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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Research Context

The performance measurement of last decades has been concentrating on company’s 

internal performance. Today, the companies are facing new challenges when they are 

realizing that they can not compete alone in the world of networks and partnerships. 

Firms can no longer by themselves develop all the resources, technologies and products 

to compete in today’s dynamic marketplace and alliances are used to acquire the critical 

skills, knowledge and capabilities that they lack (Pärise & Sasson 2002: 42). Companies 

are looking for potential partners that can give them, by cooperation, competitive 

advantage.

Companies are building new alliances and while the total number of alliances is 

increasing, the firms usually know little about how their alliances are performing 

(Bamford & Ernst 2002: 29). The research on alliances has shifted from early stage 

alliance conditions and formation of alliances to measurement of alliance outcomes and 

alliances effects on partners (see Dussauge et al. 2000). The alliance performance 

measurement is becoming more important when tightened competition is driving 

companies to partner and alliances are becoming key strategic weapons (Duysters & 

Heimeriks 2002: 15).

Some authors also point out that alliance performance might be difficult to measure 

(Inkpen & Ross 2001: 135), which is mainly because the nature of alliances. 

Organizations are facing problem where they should put more emphasis on relatively 

unfamiliar and subjective measures, such as, trust, commitment and other intangibles, 

compared to old financial and objective measures (Cravens et al. 2000: 530). There is 

also confusion about the right measures that indicate the alliance performance (Das & 

Teng 2002: 4).

The case organization of this study has also realized the importance of partnering and 

partnerships. It has presented that they need partners to reach their strategic objectives 

and to better serve their customers. Since partners are in important role in the strategy,
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the company has also realized the importance of measuring the performance of its 

partnerships, but they lack an appropriate measurement system. They have organized a 

group that is mainly responsible for partnership or strategic alliance practices. This 

dedicated function is responsible for partner selection, they have classified different 

partners and specified appropriate management system. The classification of partners is 

done according to business evaluation and total turnover and the results are divided into 

three levels: strategic partners, business partners and business networking partners. The 

partners at the highest level, strategic partners, are those that have long history of co

operation with the case organization and the relationship is seen strategically very 

important. Partners at the lower levels, business and business networking partners, are 

those that do not have so long co-operation history with the company and lack the 

strategic importance. More detailed description of the classification is presented later on 

in the study.

There can be found only few publications on strategic alliance performance 

measurement or research related to it, and those are also mainly working papers or 

issues from journals (see Zaman & Mavondo 2001, Callahan & MacKenzie 1999, 

Cravens et al. 2000, Nielsen 2002, Das & Teng 2002, Bamford & Ernst 2002). From 

this point of view this study is really challenging, although normal or internal 

performance measurement practices can be used as a starting point. This study aims to 

rise to the challenge of alliance performance measurement, construct a measurement 

system for the case organization, define proper measures and evaluate the system’s 

appropriateness for specific type relationships, and, in general, tackle the lack of 

research on this topic.

The challenge mentioned above, the researcher’s own interest on the topic and the 

company’s current need for such a system act as underlying motivation factors for this 

study.

1.2 Scope of Research

The scope of this study evolved during the research. The views from the case 

organization and the researcher’s own insight required finding of a shared view. As a
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starting point of this study, it was defined that the focus is on developing or constructing 

a measurement system. Figure 1 illustrates the interlinked themes of measurement 

system design, implementation, use and maintenance (Neely et al. 2000: 1142). The 

darker box in the figure shows the wider perspective for the scope of this research. It 

means that the other, implementation, usage and maintenance, phases are out of the 

scope of this study. Thus, the research does not describe how the system should be 

implemented, used or maintained, but it gives some suggestions for those actions.

How to maintain 
measurement system?

How to design 
measurement systems?

How to use
measurement systems?

How to implement 
measurement systems?

Figure 1. Measuring Business Performance: Emerging Research Themes (Neely et 

al. 2000: 1143)

Literature has divided and named different types of interfirm relationships (see e.g. 

Dobler & Burt 1996, Spekman et al. 2000). This research focus is on strategic alliances 

that typically add more value to the company than other types of relationships, e.g. 

normal arm’s length relationships. This view for the scope is depicted in Figure 2.
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Arm’s length relationships Collaborative relationships

Vendors Traditional Certified
suppliers suppliers

Partnership
type

alliance

Strategic
Alliances

Lower value added relationships Higher value added relationshi

Figure 2. Relationship Types (Dobler & Burt 1996: 15)

The figure was originally developed to illustrate the supply chain relationships but is 

convenient in highlighting the scope and focus of this research as well.

The main focus of research is on the dyadic relationship, relationship between two 

companies. Alliances between several companies are not studied in this report and the 

measurement system is constructed to dyadic type alliance relationships. This also 

means that the network approach to strategic alliances is out of scope of this research, 

but the measurement system serves the need of company’s management to manage their 

alliances as a portfolio.

The requirement from the case organization’s side is that the measurement system 

constructed should be generic enough to conform requirements of whole organization 

and thus it has to take into account other types of company’s collaborative relationships 

e.g. partnership type alliances (see Figure 2). This construction is developed together 

with another researcher. Furthermore, the interviews organized in the case organization, 

to collect empirical evidence, are also done jointly with the colleague researcher. These 

parallel studies by two researchers, thus, include shared empirical background and 

generic framework or system for measuring collaborative relationship’s performance. 

The generic measurement system itself serves the needs of measuring the case 

organization’s strategic alliances’ performance. However, it is seen important to 

examine if the system lacks some specific features common to this kind of relationships 

and, thus, would not be adequate for comprehensive performance measurement.
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Therefore, the generic model’s appropriateness to measure strategic alliance 

performance is evaluated independently in this study.

The two parallel studies differ mainly on focus levels. This study focuses on strategic 

alliances, strategic partners, and the other study concentrates on partnership type 

alliances, business networking partners. This makes a distinction between these studies 

and the differences can be seen both in theoretical and empirical contents of the studies, 

e.g. the case examples of collaborative relationships are chosen according to focus 

areas. The case example companies of this study are chosen from the highest level of 

partner classification, since these companies relationship with the case organization 

correspond to the definitions of strategic alliances.

The idea behind the earlier described generic model is that it can be used to all 

collaborative relationships of the company, thereby allowing comparison between them. 

This give also an opportunity for managers to allocate resources and make decisions 

according to the performance of different alliances.

1.3 Research Problem and Objectives

The research problem of this study can be phrased in following questions:

• What are the theoretical practices and suggestions related to performance 

measurement in general and especially to strategic alliance performance?

• What kind of a system would a generic measurement system for collaborative 

relationships performance be, as developed for the case organization’s business 

environment?

• Concerning such system, what specific features would measuring strategic alliance 

performance require?

The objective of this research is to construct such system and to answer above- 

mentioned questions. The research also presents general theoretical background on 

alliances and their management, and describes the case organization’s current situation, 

specially concerning to alliance and partnership management practices. Furthermore,
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the study aims to compare the empirical situation and practices against theoretical ones, 

and concerning measurement system construction, to discuss about and take into 

account the factors that lie behind alliance success.

1.4 Research Methods

This research has used the constructive research method as a guideline and is mainly 

based on qualitative material. According to Kasanen et al. (1980: 316) constructive 

research method includes following characteristics:

(1) It produces innovative and theoretically argued solution to an 

empirically relevant problem

(2) Its result have been shown to work in practice

(3) Its result has also a possibility to be shown to work more generally

Collaborative relationship performance measurement system is constructed for case 

organization in the empirical part of this study. This construction’s appropriateness to 

measure, especially, strategic alliance performance is then evaluated against empirical 

and theoretical findings, but real testing of the system stays outside the scope of this 

research. Thus, the created construction or solution is not tested extensively as the 

constructive research method would require (see Olkkonen 1993: 56). The research does 

not follow the constructive research method entirely, but it has features from it.

As a better methodological description the research can be said to employ analytical 

research method and include features from case study approach. Case study can be seen 

to be concentrated on examining one or few cases. It is about examining some 

phenomenon in natural context using all kinds of empirical data. Its primary objective is 

as versatile conceptualization as possible, and, if persons are included, to understand 

their own views and opinions. (Järvenpää & Kosonen 1997: 19-23). Yin (1989: 13) also 

suggests that case study is preferred when “how” or “why” questions are being posed. 

In this research’s context this could be, e.g. how should the performance of case 

organization’s collaborative relationships be measured.
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As said earlier, the research method is also more about analytical approach, since the 

study is missing the real characteristics of constructive research. As an answer to one of 

the research questions the developed measurement system for case organization’s 

collaborative relationship’s performance is described. Synthesized model of the 

measurement system is constructed according to analyzed empirical results and 

theoretical suggestions, so the study follows the analysis-synthesis path (see Figure 3).

Theoretical
traditions

Empirical views 
and practices

Measurement system for 
collaborative relationships 

performance

Analysis

Synthesis

Figure 3. Constructing Synthesized Model for Collaborative Relationships 
Performance Measurement

The empirical data is mainly gathered through interviews that are conducted with the 

case organization’s employees and its partners. First round interviews are conducted 

with the case organization employees. This part of the research is done jointly with the 

colleague researcher. The employees are asked for factors that they see critical for 

collaborative relationship performance and what practices are currently in place for 

measuring those relationships performance. These questions are among other questions 

that try to elicit the history, current state and future views about alliance and partnership 

management and measurement practices related to them. The personnel interviewed are 

those whose work is closely related to company’s collaborative relationships, called 

simply partnerships in the case organization, and they have first hand information and
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experience on the topic. These employees are also from different levels of organization, 

from strategic to operational, to get a wider perspective to the topic at hand.

Second round interviews are conducted independently with the case example partner 

companies. Employees from these companies give their opinion and views to above 

mentioned question topics. Partners’ opinions are seen important, mainly because by 

working this way partners act as a part of case organization’s process for developing the 

system and, thus, would feel comfortable and, in a way, be more committed to 

constructed solution.

Then both first and second round interviews are evaluated, analyzed and compared 

against the theoretical success and performance factors presented in chapters 2 and 4. 

After this analysis, a development meeting is arranged to employees from the dedicated 

partnership management function and some other employees of the company. These 

employees are given information about theory based collaborative relationships 

performance measurement practices, success factors found from the literature and the 

results from first and second round of interviews. The second round results are 

independent results, gathered separately. This study’s results are from strategic alliance 

partners, and other study’s from partnership type alliances. The employees are given a 

proposal for measurement system and asked to give their opinion on how this proposal 

would suit in measuring the case organization’s collaborative relationships and 

comments on the results gathered from interviews. Then opinions are assembled and 

analyzed, and the synthesized model is constructed (see Figure 3). In this construction 

phase the different perspectives of the system are presented, success factors for these 

perspectives are defined and proper measures for success factors are determined.

This system is developed to measure case organization’s all collaborative relationships 

performance, including strategic alliances. However, to answer to the research questions 

of this study, the requirements or specific features for measuring strictly strategic 

alliance performance are evaluated later on in this study.
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1.5 Structure of the Thesis

This introduction chapter is followed by theoretical part of the research. It gives view to 

alliances and partnerships (chapter 2), organizations’ internal performance measurement 

(chapter 3) and to the strategic alliance performance and its measurement practices 

(chapter 4). After theoretical part the research moves to empirical part of the study. In 

the empirical part the current situation related to the case organization in general and to 

practices related to management of case organization’s strategic alliances is described. 

Furthermore, the case example strategic alliances are presented (chapter 5).

Chapter 6 includes a definition of the development process, proposed conceptual 

framework for the measurement and the results from case organization’s internal 

interviews and interviews conducted with its partners. These results are then analyzed, 

the synthesized model for measuring case organization’s collaborative relationships is 

constructed and the system’s appropriateness for measuring precisely strategic alliance 

performance is evaluated (chapter 7). The research ends commonly with conclusion and 

discussion chapter (chapter 8), where the results of this study are defined and evaluated 

and recommendations for future actions and research are given. The structure of thesis 

is illustrated in Figure 4.
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1. Introduction

Theoretical Part

2. Alliances and 
Partnerships

3. Measuring 
Performance

4. Strategic Alliance 
Performance

CL
Empirical Part

5. Case Organization’s 
Current Situation and 
Descriptions of Case 

Example Strategic Alliances

6. Development 
Framework and Interview 

Results

7. Measurement System 
Construction and 

Evaluation

8. Conclusion 
and Discussion

Figure 4. Structure of the Thesis
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2 ALLIANCES AND PARTNERSHIPS

The purpose of this chapter is to present key concepts related to close relationships 

between companies, describe different reasons for partnering, illustrate the challenges 

related to management of strategic alliances and discuss about different types of these 

relationships. Additionally, the factors that lie behind the success of a strategic alliance 

are presented.

2.1 Key Concepts

In literature concepts describing “close” relationship between companies vary widely. 

Authors use terms, such as alliance, strategic alliance, partnership or simply tight co

operation or collaboration. There are clear similarities in definitions of partnerships, 

alliances, strategic partnerships and strategic alliances, and some times these concepts 

are used to describe same phenomenon or even as synonyms (see Cravens et al. 2000, 

Doz 1996, Inkpen & Ross 2001, Reuer et al. 2002). This fact can also be seen in names 

of books (see Dent 1999, Lewis 1990, Spekman et al. 2000).

Several different definitions can be found for above-mentioned concepts and here are 

presented some definitions that are most suitable for the purposes of this study. 

Concepts defined here are partnership, alliance and strategic alliance.

Partnership

In general, partnership between companies can be defined as close collaboration to 

achieve common goals, or relationship of two or more entities conducting business for 

mutual benefit (see e.g. Dent 1999). Ståhle & Laento (2000: 11) define partnership as 

both company’s external partner relationship and its internal operation culture (see also 

Dent 1999: 12-16). They argue that partnership is organizations’ and individuals’ 

competence that can be learned to manage. Brinkerhoff (2002: 216) has defined an ideal 

type of partnership. According to her partnership is a dynamic relationship among 

diverse actors, based on mutually agreed objectives, and pursued through shared 

understanding of the most rational division of labor based on the respective comparative 

advantages of each partner. She also argues that partnership encompasses mutual
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influence, with balance between synergy and autonomy (Brinkerhoff 2002: 216). In 

addition to these definitions, many definitions of alliances are also used to describe 

partnerships between companies.

Alliance

Bamford & Ernst (2002: 29) define alliances as follows:

“Broad range of collaborative arrangements involving shared objectives; shared risk, 

reward, or both; and a significant degree of co-ordination or integration. Alliances 

involve more shared decision making than do arm 's-length contracts and lack the full 

control and integration of mergers and acquisitions. ”

One, not so precisely defined, but very descriptive definition to alliances is simply set of 

complex interactions between companies (Spekman et al. 2000: 1). Anand et al. (2000: 

295) define alliances as complex organizational forms that can be viewed as incomplete 

contracts. Also one suitable definition is phrased as an intermediate organizational form 

of cooperation, which aligns between the extremes of the integrated firm and an arms 

length market interaction (Callahan & MacKenzie 1999: 5).

