
tactics by the stakeholders and their effects on obtaining managerial attention—the managers’ 
perceptions prioritization of plural stakeholder demands. Rather than defining the concept of salience 
from based on stakeholder attributes (Mitchell et al., 1997), firm actions (Eesley and Lenox, 2006), or the 
sensemaking process of stakeholder groups (Bundy et al., 2013), we conceptualize demand salience as an 
outcome of the sensegiving process of stakeholder groups. If demand salience captures managers’ 
prioritization of the plural stakeholder demands, then organizational responses to stakeholder demands 
reflect the actions based on the demand salience. Therefore, there is a necessity to explore the linkage 
between demand salience and organizational responses.  
Organizations have been shown to respond differently in the face of multiple institutional pressures or 
stakeholder demands (Dacin et al., 2002; Kim et al., 2007; Lounsbury, 2001; Lounsbury, 2007). Oliver (1991) 
proposes an exhaustive typology of strategies available to organizations as they face institutional 
pressures: acquiescence, compromise, avoidance, defiance, and manipulation. In general, organizations 
can draw from this comprehensive repertoire of responses in order to respond to stakeholder demands 
(Bundy et al., 2013; Pache and Santos, 2010). However, all the five organizational responses are one-hit 
wonders. That is, facing a certain stakeholder demand, one organization may choose one response from 
Oliver’s (1991) repertoire at one point of time. In addition to pluralism, another significant characteristic 
of stakeholder demands is durability, which refers to the fact the institutional pressures and stakeholder 
demands on organizations are not temporary but sustainable and durable. For example, activist 
shareholders who exert long-term pressures on firms to address issues related to climate change and 
green gas emissions request corporations to publish annual or quarterly reports about how these issues 
are addressed. Facing durable stakeholder demands, organizational responses also need to be durable, 
because temporary responses cannot ensure that the durable stakeholder demands are satisfied in long-
term. To address the question of durable and sustainable organizational responses, we propose a concept 
of the routinization of organizational responses and explore how stakeholder salience help routinize 
organizational responses.  
 
Routinization of Organizational Responses to Stakeholder Demands 
Routinization refers to “automaticity in behavior, typically including unintentionality, uncontrollability, 
lack of awareness, and efficiency” (Ohly et al., 2006, p. 258). Routinization often develops through 
repeated execution of a behavior (Betsch et al., 2001; Ouellette and Wood, 1998; Weiss and Ilgen, 1985) or 
through practice (Anderson, 2000; VanLehn, 1996). Routinization offers several advantages, including 
that performance becomes faster (Wickens and Hollands, 2000), cognitive resources are freed and 
attention load is reduced (Kanfer and Ackerman, 1989), and less conscious processing is required 
(Norman and Bobrow, 1975). Routinization is critical to behavioral regulation (Bargh and Barndollar, 
1996; Ouellette and Wood, 1998), in that representations of environmental cues become associated with 
goals and behavior through frequent and consistent coactivation (Shiffrin and Schneider, 1977). As a 
result, environmental cures are able to automatically trigger behavior without a conscious decision to 
execute the behavior. More important, actors do not need to consciously choose a specific behavior from 
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the repertoire of behaviors that is stored in their memory (Bargh and Barndollar, 1996). Applying this 
logic to stakeholder demands, we argue that durable stakeholder demands are likely to trigger automatic 
and unconscious organizational responses. In other words, organizations would routinize their responses 
when they face durable stakeholder demands. Example of routinizing organizational responses to 
stakeholder demands include the establishment of corporate funds to address corporate philanthropy 
and the formation of committees to address corporate environmental impacts and employment issues.  
We define the routinization of organizational responses as the automaticity of organizational responses to 
stakeholder demands. When organizational responses have been routinized, they are characterized by 
unintentionality, uncontrollability, lack of awareness, and efficiency (Ohly et al., 2006). Unintentionality 
implies that stakeholder demands would automatically trigger organizational response without 
managerial attention. Uncontrollability suggests that it is unnecessary to control organizational responses. 
Lack of awareness is associated with the unawareness of managers and suggests that organizational 
responses will be triggered even when managers do not notice stakeholder demands. Efficiency indicates 
that routinized organizational responses are more effective in dealing with stakeholder demands than 
unroutinized organizational responses.  
One of the most important traits of routinized organizational responses is that managerial attention is not 
a necessary cue to trigger organizational responses. As a result, routinization of organizational responses 
would free the cognitive resources of managers and reduce the information load on them. Because 
managers’ cognitive resources are limited and will deplete when they focus their attention on certain 
stakeholder demands, the routinization of organizational responses can enable them to free their 
cognitive resources and to focus their attention on other stakeholder demands that are not attended 
before. In addition to this advantage, we argue that the routinization of organizational responses could 
offer other two advantages in dealing with stakeholder demands. The first advantage is to provide 
persistent responses that are more appreciated by stakeholder groups and the second is to provide 
immediate responses with deliberate considerations.  
Organizations can respond to stakeholder demands in two distinct ways, regardless the type of their 
responses suggested by Oliver (1991). First, organizations can respond persistently or discretely to 
stakeholder demands. Persistent responses imply that organizations always respond to stakeholder 
demands when these stakeholder demands are present. The persistent responses are contrast to discrete 
responses, which imply that organizations respond to stakeholder demands occasionally. In other words, 
discrete responses suggest that organizations respond to stakeholder demands at some times when 
certain demands are present, but they don’t respond at other times when such demands are also present. 
Compared with discrete responses, persistent responses are more appreciated by stakeholder groups 
because stakeholder groups may perceive the persistent responses as a signal that their demands are 
taken seriously and are always considered by the organizations. When organizational responses are not 
routinized, both persistent responses and discrete responses require managerial attention. Persistent 
responses require persistent attention, while discrete responses require discrete attention. As a result, 
persistent responses require more managerial cognitive resources in order to sustain organizational 
responses. However, once organizational responses are routinized, managerial cognitive resources will be 
freed but the organizational responses can still be persistent, because the routinization enables the 
organization to automatically respond to stakeholder demands without any managerial attention.  
Second, organizations can respond to stakeholder demands immediately or in a delayed manner. 
Immediate responses and delayed responses have both advantages and disadvantages. On the one hand, 
immediate responses enable the organizations to give an impression to the stakeholder groups that their 
concerns are concerned by the organizations, but the immediate responses may not be the outcome of 
deliberate considerations and thus may not be appreciated by the stakeholder groups. On the other hand, 
delayed responses could involve deliberate considerations of stakeholder demands and thus the delayed 
responses could fit better to stakeholder demands. Once organizational responses are routinized, such 
responses become normal routines with the organizations. The routines of organizational responses can 
also be updated and renewed through a dynamic process (Teece et al., 1997). As a result, these routines of 
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organizational responses can be applied quickly when certain stakeholder demands are present, but do 
not suffer from a lack of deliberation.  
 
