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Abstract

Aim: This exploratory single-company case study examined how omni-channel transformation
reshapes stakeholder relationships, power structures, and influences patterns at MediaMarktSaturn
in the German consumer electronics retail sector.

Methodology: A convergent parallel mixed-methods design was applied, drawing on n = 36
MediaMarktSaturn experts and Reed et al.'s (2009) three-phase stakeholder typology, complemented
by an interest-influence matrix, rainbow diagram, and the original Lol Index.

Results: The author identified a resilient core stakeholder triangle (retailers, logistics providers,
manufacturers) and a customer paradox (high strategic importance but limited direct influence).

Implications and recommendations: Retailers should prioritise relationships within the core triangle
and implement structured customer feedback mechanisms. Future research should examine
longitudinal effects, particularly following the 2025 JD.com acquisition.

Originality/value: This article provides the first systematic stakeholder analysis in omni-channel retail,
introducing the Real Utility Analysis and Lol Index as novel methodological tools.
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1. Introduction

Retail has undergone a significant shift from multi-channel to omni-channel strategies, moving toward
a broader perspective on channels and shopper movement through the seamless integration of
multiple customer touchpoints across digital and physical environments (Verhoef et al., 2015).
Successful omni-channel implementation requires coordinated management of channels and
touchpoints to optimise customer experience, as retailers move along a continuum from unconnected
silos to fully seamless operations (Neslin, 2022). The COVID-19 pandemic has significantly accelerated
these changes.

Omni-channel retailing goes beyond mere technical integration. According to Yrjola et al. (2018), it is
a strategic concept focused on strengthening customer relationships and co-creating value by aligning
channel strategies with customers’ decision-making processes. Without a clear strategic framework,
such efforts risk inefficiency and even bring adverse effects — particularly when underlying stakeholder
dynamics remain poorly understood (Hagberg et al., 2016; Yrj6la et al., 2018).

Traditional retail ecosystems relied on a typical triad of retailers, suppliers, and customers, whereas
omni-channel retailing has introduced new stakeholder categories and fundamentally altered roles,
responsibilities, and power dynamics, resulting in complex interdependencies that require
sophisticated management approaches (Hagberg et al., 2016; Verhoef et al., 2015). While stakeholder
management is increasingly relevant in omni-channel strategies, recent literature predominantly
focused on operational, technological, and organisational challenges (Hajdas et al., 2025; Radomska et
al., 2025; Thaichon et al., 2023), without embedding these insights in robust stakeholder analysis
frameworks. Deeper stakeholder dynamics thus remain largely unexplored, particularly in mature
markets (Levy et al., 2018) such as Germany (Heinemann, 2023).

Foundational stakeholder theory also reflects this gap. Although Freeman (1984), Mitchell et al. (1997),
Freeman et al. (2007), and Reed et al. (2009) provided important foundations for stakeholder analysis,
these approaches — especially Reed et al.’s comprehensive three-phase framework —have been rarely,
if ever, applied empirically and systematically in omni-channel retailing contexts.

This study addressed these research gaps by providing a systematic empirical examination of how
omni-channel transformation reshapes stakeholder relationships, power structures, and influence
patterns, drawing on MediaMarktSaturn as a single-company case study in the German consumer
electronics retail sector. It extended stakeholder salience and network theory by identifying a resilient
core stakeholder triangle (retailers, logistics providers, manufacturers) that combines structural
stability with adaptive flexibility, while uncovering a customer paradox which challenges traditional
influence assumptions. By introducing the Real Utility Analysis and Lol Index, the article provides novel
methodological tools and a replicable framework for stakeholder management in digitally
transforming retail ecosystems.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Stakeholder Theory: Foundations and Evolution

Stakeholder theory, conceptualised by Freeman (1984), evolved from a definitional framework to
a comprehensive lens for organisational relationships. He defined stakeholders as "any group or
individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of an organisation's objectives" (Freeman,
1984, p. 46), establishing foundational research.

Mitchell et al. (1997) extended this through the stakeholder salience model (power, legitimacy,
urgency), enabling refined categorisation beyond identification. Recent contributions, e.g. Phillips et
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al. (2003) on normative/derivative distinction and Jones et al. (2018) on trust-based competitive
advantage, provided a theoretical grounding for omni-channel multi-stakeholder dynamics.

Traditional supplier—retailer—customer conceptualisations proved to be insufficient for platform-
mediated omni-channel ecosystems' complex interdependencies and power dynamics (Hagberg et al.,
2016; Verhoef et al., 2015).