Strategic alliance

Those two above-mentioned concepts, partnerships and alliances, are many times 

confused with and used as synonyms for strategic alliances. In the following some 

definitions to strategic alliances are presented to clarify the difference between these 

concepts (Sorensen 1999: 2, Das & Teng 2000: 77, Parise& Sasson 2002: 43):

co-operative business activities formed by two or more independent firms for 

various strategic purposes

- interfirm cooperative arrangements aimed at pursuing mutual strategic objectives

- co-operative relationship between two or more independent organizations, designed 

to achieve mutually beneficial business goals for as long as is economically viable

- strategic, long term, voluntary collaboration between two or more organizations 

with aim to attain individual or mutually defined objectives through common 

activities, risk sharing, and access to partner resources
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One key difference between the definitions of strategic alliances, and partnerships and 

alliances is the strategic intent that, by definition, strategic alliances have. However, 

when describing the relationship between strategic alliance partners, words alliance and 

partnership are frequently used. The focus of this study is on strategic alliances and the 

last description from the list above seems most suitable for the purposes of this study.

2.2 Reasons for Partnering

In the following the explaining theoretical paradigms for interorganizational 

relationships are defined. Additionally, motivational reasons and value creation through 

these relationships are presented.

2.2.1 Explaining Theoretical Paradigms

One fundamental reason for companies to partner can be found from transaction costs 

(TC) economics. Entering into partnership is related to decision where firm chooses to 

buy instead of making by itself. This make or buy decision takes into consideration 

hierarchical and exchange costs (Alasaarela 1998: 10). Hierarchical costs are developed 

if company produces something by it self. In contrast company faces exchange costs, if 

it decides to buy some services or products from the markets. Companies continue to 

organize internal operations and to increase the level of internal integration until the 

hierarchical costs overrun the exchange costs (Nielsen 2002: 6).

Transaction costs perspective is criticized for its singular focus on partner opportunism 

and its advocating use of contractual agreements or equity to resolve it (Kale et al. 2000: 

220). Therefore, in addition to transaction costs economics, many authors have 

identified wide range of reasons for formation of interorganizational or interfirm 

relationships from different theoretical fields. Keil (1999: 3) has identified as much as 

14 different fields of theory that explain antecedents of interfirm relationship formation. 

These theoretical fields include, e.g. industrial economics, organizational economics 

and social network theory. With similar fashion, Barringer & Harrison (2000: 369-382)
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present in their study six widely used theoretical paradigms explaining inter- 

organizational relationship formation. These paradigms are: transaction costs 

economics, resource dependence, strategic choice, stakeholder theory, organizational 

learning and institutional theory. Short descriptions of these and their proposed rationale 

for interorganizational relationships (IRs) are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Theoretical Explanations for Interorganizational Relationships 
(Barringer & Harrison 2000: 370)
Theoretical paradigm Description Rationale for Interorganizational Relationships

Transaction costs economics Focuses on how an organization should organize
its boundary-spannig activities so as to minimize 
the sum of its production and transaction costs

Minimization of the sum of production and transaction
costs. IRs can reduce uncertainty caused by market 
failure and reduce costs associated with establishing a 
hierarchy—

Resource dependence A theory rooted in an open system framework
that argues that all organizations must engage in 
exchanges with their environment to obtain

Organizations form IRs to exert power or control over
organizations that possess scarce resources. 
Alternatively, an organization may enter an IR in an 
effort to fill a perceived resource need--------------------

Strategic choice Study of factors that provide opportunities for
firms to increase in competitiveness or market 
power. Profit and growth are typically the major 
firm objectives that drive strategic behavior

An organization will enter into an IR if the financial
benefits of doing so exceed the costs. IR strategies 
may increase the ability of a firm to deliver superior 
products and services efficiently or work to decrease 
romnetilion in an industry-----------------------------------

Stakeholder theory of the firm Organizations are at the center of an
interdependent web of stakeholders and have a 
responsibility to consider the legitimate claims of 
their stakeholder when making decisions and 
carrying out business transactions

Organizations form alliances, also called networks or
constellations, to align their own interests with the 
interests of stakeholders and also to reduce 
environmental uncertainty

Organizational learning Concerned with the processes that lead to
organizational learning. A key factor is 
absorptive capacity, which is defined as a firm’s 
ability to recognize the value of new knowledge, 
assimilate it, and apply it in a business setting

Absorb as much knowledge as possible from IR
partners, thus increasing organizational competencies 
and ultimately adding value to the organization

Institutional theory Suggests that institutional environments impose
pressures or organizations to appear legitimate 
and conform to prevailing social norms

Organizations form IRs to obtain legitimacy or as a
result of succumbing to isomorphic pressures by 
mimicking firm that have established IRs

Several different theoretical views explain why these relationships are being built, but to 

get more profound understanding of the topic and explanations for these relationships 

some aspects remain to be discussed. Following subchapter presents formation reasons 

in more detailed manner. It gives wide range of motivational reasons for collaborative 

relationships and presents how these relationships create value.
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2.2.2 Motivation and Value Creation

Several authors have identified different motivational reasons for partnering and 

building strategic alliances. Firms can have wide variety of reasons why they enter into 

specific partnership, from ordinary reach for cost savings to starting a production 

partnership. Some of the reasons to enter into strategic alliance are depicted in Figure 5 

(see e.g. Barringer & Harrison 2000, Cravens et al. 2000, Doz 1996, Ireland et al. 2002, 

Kale et al. 2000, Keil 2000, Lewis 1990, Nielsen 2002, Yoshino & Rangan 1995).

Conform to leg:
or regulatory 

■^requirements

Provide cost 
savings

/Provide access to\ 
information, know- 
show or capabilities

Fill a crucial 
gab in skills

Obtain access 
to resources

Provide access 
to technology

Motivation to N 
Strategic Alliances

Provide 
opportunities 

and share risks

/Gain legitimacy'"'' 
within larger social 
X environment S

Provide entry to 
new markets or 

_ businesses >
Improve strategic 

positioning

Expand current 
markets

Enhance
learning

Start joint product 
development

Start production 
partnership

Figure 5. Different Reasons to Enter into Strategic Alliances

Sometimes these motivations have been categorized into different groups. Keil (2000: 

6-7) divides these motivations into five groups: mandated formation, cost minimization, 

access to resources, learning and strategic positioning. Kale et al. (2000: 218), on the 

other hand, argue that motivations for alliance formation has three rationales: strategic, 

transaction costs related, and learning related. Zaman & Mavondo (2001: 2) give a bit 

broader and different perspective to categorization. They divide motivations into two 

groups: environmental characteristics and firm characteristics.
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The same aspects, depicted in Figure 5, are some times referred when answering to 

question how alliances create value or what advantages could be achieved (see Doz & 

Hamel 1998, Barringer & Harrison 2000). Doz & Hamel (1998: 4-55) have categorized 

these motivational reasons and linked them with the potential value gained through 

them. They divide strategic alliances into three groups, with distinctive purposes:

(1) Co-option

(2) Cospecialization

(3) Learning and internalization

The perspective inside this division is that firms today have tightened race for 

globalization and technology (Doz & Hamel 1998: 35-38). Co-option alliance is chosen 

when firms try to reach critical mass needed for effective competition. It turns 

competitors or firms with complementary resources into partners. With co-option 

alliances firms are more able to build powerful nodal positions in emerging coalitions 

and to reach market leadership. (Doz & Hamel 1998: 39-45)

Cospecialization is right choice for firms that reach for new markets or looks for new 

technological opportunities. Firms that “think global” often need local partners to access 

markets and global partners for complementary skills. These firms find it important to 

combine forces and skills for creating and exploiting new opportunities. (Doz & Hamel 

1998: 35-50)

Strategic alliance may also be a way for learning and internalizing new skills. Skills that 

are hard to obtain and internalize by other means, such as, tacit, collective or embedded, 

are more easily reached with alliances. Firms that try to plug skill gaps or build new 

competencies belong to this third category of alliances. (Doz & Hamel 1998: 5-55)

These three aspects or views explained above and the logic of value creation are 

illustrated in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. Logic of Alliance Value Creation (Doz & Hamel 1998: 36)

The main purpose of this subchapter was to illustrate the abundance of reasons why 

firms enter into strategic alliances and what value they seek through them. There have 

also been arguments, that strategic alliances are important sources of learning and 

resources through which firms gain competitive advantage and stay in the frontier of 

development (Ireland 2002: 413). Chairman and CEO of Nokia, Jorma Ollila (2001), 

also point out this fact:

“ It is not enough anymore for any single company to focus only on internal operations 

- what is required are successful alliances and partnerships. ”

2.3 Managing Strategic Alliances

Many of the innovative and new business models rely on effective alliance building and 

management (Cravens et al. 2000: 530). Managing strategic alliances has become more 

and more important, and firms need to focus both on content and process to gain 

competitive advantage through strategic alliances (Ireland et al. 2002: 413-414). The 

content part gives an answer to “why” or “what” questions, such as, why to form certain
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alliances and process part handles issues that answer to “how" questions, such as, how 

alliances are formed and successfully managed (see Gulati 1998, Hoffmann & Schlosser 

2001). In previous chapter (2.2) some answers to this content part is given and the 

purpose of this chapter is to present different views of the process perspective of 

strategic alliances.

Several authors have highlighted their views on alliance evolution. Hoffmann & 

Schlosser (2001: 368) have presented their view of different phases of alliance 

evolution. They divide alliance life cycle into five phases: strategic analysis and 

decision to co-operate, search for a partner, designing the partnership, implementation 

and management of the partnership, and termination of the partnership. In their study 

they have also showed the importance that to make the alliance successful different 

aspects should be taken into account in each phase in alliance evolution (see Appendix 

1, Table 1). Similar view to evolution is given by Simonin (1997: 1155). He divides the 

collaborative relationship evolution into four phases: identifying and selecting potential 

partners, negotiating the term and structure of agreement, monitoring and managing 

ongoing relationship, and terminating a relationship.

Inkpen & Ross (2001: 135-137), on the other hand, have identified in their study on 

alliances duration and excessive persistence three critical alliance life cycle stages: 

negotiation and formation (birth), implementation and operation (mid-life), and 

dissolution (death). They also present alliance escalation variables that should be taken 

into account in different stages when managing alliances. These variables, depicted in 

Table 2, are argued to be reasons that lead to excessive persistent in alliances and thus 

create problems (Inkpen & Ross 2001: 134-136).

Table 2. Alliance Escalation Variables (Inkpen & Ross 2001: 136)

Negotiation and 
formation

Implementation and 
operation

Dissolution

- Difficulty and cost of 
creating the alliance

- Modeling strategies
- Non-economic output

objectives

- Difficulty of measuring alliance 
performance

- Senior management involvement 
in alliance management

- Alliances and corporate values
- Inaccurate assessment of partner 

competencies

- Closing costs
- Conflict over how to end the 

alliance
- Constituencies
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Managers must be aware of these variables and be prepared to critically assess alliance 

performance to successfully manage their alliances (Inkpen & Ross 2001: 146).

Inkpen & Ross (2001) point out many different problem areas of managing alliances, 

but they give only little assistance how to deal with these problems. One answer is 

given by Dyer et al. (2001). They argue that firms should build a dedicated strategic 

alliance function to manage their alliances. Their study shows that it is important not 

only because alliance management practices improve, but also because firm can achieve 

greater abnormal stock market gains, they are able to form more alliances and attract 

better partners, and reach greater alliance success rate. (Dyer et al. 2001: 39). This 

function coordinates all alliance related activities and leverages prior experience and 

know-how throughout the whole firm (see Dyer et al. 2001, Ireland et al. 2002). 

Dedicated function can thereby improve knowledge management, increase external 

visibility, provide internal coordination, and facilitate intervention and accountability 

(Dyer et al. 2001: 38-41).

Dyer et al. (2001) have also presented their view to alliance evolution. Their suggestion 

differs from other evolution models and studies by identifying concrete tools to use in 

different phases of evolution (Figure 7).
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•Alliance contact 
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•Relationship 
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checklist
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planning worksheet

Figure 7. Tools to Use Across the Alliance Life Cycle (Dyer et al. 2001: 40)

These tools help alliance managers in day-to-day operations and further successful 

management of strategic alliances and thus contribute to alliance performance. The tools
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can also be converted to tasks or activities that managers should do in different phases 

of alliance evolution, e.g. value-chain analysis, cultural fit evaluation or relationship 

evaluation. The main contribution of this study is on the alliance management or 

assessment by giving a tool for managers to assess the performance of an alliance and 

manage firm’s alliances as a portfolio by facilitating comparison between different 

alliances.

2.4 Different Types of Strategic Alliances

Strategic alliances are formed for variety of reasons (see chapter 2.2.2). These reasons 

can also be seen to define the type of alliance relationship. Alliances are formed e.g. for 

learning, technology development, sales or marketing purposes. In chapter 2.2.2 the 

Doz & Hamel’s view of different alliance types (co-option, cospecialization, and 

learning and internalization) was shown. With similar fashion alliances can also be 

divided into three major groups (see Contractor & Lorange 2002: 59-60). Supply based 

alliances function along the supply line and involve resource transfers beyond simple 

exchange relationship. Alliances based on corporate learning enable the transfer of tacit 

knowledge and creation of cross-company terms. Market based alliances can include 

traditional cartel or reducing the speed to market.

Koza & Lewin (2000) have grounded their view of different alliance types on 

organizational learning theories. They argue that two basic logics drive the division of 

alliance types: exploitation and exploration. Exploitation refers to the elaboration and 

deepening of existing capabilities or incremental improvement in efficiencies. 

Exploration, on the other hand, refers to experimenting with or establishing new assets 

and capabilities. With this division Koza & Lewin (2000: 148-149) have identified three 

basic types of strategic alliances (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Three Types of Strategic Alliances (Koza & Lewin 2000: 148)

Learning alliances join companies with strong exploration and limited or no 

exploitation intents. Learning alliances can reveal new information about markets, new 

core competencies or new technologies. Business alliances link companies with strong 

exploitation intents, but with weak or no exploration intents. These alliances seek to 

establish a position in a geographic or product market or market segment with objective 

to secure new incremental revenues from the combination of each firm’s specific assets. 

Hybrid alliances join companies with strong strategic intents on both exploration and 

exploitation objectives. In these alliances companies seek to simultaneously maximizing 

value capture from leveraging existing capabilities and assets, at the same time with 

creation of new value through joint learning. (Koza & Lewin 2000: 148-149)

Some authors have also suggested division according to equity sharing (see Söresen 

1999, Cravens et al. 2000) or competition (see Yoshino & Rangan 1995, Dussauge & 

Garrette 1999). The problem with latter kind of division is that many times companies 

are competitors on one segment and collaborators on the other. Thus, strict division to 

alliances between competitors and alliances between non-competing firms is not 

appropriate as such.
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As a conclusion can be said that there can be found almost as many typological 

divisions of alliances as there is motivational reasons entering into one.

2.5 What Factors Lead to Successful Strategic Alliances?

There have been lots of studies concentrating on success factors of alliances. These 

studies are grounded on two complementary theoretical perspectives: economic theories 

like transaction cost, agency theory and game theory, and theories from social science 

(Heimeriks 2002: 9). Since these perspectives are also related to formation and 

structuring of alliances, they include same theoretical explanations as presented earlier 

in this chapter (see chapter 2.2.1 and Heimeriks 2002: 9). As a starting point for success 

factors firms should take into account the common features related to partnerships and 

their success. Dent (1999: 221-227) describe six hallmarks of successful partnership, the 

key components that make partnerships work: active support of leaders, appropriate 

team membership with equal participation, common objectives, clear boundaries and 

scope, consensus and openness, and trust and mutual benefits.