Demand Salience as Antecedents to the Routinization of Organizational Responses 
Given the advantages discussed above, it is necessary to investigate the antecedents of the routinization 
of organizational responses. In this study, we propose that the routinization of organizational responses 
is the outcome of demand salience; that is, how managers pay attention to stakeholder demands 
determine which organizational responses will be routinized. Building on attention literature, (e.g., 
Ocasio, 2011), we argue that two dimensions of demand salience would affect routinization of 
organizational responses.  
Research on attention has highlighted the variety of mechanisms and processes that characterize attention 
(Norman and Shallice, 2000; Posner 2004; Posner and Rothbart, 2007) and suggested that attention is not a 
unitary process but is a variety of interconnected processes (Posner and Rothbart, 2007). According to 
Ocasio (2011), three distinct forms of attention are identified: selective attention, attention vigilance, and 
executive attention. We adopt the concept of attention vigilance to complement with the concept of 
salience to theorize the effect of demand salience on routinization of organizational responses. We argue 
that demand salience reflects two dimensions of managerial attention focused on stakeholder demands. 
The first dimension is the magnitude of demand salience, measuring how much attention is paid by the 
managers. The conceptualization of the magnitude of managerial attention is similar to traditional 
conceptualization of salience (Mitchell et al., 1997). We then add a second dimension of demand 
salience—attention vigilance, referring to how long managerial attention concentrates on stakeholder 
demands (Ocasio, 2011). In sum, the magnitude of demand salience reflects how much attention are paid 
by the managers, while attention vigilance represents the longevity or duration of the attention paid by 
the managers. It is possible that managers pay greater attention to a demand but in a very short period, 
while pay a little attention to another demand but this attention lasts for a long term. Hence, 
differentiating the magnitude of attention from the longevity of attention enables us to theorize a clearer 
process through which organizational responses are routinized.  
First, we propose that the magnitude of demand salience is likely to increase the probability of 
organizational responses routinization. As discussed above, focusing more attention on certain 
stakeholder demands will deplete more cognitive resources of mangers. Cognitive resources are valuable 
and limited, and they should be freed in order for the managers to switch to other stakeholder demands, 
especially when the external environment is highly turbulent and new stakeholder demands emerge 
frequently. In this case, managers have motivation to routinize organizational responses, because their 
cognitive resources can be freed and hence they can pay attention to new stakeholder demands, rather 
than being trapped by existing stakeholder demands. Although existing stakeholder demands may be 
important, legitimate, and urgent, they can be addressed by the routinized organizational responses 
without managerial attention. Therefore, we propose 
 
Proposition 10: Other things being equal, the magnitude of demand salience is positive associated with the likelihood 
of routinization of organizational responses. In other words, the likelihood of routinization of organizational 
responses will increase as the magnitude of demand salience increases. 