2.2. Omni-Channel Retail: Theoretical Foundations and Strategic Implications

Omni-channel retailing evolves multi-channel strategies by fundamentally transforming customer
engagement and operations. Verhoef et al. (2015) defined omni-channel as the synergetic
management of channels and touchpoints to optimise customer experience and channel performance,
whilst Lemon and Verhoef (2016) emphasised seamless data/technology/process integration for
consistent customer journeys across touchpoints.

Recent studies highlighted perceived omni-channel experience (Rahman et al., 2022), the role of
situational factors (Hsia et al., 2020), and its positive impact on shopping intentions (Shi et al., 2020).
Theoretical foundations drew on resource-based advantages of channel integration (Cao & Li, 2015)
and technology-enabled omnichannel frameworks (Cai & Lo, 2020). This further required seamless
online-offline integration to prevent cannibalisation (Herhausen et al., 2015), building on Saghiri et al.
(2017) conceptual framework, which organises omni-channel systems according to channel stages,
channel types, and involved actors while stressing the importance of coordinated value chain activities.

Strategically, omni-channel retailing disrupts traditional retailer control over the customer interface
through direct-to-consumer and platform-mediated relationships (Hagberg et al., 2016), reshaping
power relations among retailers, platforms, customers, and logistics providers. Classical stakeholder
theory falls short in addressing these evolving influence patterns.

2.3. Stakeholder Dynamics in Retail Transformation

Digital transformation fundamentally alters the retail ecosystem by creating new stakeholder
categories and reshaping existing roles, responsibilities, and power structures (Hagberg et al., 2016).
Stakeholder network theory provides a lens to examine these evolving interconnections (Rowley,
1997). Among these new stakeholder categories, digital platforms have emerged as particularly
powerful actors.

Digital platforms such as Amazon and Google act as central intermediaries that regulate access and
data flows, while blurring the traditional boundaries between suppliers, competitors, and
collaborators. By leveraging network effects and multi-sided marketplaces, they diminish hierarchical
value chains and shift power toward platform orchestrators rather than asset owners (Parker et al.,
2016).

Logistics and technology providers have simultaneously evolved from supportive functions into
strategic partners managing complex omni-channel fulfilment (Wollenburg, 2017).

Customers have gained significant empowerment through information access, reviews, and omni-
channel habits, transforming them from passive recipients into active co-creators of value (Labrecque
et al., 2013; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Verhoef et al., 2015). Nevertheless, a customer paradox
persists: although central to strategy, customers still lack formal mechanisms of strategic influence
(Rahman et al., 2022).
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2.4. Research Gap

Omni-channel research predominantly addresses operational-technical challenges, including channel
integration (Verhoef et al., 2015), technology implementation (Cai & Lo, 2020) and customer journey
optimisation (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Rahman et al., 2022), while systematically neglecting underlying
stakeholder power dynamics, interdependencies, and ecosystem-level reconfiguration (Hagberg et al.,
2016).

Empirical gap: The existing literature predominantly examined operational performance, technology
adoption and customer experience (e.g. Radomska et al.,, 2025; Thaichon et al.,, 2023), yet
systematically neglects the way omni-channel transformation reshapes stakeholder salience, relative
influence positions, and the paradoxical role of customers — whose centrality to omnichannel
experience design (Rahman et al., 2022) contrasts sharply with their limited strategic influence — within
retail ecosystems (Levy et al., 2018).

Theoretical gap: Classical stakeholder frameworks (Freeman, 1984; Mitchell et al., 1997) remain dyadic
and static, unable to capture platform-mediated, multi-actor power shifts characteristic of omni-
channel systems.

Methodological gap: Reed et al. (2009) provided a comprehensive three-phase stakeholder typology
— identification, categorization, relationship analysis — which has never been systematically applied
to omni-channel retail contexts, despite its suitability for complex ecosystems.

This gap is particularly pronounced in consolidated European markets where established relationship
structures coexist with disruptive platforms and empowered consumers (Heinemann, 2023; Levy et al.,
2018). This article provides the first systematic empirical application of the framework by Reed et al.
in German consumer electronics retail.

3. Methodology

3.1. Research Foundations

This study adopted a pragmatic philosophical stance, combining interpretive insights into stakeholder
perspectives with an objective analysis of relational patterns. This approach used multiple analytical
methods while focusing on actionable insights for retail management (Creswell, 2014; Saunders et al.,
2019).