Empirical survey conducted by Hoffmann & Schlosser (2001) highlights similar views 

as above-mentioned hallmarks and presents critical success factors in alliances between 

small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). They identify eight critical success factors 

of alliance relationship: precise definition of rights and duties, contributing specific 

strengths, establishing required resources, awareness of time requirements, equal 

contribution from partners, deriving alliance objectives from business strategy, building 

trust and speedy implementation and fast results (Hoffmann & Schlosser 2001: 368). 

The authors have also divided the factors into different stages of alliance evolution and 

defined the theoretical background of each factor. Summarizing table is presented in 

Appendix 1 (Table 1). The factors presented are not so general attributes of alliance 

relationship, but factors that include management opinions and can be seen as a part of 

dimension presented and explained later. In addition, the factors contain specific 

features that are mainly common to SMEs, for example, speedy implementation and fast 

results (see Alasaarela 1998: 34).
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Whipple & Frankel (2000) have also defined five most important factors that may 

influence the success of an alliance. Their empirical study shows that trust, senior 

management support, ability to meet performance expectations, clear goals and partner 

compatibility were the five most important factors among 18 factors, compiled from an 

extensive literature review (see Appendix 1, Table 2). As a limitation of this research 

can be seen the leading configuration of the research design. The respondents were 

given the 18 factors and asked to list the five most important factors. This configuration 

may lead the answers to certain direction and respondents may have to choose between 

equally important alternatives. Furthermore, some relevant factors may not be taken into 

account in the results.

To get a wider perspective to inter-organizational relationships and factors that affect 

their performance more general attributes of these relationships are brought forth. 

General attributes of alliance relationship are presented by Spekman et al. (2000: 40- 

62). They define key dimensions of alliances that are closely related to alliance success. 

These dimensions are: goal compatibility, trust and commitment, interdependence, 

symmetry, open communication, coordination of work, joint planning, long term focus 

and cultural compatibility. The dimensions can be also called relationship variables, 

which guide the partnership interaction. (Spekman et al. 2000: 43-62)

The same factors or aspects mentioned above are supported by other authors as well. 

Heimeriks (2002: 9-14) calls these factors as dimensions of collaboration quality. These 

dimensions influence alliance performance and include concepts: resource 

configuration, compatibility of partners, coordination features, level of trust, level of 

commitment and level of information sharing and communication. In addition to above- 

mentioned dimensions, Zaman & Mavondo (2001: 3-5) present two strategic alliance 

relationship attributes that contribute to alliance success: collaboration and conflict 

resolution. In the following the relationship dimension are defined and explained in 

more detail to illustrate what lies behind the success of an alliance. The dimensions 

discussed in more detail are:
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(1) goal compatibility

(2) trust and commitment

(3) interdependence

(4) symmetry and compatibility of partners

(5) information sharing and communication

(6) coordination

(7) joint planning and long term focus

(8) resource configuration

(9) collaboration

(10) conflict resolution

Goal compatibility refers to fact that alliance partners should share mutually agreed and 

achievable goals. The alignment of goals and objectives is essential to successful 

partnerships and the misalignment of these is an obvious reason for conflicts (Spekman 

et al. 2000: 43).

Trust and commitment are considered as the soft side of strategic alliance management 

and major forms of relationship capital (Cullen et al. 2000: 223-224). Trust can be 

expressed as confidence in others’ intentions and motivations or simply belief about 

how an alliance partner will behave in relationship (Cullen et al. 2000: 225, Spekman et 

al. 2000: 44). There can be found several divisions of relationship related trust and its 

role, and the components related to it (see Blomqvist 2002, Cullen et al. 2000, Nielsen 

2002). Commitment, on the other hand, is closely related to trust and can be defined as 

partner’s intention to continue in a relationship and willingness to devote time, energy 

and resources to it (Cullen et al. 2000: 225-226, Spekman et al. 2000: 48). Committed 

partners are also likely to be more cooperative, communicative and flexible, especially 

when conflict occur (Zaman 2001: 4). Doz & Hamel (1998: 21) argue that alliance 

partners must balance between commitment and keeping their options open. 

Furthermore, they see that many alliances are simply options, not strong commitments.

Interdependence is central characteristic of alliances. Partners cannot achieve their goals 

alone and they rely and require the cooperation and collaborative efforts of others 

(Spekman et al. 2000: 49). Interdependence can be seen as the core of interfirm relations
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or as a foundation on which successful alliances are built (Das & Teng 2002: 17, Doz & 

Hamel 1998: 27). According to Das & Teng (2002:17-18) that is because the relative 

dependence between two companies determines also their relative power and implies a 

mutual and symmetrical relationship. One very descriptive definition of 

interdependence is given by Kumar et al. (1995: 348-349). They define interdependence 

as degree to which partner firms need each other in an alliance for the achievement of 

their goals. They also argue that interdependence is strongly related to trust and 

commitment and thus to alliance success (Kumar et al. 1995: 349-350).

Symmetry and compatibility of partners is sometimes also phrased as partner match or 

partner fit (Heimeriks 2002: 10, Zaman & Mavondo 2001: 3). It can include such 

features as operational strategy, corporate culture, management style, size of the 

company and nationality (see Heimeriks 2002, Spekman et al. 2000, Zaman & 

Mavondo 2001). Compatibility or similarity of partners in those different dimensions 

avoids potential difficulties in their execution and facilitates alliance success (Heimeriks 

2002: 10-11).

Information sharing and communication is critical for building any kind of successful 

relationship. Communication it self involves information sharing and it can be defined 

as formal and informal sharing of timely and meaningful information between firms 

(see Heimeriks 2002: 13). Spekman et al. (2000: 52-53) also bring out the concept open 

communication, which refers to greater depth and intensity information exchange and 

free flow of critical information between alliance partners. Communication quality and 

extent of information sharing are also seen as attributes of successful alliance 

relationship, and they enhance, for example, understanding, coordination and goal 

adjustment between partners (Zaman & Mavondo 2001: 4, Heimeriks 2002: 13).

Coordination refers to the specification and execution of roles with minimal verification 

and redundancy (Heimeriks 2002: 11). In alliances different level of coordination is 

required according to the type of partnership (see Spekman 2000: 54-56). Sometimes 

coordination is all about workflow management and sometimes it is a part of 

governance and different management structures. Appropriate coordination allows
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effective deployment of alliance resources and secures efficient realization of value 

proposition (Heimeriks 2002: 11).

Joint planning and long term focus are closely related concepts. Joint planning is part of 

shared decision making process and thus collaboration. It deals with issues, such as, 

joint or collaborative forecasting and long term planning. Joint planning enhances both 

partners ability to evaluate shared outcomes and measure the results. (Spekman et al. 

2000: 56-57). Alliance success has been argued to come from long term focus and 

central concept in developing such relationship is trust (Spekman et al. 2000: 57, Zaman 

& Mavondo 2001: 3). Long term focus also increases commitment between partners and 

thus produces favorable behavior in alliance (Spekman et al. 2000: 57-59).

Resource configuration has its foundation on resource-based view (RBV) and refers to 

the fact that resources are significantly heterogeneous and imperfectly mobile (Das & 

Teng 2002: 11, Heimeriks 2002: 10). Configuration of resources can be seen as one of 

the most important ex ante factors for alliance performance (Heimeriks 2002: 10). It has 

also been proposed that complementarity and idiosyncrasy of resources has a positive 

impact on alliance success (see Lambe et al. 2002). Dyer & Singh (1998: 666-669) 

argue that by leveraging complementary resource endowments alliance partners 

generate relational rents that relate to alliance success. They also present that combined 

resource endowments are more valuable, rare and difficult to imitate than they were 

before the combination.

Collaboration can be seen key dimension of strategic alliance relationship. Zaman & 

Mavondo (2001: 4) argue that understanding the nature and scope of collaboration is 

crucial for analyzing operation and success of an alliance. They also propose that the 

closer or greater extent of collaborative relationship, the higher probability for success. 

Collaboration should not been seen only as one success factor among others but in a 

wider perspective where collaboration and its quality is antecedent of alliance 

performance and includes other above-mentioned success factors, such as, trust, 

commitment and communication (see Heimeriks 2002). This is one of the central issues 

for this study and idea behind this is presented in chapter 4.
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Conflict resolution is natural part of alliance and partnership activities. Nothing ensures 

that alliance will have no conflicts over its lifetime (Spekman et al. 2000: 163). Doz & 

Hamel (1998: 199-120) present four key design features that facilitate cooperation and 

prevent or minimize conflicts: operational scope, configuration and valuation of 

contributions, alliance governance and alliance interface. Despite the fact that these 

design features were in place, they cannot solve all partner conflicts (Doz & Hamel 

1998: 121). There are several different sources of conflicts or disagreement among 

alliance partners, such as, one partner competes with the alliance, benefits are not shared 

equally, partner is acting in self-interest and one partner gives poor support to the 

alliance (Spekman et al. 2000: 174). Conflicts are not always bad and partners may 

learn and benefit from different perspectives or priorities that exist between them (Doz 

& Hamel 1998: 121). These conflicts can be called functional and they are positively 

related to alliance success. Other kinds of conflicts are dysfunctional ones and they are, 

on the contrary, negatively related to the success of an alliance, (see Zaman & Mavondo 

2001: 5).

Some of the dimensions analyzed above can be seen interrelated (e.g. commitment and 

open communication with trust) and some include other explained dimensions (e.g. 

collaboration) (see Spekman et al. 2000, Heimeriks 2002).
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3 MEASURING PERFORMANCE

The purpose of this chapter is to describe key concepts related to performance 

measurement, discuss about important issues concerning measurement, present some 

theoretical concepts of measurement systems and define what kind of process could be 

used for this kind of system’s development.

3.1 Key Concepts

As a starting point for performance measurement some key concepts or words that are 

centrally related to challenges of measuring business performance are clarified. 

Concepts explained here are performance, measure, performance measurement, 

measurement system, success factor and critical success factor.

Performance can be defined as company’s capability to generate outputs on defined 

dimensions relative to given objectives (Laitinen 1998: 279). The word dimensions 

relates to company’s capability to satisfy shareholders and other interest groups needs. 

Performance can also be simply phrased as organization’s capability to reach its 

objectives and goals.

Measure can be phrased as an indicator that defines intentional activity’s efficiency. 

Sometimes it is defined as method or process that describes specific success factors 

performance. There can be found several classifications of measures in the literature 

(see e.g. Neilimo & Uusi-Rauva 1997, Hoffmann & Schlosser 2001, Kaplan & 

Atkinson 1998, Fogelholm & Karjalainen 2001). Some of these classifications are 

gathered up and presented in illustrative form in Figure 9.
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Neilimo & Uusi-Rauva (1997: 292) speak about hard and soft measures. According to 

their definition hard measures are same as quantitative measures that are based on 

unambiguous starting values, for example, transactions. Similarly they define soft 

measures as qualitative measures that measure, for example, people’s own attitudes, 

emotions and views. Sometimes these same aspects are referred with words objective 

and subjective (see Hoffmann & Schlosser 2001). Objective measures refer to those 

quantitative or independent variables that are not influenced by people’s attitudes or 

views as subjective measures.

Financial measures summarize the readily measurable economic consequences of 

actions already taken by the organization (Kaplan & Atkinson 1998: 368). Nonfinancial 

measures are related to other things than economical performance. They evaluate, for 

example, how organizations create future value through investment in customers, 

suppliers, employees, processes, technology and innovation (Kaplan & Atkinson 1998: 

375).

Measures that are directly related to some specific goal or outcome can be defined as 

effect measures (outcome measure, result metric). Cause measures (performance driver, 

process metric) are those that are related to the way of progress towards above- 

mentioned goals. (Fogelholm & Karjalainen 2001: 26).
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Kaplan & Atkinson (1998: 377) divide measures also to diagnostic measures, which 

monitor whether organization’s business remains in control and signals when unusual 

events occur, and strategic measures, which define a strategy designed for competitive 

excellence and future success.

Performance measurement is defined as a process, which purpose is to explain or 

specify the condition of specific target, which is centrally related performance (Hannula 

& Lönnqvist 2002: 47). Also suitable definition is argued by Okkonen et al. (2002: 4):

“Performance measurement is a continuous and dynamic process in which measures 

are first constructed, based on strategically important success factors, then the 

measures are used to help implement planned strategies and, finally, the analysis of 

measurement results provides feedback for new strategy formulations.

Measurement system can be defined as collection of different measures that complement 

each other. Measurement system should be comprehensive and integrated group of 

measures, which create a logical entity (Laitinen 1998: 280).

Success factor can be phrased as essential thing for business success and realization of 

strategy. Critical success factors on the other hand are those factors, which have crucial 

influence on organization’s effective production of outputs (Laitinen 1998: 19). 

According to Toivanen (2001: 124) critical success factors are those knowledge, skills, 

resources, capabilities, qualities and achievements on ground of which organizations 

succeed. Critical success factors in alliance context can be defined as variables that 

significantly influence the success of an alliance (Hoffmann & Schlosser 2001: 365).

3.2 Important Issues Concerning Measurement

There is always a concern about whether the organization is measuring right things and 

if the selected measures are leading the organization to the right direction, the direction 

presented in the strategy. Measurement is widely used as a management tool and 

developing a measurement system is central issues for many companies.
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3.2.1 Why to measure?

Measurement can have many purposes. Neilimo & Uusi-Rauva (1997: 287) have 

presented one view of the issue. According to them measurement can have several 

different purposes: motivate, emphasize the importance of measurement target, guide 

the organization to do the right things, clarify the objectives, create competition and 

create preconditions for rewarding. Andersin et al. (1994: 89) mention that objectives 

for measurement can be:

directing organization’s activities 

solving a problem

encouraging employees to continuous development and better 

results

enforcing the change

meeting the strategic objectives and goals

- measuring the attributes of the organization or part of it 

strengthening the co-operation

comparing different organizations

- informing the management, how well or effectively the 

organization is performing

All above-mentioned things can be mentioned to be relevant and positive things for the 

organization, if they desire to stay on competition in the future. However, many times 

organizations face “the wall of resistance” (see e.g. Kosonen et al. 1998). There will 

always be employees that find the change or measurement too difficult, not important or 

threat to their work. These situations can be handled by informing the whole 

organization why the measurement is done and what benefits can be achieved. Many 

times this is not enough and rewarding for good results maybe the right decision.

Benefits achieved through performance measurement can be divide into two categories, 

from the managers’ point of view and from the employees’ point of view. From the 

managers’ point of view performance measurement, for example, improves control, 

clarifies responsibilities and objectives, communicates the strategy, helps to
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comprehend business processes, helps to comprehend process capabilities, improves 

quality and productivity, enhances the resource allocation and improves planning and 

forecasting. (Kaydos 1999: 1-14)

3.2.2 Selecting and Defining Proper Measures

There are several issues that should be taken into account when defining performance 

measures for a company. There can be found different classifications for measures, such 

as, hard, soft, financial and non-financial (see chapter 3.1) but also general requirements 

or criteria that measures should satisfy.