 
Second and in a similar vein, we propose that vigilance attention is likely to increase the probability of 
organizational responses routinization. The reason is that focusing on stakeholder demands in long-term 
will deplete more cognitive resources of managers, who also have motivation to routinize organizational 
responses in order to free their cognitive resources which can be used by them to focus on other 
demands. This motivation to routinize is stronger when the external environment is highly turbulent and 
many new stakeholder demands emerge. We further posit that when both the magnitude of demand 
salience and attention vigilance are strong, managers will have greater motivation to routinize 
organizational responses. Therefore, we propose 
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Proposition 11: Other things being equal, attention vigilance is positive associated with the likelihood of 
routinization of organizational responses. In other words, the likelihood of routinization of organizational responses 
will increase as attention vigilance increases. 
Proposition 12: There is a positive interaction effect between the magnitude of demand salience and attention 
vigilance. Specifically, the likelihood of routinization of organizational responses will be strongest when both the 
magnitude of demand salience and attention vigilance are strong. 

 
Stakeholder Sensegiving, Demand Salience, and Routinization of Organizational Responses: A 
Recursive Model 
Above we have discussed the relationship between stakeholder sensegiving, demand salience, and the 
routinization of organizational responses. We emphasized the role of sensegiving tactics in shaping 
demand salience—the degree of attention paid by managers to stakeholder demands. We also 
highlighted how the magnitude of demand salience and attention vigilance lead to the routinization of 
organizational responses. In this section, we combine the above discussion to develop a recursive model 
link together stakeholder sensegiving, demand salience, and the routinization of organizational 
responses. Figure 1 demonstrates this theoretical model.  
This recursive model demonstrates a process through which plural stakeholder demands are addressed 
in organizations. One assumption of this model is that managers cannot simultaneously attend to all 
stakeholder demands. Instead, we posit which stakeholder demands are attended by managers is 
determined by demand salience, the outcome of the sensegiving of stakeholder groups. Several linguistic-
based tactics can be utilized by stakeholder groups to strengthen the salience of their demands, resulting 
in higher degree of attention paid by the mangers. Subsequently, the demand salience influences the 
routinization of organizational responses. The magnitude and the longevity of attention of managers 
focusing on certain stakeholder demands will increase the likelihood that organizational responses to 
these demands will be routinized. Later, response to these demands will be automatically triggered 
without any managerial attention. As a result, managerial attention can be freed from focusing on these 
demands and then switch to new or unattended stakeholder demands.  
We argue that this recursive model is especially helpful in dealing with stakeholder demands in an 
environment with institutional pluralism. According to Kraatz and Block (2008), organizations locating in 
an environment with institutional pluralism face multiple and even contradictory or competing 
institutional logics (Thornton and Ocasio, 2008). Facing institutional pluralism, it is critical for an 
organization to manage the multiple or even competing institutional logics (Greenwood et al., 2011), 
because the management of multiple and conflicting stakeholder demands determine the organization’s 
long-term survival and success (Donaldson and Preston, 1995). A strategic perspective of stakeholder 
management proposes that “balancing” stakeholder interests is a key to the survival and success of an 
organization (Freeman, 1984), but has yet shown how stakeholder demands can be balanced. Due to the 
limited managerial cognitive resources, balancing stakeholder demands creates a paradox that an 
organization address certain stakeholder demands would ignore other stakeholder demands.  
Our recursive model proposes an approach to balance stakeholder demands and can help cope with this 
paradox. To solve the paradox, we argue, an organization can rely on its organizational practices that are 
based a temporal management of stakeholder demands. Specifically, an organization first attend to and 
respond to certain stakeholder demands. Then these responses could be routinized within the 
organization; as a result, response to these stakeholder demands are triggered automatically without any 
managerial attention and the managers’ cognitive resources are freed and can be utilized to attend to 
other stakeholder demands that are new to the organization or unattended before. Through this recursive 
process, an organization can to a large extent attend to and respond to stakeholder demands in the 
environment with institutional pluralism.  
 