The network theory, particularly in line with Rowley's (1997) stakeholder network approach, provides
a complementary analytical lens by viewing stakeholders not as isolated actors but as part of a complex
web of relationships. In contrast to traditional dyadic perspectives, this framework emphasizes
structural positions and interdependencies. This perspective directly informed Research Question 2
and is operationalised in this study through actor-linkage matrices and the rainbow diagram, allowing
for a more nuanced understanding of stakeholder positions within the omni-channel ecosystem.

Due to the exploratory nature of stakeholder dynamics in omni-channel retailing, an inductive research
strategy was chosen. Although established stakeholder and network theories provided foundational
lenses, the specific configurations in the German consumer electronics sector remain largely uncharted,
requiring an approach that allows emergent patterns to surface (Saunders et al., 2019).

The research design integrated descriptive inquiry (identifying and categorising stakeholders) and
explanatory inquiry (analysing how omni-channel transformation reshapes relationships, influence
patterns, and strategic implications) (Creswell, 2014). Based on these premise, the author derived four
research questions:
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1. Which stakeholders are salient in the ongoing omni-channel transformation at MediaMarktSaturn
in the German consumer electronics retail sector?

2. How can stakeholders be systematically classified using salience and network criteria?

3. How does omni-channel transformation reshape stakeholder relationships, influence patterns, and
relative power positions?

4. What strategic implications do these dynamics hold for brick-and-mortar retailers such as
MediaMarktSaturn?

3.2. Research Context: The German Consumer Electronics Retail Market

Germany provides a uniquely dynamic setting for analysing omni-channel stakeholder dynamics. As
Europe’s largest consumer electronics market, it faces profound structural change: marketplace
growth displaces independent webshops, Chinese platforms (Temu, Shein) gain share through
aggressive pricing, and Amazon remains dominant (Marketplace Universe, 2025; Waredock Magazine,
2025). A key event was JD.com’s September 2025 acquisition of a controlling stake in market leader
Ceconomy AG (MediaMarktSaturn, €22.4 billion sales in FY 2023/24), approved by the
Bundeskartellamt (Bundeskartellamt, 2025; Ceconomy AG, 2024). This introduced a significant
influence of Asian platform into a consolidating market and is expected to reshape competition, supply
chains, and stakeholder power structures.

MediaMarktSaturn positions itself as an omni-channel service platform, focusing on seamless
online/offline integration, first-party data, retail media, and marketplace services (Ceconomy AG,
2024; NRF Retail’s Big Show Europe, 2025). The single-company focus on MediaMarktSaturn is
a deliberate methodological choice, offering analytical depth unavailable in multi-firm comparisons
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2018). The retailer-centric perspective is acknowledged as a limitation (see
Section 6).

3.3. Data Collection Strategy

The empirical study used a purposive sample of 36 experts from MediaMarktSaturn Holding, selected
across hierarchical levels (19 upper, 13 middle, 4 lower management) to ensure diverse perspectives
from key decision-makers (Palinkas et al., 2015). The data were collected in 2022. Detailed
demographic and stakeholder data are provided in the Supplementary Material.

The questionnaire included five sections on participants’ background, omni-channel strategy
motivations and challenges, economic/political influences, and stakeholder analysis. Additional ECR
guestions were reserved for a separate publication. Data collection combined closed-ended rating
scales with open-ended items (Kallio et al., 2016).

The stakeholder analysis followed the three-step framework by Reed et al. (2009): identification,
differentiation/categorisation (using interest—influence matrix, Lol Index, and stakeholder-led
grouping), and relationship investigation via actor-linkage matrices. All the surveys were personally
administered by the author via face-to-face, telephone, or video conference, with full GDPR
compliance and ethical standards observed.

3.4. Analytical Framework, Methods, and Validity

Data analysis followed the typology by Reed et al. (2009) three-phase stakeholder typology:
identification and mapping, differentiation and categorization, and relationship analysis. Stakeholders
were identified through the personally administered expert survey, with targeted follow-up questions
ensuring comprehensive coverage.



Rafael Heinrich Czekalla 116

The study employed a convergent parallel mixed-methods design (Fetters et al., 2013): open-ended
survey items provide qualitative context, while Likert-scale ratings serve as the primary descriptive
instrument supporting stakeholder categorization (Lol Index, interest—influence matrix). Given the
exploratory intent, purposeful sampling, and sample size (n = 36), no inferential statistics were applied;
the ratings functioned as descriptive summaries that complement qualitative patterns through joint
displays (Tables 3-6).