Measures should produce results that satisfy certain criteria (Laitinen 1998: 120). 

Laitinen (1998: 120-138) has defined five criteria that should be applied when selecting 

and defining measures: relevance, advantageousness, validity, reliability and credibility. 

Hannula (1999: 78-79) has pointed out similar view and he has defined four criteria that 

are related to measures: validity, reliability, relevance and practicality. This view does 

not differ from the view presented by Laitinen, since practicality refers to same aspects 

as advantageousness. Also the fifth characteristic, credibility, presented by Laitinen is 

included in Hannula’s reliability criteria and thus, only four criteria for measures are 

explained and illustrated (Figure 10).
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Figure 10. Different Criteria for Measures (modified from Hannula 1999 and 

Laitinen 1998)

Validity refers to measurement process’s ability to measure what it was in first place 

also intended to (Hannula & Lönnqvist 2002: 57, Järvenpää & Kosonen 1997: 30). 

Measure’s value should be adequately valid that it measures the target accurately 

enough (Laitinen 1998: 129). It has also been argued that validity can have different 

perspectives: empirical, content and concept (see Järvenpää & Kosonen 1997: 30).

Reliability can be defined as measure’s ability to produce as reliable and accurate results 

as possible (Hannula & Lönnqvist 2002: 53). Reliable refers also to fact that measure 

should be credible, so that decision-maker can rely on its value and exploit it effectively 

when making decisions (see Laitinen 1998: 132-133). Accuracy in this context can be 

seen as low number of random errors and it can be noticed when the results remain 

same in separate measurements (Järvenpää & Kosonen 1997: 28).

Relevance refers to measurement result’s importance and essentiality to decision

making (Laitinen 1998: 121). It can be also defined as result’s significance to 

organization’s success (see Hannula & Lönnqvist 2002: 52-53).

Practicality can be seen as measure’s cost-benefit ratio (Hannula 1999: 78, Laitinen 

1998: 127). This means that production of the value of measure should not require too
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much sacrifices or investments compared to its importance to company (Laitinen 1998: 

127). Practicality is related to relevance. If the measure is not relevant, it is not either 

practical (Hannula 1999: 78).

Fogelholm & Karjalainen (2001: 40-41) have also argued about the factors that should 

be taken into account when selecting and defining measures for business performance. 

They have defined three wider perspectives significance, measurability and 

acceptability that are all related to cost-benefit ratio (see Figure 11).

Significance

Strategically
important PracticalValid

Z CostA
Benefit

Easy to 
understandReliable

AcceptabilityMeasurability
Clearly

presented

Figure 11. Factors Related to Measure’s Selection and Definition (Fogelholm & 

Karjalainen 2001: 40)

Their view includes similar aspects as previous four criteria but also emphasizes 

measures strategic importance or significance to the company. Important thing is to 

realize that all the aspects together have influence on how fraught it is to measure and 

what benefits can be achieved (Fogelholm & Karjalainen 2001: 41).
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3.3 Existing Concepts for Performance Measurement

In this subchapter the theoretical performance measurement concepts are described. 

These concepts have been used for measuring company’s own, internal performance, 

not dyadic relationship between companies. They are presented as starting points or 

grounding theories, when searching theoretical context for strategic alliance 

performance measurement. Only those concepts or systems are included that were found 

relevant to the topic at hand or that have been shown importance in the literature (see 

Cravens et al. 2000). These performance measurement concepts are the Balanced 

Scorecard (BSC) and the Performance Prism.

3.3.1 Balanced Scorecard

The Balanced Scorecard is primarily a tool for companies to execute their strategies. 

With the help of it managers can describe business units vision and strategy by using 

group of concrete and compatible measures (Fogelholm & Karjalainen 2001: 23). The 

Balanced Scorecard translates mission and strategy into measures and objectives that 

can be organized into four perspectives: financial, customer, internal business process, 

and learning and growth (Kaplan & Atkinson 1998: 368). This translation of vision and 

strategy is shown in the Figure 12.
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Figure 12. Balanced Scorecard: Framework to Translate a Strategy into 

Operational Terms (Kaplan & Norton 1996: 9)

There are three chronological dimensions of Balanced Scorecard: past, present and 

future. The four perspectives are linked to these dimensions. Financial perspective is 

past oriented, customer and internal business process concentrate on present and 

learning and growth look for the future. The financial performance measures are readily 

measurable economic consequences of actions already taken (Kaplan & Atkinson 1998: 

368). These can be, for example, operating income, return on capital employed or 

economic value added. The financial measures answer to question how should we 

appear to our shareholders. Control system that only relies to financial measures would 

be too slow (Fogelholm & Karjalainen 2001: 24).

The customer perspective gives an answer to question how should we appear to our 

customers. The performance measures related to customer perspective should describe 

the present performance of company and they can include such measures as customer 

profitability, customer satisfaction or market share in targeted segment. The present 

performance of company is also related to internal business process perspective. The 

measures of that perspective give an answer to question what business processes must 

we excel at. These measures are focused on those processes that will have the greatest
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impact on customer satisfaction and achieving organization’s financial objectives 

(Kaplan & Atkinson 1998: 371).

The performance measures, related to learning and growth perspective, are focused on 

future. These measures should answer to question how will we sustain our ability to 

change and improve. This perspective should also describe where the company should 

focus when developing organizational infrastructure in order to secure its success in the 

future (Malmi et al. 2002: 28). These measures can be related to, for example, employee 

skills or training.

Despite the wide acceptance and circulation of Balanced Scorecard model there has 

been some criticism towards it. Nörreklit (2000: 2-3) argues that the model does not 

monitor the competition or technological developments, it contains control features 

which have been widely criticized for not being rooted in a dynamic environment or in 

the organization, and there is no “real” cause-and-effect relationship. In addition, it has 

been criticized for downplaying the importance of other stakeholders, such as 

employees and suppliers (Neely & Adams 2000: 2).

Fogelholm & Karjalainen (2001: 25) argue that every measure, which included to 

Balanced Scorecard, must belong to cause-and-effect chain. It communicates to 

organization how strategy is turned into action. This is an important and central issue 

and it vitiates some of the critique given to the Balanced Scorecards.

3.3.2 Performance Prism

Andy Neely, a professor of Cranfield Business School and business performance 

measurement academic, together with Chris Adams from consulting firm Accenture 

have recently introduced a three dimensional model for measuring business 

performance. The model is called the Performance Prism and it is depicted in Figure 13.



38

The Five Facets of the Performance Prism

Stakeholder Satisfaction 

Strategies 

Capabilities 

Processes

Stakeholder Contribution

Figure 13. Performance Prism Framework (Neely & Adams 2000: 3)

Although the business environment is full of frameworks and methodologies, such as, 

the balanced scorecard, activity based costing and competitive benchmarking, one 

should remember that there is no one holy grail or best way of viewing business 

performance. Despite the fact mentioned above there has been a pent-up demand for a 

multi-faceted, highly adaptable, new framework for measuring business performance. 

(Neely & Adams 2000: 2)

The Performance Prism was made to satisfy that demand and it has five facets. The top 

and bottom facets describe the stakeholder satisfaction and contribution. The three side 

facets are strategies, processes and capabilities.

Difference to the Balanced Scorecard is that the authors behind the Performance Prism 

model suggest that performance measurement should start from the stakeholder 

perspective, not from strategies. Thus, the first performance perspective is the 

stakeholder satisfaction perspective and it answers to question who are the key 

stakeholders and what do they want and need. (Neely & Adams 2000: 3-7). 

Performance measurement starts by mapping the organization’s stakeholders and 

determining who are the most influential stakeholders and what are their wants and 

needs.
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When the most influential stakeholders have been identified and their wants and needs 

determined can an organization move to the second perspective, strategies. The key 

question here is what strategies should the organization adopt and implement to ensure 

the satisfaction of organization's most important stakeholders. (Neely & Adams 2000: 

3-7). Many times the reason for strategic failure is that organization’s processes are not 

aligned with its strategies and even if they are the capabilities required to operate the 

processes are not (Neely & Adams 2000: 6). From this point of view we face the next 

two perspectives: processes and capabilities. Questions related to these are what critical 

processes does the organization need to execute these strategies and what capabilities 

does it require to operate and enhance these processes, accordingly (Neely & Adams 

2000: 8).

The model ends to the fifth and vital perspective on performance, the notion of 

stakeholder contribution. The last perspective answers to question what contributions 

does the organization require from its stakeholders if they want to maintain and develop 

these capabilities (Neely & Adams 2000: 8).

In general, there can be seen mutual chain that connects these five perspectives together. 

The Performance Prism perspective does not look that much different from the 

Balanced Scorecard method. The starting point emphasis is on different perspectives, 

but both models include clear cause-end-effect relationship between perspectives. The 

Performance Prism comprises new and somewhat unique approach and it has a clear 

path which to follow. The model has also been published as a book in the beginning of 

this year (Performance Prism: The Scorecard for Measuring and Managing Stakeholder 

Relationships by Andy Neely, Chris Adams and Mike Kennerley).

3.4 Process for Developing Measurement System

In literature several different process frameworks for developing performance 

measurement system are presented (see Andersin et al. 1994, Kaplan & Norton 1996, 

Kaydos 1999, Laitinen 1998). Many of these frameworks emphasize the importance of 

identifying the critical success factors for specific situation and specific company. Later
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on these critical success factors are turned into concrete measures and implemented to 

organization.

Some authors have also argued that building a measurement system should be done as 

group work (see Olve et al. 1998, Kaplan & Norton 1996). When working this way it is 

important to realize that key personnel should be able to make contribution. This can 

mean in the context of alliance management those who work is related to measurement 

system constructed, mainly partner managers, or top management who follows the 

progress of alliances and partnerships. Commitment of both key personnel and top 

management is needed to both successfully construct and implement a measurement 

system (see e.g. Olve et al. 1998). Constructing a measurement system is also a learning 

session where the participants concretely have to consider the activities of organization 

and things related to it.

In the following one of the process frameworks for developing measurement system is 

presented. This framework was mainly constructed for balanced scorecard, but it serves 

as a starting point for this study as well (see Olve et al. 1998):

(1) Define the industry, its development and firms position

(2) Define vision

(3) Choose perspectives

(4) Adjust vision to perspectives and define strategic objectives

(5) Define critical success factors

(6) Define measures

(7) Construct a measurement system for whole organization

(8) Adjust the system and measures to different parts of organization

(9) Define objectives

(10) Construct a plan of actions

(11) Maintain the system

The whole process described above is not suitable as such for the purposes of this study 

and the emphasis is on the phases five to seven. In forthcoming chapter (6.1) the process
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framework for developing collaborative relationship performance measurement system 

for the case organization is defined and explained.
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4 STRATEGIC ALLIANCE PERFORMANCE

How to measure the performance of strategic alliances has been one of the “hot topics” 

of today related to management of strategic alliances. The research of alliances dates 

back to many decades, but specific research on strategic alliance performance is rare 

and has received too little weight in the alliance literature (see Spekman & Mohr 1994, 

Keil 2000). Chapter three concentrated on describing general theoretical background 

and information about measurement and the purpose of this chapter is to go deeper in 

the specific requirements of strategic alliance performance measurement. Following 

subchapters present theoretical definitions and concepts of strategic alliance 

performance, problems related to topic and some existing literature-based concepts that 

are being used for these relationships’ performance measurement.

4.1 What Is Strategic Alliance Performance?

In this subchapter definitions for strategic alliance performance are presented. 

Additionally, models used for explaining this concept are brought forth.

4.1.1 Introduction and Different Definitions

Organizations are facing new challenges and opportunities in the world of networks and 

strategic alliances. The old ways of measuring performance are not suitable as such. By 

utilizing strictly formal, financial measures of performance, managers are facing the risk 

of terminating the alliance before it has shown its full potential (Nielsen 2002: 5). 

Managers are facing a problem how to measure their alliances’ performance and also 

literature lack research focused on assessing the performance of strategic relationships 

(see Cravens et al. 2000). The starting points of measurement can be transactions cost 

theory or even traditional industrial organization theory (Heimeriks 2002: 5). In new 

strategic alliances, managers in the organizations need to take a broader view of 

performance, focusing on wide range of strategic and economic outcomes (Doz & 

Hamel 1998: 9).
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In general, alliance performance can be phrased as a complex, system-level concept that 

becomes relevant only when its component parts are thoroughly understood down to the 

operational level (Nielsen 2002: 5). Das & Teng (2002: 6) define strategic alliance 

performance as the degree to which both partner firms achieve their strategic objectives 

in an alliance. According to a bit broader perspective strategic alliance performance can 

been seen as individual objectives achieved, measured over all strategic alliances in a 

firm’s portfolio (Heimeriks 2002: 7).

4.1.2 Conceptual Models

One of the earliest studies on strategic alliance performance is conducted by Roos & 

Öijord (1992). They present a conceptual model that defines determinants and indicators 

of strategic alliance performance (Figure 14). According to them there can be found 

three groups of factors that drive the alliance performance and these are called as pre

alliance determinants. These factors are human resource management issues, 

organizational characteristics and learning issues, and strategy issues (Roos & Öijord 

1992: 2). Authors have linked these determinants to post-alliance indicators of strategic 

alliance performance.
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Figure 14. Conceptual Model for Assessing Strategic Alliance Performance (Roos 

& Öijord 1992: 17)

On the determinants side human resource management includes such aspects as 

selection of people who work in alliance, how the work with alliance will affect to 

individual career path, competence management, training and incentives (Roos & 

Öijord 1992: 7-11). Organizational characteristics refer mainly to differences in 

organizations’ culture. It includes such determinants as management style, control 

system, size of the company and organizational structure. The learning ability of 

alliance firms is also one important determinant of alliance performance. It has been 

shown to depend on three conditions: strength of internalization intent, transparency of 

organization and skills, and preconditions for receptivity. (Roos & Öijord 1992: 11-13, 

see also Hamel 1991). Strategy related determinants can be listed as coordination of 

alliance, communication of strategic intent, the window of opportunity, strategic 

position, compatibility of partners, support of overall strategy, and overall business plan 

of an alliance (Roos & Öijord 1992: 13-16).
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Authors view depicts clearly same aspects as balanced scorecard that was explained in 

previous chapter (3). They show same kind of cause-and-effect relationship, the 

indicators chain in the right, and it is called here the input-output continuum. At the 

input end of the continuum are the general conditions that affect the alliance 

performance. Examples of these conditions are ability to solve conflicts, goal 

commitment and adaptiveness. Organizational learning represents a long-term indicator 

of performance. Learning is related to and has its contribution on strategic and 

marketing measures of performance. The chain ends with the financial measures of 

performance that are seen as the output or final indicators of success of failure. Meeting 

the marketing objectives should contribute to these traditional performance measures in 

the output end (Roos & Öijord 1992: 4-5).