DISCUSSION 
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Our primary objective is to establish a new research agenda for exploring organizational responses to 
stakeholder demands in an environment with institutional pluralism. We emphasize the role of 
sensegiving tactics in shaping demand salience and highlight the influence of demand salience in 
determining the routinization of organizational responses. The theoretical augments that we have 
advanced could contribute to existing literature in several ways. First of all, in contrast to prior models 
which emphasize the importance of managerial cognitive processes in determining organizational 
responses to stakeholder demands (Bundy et al., 2013; Mitchell et al., 1997), we emphasize the role of 
stakeholder sensegiving. Prior studies demonstrate that the response of an organization to plural 
stakeholder demands is a function of how these demands are given voice within the organization (Pache 
and Santos, 2010). Instead, we add the literature that the response of an organization to plural 
stakeholder demands is a function of how these demands are given voice outside the organization. We 
argue that managerial attention to stakeholder demands is not only the outcome of how managers 
resonate with and interpret these demands (Bundy et al., 2013; Mitchell et al., 1997), but also the outcome 
how stakeholder groups give sense to these demands.  
Building on the premise that languages and vocabularies are central to communication, thought, and 
practices, we further provide a variety of communicative-based arguments to demonstrate that several 
sensegiving tactics can be used by stakeholder groups to communicate with managers in an attempt to 
obtain managerial attention. Although institutional literature has recognized the importance of 
vocabularies, language, discourse, and communication in shaping organizational responses to 
institutional complexity (Greenwood et al., 2011; Loewenstein et al., 2012), there is still a lack of 
understanding of the micro-processes of cognition through which framing, communication, sensemaking 
and sensegiving determine organizational responses to stakeholder demands. Thus, our communicative-
based argument can contribute to the literature by demonstrating a sensegiving process through which 
stakeholder groups can use several framing and presenting tactics to gain managerial attention for their 
demands.  
Our third theoretical contribution rests on the conceptualization of the routinization of organizational 
responses and the recursive model of organizational responses to stakeholder demands. Prior studies on 
organizational responses to institutional logics almost rely on Oliver’s (1991) repertoire of organizational 
responses to develop their theories (Bundy et al., 2013; Pache and Santos, 2010). These theories can 
explain why an organization adopt a specific response for handling stakeholder demands at a particular 
point in time. However, there is little attention to “the possibility of cycles of organizational responses” 
(Greenwood et al., 2011, p. 351). More important, looking at organizational responses at a particular point 
in time ignores the sustainability of organizational responses and their variations across time (Tilcsik, 
2010). We argue that our recursive model of organizational responses to stakeholder demands can fill 
these research gaps and respond to the call for studies on these aspects by Greenwood et al. (2011). 
Specifically, by routinizing organizational responses an organization is able to persistently respond to 
stakeholder demands, which provides an approach to achieve the sustainability of organizational 
responses. In addition, the recursive model also demonstrates how multiple stakeholder demands can be 
addressed by the process of organizational responses routinization, offering insights into the 
understanding of the variations of organizational responses across time. Furthermore, our recursive 
model offers insights in how to manage and balance stakeholder demands in an environment with 
institutional pluralism. Therefore, we could answer the question of how to balance stakeholder demands 
raised by stakeholder theorists (Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Freeman, 1984) and the question of how to 
deal with plural institutional logics raised by institutional theorists (Greenwood et al., 2011). 
Our last theoretical contribution is rooted on the conceptualization of salience into two dimensions. 
Traditional wisdom define salience as the degree of attention paid by the managers (Bundy et al., 2013; 
Mitchell et al., 1997). We point out that salience can be defined from two distinct perspective. One 
dimension reflects the magnitude of managerial attention at a particular point in time, and the other 
dimension represents the longevity or duration of managerial attention over time. Based on attention 
literature (Ocasio, 1997), we demonstrate that both of the two dimensions would affect the routinization 
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of organizational responses. We argue that differentiating between the two dimensions of salience can 
shed more lights on the research of institutional pluralism, institutional complexity, and organizational 
responses.  
 
CONCLUSION  
As institutional contexts become more plural and complex, more multiple institutional logics and 
stakeholder demands emerge and some institutional logics and stakeholder demands become 
contradictory and competing with each other. As a result, an organization have more difficulties to 
respond to these contradictory and competing institutional logics and stakeholder demands. While prior 
studies have suggested several approaches to respond to plural institutional logics and stakeholder 
demands, these studies neglect the sustainability of organizational responses and the micro-process 
through which sensegiving can shape organizational responses. Our research goal is to address these 
gaps. However, much remains to be investigated about the mechanisms through which an organization 
responds to institutional pluralism and institutional complexity. We nevertheless hope that our current 
study could offer a fundamental work to understand how organizations manage institutional pluralism 
and balance multiple and conflicting stakeholder demands.  
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Figure 1. The Recursive Model of Stakeholder Sensegiving, Demand Salience, and Routinization of 
Organizational Responses 

 