Stakeholder categorisation relied on two principal tools. Mendelow (1981) classified interest—influence
matrix stakeholders into Key Players (high interest/influence), Context Setters (low interest/high
influence), Subjects (high interest/low influence), and the Crowd (low interest/influence). The rainbow
diagram (Chevalier & Buckles, 2013; Reed et al., 2009) complemented this by examining influence
capacity and exposure, revealing interdependencies and power asymmetries. The original Level of
Importance (Lol) Index captured stakeholder significance via 5-point Likert ratings (arithmetic means
across n = 36). Although Likert-scale data were strictly ordinal in nature, arithmetic means were
calculated under the assumption of approximately equidistant intervals between scale points,
a practice widely accepted for descriptive purposes in empirical social research (Norman, 2010). The
relationship analysis examined cooperation, conflict, and complementarity through qualitative
narratives and structured mapping (Bundy et al., 2018; Reed et al., 2009).

Trustworthiness followed established strategies (Lim, 2024; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Triangulation
combined expert surveys, internal documents, and literature with quantitative and qualitative analysis,
reducing methodological bias (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; Kallio et al., 2016). Content and face
validity were ensured through alignment with stakeholder theory constructs. Member checking via
participant review was confirmed by a MediaMarktSaturn sales director (Lim, 2024). Coding followed
Saldafia (2021); the single-researcher design was acknowledged as a limitation.

4. Results

4.1. Omni-Channel Strategy Adoption and Strategic Priorities

The empirical investigation demonstrated the unanimous recognition of omni-channel strategies'
crucial importance among the surveyed MediaMarktSaturn experts. The participants rated omni-
-channel approaches at M = 4.53 (5-point Likert scale) vs. single-channel strategies at M = 1.97
(A = 2.56), underlining their critical necessity for competitiveness and viability.

A deeper analysis revealed that omni-channel was not merely viewed as an operational enhancement,
but also as a fundamental business model transformation requiring full organisational realignment
around integrated customer journeys. The thematic analysis identified three strategic drivers: revenue
increase/cost reduction, supply chain optimisation, and cross-channel consistency meeting customer
expectations.

Table 1. Channel Usage and Real Utility Scores

Sales Channel Usage Rate Avg. Importance (1-5) Importance (%) of 5 Real Utility (%)
Own Online Shop 100% 4.58 91.6% 95.8%
Physical Store 100% 4.56 91.2% 95.6%
External Marketplaces 86.11% 3.22 64.4% 75.26%
Telephone Sales 58.33% 3.83 76.6% 67.5%
B2B Sales 63.89% 3.39 67.8% 65.85%
Agents 33.33% 2.50 50.0% 41.67%

Source: based on a Likert scale 1 to 5 and estimated by the experts (n = 36). Descriptive ratings only; no inferential statistics.
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Channel usage analysis revealed complex omni-channel architectures beyond simple multichannel
presence. Physical stores and proprietary online platforms showed their universal adoption (100%). To
assess channel effectiveness, this study developed the Real Utility Analysis — a weighted score
combining usage rate and perceived strategic importance. As presented in Table 1, own online shop
(95.8%) and physical store (95.6%) dominated, while agents scored lowest (41.67%), enabling data-
driven resource allocation. The usage rates reflected the share of the 36 surveyed MediaMarktSaturn
experts who indicated the active use of the respective channel within the company's operations.

4.2. Stakeholder Ecosystem Identification and Mapping

Stakeholder identification revealed a complex ecosystem of five primary and two additional categories,
each playing distinct roles in omni-channel retail.

Retailers and logistics providers achieved universal identification (100%), confirming their central roles
in the ecosystem. While retailers demonstrated the industry's self-awareness of its omni-channel
transformation, the universal recognition of logistics providers marked a clear departure from
traditional retail models where logistics played a supporting rather than strategic role.

Manufacturers and brands received near-universal identification (97.2%), reflecting their ongoing
strategic importance despite emerging direct-to-consumer tensions. Customers, despite being the
ultimate focus of retail strategies, were identified by only 72.2% of respondents — suggesting
fundamental differences in how retailers conceptualised customer roles, ranging from passive
beneficiaries to active co-creators of omni-channel experiences.

IT and service providers achieved moderate identification (63.9%), reflecting differences in whether
retailers internalised these capabilities or relied on external partnerships. Local authorities received
limited identification (22.2%), suggesting that regulatory frameworks have neither significantly
restricted nor shaped omni-channel development in the German context.

Notably, media and social media platforms (16.7% identification rate) grew in perceived importance
during the survey process, suggesting a potential strategic blind spot given the growing role of digital
touchpoints in consumer decisions.