Same way as the Roos & Öijord (1992) see the performance factors as pre-alliance 

determinants and post-alliance indicators has Nielsen (2002) separated alliance 

performance factors into two categories: pre-alliance formation factors and post-alliance 

formation factors. In his suggestion the pre-alliance formation factors refer to time 

before alliance is formed and has such variables as prior experience with partner, the 

reputation of partner, and the perceived learning potential (Nielsen 2002: 5-6). Post

alliance formation factors, such as, collaborative know-how, trust, protectiveness and 

cultural distance, come into the picture when alliance is formed and operating (Nielsen 

2002: 6). Nielsen’s hypothesized framework of alliance performance is shown in Figure

15.
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Figure 15. Framework of Alliance Performance (Nielsen 2002: 7)

The framework was constructed based on variables recognized importance in alliance 

literature and it was evaluated in empirical study. This study showed that there could be 

found strong support for hypotheses that collaborative know-how and trust have 

positive impact on alliance performance and that knowledge protectiveness is negatively 

related to performance. Also weak support for partner reputations positive impact on 

alliance performance could be found. (Nielsen 2002: 30-35).

Prior experience and learning potential did not show positive relationship with 

performance, although so hypothesized. Cultural distance showed positive relationship 

with performance, despite the literature suggestions to negative impact. (Nielsen 2002: 

30-35). The selection criteria for performance dimensions, efficiency, relational equity, 

financial performance and learning were not clearly articulated. Thus, the framework or 

more precisely its measurement dimensions lack some credibility.

As a fundamental basis for alliance performance is here selected an integrated 

framework for alliance performance presented by Heimeriks (2002) and it is depicted in 

Figure 16.
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Figure 16. Integrated Framework for Alliance Performance (Heimeriks 2002: 8)

In this model collaboration quality is seen as determinant of alliance performance. 

Collaboration quality includes dimensions, such as, resource configuration, 

compatibility of partners, coordination features, level of trust, level of commitment and 

level of information sharing and communication (Heimeriks 2002: 9). These dimensions 

are already defined and explained in previous chapter (2.5).

Alliance capability can be defined as a special kind of resource, which is non- 

transferable and has potential to enhance and efficiently deploy other resources as well. 

It could be viewed as resource that is rare, valuable and difficult to imitate. (Heimeriks 

2002: 14). Sometimes building alliance capability is referred with building relational 

rents (Dyer & Singh 1998). These rents can be earned from four different sources: 

relation-specific assets, knowledge sharing routines, complementary resources and 

capabilities and effective governance. Heimeriks (2002: 21) argues that the higher the 

level of alliance capability, the better the alliance performance.

The framework clearly suggests that not only alliance capability and collaboration 

quality enhances alliance performance, but also that collaboration quality is an 

intermediate outcome and positively influenced by alliance capability. There can be 

seen clear congruence between Heimeriks (2002) model and the models explained 

earlier (Nielsen 2002, Roos & Öijord 1992). Same kind of division to pre-alliance and 

post-alliance formation factors is obvious. Alliance capability can be seen to represent
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those factors before alliance formation and collaboration quality those, which influence 

alliance performance during the ongoing relationship.

4.2 Problems and Challenges Related to the Topic

Strategic alliance performance measurement is relatively new topic of alliance 

management and research related to it. Therefore, it has many challenges. There can be 

found very little information from the literature and it lacks models for alliance 

performance measurement. In addition, the determinants of strategic alliance 

performance have not been explored adequately (Das & Teng 2002: 2) and there can be 

found disagreement on appropriate measures to assess performance of an alliance 

(Cravens et al. 2000: 530).

Companies in the network economy have many alliances and little idea how they are 

performing (Bamford & Ernst 2002: 29). It is often difficult to create formal 

performance evaluation process due to the unique nature of the alliance structure 

(Cravens et al. 2000: 529). It has also been argued that measuring alliance performance 

has proved difficult because there can be found no consensus on the appropriate 

definition and measure of this concept (see Nielsen 2002). Brinkerhoff (2002: 216) 

points out that inter-organizational relationship performance is difficult to measure, 

because these relationships or arrangements are sometimes even difficult to identify and 

articulate.

Bamford & Ernst (2002: 29-30) present problems and challenges related to alliance 

performance measurement. They point out three kinds of problems: failure to measure 

the performance of individual alliances rigorously, failure to recognize performance 

patterns across alliance portfolio and ignorance of alliance portfolio’s support to 

corporate strategy. Many companies run their alliances by intuition and incomplete 

information and they do not recognize performance patterns concerning particular deal 

structures or types of patterns.

Same authors also argue about the challenges of measuring the performance of alliances 

accurately (Bamford & Ernst 2002: 30-32). According to them companies must start by
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recognizing the obstacles that might be on their way when starting to measure alliance 

performance. These obstacles can be:

agreement on common approach to performance measurement 

measurement of costs 

measurement of benefits 

peripheral position of alliances

4.3 Existing Concepts for Strategic Alliance Performance Measurement

Despite the lack of consensus around alliance performance and its determinants (e.g. see 

Cravens et al. 2000, Nielsen 2002), some authors have presented frameworks or 

conceptual models for assessing strategic alliance performance. Here two of them are 

illustrated in more detail: Alliance Performance Scorecard and Partnership Monitor 

model. Also some suggestions from other literature sources are presented later in this 

subchapter.

4.3.1 Alliance Performance Scorecard

Bamford & Ernst (2002) introduced this approach to alliance performance measurement 

at their article, which was about managing alliance portfolio. According to them 

partners should develop a scorecard to track the venture’s performance (Bamford & 

Ernst 2002: 32).

The alliance performance scorecard is divided into four dimensions of performance 

fitness: financial, strategic, operational, and relationship. A simple view of scorecard 

and some examples of goals and metrics is depicted in Figure 17. The authors point out 

that it is essential to take a balanced view of performance and these four dimensions are 

in place to bring that balance (Bamford & Ernst 2002: 33).
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Alliance Performance Scorecard / / J
Increase alliance revenues 
Reduce overlapping costs 
Increase parent revenues

Increase/create growth options for parent

Develop new technology Technology milestones
Increase learning of parent Number of parent staffers on dev. teams
Increase share of target customers Market share
Increase brand equity of alliance products Satisfaction surveys

JU. mi i i mi
Product sales growth 
Reduction in overhead costs 
Transfer prices, fees 
Related product sales 
Embedded option value

Hit key operating goals 
Reduce manufacturing/sales costs 
Optimize alliance management and 
coordination time

Make fast and effective decisions 
Build and maintain trust 
Communicate effectively 
Ensure senior management involvement

Operational milestones
Cost of goods sold
Time spent by management staff

Decision-making rating 
Trust rating
Communications rating
Senior management attention rating

Figure 17. An Example of Alliance Performance Scorecard (adapted from 

Bamford & Ernst 2002)

The financial fitness part of the scorecard can have measures (metrics in the Figure 17) 

like sales revenue, cash flow and return on investment (ROI). This part also monitors 

the progress of meeting important financial goals. These can be, for example, reducing 

overlapping costs and achieving purchasing discounts. Strategic fitness on the other 

hand can include nonfinancial measures, such as, market share or customer loyalty to 

help executives the strategic fitness of a deal. It can also track, for example, competitive 

positioning or access to new customers. These financial and strategic measures show 

how the alliance is performing and if it is meeting its goals but does not really monitor 

what is or is not going well. (Bamford & Ernst 2002: 33-35)

When organization wants an answer to above-mentioned problem, operational and 

relationship measures come into the picture. They can help uncover the first signs of 

trouble and reveal the causes of problems. Operational fitness may have measures like 

quality of products or manufacturing throughput. These measures call for goals linked 

to the performance reviews and compensation of individuals. Relationship fitness can 

answer to questions such as what is the cultural fit or trust between the partners, or what
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is the speed and clarity of their decision making. (Bamford & Ernst 2002: 33-35). In this 

part of the scorecard Bamford & Ernst suggest that 10-point scale should be used. This 

gives the rating that is shown in relationship fitness part in Figure 17.

The weight placed to each type of measure and the number of details included depend 

on the size and aims of the alliance. In general, the scorecard result provide important 

aspects to what might be going wrong with organization’s alliances, but finding the real 

problem often requires further investigation (Bamford & Ernst 2002: 35).

4.3.2 Partnership Monitor Model

Many performance measurement practices have been concentrating on the value that 

one, specific firm gets from its activities. Of course that is important, no question, but in 

time when companies are networking and trying to collaborate with chosen partners, 

those common approaches are not enough. How do you measure the quality or 

performance of dyadic relationships? That is a question to which Partnership Monitor 

Model tries to answer. The model was developed by professor Vesalainen from 

University of Vaasa and it is depicted in Figure 18.
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Figure 18. Structure of Partnership Monitor Measurement System (Vesalainen 

2002: 121)

The perspective of the Partnership Monitor model is quite unique. The model was not 

made to examine neither one of the partners in dyadic relationship but to explore and 

develop the relationship between those partners (Vesalainen 2002: 11).

The Partnership Monitor Model is divided into four levels. At the first level, which is 

also the most abstract level, the partnership is described with two dimensions, 

organizational and commercial linkages between two partners. These dimensions are 

divided further and second level is the result of this division. This level includes four 

dimensions: structural linkage, social linkage, exchange and strategic linkage. These 

dimensions are converted to 14 measurement constructions or targets in the next, third 

level and the lowest level includes 60 measurable questions of relationship between two 

partners. (Vesalainen 2002: 120)
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Boxes in the first and second levels of the model (Figure 18) depict the fact that every 

relationship can be measured with those two dimensions on the sides of the boxes. The 

answers to the questions on the lowest level are measured with 5-point scale and 

different questions have different weight to overall result. The maximum number of 

points is 1000 and this describes the “ideal type relationship”, against what the results 

can be compared. To achieve the ideal type relationship is many times unrealistic and 

sometimes even economically unprofitable, but it describes what kind of relationship 

two partners would have, if all the questions get maximum points. (Vesalainen 2002: 

120-127)

The second level dimension, structural linkage, describes relationships situation on 

several aspects, such as, partners’ shared and convergent systems, operation and co

operation routines, meeting practices and how congruent the core or support processes 

are with each other. The social linkage has aspects like trust on individual and company 

level, nature of interaction, and learning in relationship. The exchange part of the 

measurement system deals with aspects of twofold: physical exchange and service 

exchange. The last part of second level includes aspects of strategic linkage. These are, 

for example, specialization, the convergence of strategic objectives and shared risks and 

investments. (Vesalainen 2002: 59)

This model can be seen to contribute mainly to collaboration quality part of framework 

presented by Heimeriks (2002). While Heimeriks’s (2002) model lacks its managerial 

implication, Vesalainen (2002) gives detailed information about the elements of dyadic 

relationship and concrete tool for developing the relationship or collaboration quality 

between partner firms. When the answers to questions are gathered from both partner 

firms the model gives an opportunity to analyze and jointly construct a relationship 

development strategy (Vesalainen 2002: 166).

4.3.3 Other Existing Suggestions and Concepts

In addition to above-mentioned concepts, other suggestion for strategic alliance 

performance measurement have been presented. Doz & Hamel (1998: 34) emphasize



54

the importance of using a scorecard to measure the progress of both the alliance and 

each partner toward value creation and benefits. They argue that the scorecard should be 

robust enough to capture those hard-to-measure values, such as, trust and learning, and 

tangible benefits, such as, financial returns (Doz & Hamel 1998: 34-35). Their 

suggestion is in line with model presented by Bamford & Ernst (2002) and increases the 

importance of using scorecard model for assessing alliance performance.

The scorecard approach is also supported by Cravens et al. (2000). They suggest that 

the balanced scorecard should be used to evaluate alliance performance. The balanced 

scorecard allows companies to propose an initial generic evaluation framework, but it 

requires to be customized to the specific needs of an alliance relationship. For example, 

to the impact of relational quality elements, such as, interpersonal trust, co-operation, 

and quality and quantity of inter-organizational communications. (Cravens et al. 2000: 

535). Cravens et al. (2000: 536) also argue that the evaluation criteria or measures 

should be structured according to six management control activities: planning, 

coordinating, communicating, evaluating, deciding and implementing. This provides 

focus to different activities necessary to achieve strategic objectives.

Callahan & MacKenzie (1999) have developed feedback control model made especially 

for product development alliances. They have specified a set of alliance review metrics 

to help managers evaluate the performance of their alliances. Callahan & MacKenzie 

(1999: 371-372) suggest that the metrics should be constructed around five issues: 

partner’s motives, capabilities, resources, development process and culture. Each of 

these issues are evaluated with questions that are answered with Likert scales. The 

results help managers to act according to them and communicate the current situation to 

organization. (Callahan & MacKenzie 1999: 372). The model strongly emphasizes the 

special characteristic of research and development relationship, since clear financial 

estimates or measures are not suggested. The study is also based on experiences of one 

organization and, thus, lacks some reliability.
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5 CASE ORGANIZATION’S CURRENT SITUATION AND DESCRIPTIONS 

OF CASE EXAMPLE STRATEGIC ALLIANCES

This chapter presents a description of the case organization and the current status of its 

alliance and partnership management practices. Furthermore, the chosen case example 

strategic alliances are presented. In this presentation an introduction to the partner 

company and description of the cooperation with the case organization are given.

5.1 Description of the Case Organization

The case organization is a leading provider of mobile and advanced telecommunications 

services. It is growing as an operator and as a content and transaction service provider in 

Finland and selected international markets (Case Organization’s Presentation Material). 

In year 2002 revenues were approximately 2,2 billion euros and they came mainly from 

two sources, as seen from the technological perspective: mobile communication (55 %) 

and fixed line communication (44 %) (Case Organization’s Financial Statement Bulletin 

2002).

Organization’s main business area is mobile communications with almost 2,5 million 

mobile customers. With over 60 % market share the organization is a leading mobile 

communication services provider in Finland. The products in mobile communications 

include normal GSM (Global System for Mobile Communication) -services, GPRS 

(General Packet Radio Service) -connection, MMS (Multimedia Messaging Service) 

and wide range of other progressive wireless services. (Case Organization’s 

Presentation Material). On fixed line side the company offers wide range of services 

through POTS (Plain Old Telephone System), including broadband internet services 

that have huge market potential for the future. The company also invests on developing 

fixed line data communications and offers integrated telecommunication services to 

corporate customers (Case Organization’s Presentation Material).

In year 2002 the average number of personnel was about 8200. During that year the 

company went through major organizational change. The change was mainly due to 

observation that the organization was too fragmented, there could be found some
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overlapping activities, and the organization did not serve the needs of the customers as 

effectively as it could. As a result new, united organization was founded and it was 

divided in to three different organizational layers: sales & marketing, products & 

services, and networks & production. Additionally, two support functions, human 

resource and finance, were named.

In year 2002 case organization also negotiated on merger with Swedish 

telecommunications provider. The merger was completed on December 2002 and now 

the case organization is a part of leading telecommunications company in the Nordic 

and Baltic regions (Merged Company’s Annual Report 2002). This meant also some 

additional changes in organizational structure and employee positions. The new, 

modified organizational structure was announced in the beginning of 2003 and it is 

depicted in Figure 19.
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and
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Figure 19. Structure of Case Organization

According to new strategy the case organization’s objectives are (Case Organization’s 

Presentation Material):
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staying as a pioneer and active market developer

- responding to the needs corporate customers by actively expanding 

the area of operations to comprehensive solutions on ICT 

(Information Communications Technology) markets

- offering easily understandable entities to consumer customers

- moving cost effectively to mobile communication’s new generation 

by exploiting high quality know-how

turning operations from single product ideas to comprehensive 

service and offering

- understanding that the offering arises from identifying customer 

needs and market potential

The partnership and alliance management activities are part of the means that the case 

organization uses to meet above-mentioned strategic objectives and the state of alliance 

and partnership management is described in more detail in following chapter.

5.2 Alliance and Partnership Management

This subchapter is presented based on material available and through interviews and 

meetings in the case organization. The interviews were conducted with two employees, 

sales director and senior partner manager and they were done according to questionnaire 

shown in Appendix 2. The purpose of this chapter is to give a short view of case 

organization’s alliance and partnership management practices and to describe the 

current alliance performance measurement practices used inside the organization.

5.2.1 Current General Status

The case organization has had partners for many years. As a large company it has, in the 

past, tried to answer effectively to market needs and broaden its product portfolio by 

partnering with some smaller players in the field. There could be found some 

partnership and alliance management activities, but they have been in narrow scope and 

not supporting the needs of whole organization. The case organization can also be said
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to have kind of “do it alone” mentality and partnerships and partnering was not seen 

strategically so important. Now the things have changed and they have realized the 

importance of partnerships as a means to answer to the new strategic focus (see previous 

chapter, 5.1).

The new strategic focus on providing comprehensive ICT-solutions was the main driver 

for emphasizing the importance of partnerships. The case organization’s view for the 

future is that these solutions and applications will become more complex and as an 

operator, it is not their intention to provide needed services and products alone. Few 

years ago a dedicated management function was founded. This function was organized 

to serve the partner management needs of whole organization. The function also 

corresponds to the theoretical views presented in chapter 2.3. This dedicated function 

coordinates all case organization’s alliance or partner management activities and 

leverages the prior experience and know-how throughout the whole organization. Their 

responsibilities include, such as, coordination of all partnership management activities 

in the case organization, maintenance and development of partnership tools, and 

construction of partnership evaluation and monitoring practices. The case organization 

has adopted a formal mode of action to speak about partners and partnerships when 

dealing with all kinds of collaborative relationships of the organization, including 

strategic alliances. (Case Organization’s Internal Material).

The case organization has classified or categorized its partners. This categorization is 

done according to business evaluation and total turnover as mentioned before in the 

introduction chapter, and explained in more detail in the next chapter (5.2.2). This 

classification produces three partner levels and highlights the strategic importance of 

each partner. The model currently used for illustrating partner levels in the case 

organization is shown in Figure 20.
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Figure 20. Case Organization’s Partner Levels (modified from Case 
Organization’s web page)

The figure highlights not only the different partner levels but also the number of 

partners on each level. It can be interpreted as follows: “Organizations can have a large 

number of business networking partners but only few strategic partners.” The case 

organization has also defined characteristics of these partners in different levels, mainly 

as a signal to those companies considering cooperation with their organization. For 

example, business networking partners can be those companies that have special know

how and strengths in development of information technology and telecommunication 

combining solutions (Case Organization’s web page).

The case organization has also a tool for managing company’s partnerships and has 

defined responsibilities of different partner managers. The tool provides a great help to 

partner managers. To them, it is a tool for maintaining partners’ basic information and 

for producing documentation in accordance with the management model. As an analysis 

from the current state, the case organization has made notable contribution to first three 

or four phases shown in Figure 7 (page 19). Not all the tools or activities shown in the 

figure are used or put in place for alliance and partnership management, but contribution 

is obvious. Furthermore, the organization has founded a dedicated function, as proposed 

in the theory, and this has led to great improvements on alliance and partnership 

management practices.
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5.2.2 Performance Measurement Practices

By the time of interviews conducted, the case organization did not have a formal 

measurement system for measuring the performance of its alliances and partnerships. 

Only measurement tool used was the tool for defining partner level for cooperating 

companies. The tool consists two parts, total turnover and business evaluation. The total 

turnover part is used to describe the monetary volume and importance of the 

relationship. According to the counted total turnover firm gets a rating. Business 

evaluation part is done according to “matrix model” created by the dedicated partner 

management function and it also produces a rating.

Concerning business evaluation, the companies in ICT industry can be categorized to, 

e.g. SW (software) producers, HW (hardware) suppliers, service providers and 

advertising and marketing companies (see e.g. Meristö et al. 2002). With similar 

fashion, the case organization has categorized its partners. One partnership can have 

many different forms. For example, one partner might provide both hardware equipment 

and act as a service provider to the case organization. Every partner can be evaluated 

according to different forms, categories that the partnership includes. In the case 

organization this evaluation takes into account the strategic importance and potential of 

each partner, and it is done with six rating criteria (Case Organization’s Confidential 

Material). Average value of total turnover and business evaluation determines the 

partner level of specific company.

The tool, described above, is used not only to determine the partner level of specific 

company but also to monitor and evaluate the ongoing relationship. It is the case 

organization’s and dedicated partner management function’s current, general mode of 

action to assess the performance of its partnerships. It was not seen adequate and acted 

as a motivation to develop more comprehensive performance measurement system for 

case organization alliances and partnerships.
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5.3 Case Example Strategic Alliances

In this subchapter the chosen three case example strategic alliances are presented. Every 

partner company in these strategic alliances is introduced and a description of the 

cooperation with the case organization is given.

5.3.1 Strategic Alliance with Company A

5.3.1.1 Short Introduction to Company

Company A is world’s leading management consulting and technology services 

organization. It employs more than 75,000 people in 47 countries delivering a wide 

range of specialized capabilities and solutions to clients across all industries. (Company 

A’s international web page). Company A builds business development network by 

strengthening consultation and outsourcing expertise through strategic alliances and 

subsidiary companies (Company A’s Finnish web page). In year 2002 company s 

revenues were approximately $11.6 billion (Company A’s Annual Report 2002).

During 2002 the company transformed its business model to blend consulting and 

systems integration services with outsourcing services. Company provides a range of 

outsourcing solutions for managing business processes, applications and technology 

infrastructure. In addition, the company is expanding its business process outsourcing 

capabilities in areas, such as, customer information, billing systems, information 

technology services, supply chain management and human resources administration 

(Company A’s international web page). Company A’s business is structured around five 

global, industry focused operating groups: communication & high tech, financial 

services, government, products and resources. These groups provide tailored consulting, 

technology and outsourcing services based on a solid understanding of industry 

evolution, business issues and applicable technologies. In addition, the company has 

two capability groups, business consulting and technology & outsourcing that work as 

the innovation engines through which it develops and delivers a full spectrum of 

services and solutions. (Company A’s Annual Report 2002).
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Company has had office in Finland, Helsinki, since 1988 and nowadays they have about 

480 employees (Company A’s Finnish web page).

5.3.1.2 Description of Cooperation

The cooperation dates back to the time before the hype, late 1990’s. During the hype i.e. 

years of extraordinary growth these companies had close relationship and Company A 

was offering differing consulting services to the case organization. Although this 

relationship was close it was not seen as beneficial in case organization as it was seen in 

Company A. The cooperation at that time was still kind of buyer-seller relationship and 

true win-win situation was missing.

Nowadays they have rearranged their cooperation to benefit both companies and turned 

it more towards true partnership. Formerly Company A acted only as a part of case 

organization’s delivery projects (subcontractor or consultant) and was not so interested 

about the outcomes of these projects, but now it is committed to shared goals and 

objectives with the case organization and rewarded accordingly. This is how it was 

described by one respondent:

"We wanted to change it more towards true partnership, which means commitment to 

shared objectives and goals. Our firm’s result is predicated on achieving those goals 

and both companies employees are rewarded according to achievement.’’ (Partner, 

Company A)

The strategic alliance or strategic type partnership between these companies became 

more concrete with so called go-to-market cooperation in June 2002. Idea behind this 

was that Company A would market and sell case organization’s products, CRM- 

(Customer Relationship Management) and Mobile Logistics -solutions, in selected 

market areas (Case Organization’s Intranet). They were offering case organization’s 

products together with Company A’s consultation and integration services in a manner 

that true win-win could be achieved. This market access type alliance falls into category 

of business alliances (see chapter 2.4), with strong exploitation intent and objective to
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secure new incremental revenues from the combining Company A’s marketing and 

selling channels and expertise with case organization products. Combined together 

companies can offer customers extensive integration and consultation services that are 

essential part of CRM-system projects and deliveries.

The above-mentioned go-to-market cooperation is part of more extensive cooperation 

agreement between these companies and future cooperation have been planned to 

consider same kind of market access activities in product categories, such as, mobile, 

fleet management and contact center services. Company A also offers consultation 

services to case organization and joint product development projects are under 

consideration. The relationship is coordinated by joint steering group with top managers 

from both companies, including CEOs. This arrangement highlights the importance and 

status of the relationship from both sides.

5.3.2 Strategic Alliance with Company B

5.3.2.1 Short Introduction to Company

The Company B describes it self as an entertainment dealer. Company B is entirely 

owned and monitored by the Finnish government. It has belonged to the Finnish society 

over 60 years and its mission is to produce gambling or monetary games in order to 

organize funding to support Finnish culture. Their product portfolio includes altogether 

18 different games. The company employs about 350 people in Finland and it has 

offices in Vantaa, Tampere, Kuopio, Oulu, Vaasa, Turku and Lahti. In addition, it has 

about 4000 representatives all over Finland. (Company B’s web page)

In the year 2002 company’s revenues were approximately 1,1 billion euros. Company B 

rearranged its organization to better respond to actual operational situation and 

development needs. New organization is divided into gaming business, production 

operations, development operations, and support and service activities. During that year 

the company has also actively pursued to create and establish partnerships that aim to
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cost effective and concrete results bringing cooperation. (Company B’s Annual Report 

2002)

5.3.2.2 Description of Cooperation

Cooperation between case organization and Company B dates back for many years. The 

former mode of relationship was almost only kind of customer-supplier relationship 

where the case organization, the supplier, sold telecommunication services to Company 

B, the customer. During last year Company B started to realize the importance of 

partnerships and they had strategic shift in the relationship with the case organization 

from mere customer-supplier cooperation to relationship with true win-win situation. 

This is how the change was described in Company B:

“The most essential in this is to throw away the buyers cap and think things through 

partnership, because in this new relationship the starting arrangement must be fruitful. 

Formerly our company acted as a buyer and put the supplier on tight. Now we look 

things differently and try to seek win-win situation on chosen time span. This has meant 

mental attitude change and now we really think things over together. ”

This new partnership was formalized on March 2002 when they signed co-selling, 

marketing and development contract. This kind of hybrid alliance (see chapter 2.4) has 

now realized in form of co-selling and marketing activities where case organization and 

Company B are jointly offering mobile services to subscribers and Company B is 

advertising its products and services in case organization’s internet portal. They have 

also jointly developed some products that are in prototype phase and expected to launch 

in wider scale. Steering group with top managers from both companies coordinates the 

partnership and plans the future directions of cooperation. Future plans include cross

selling activities where case organization would sell Company B’s products.

As a motivation for ongoing activities from case organization’s side can be mentioned, 

such as, more traffic and transactions to the mobile and fixed line network, and from 

Company B’s side new customers and more services sold. Thus, this means simply 

more revenues for both sides. Company B is also a major customer to the case
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organization which increases motivation, status and commitment to this specific 

partnership at least from the case organization’s side.

5.3.3 Strategic Alliance with Company C

5.3.3.1 Short Introduction to Company

Company C is a public, full range television and radio services offering organization, 

which duties, activities and funding have been defined in law and its major proprietor is 

the Finnish government. According to its public role the company aims to secure equal 

possibilities for Finnish people to acquire information, receive experiences and 

entertainment, and to educate and cultivate oneself. (Company C’s Annual Report 2001)

The year 2001 provided some growth in revenues that were approximately 380 million 

euros. The organization was rearranged and divided, on upper level, to three parts: 

central management, branch of activities and profit centers. During that year company 

employed about 3800 people from which 44 % were in television branch and 27 % in 

radio branch. (Company C’s web page). The launch of digital television services 

broaden the offering of the television branch from two channels to five (Company C’s 

Annual Report 2001). In addition to normal radio and television services, the company 

operates as a content provider for new, digital super text television, mobile terminal 

equipment and provides wide range of internet services (Company C’s web page).

5.3.3.2 Description of Cooperation

The relationship between the case organization and Company C has a long history, it 

dates back for decades. In the past, the case organization has been telecommunication 

services provider or supplier for Company C including mobile phone services and 

telecommunication links. Since these companies have long history between them and 

Company C is also a major customer to case organization, the relationship has had a 

strategic status on the case organization’s side.
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They håve been cooperating on different levels from simple supplier-customer 

relationship to joint product development projects. Now this strategic alliance or 

partnership have been broaden to cover mobile phone services as well, when Company 

C got a legal permission, in summer 2002, for starting to offer chargeable content to 

mobile phones. This means joint service development on SMS (Short Message Service), 

MMS (Multimedia Messaging Service), WAP (Wireless Application Protocol), Mobile 

Videos and 3G (Third Generation) mobile services.

This hybrid type of alliance (see chapter 2.4) includes both exploration and exploitation 

intents in a form of joint product development activities and plans, and service offering 

to mobile subscribers. The extensiveness of the cooperation can be seen in the answer of 

one respondent:

"The cooperation is deeper on the basic telecommunication infrastructure, not just 

mere SMS or MMS. ” (Head of Programming, Company C)

Similarly to the two previous strategic alliances described above also this partnership 

has a steering group that includes top managers from both companies. This group has 

been structured to increase the commitment to the relationship and it assembles tor 

meetings regularly. It illustrates also the high status of the relationship and 

communicates it to both organizations as well.
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6 DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK AND INTERVIEW RESULTS

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the general framework related to the 

measurement system development. The used development process and proposed 

conceptual framework are defined. Furthermore, results from case organization s 

internal (internal perspective) and so-called partner interviews (partners’ perspective) 

are presented.

6.1 The Development Process

The development process used in this study follows the internal performance 

measurement system development process presented in chapter 3.4. The emphasis is on 

phases five to seven. From the viewpoint of this study these phases can be phrased as 

follows: defining critical success factors, defining proper measures and constructing a 

measurement system. The critical success factors are not derived directly from the 

strategy, as the theory of internal performance measurement would require, since the 

strategy in this context would relate to two organization’s shared alliance strategy or 

overall company’s partnership strategy. It was not seen appropriate for this situation to 

use that method, but to find out critical success factors that are most general to wide 

variety of case organization’s partnerships and derive the proper measures according to 

those factors. However, the constructed system helps the company to manage their 

partnerships more effectively and to create more value added through them. Thus, it 

also furthers the case organization to better achieve its strategic objectives with 

effectively working partnerships.

As it is typical for plans to change, also the plans for developing collaborative 

relationship performance measurement system for the case organization changed when 

the study progressed. The initial plan was to interview case organization’s employees 

for critical success factors, to define the measurement system according to those 

interviews and evaluate the constructed system’s appropriateness in case partnerships by 

interviewing some case organization’s partners. However, the development process 

searched its final form during the study and different views were taken into account.
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The final form of the process is presented in Figure 21. The eventual decision was to 

interview both case organization employees and its partners for tinding out their views 

about critical success factors that determine the success of a partnership.