Table 2. Stakeholder Identification Rates

Stakeholder Type Identification Rate
Retailers 100%
Logistics Providers 100%
Manufacturers (Brands) 97.2%
Customers 72.2%
IT Providers / Other Providers 63.9%
Local Authorities 22.2%
Others (Social Media, Media, Influencers) 16.7%

Source: based on a Likert scale 1 to 5 and estimated by the experts (n = 36).
Descriptive ratings only; no inferential statistics.

4.3. Categorisation and Importance Analysis

Manufacturers and brands obtained the highest Lol score (4.64), followed by retailers (4.58) and
logistics providers (4.17), with consistently high ratings across importance, interest, and influence
(Table 3).
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Table 3. Stakeholder Levels of Importance

Stakeholder Level of Importance
Retailers 4.58
Manufacturers (Brands) 4.64
Logistics Providers 4.17
Customers 3.11
IT Providers 3.22
Local Authorities 2.39

Source: based on a Likert scale 1 to 5 and estimated by the experts (n = 36).
Descriptive ratings only; no inferential statistics.

In the interest—influence matrix, retailers (interest 4.8, influence 4.9) and manufacturers and brands
(interest 4.6, influence 4.8) were categorised as Key Players, while logistics providers were positioned
as Context Setters (interest 3.8, influence 4.7). Customers received a lower Lol score (3.11) and showed
high interest (4.2) alongside lower influence (2.8), leading to classification as Subjects — a pattern
consistent with the customer paradox. IT and service providers showed moderate ratings (Lol 3.22;
interest 3.4, influence 3.2), tending toward the Subjects category. Local authorities had the lowest
scores overall (Lol 2.39; interest 1.4, influence 2.5), resulting in placement in the Crowd category
(Table 4).

Table 4. Interest-Influence Stakeholder Classification

Stakeholder Group Interest Influence Category Justification
Very high infl i - I
Retailers 48 49 Key Player ery high influence and interest — centra
actors
Equally high infl i -
Manufacturers (Brands) 4.6 4.8 Key Player c!u.a v '|g influence and interest
critically involved
_— . High infl but tively |
Logistics Providers 3.8 4.7 Context Setter . 'eh Inluence bUE comparatively lower
interest
. High i limited infl — typical
Customers 42 )8 Subject igh interest but limited influence — typica
customer paradox
IT Providers & Service Between Mo.derate values — formally not fully
. 3.4 3.2 . . assignable to a category, but tendency
Providers (Leaning Subject) .
towards subjects
Very low i limited infl -
Local Authorities 14 25 Crowd ery .owmterestand imited influence
marginal role

Categories: Key Player (interest >4, influence >4); Context Setter (interest <4, influence >4); Subject (interest >4, influence
<4); Crowd (<3 for both).

Source: based on a Likert scale 1 to 5 and estimated by the experts (n = 36). Descriptive ratings only; no inferential statistics.

4.4. Rainbow Diagram Analysis: Affecting and Affected Relationships

Table 5 presents the affecting capability and affected level for each stakeholder group, revealing
distinct asymmetries within the ecosystem. Manufacturers and brands exhibited the strongest
affecting capability (4.9) with the lowest susceptibility (2.1), indicating a position of relative
independence. Retailers showed high affecting capability (4.8) paired with moderate susceptibility
(3.2), reflecting a balanced but pivotal role. Logistics providers displayed a balanced profile with high
scores in both dimensions (4.1 and 3.9), underlining their critical interdependence.
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In contrast, customers revealed low affecting capability (2.3) but the highest affected level (4.7),
reinforcing the customer paradox. IT providers occupied a moderate position (3.3 and 3.4), while local
authorities (estimated at 1.5 for both, due to limited identification and sparse data) remained
marginal. Overall, these patterns highlighted mutual dependencies within the core stakeholder
triangle and the asymmetric position of customers relative to other stakeholder groups.

Table 5. Stakeholder Affecting and Affected Table

Stakeholder Affecting Capability (1-5 on Affected Level (1-5 on
. . Remarks
Group Likert scale) Likert scale)

Retailers 48 39 Central with l.ojalanced influence
and vulnerability

Manufacturers 4.9 2.1 Strong and relatively independent

(Brands) ’ ’ & ¥ P

Logistics Providers 4.1 3.9 Critical but vulnerable

Customers 23 47 L"ow influence, h|gh|}l/ affected
("customer paradox")

IT Providers 33 34 Moderate influence and affected

Local Authorities 1.5 (estimated) 1.5 (estimated) Marginal role

Source: based on a Likert scale 1 to 5 and estimated by the experts (n = 36). Descriptive ratings only; no inferential statistics.