Theoretical views

Internal interviews 
(internal perspective)

Critical success 
factors & Current 

and proposed
measures

Proper measures & 
The measurement 

system

External interviews 
(partner’s perspective)

Figure 21. Development Process of the Measurement System

The reason for interviewing both case organization’s employees and its partners’ was to 

taking account empirical findings and opinions from both sides and maybe find out 

some similarities or differences in them. Additionally, by working this way the case 

organization communicates its openness to the partner companies and it increases both 

sides commitment to the partnership and to the constructed measurement system. In the 

results of these interviews individual interviewees’ identity is not exposed. In internal 

interviews this means total anonymous responses that can not be associated to 

individual employees.
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The conducted interviews included not only questions about success factors but also 

question about status of partnership management. Also the current and proposed 

partnership or alliance performance measurement practices and measures are found out. 

From the combination of these results and the theoretical views and practices the proper 

measures and the measurement system are defined. During the study also a conceptual 

preliminary framework or model for measuring case organization’s partnership 

performance was created. The model acts as a framework for outlining the topic at hand 

and its applicability and usefulness will be discussed later on in this study.

In following subchapters the results from both internal (chapter 6.3.1) and external 

(chapter 6.3.2) interviews are presented, including critical success factors and current 

and proposed measures.

6.2 Proposed Conceptual Framework

At the very early stages of this study a preliminary framework for measuring case 

organization’s alliances and partnerships performance was constructed. This was done 

together with the colleague researcher conducting his parallel study. The framework 

was constructed according to explored literature and theoretical background and 

according to views presented in the first meetings and interviews inside the case 

organization. The underlying reason was to piece together the theory and to form a 

preliminary analysis framework which appropriateness could be evaluated later on in 

the study.

As a result the so-called “diamond” or “triangle” model was constructed and it 

highlights the researchers knowledge and experiences at that time (Figure 22).
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Figure 22. Triangle of Alliance Performance Measurement - Preliminary 
Framework in the Early Stages of the Study (modified from Heimeriks 2002, Neely 
& Adams 2000, Kaplan & Norton 1996, Roos & Öijord 1992 and interviewees’ 
views)

The above framework was constructed around stakeholder perspective (see chapter 

3.3.2). Therefore, it highlights the views from the Performance Prism framework. The 

main stakeholders for case organization’s partnerships were named according to theory 

and suggestions from empirical side: company, partner and customer. The company, as 

a stakeholder, relates to the case organization. Partner is an obvious stakeholder and 

highlights one or many partners related to the collaborative relationship with the case 

organization. Customer is not so obvious stakeholder, since some alliances might not 

have a named customer, e.g. R&D partnerships, but it was taken into the framework 

based on the conversations held in the case organization. From the case organization’s 

point of view partnership was seen to include a shared customer aspect and some of the 

interviewees defined partnership as follows:

“A cooperative relationship between two or more companies to produce value added to

the shared customer or third party. ”
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In addition to the stakeholder perspective adopted from the Performance Prism, the 

constructed framework strongly emphasize the model presented by Heimeriks (see 

chapter 4.1.2). Collaboration quality is seen as an important factor for defining alliance 

performance. Normally this relationship fitness (see chapter 4.3.1) or collaboration 

quality is examined and presented between the partner companies, but the triangle 

model widens this examination to the relationship with the shared customer as well. The 

customer focus is emphasized in the Balanced Scorecard framework, but it has got short 

shrift in the partnership and alliance performance literature. Collaboration quality 

between the partners defines the functionality of the relationship and has an influence 

on the benefits gained trough the partnership. The collaboration quality from partner 

companies to the customer’s direction defines the partnership’s and partner companies 

appearance to the customer and has direct influence on customer satisfaction, and 

furthermore, can have later an impact to the benefits of each partner company.

Since the definition of partnership in the case organization was seen to contain the 

shared customer part, the proposed model also strongly emphasizes this perspective and 

this type of business alliances (see chapter 2.4). However, the model does not exclude 

other types of alliances. For example, if there is no shared customer that part of the 

model can be ignored. Thus, the model can be said to contain different possibilities, not 

just specific situation. In general, the model emphasizes examination perspectives 

(company, partner and customer), the relationship’s functionality between different 

actors and the benefits gained trough partnership, which ultimately define its 

performance (see Roos & Öijord 1992).

6.3 Interview Results

In the following the results from both internal (internal perspective) and external 

(partners’ perspective) interviews are presented.
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6.3.1 Internal Perspective

The purpose of this subchapter is to present the results from the case organization’s 

internal interviews. The questionnaire used in the interviews is shown in Appendix 3. 

The interviews were conducted with eleven different employees from the case 

organization. These employees are those, whose work is closely related to case 

organization alliances and partnerships, and to management of these relationships. 

These employees are also from different levels of the organization, from top 

management level, Senior Vice President, to operational level, Partner Manager. The 

reason for this was to find out different views and opinions that were seemed to differ 

according to organizational level and background of each interviewee. This was also 

seen to increase commitment to the constructed system and concerned important, as 

presented in chapter 3.4.

The main focus of the interviews was to find out empirical views about the different 

success factors and performance measures for partner relationships. Additionally, the 

questionnaire mapped general background of the interviewees and their views about 

partnerships, the current opinions about the situation of the case organization’s alliance 

and partnership management and monitoring practices and the views about how these 

management and monitoring practices should be improved. Thus these interviews 

produce generally important information to case organization’s top management and to 

the dedicated partner management function (see chapter 5.2).

It was decided that the individual respondent’s views are not revealed, therefore the 

results are presented mainly in collage form and individual views and responses are 

presented only anonymously.

6.3.1.1 Background

The interviewed employees included: sales director, partner manager, three senior 

partner managers, two development directors, business development director, director of 

partner solutions, vice president and senior vice president. The list of these interviews, 

including dates, is shown in Appendix 5.
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The respondents work was closely related to case organization’s partnerships, e.g. 

coordination of partnerships, their management, contracting or working in the 

relationship with the partner. Most of the respondents have been working with 

company’s partnerships from two to four years, some even over ten years (see Figure 

23). These years related to partnerships highlights the respondents’ experience and 

partly also the level of knowledge on the topic.

12 -

10 -

Figure 23. Interviewees’ Experience with Case Organization’s Partners

The average number of working experience with partners is about five years. These 

responses also reflect interviewees’ own description about what is or is not a partnership 

and that can be seen in the variation of answers. The case organization has been 

speaking about partners, when relating companies with whom they have a collaborative 

relationship, only few years and that might have reflected to some of the answers. 

Furthermore, some respondents might have counted all the years they have been 

cooperating with other companies.

What, then, is a partner or a partnership? According to responses it has many 

interpretations inside the company. In addition to case organization’s formal 

description, presented in chapter 6.2, partnerships where also described as relationships 

where both companies jointly try to develop the business or simply as a supplying 

cooperation. Some respondents have also started to use term “partner” when referring to 

customers of the case organization. Since company has a formal mode of speaking
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about partners, the term alliance was not used to describe the case organization’s 

collaborative relationships and sometimes not correctly understood, according to 

definitions presented in chapter 2.1. Strategic partnerships were seen as partnerships 

that:
- are strategically important to case organization’s business 

have long history and include deep cooperation 

are extensive and have high expectations on future

The answers above are congruent with the definitions of strategic alliances presented 

earlier in this study (chapter 2.1). There were also mentioned that the case organization 

can have only few of this kind of relationships and that they should be managed in the 

highest level of the organization. Some of this kind of relationships were named.

6.3.1.2 History and Current State

According to responses there could not be found a formal mode of action of monitoring 

and evaluating case organization’s collaborative relationships. At the moment there 

could be found wide variation of different ways of monitoring and reporting these 

relationships, depending on persons and requirements from the top management. These 

ways included:

having regular meetings and keeping in touch 

monitoring how well objectives are met 

monitoring revenues and their growth 

- monitoring sales and number of visits to customers

Additionally, product profitability was calculated and monitored and there could be 

found a monitoring or evaluating tool at the content provision side of the case 

organization, but it not used elsewhere in the organization. The tool monitored 

partnership’s revenues, customer transactions and the qualitative side of ongoing 

relationship, with four-view model that included perspectives: exclusivity, flexibility 

and innovativeness, brand attractiveness, and service or content quality.
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It was said that top management sets these first level hard measures, which meant in 

many cases only monitoring the revenues. Soft values, such as, trust or person 

chemistry were evaluated in the organization according to own feelings and views but 

not reported in formal mode or saved to any database or system. These soft values or 

measures related to them were seen important by 100 % of the respondents. It was seen 

that these values have had too low attention in the case organization’s mode of action 

and that soft and hard measures support each other. One of the respondents phrased this 

as follows:

“ Hard and soft things support each other. If the soft side is not working, you can not 

expect to meet the hard objectives. ”

However, the measurement of these soft values was seen extremely challenging. In 

addition, customer satisfaction was seen very important, but it was not widely 

monitored or evaluated. It was said that eventually the revenues generated through 

partnership is the most important thing to monitor and measure.

In general, these ways were seen inadequate for monitoring and evaluating the case 

organization’s partnerships. The modes of action varied case-by-case and there was no 

consistent and formal mode to monitor or report these relationships. There could be 

found enough information and wide number of different hard measures, but a formal 

measurement system, including soft measures, was seen important to develop. Also as a 

mean to analyze and share information inside the case organization.

6.3.1.3 Desired Situation

The respondents were asked to give their opinions and improvement suggestions about 

management and evaluation of the case organization’s collaborative relationships. 

According to responses the management should be done more centralized, 

systematically and it needs appropriate resources and focus inside the organization. The 

cooperation between different internal interest groups should be improved to remove 

overlapping activities and reduce conflicts. At the moment no one could say the overall 

situation of the case organization’s partnerships and not the whole organization belongs
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or is following the partner program, presented by the dedicated partner management 

function. It was also seen important that the requirements from the business units should 

drive partnership activities, not vice versa.

In general, partner management and monitoring activities were seen to be in quite good 

shape. However, the respondents wanted these activities to be more systematic and 

uniform, implemented to whole organization and the tools for helping these activities 

should be generic or same, everywhere in the organization. Additionally, a basic 

measurement system, including both hard and soft measures, was seen as means for 

improvement. According to interviewees the construction of this system and its 

measures could be done jointly with the partners, but own measures should be 

considered and developed first. The system was also seen to bring competitive 

advantage.

6.3.1.4 Success Factors

From the viewpoint of this research the main purpose of interviews was to find out 

empirical views about different success factors related to case organization’s 

partnerships (see chapter 6.1). The interviewees were asked to name characteristics of 

both successful and unsuccessful partnerships. The interview questions mapped such 

views as the characteristics of both good and bad partner relationships, critical factors 

that determine relationship’s success or failure and case examples of these relationships. 

The questions also emphasized the views about quality or functionality of ongoing 

relationship, (see Appendix 3)

The results of these views were aggregated to a form of figure of different factors that 

may influence partnership success or failure. This figure is presented below (Figure 24).
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Figure 24. Internal View About Factors That May Influence Partnership Success 

or Failure

The figure above shows only those factors that were named or presented, at least, by 

four of the respondents. Total number of the respondents was eleven, as presented 

earlier in this chapter (6.3) and it is also highlighted in the horizontal axis, number of 

responses. The full list of these factors is illustrated in Appendix 6.

As the figure shows the soft values are named to be very important. Almost all of the 

factors shown in figure are soft or hard to measure, except revenues. Ten out of eleven 

respondents named person chemistry as an important factor that determines, according 

their own experience, partnership’s success or failure. According to these results person 

chemistry can be named as a most important factor of these relationships success. 

Person chemistry in this context was defined as the functionality of the relationship 

between two persons. Other so called soft factors in the top three were trust between
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partners, and openness and transparency in their actions. These factors are also related 

to each other. Person chemistry was said to be linked with factors, such as trust, good 

and easy relations and commitment. Literature supports this view, but often, in 

particular, trust is seen to encompass or related to other factors, e.g. person chemistry or 

personal relationship, commitment or honesty (e.g. see Blomqvist 2002, Kumar et al. 

1995, Morgan & Hunt 1994).

Not surprisingly also the revenues generated through partnership got high importance in 

the results. Six out of eleven respondents named the revenues as a critical factor for 

partnership’s success. From a pure business point of view this makes sense. What is the 

use for being in partnership if it does not bring value added to the company? When 

asking about critical factors that determine partnership’s success, one respondent 

described this as follows:

“ Value creation is the most critical. This means how much value the relationship has 

created to the company and its shareholders. This is what every partnership should 

search for. ”

Other soft values or hard to measure factors in the figure include, such as, level of 

information sharing and communication, commitment and honesty. In general, these 

results are not analyzed in more detail in this chapter but later on in this study (chapter 

7.1). The purpose was only to present them briefly and in illustrative form.

6.3.1.5 Current and Proposed Measures

The current and proposed measures presented here are those that came up in the 

interviews. They are presented to shown the current practices for measuring case 

organization’s partner relationships. These measures also differ from the practices 

presented in chapter 5.2.2. It also tells that those practices presented earlier are not 

widely used inside the organization but only by the dedicated partner management 

function or in certain part of the case organization. The measures also highlight the 

aspects that are presented earlier in this chapter (6.3).



79

The current measures are those that are used now for measuring the performance of 

ongoing partner relationships in different parts of the organization. These measures 

varied widely inside the organization, but almost all respondents said that turnover or 

revenue measures are in place for measuring these relationships (nine of eleven). The 

full list of current measures is presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Current Measures for Partnership’s Performance

Current measures Financial: Responses
Turnover measures 9
Sales 3
Product profitability 1
Profitability measures

Nonfinancial:
1

Customer satisfaction 2
Partner satisfaction 2
Number of new customers through partnership 2
Quality of work 1
Imago queries 1
Exclusiveness 1
Flexibility and innovativeness 1
Brand attractiveness 1
Service/content quality 1
Visibility in media 1
Openness 1
Leads through partnership 1
Customer visits vs. realized deals 1
Delivery time 1
Reaction time to asked tenders 1
R/D process time 1
Number of joint customer events 1
Number of conflicts 1
Number of customer transactions 1
Number of products 1

As can be seen other than turnover measures are not widely used inside the 

organization, e.g. customer satisfaction was measured only by two of the respondents. 

Some soft measures, from quality of work to openness, were used in the case 

organization but not reported sufficiently or just evaluated in form of few words. Also 

some quantitative measures were in place, e.g. number of new customers through 

partnership, leads through partnership, delivery time and number of customer 

transactions. In general, the table highlights the fact that no common way of measuring 

these relationships exists inside the case organization, and that soft values or measures 

are given low attention.
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The interviewees gave also some suggestions for measures that should or could be used 

for measuring case organization’s partnerships. These proposed measures are presented 

in Table 4.