4.5. Stakeholder Relationship Patterns and Dynamics

The core stakeholder triangle — retailers, logistics providers, and manufacturers — exhibited strong
cooperative relationships. Retailers frequently describe logistics partners as extensions of their
customer experience teams, while manufacturer—retailer collaboration encompasses joint marketing,
data sharing, and product innovation. Conflicts were rare, occurring primarily between retailers and
manufacturers due to direct-to-consumer strategies (conflict score 1+).

High resource complementarity characterised the ecosystem: retailers contributed market access and
infrastructure, manufacturers provided products and branding, logistics providers supplied fulfilment
expertise, and IT providers enabled technological integration. Customers showed minimal relationship
strength across all dimensions — consistent with the customer paradox. Overall, relationships were
predominantly cooperative and complementary (Table 6).

Table 6. Stakeholder Relationships Analysis Table

Stakeholder Retailer Logistics Local Manufacturers Customers IT / Service
Group Providers Authorities (Brands) Providers

Retailer - (1-) (2) - (1) (2) (3-) - (1) (2)
Logistics Providers (1-) (2) - - (1) (2-) - (2-)
Local Authorities - - - - (2-) -
ooy e WE@E)| @) - - - -
Customers (1+) (2-) - - - - —
IT / Service Providers (1) (2) (2-) - - - -

Key: (1) Conflict, (2) Cooperation, (3) Complementarity +: strong (215 mentions), normal (>10), -: weak (26)

Source: based on a Likert scale 1 to 5 and estimated by the experts (n = 36). Descriptive ratings only; no inferential statistics.



Rafael Heinrich Czekalla 120

5. Discussion

5.1. The Core Stakeholder Triangle: Theoretical Insights

The identification of a core stakeholder triangle — retailers, logistics providers, and manufacturers —
represents a significant theoretical advancement in understanding omni-channel retail ecosystems
(Verhoef et al., 2015; Wollenburg, 2017). This configuration challenges traditional linear supply chain
models by shifting the focus from sequential control to multidirectional coordination among
strategically interdependent actors.

This extends the stakeholder network theory by illustrating hybrid governance structures (Williamson,
1991) - coordination mechanisms combining market-based and hierarchical elements with
collaborative partnerships — that form the omni-channel's strategic/operational backbone. This finding
was in line with Rowley's (1997) network theory, predicting that structurally central actors occupy
prominent positions enabling them to influence information flows and shape stakeholder expectations,
consistent with the core triangle's near-universal identification rates. Despite external shocks like
COVID-19 and technological disruptions, the triangle maintained structural integrity, suggesting
resilience beyond short-term trends.

The near-universal identification empirically confirmed the triangle's centrality. Customers, despite
frequent literature emphasis (Fernie & Sparks, 2018), showed overstated strategic influence relative
to operational importance — consistent with the customer paradox — while local authorities and social
media remained peripheral.

The findings suggested that the traditional retailer-manufacturer-customer triad may prove
insufficient to account for the full complexity of omni-channel environments, thus pointing towards
the need for revised conceptual frameworks —a direction that warrants further empirical investigation.
The core should now include logistics/IT providers, whose roles evolve dynamically: logistics from
operational support to strategic partnership (Wollenburg, 2017), manufacturers managing dual
DTC/wholesale interfaces (Thaichon et al., 2023). This triangle combines structural stability with
adaptive flexibility.

5.2. The Customer Paradox: Implications for Stakeholder Theory

The customer paradox, i.e. high importance combined with limited direct influence on omni-channel
strategy, challenges core assumptions in both stakeholder theory and retail management (Fernie
& Sparks, 2018; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The paradox reveals limitations in conventional
stakeholder influence models regarding power and influence in modern retail ecosystems.

Theoretically, customer influence operates through mechanisms different from those assumed in
traditional models, namely indirect and mediated by purchasing behaviour and market mechanisms
rather than formal strategic participation. This advances understanding of how stakeholder influence
varies across timeframes and decision-making levels. Contemporary research confirms that perceived
customer experiences significantly shape engagement and loyalty (Rahman et al., 2022), yet formal
mechanisms for customer input into strategic decisions remain underdeveloped. This paradox extends
beyond what Rahman et al. (2022) identified as the centrality of perceived omni-channel experience:
while customers shape experience expectations, they remain structurally excluded from strategic
decision-making processes.

The paradox further highlights a critical distinction between stakeholder interest and stakeholder
agency. Customers exhibit strong interest, benefiting from improved service levels, convenience, and
product variety, but lack the agency to directly shape strategic decisions. This implies that classification
frameworks such as interest—influence matrices require refinement to better differentiate between
interest and actionable power.
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In practice, retailers may underutilise customer feedback during strategy development, missing
innovation opportunities and competitive differentiation. Addressing this paradox requires
mechanisms that translate customer needs into strategic decisions while maintaining managerial
control (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Emerging practices include customer advisory boards,
co-creation workshops, and data-driven insight programs — structured formats that align strategy with
customer expectations without compromising governance clarity.

5.3. Managerial Implications for Retail Strategy and Management

The core stakeholder triangle findings indicate retailers should prioritise relationship development and
integration capabilities with logistics providers and manufacturers above other stakeholder categories
when allocating scarce resources (Christopher, 2016; Wollenburg, 2017). These relationships form the
operational and strategic backbone of omni-channel execution.

Addressing the customer paradox demands more sophisticated engagement mechanisms that
systematically translate customer feedback into strategic input. This requires targeted investments in
customer research capabilities, digital engagement platforms (social listening, feedback loops), and
organisational processes that convert customer insights into strategic action through structured co-
creation (Fernie & Sparks, 2018; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).

Adaptive management approaches are essential to monitor evolving stakeholder roles and capabilities,
as static processes prove inadequate for omni-channel ecosystems' complexity (Bundy et al., 2018;
Mitchell et al., 1997).

Beyond individual relationship management, an ecosystem perspective becomes critical.
Interdependencies and complementarities within the stakeholder ecosystem mean that management
decisions must consider system-wide effects rather than optimise individual relationships in isolation.
This demands ecosystem-level coordination exceeding conventional approaches.

5.4. Contributions to Omni-Channel Retail Literature

This article directly addresses the three gaps identified in Section 2.4. Empirically, it provides the first
systematic analysis of how omni-channel transformation reshapes stakeholder salience, influence
positions, and paradoxical customer roles within a retail ecosystem. Theoretically, it extends static,
dyadic stakeholder frameworks by illustrating how platform-mediated, multi-actor configurations
require hybrid governance structures. Methodologically, it introduces the first systematic application
of Reed et al.'s (2009) three-phase typology in omni-channel retail.

Two novel methodological tools complement this contribution: the Real Utility Analysis, combining
channel usage rates with strategic importance for resource allocation, and the Lol Index, measuring
stakeholder significance to complement traditional interest—influence matrices. Both enhance
analytical robustness and offer immediate practical applicability.

The central theoretical argument is that omni-channel implementation is fundamentally a relationship
management challenge: technical integration is necessary but insufficient; sustainable advantage
depends on managing complex, interdependent stakeholder ecosystems (Christopher, 2016; Yrjola et
al., 2018). This fills the gap left by research focused predominantly on operational challenges (Hajdas
et al., 2025; Radomska et al., 2025), cross-channel effects (Timoumi et al., 2022), and performance
outcomes (Thaichon et al., 2023).

Three concrete theoretical advancements emerge: (1) a resilient core stakeholder triangle — retailers,
logistics providers, manufacturers — that remains structurally stable despite disruption, extending
stakeholder network theory beyond dyadic and static conceptualisations (Freeman, 1984; Mitchell
et al., 1997); (2) dynamic role adaptation within this triangle, combining structural stability with
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peripheral flexibility; and (3) the customer paradox — high importance paired with limited strategic
influence — challenging conventional stakeholder influence assumptions (Jones et al., 2018; Prahalad
& Ramaswamy, 2004) and calling for refined classification frameworks that differentiate between
stakeholder interest and actionable power.

The author further points to relationship quality within the core triangle as a key explanatory factor
for performance variation, independent of technological or financial resources, and reframes omni-
channel strategies as continuously evolving systems — highlighting the critical and previously
underexplored role of stakeholder ecosystem management in driving successful digital transformation
in retail.

6. Limitations and Future Research Directions

Geographic/industry limitations: The German consumer electronics focus limits transferability to other
national contexts with differing regulatory frameworks, competitive structures, and consumer
behaviour. Comparative studies between mature markets like Germany and emerging markets, plus
cross-industry analyses (fashion, grocery, specialty retail), would identify universal principles alongside
context-specific variations.

Retailer-centric perspective: The MediaMarktSaturn single-company sample enables depth but
primarily represents retailer viewpoints, potentially underrepresenting customers, regulators, and
platform providers. Multi-stakeholder approaches with Lol-proportional sampling would reduce bias
and reveal internal vs. external perception discrepancies.

Cross-sectional design: The snapshot limits insights into evolutionary processes. The empirical data
were collected in 2022, prior to the JD.com acquisition of Ceconomy AG in 2025. Longitudinal studies
— particularly post-JD.com 2025 acquisition — would reveal adaptation mechanisms of platform-driven
ownership changes reshaping stakeholder constellations and omni-channel strategies.

Customer paradox: Future research should explore how customers' high strategic importance but
limited direct influence can be reconciled through effective co-creation and input mechanisms.

Emerging topics: Al and algorithmic decision-making, platform power concentration, and sustainability
pressures represent key forces that will increasingly reshape stakeholder influence patterns and
elevate currently peripheral actors. Additionally, future research should examine how omni-channel
complexity amplifies supply chain volatility — including bullwhip-effect dynamics — and how the core
stakeholder triangle's coordination mechanisms mitigate or exacerbate such effects.

7. Conclusion

This article empirically demonstrates that omni-channel transformation at MediaMarktSaturn in the
German consumer electronics sector is fundamentally a relationship management challenge rather
than a purely technological one, with core and peripheral stakeholders jointly shaping value creation
in increasingly complex retail ecosystems.

A central contribution is the empirical identification of a core stakeholder triangle — retailers, logistics
providers, and manufacturers — that remains structurally stable despite technological and market
disruptions. The analysis also uncovered a customer paradox: customers are assigned high importance
but exert limited strategic influence, indicating a gap between customer-centricity rhetoric and
stakeholder governance practice.

The findings further show that peripheral stakeholders remain highly adaptive, with logistics providers
assuming strategic partnership roles and manufacturers managing dual DTC/wholesale interfaces —
raising new coordination requirements alongside the stable core.
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The study advanced stakeholder theory by suggesting how ecosystem resilience arises from stable core
relationships combined with flexible peripheral engagement. For managers, the Real Utility Analysis
and Lol Index complement established instruments such as the interest—influence matrix and rainbow
diagram, enabling stakeholder prioritisation, relationship evaluation, and resource allocation in omni-
channel settings.

Revisiting the four research questions, the article identifies retailers, logistics providers,
manufacturers, customers, IT providers, and local authorities as the salient stakeholder groups (RQ1),
systematically classified through the interest—influence matrix, rainbow diagram, and Lol Index (RQ2).
Omni-channel transformation reshapes relationships by elevating logistics providers to strategic
partners and intensifying manufacturer—retailer tensions through DTC strategies, while customers gain
importance but lose direct influence (RQ3). For brick-and-mortar retailers like MediaMarktSaturn, this
implies prioritizing core triangle relationships, institutionalizing customer feedback mechanisms, and
adopting adaptive ecosystem management over static stakeholder frameworks (RQ4).

The 2025 JD.com acquisition of MediaMarktSaturn offers a particularly timely case to examine these
dynamics in practice, highlighting the need for adaptive stakeholder management in the face of
platform-driven change. Future research should extend these findings to other retail formats,
industries, and national contexts.
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Trojkat kluczowych interesariuszy i paradoks klienta: perspektywa
interesariuszy w handlu omnichannel w niemieckim sektorze elektroniki

Streszczenie

Cel: Niniejsze badanie typu single-firm case study analizuje, w jaki sposdb transformacja omnichannel
zmienia relacje interesariuszy, struktury wtadzy i wzorce wptywu w MediaMarktSaturn na niemieckim
rynku elektroniki uzytkowe;j.

Metodyka: Zastosowano konwergentny réwnolegty projekt mixed-methods oparty na 36 ekspertach
MediaMarktSaturn oraz typologii interesariuszy Reed i in. (2009), uzupetniony macierza
zainteresowanie—wptyw, diagramem teczowym oraz oryginalnym Indeksem Lol.

Wyniki: Badanie identyfikuje odporny tréjkat kluczowych interesariuszy (detalisci, dostawcy logistyki,
producenci) oraz paradoks klienta (wysoka strategiczna waznos$¢ przy ograniczonym bezposrednim
wplywie).

Implikacje i rekomendacje: Detalisci powinni priorytetowo traktowaé relacje w ramach trdéjkata
kluczowych interesariuszy oraz wdrozy¢ strukturalne mechanizmy zbierania opinii klientéw. Przyszte
badania powinny przeanalizowac efekty diugoterminowe, szczegdlnie po przejeciu przez JD.com
w 2025 roku.

Oryginalnosé/wartosé: Praca stanowi pierwsza systematyczng analize interesariuszy w handlu
omnichannel w formule single-firm case study, wprowadzajgc Real Utility Analysis oraz Indeks Lol jako
nowe narzedzia metodologiczne.

Stowa kluczowe: handel omnichannel, teoria interesariuszy, ekosystemy handlowe, paradoks klienta
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