Table 4. Proposed Measures for Partnership’s Performance

Proposed measures Financial: Responses
Turnover 2
Sales 1
Revenues 1
Value added through partnership 1
Contribution margin per product 1
Contribution margin per customer 1
Profitability of customer 1
Profitability of sale 1
Profitability

Nonfinancial:
1

Customer satisfaction 3
Market potential 2
Competence 2
Quality of partner meetings 2
Level of R&D co-operation 1
Market share 1
Brand value 1
Value added to customer 1
Number of joint projects 1
Partner satisfaction 1

The measures above came up during the interviews. The respondents were not asked to 

give their suggestions for measures that should be used to better measure the case 

organization’s partnerships, but these measures were brought out along the interviews. 

This can be also noticed from the right-hand column, number of responses. Some of 

these measures are currently used inside the organization but were not used for 

measuring the respondent’s partnerships or were used and emphasized to be used in the 

future as well. From financial side of proposes products and customers contribution 

margin were seen important to monitor and measure, but both suggested only by one 

respondent. Notably, measuring customer satisfaction got support from the nonfinancial 

side of proposes.
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6.3.2 Partners’ Perspective

In this subchapter the case organization’s strategic alliance partners’ perspective on the 

topic at hand is presented. To this empirical part of the study three strategic alliance 

partners were selected and interviewed (see chapter 5.3). The presented results are 

gathered up from four independent interviews, which also means that two of the 

interviews were conducted with same partner company but with different persons. The 

list of these interviews is shown in Appendix 5.

The questionnaire used in the interviews is shown in Appendix 4. This questionnaire 

was modified from the questionnaire used in the internal interviews and it was seen 

appropriate to gather needed information. The biggest difference to questionnaire used 

in the internal interviews is that the respondents were also asked about their views on 

measures that could or should be used in monitoring the partnership. The interviewees 

were those who are responsible for or look after the cooperative relationship with the 

case organization.

6.3.2.1 Background

The respondents from partner firms have been cooperating with the case organization 

for several years. Some even have history that dates back to over ten years. The 

interviewees’ experience on partnerships varied from one to five years, and they have 

been working with the case organization in partnerships including e.g. go-to-market 

cooperation and joint product development activities (see also previous chapters).

According to responses partnerships were seen to be deeper than mere buyer-seller 

relationship. They were seen as relationships where true win-win situation exists and 

compared also felicitously to a marriage. One respondent described partnerships as 

follows:

"If someone sells something to another it is not a partnership. There has to be such 

elements that both sides know that they are in same boat. It means that they work 

together to achieve good result, which will be shared. ”
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Strategic partnerships were seen as relationships that are vital to own organization’s 

business or core competence. They were seen as means to achieve company’s strategic 

goals and objectives. Alliances as a term have not been used to describe these 

relationships with the case organization and it was interpreted in many and even 

contradictory ways.

6.3.2.2 History and current state

The monitoring of partnerships was done with variety of ways. These included e.g. 

monitoring the achievement of sales objectives and quality of work. The current modes 

of action were not systematic and mainly just keeping in touch on regular basis. The 

respondents replied that monitoring was done on weekly or regular basis or that it was 

done according to normal follow-up of ongoing joint projects. The profitability of these 

partnerships was evaluated with e.g. revenues, number of customers and impact to 

imago or brand. These evaluation customs varied case by case and depended on the type 

of relationship.

Concerning such factors as, customer satisfaction or usage of own time spent for taking 

care of the relationship (see question number six in Appendix 4), these were evaluated 

vaguely or not systematically or both. One respondent also said that they monitored the 

development of sales and customer satisfaction, but this information was not shared 

with the case organization. The respondents’ own reports inside their organizations 

included:

empirical views and opinions on how the relationship has developed

- what is considered in the future 

how well the goals were achieved

- what is the general spirit in the relationship

In general, the respondents saw the above-described modes of action inadequate and to 

be considered as a target of development, but the information for evaluating these 

relationships was seen sufficient. The soft values or measures for monitoring were seen
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important, quick to derive and acting as indicators that tell if the relationship is 

developing to right direction. They were said to describe the functionality, feeling or 

spirit of the relationship. These measures were in use in one partner company. However, 

they were not used jointly or revealed to the case organization.

6.3.2.3 Desired Situation

The partnership monitoring and evaluating modes of action were wanted to be more 

systematic and shared with the case organization. At the moment both sides have their 

own ways and practices for monitoring and this information is not shared. According to 

responses these practices should also be more formal, well reported and monitoring 

should be done according to shared partnership performance measures, e.g. with a 

shared scorecard.

Similarly the management of these relationships was suggested to be more systematic, 

regular and these activities should be linked to strategy. One respondent also saw that 

formal mode of action was missing in the management of partnership between their 

company and the case organization. The joint development of tools for monitoring was 

seen important and as means for securing commitment at both sides. What comes to 

measuring, both soft and hard measures were seen equally important, but current modes 

of action were lacking the former.

6.3.2.4 Success factors

The main purpose of these so-called partner interviews was to find out case 

organization’s partners’ views about factors that determine partnerships or strategic 

alliances success. These views were mapped through with the interview questions and 

gathered up in form of figure, same way as the views of case organization’s internal 

interviews (Figure 25).
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Factor

Achieve objectives and slay in schedule 

Openness and transparency 

Person chemistry 

Win-win

Clear objectives (from both sides)

Revenues 

Commitment

Communication and information sharing 

Trust

Willingness to view things from partners perspective 

Shared risk management 

Long term focus 

Shared vision and objectives 

Internal agreement on objectives 

Understanding partner's business 

Top management support and Commitment 

Good and easy relations (flexibility)

Strategic compatibility 

Keep promises and obey rules 

Honesty 

Respect each other

0 12 3 4

No. of responses

Figure 25. Strategic Partners’ View About Factors That May Influence 
Partnership Success or Failure

As can be seen achieving objectives and staying in schedule came up as the most 

important factor that determines partnership’s success. As mentioned earlier, some 

times these relationships were monitored and evaluated according to normal follow up 

of ongoing joint projects and therefore this is not a surprising result, but can be seen as 

main difference from the results of internal interviews. Same soft values or factors were 

supported as in the internal interviews. These include e.g. openness and transparency, 

person chemistry, commitment and trust. The revenues generated through partnership 

were also seen as an important factor for these relationships’ success.

Since these interviews were conducted with four different persons from the partner 

companies, the results lack some credibility and reliability but give indicative and
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relevant information about case organization’s strategic alliance partners’ views on 

these relationship’s success factors.

6.3.2.5 Current and proposed measures

The current and proposed measures were also untangled in these partner interviews. 

Current measures are those that were already in place and used in measuring the 

performance of partnership with the case organization. The interviewees were also 

asked to give their opinions about measures that should or could be used for measuring 

their partnership. The results of these views and opinions, current and proposed 

measures, are presented in Table 5. These results highlight also the views and opinions 

described in the earlier chapters.

Table 5. Strategic Partners’ Current and Proposed Measures for Partnership’s 
Performance

Current
measures

Financial:
Sales
Revenues
Nonfinancial:
Number of customers
Customer satisfaction
Relationships quality

Responses
2
1

1
1
1

Proposed Financial:
1measures Partnership’s impact to product sales

Nonfinancial:
Relationship quality 2
Customer satisfaction 2
Number of customer cases 1
Achieving objectives 1
Level of tmst 1
Openness and transparency 1
Ability to cooperate 1
Imago 1
Clarity of objectives (to both sides) 1
Joint ability and willingness to solve problems 1
Willingness to view things from partners perspective 1

The table shows how a narrow number of measures are now in place for measuring the 

partner relationship between these companies. In addition to sales and revenue 

measures, number of customers, customer satisfaction and relationship quality are
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evaluated and monitored in these partnerships. Also from these the customer 

satisfaction and relationship quality was measured only by the partner company and 

these results or information was not communicated to the case organization. As can be 

seen from the nonfinancial side of the proposed measures measuring relationship’s 

quality or customer satisfaction was seen important. Other soft values and factors, such 

as, level of trust, openness and transparency, and ability to cooperate, came up in the 

interviews. The last three suggestions from the proposed measures list concur with the 

views presented by Vesalainen (2002) and explained earlier in this study (see chapter 

4.3.2). The emphasis is clearly on joint development of relationship or collaboration 

quality between the partners.
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7 MEASUREMENT SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION AND EVALUATION

In this chapter the interview results are analyzed. The measurement system is then 

constructed by taking into account this analysis. In addition, the measurement system’s 

appropriateness for measuring strategic alliance performance is evaluated.

7.1 Analyzing the Interview Results

The purpose of this subchapter is to analyze the results against theoretical views and 

practices presented earlier in this study, to compare the results from internal and partner 

interviews and to give some background information to the construction of the 

measurement system (chapter 7.2). Some analysis to the results is also given in the 

chapters where the results were presented, but here these results are analyzed and 

discussed in more detail. In general, concepts partnership and alliance are not clearly 

understood or the respondents could not tell their difference (see chapter 2.1).

As mentioned in previous chapters the results from the internal interviews clearly show 

that the soft values or measures are considered important but not emphasized or used 

widely in the case organization. Same soft values or factors that came up in the 

interviews are also supported by literature. For example, trust got high importance in the 

results as it was suggested also in literature. Other factors, such as, openness and 

transparency, communication and information sharing, long-term focus, commitment, 

and top-management support and commitment were also supported and described as 

important or critical factors for alliance success, (see e.g. Nielsen 2002, Dent 1999, 

Hoffmann & Schlosser 2001, Whipple & Frankel 2000, Spekman et al. 2000, Heimeriks 

2002, Blomqvist 2002)

Although the soft values or factors filled the list of results shown in Appendix 6 the 

arguments from the interviewees point out that the revenues generated through these 

relationships ultimately define its success. This view is also emphasized in the study of 

Roos & Öijord (1992) where they suggest that financial measures of performance are 

the final indicators of success or failure (see chapter 4.1.2). The current modes of action 

are in line with this view. The measures used at the moment (see Table 3 in chapter
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6.3.1.5) are almost only financial, turnover or revenue measures. Nonfinancial factors 

are monitored but desultorily and not in large number. The customer satisfaction got 

relatively high importance in the results since most of the interviewees partnerships 

were and the corporate level definition of partnerships emphasizes co-selling and 

marketing relationships, business alliances (see chapter 2.4).

Similarly the results from the partner interviews indicate the importance of measuring 

these soft values (see Figure 25). The results are a bit differently divided, compared to 

results from internal interviews but include same factors. The number of respondents in 

partner interviews was four and therefore these results are more like suggestive than 

definitive but give strong support to internal findings. Reaching objectives and staying 

in schedule as the most important factor from the partners’ side gives an impression that 

these companies may be more result oriented than the case organization. At least what 

comes to partnership activities. In general, these results are parallel and support each 

other.

Notably the role of relationship flexibility did have emphasis in the results as authors 

Aulakh & Madhok would suggest (Contractor & Lorange 2002: 25-48). Flexibility as a 

factor does not show importance in the results, but it is covered in the answers and by 

the other factors in these results. Aulakh & Madhok (Contractor & Lorange 2002: 36) 

define flexibility as a bilateral expectation of willingness to make adaptations in the 

relationship as circumstances change. They have proposed a model that emphasizes and 

demonstrates the importance of flexibility in explaining interfirm alliances and their 

performance (see Contractor & Lorange 2002: 28). The flexibility in the interview 

results can be seen in factors, such as, good and easy relations, conflict resolution, fast 

reaction to changes, flexibility and willingness to view things from partner’s perspective 

(see Figure 25 and Appendix 6). These factors correspond to definition given by Aulakh 

& Madhok and thus support their suggestion on importance of flexibility in explaining 

alliance or partnership performance.
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7.2 Constructing the Measurement System

The construction of the measurement system was done taking into account the results 

from interviews, internal and external, and theoretical views and practices as shown in 

Figure 21. Furthermore, a development meeting was arranged where eight employees 

from the case organization participated including the colleague researcher and me. 

Excluding us, two researchers, the list of participants was as follows:

- sales director

- two senior partner managers 

director

- management accounting manager 

development director

These people were selected to the meeting because of their knowledge on partner 

management and accounting activities. Three participants belong to the dedicated 

partner management function: development director and two senior partner managers. 

Also the sales director is former member of the function. Management accounting 

manager was in the meeting to give accounting perspective to the measurement system 

to be constructed, e.g. what information is currently available and what are the proper 

measures. The director works in the case organization’s research center and has a long 

history with the research on partnerships.

The meeting began with quick presentation of the background of the research and the 

results from the interviews. This presentation was given by us, two researchers, and it 

ended with a proposal for measurement system. Researchers role was to present the 

theoretical background and the interview results as basic knowledge for constructing the 

system and give a proposal for such system that would be developed further in the 

meeting. In the background part, the participants were given information about 

measures and measurement systems (see chapter 3), the triangle model (presented in 

chapter 6.2), theory based alliance success factors (chapter 2.5) and alliance 

performance measurement practices (chapter 4). Next the results from the interviews 

(see chapter 6.3) were presented. The main results from the other researcher’s individual
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partner interviews, success factors and current and proposed measures, were also 

presented and they are illustrated below (Figure 26 and Table 6).

Factor

Trust

Keep promises and obey rules 

Person chemistry 

Win-win

Communication and information sharing 

Shared vision and objectives 

Revenue

Openness and transparency 

Active partners 

Clear roles and responsibilities 

Unrealistic and wrong expectations 

Hidden agendas and low transparency 

Unresponsiveness 

Quality of products and services 

Flexibility

Good practices and business moral 

Understanding of customers 

Human relations skill 

Long-term focus

0 1 2 3 4 5

No. of responses

Figure 26. Business Networking Partners’ View About Factors That May Influence 
Partnership Success or Failure
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Table 6. Business Networking Partners’ Current and Proposed Measures for 
Partnership’s Performance

Current measures Financial:
Revenues

Nonfinancial:
Leads, trades, volume
Customer satisfaction
Technical support

Responses
1

3
1
1

Proposed measures Financial:
Turnover measures 2
Profitability 1
Expenses 1
Product profitability 1
Customer profitability 1

Nonfinancial:
Value added through partnership 2
Level of trust 1
New customer deals 1

Further analysis on theoretical side was also done and presented as explanation and 

background for the proposal to be given. The theoretical models and practices explained 

and defined earlier in this study were compared against each other. Five of the models, 

Alliance Performance Scorecard (APS), Balanced Scorecard (BSC), Performance Prism 

(Prism), Roos & Oijord’s conceptual model (Roos) (see Figure 14) and Nielsen’s 

framework (Nielsen) (see Figure 15) were taken in further examination. It was found 

that these models clearly include same perspectives and illustrated as shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Comparison of Different Models

APS BSC Prism Roos Nielsen

Financial X X X X X

Strategic X X X

Operational X X X X

Learning X X X X

Relationship X X

Customer X

General state X
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All of these models included financial measures. The Performance Prism framework did 

not have it so clearly presented, but it can be seen to be included in stakeholder 

satisfaction and contribution perspectives. Strategic views and measures were also taken 

into account in three of these models, but other models included strategic type 

considerations as well. The learning perspective is closely related to strategic success 

and it was suggested by four of the models. In the Performance Prism framework it was 

named capabilities perspective, but it contained same views as learning perspectives of 

other models and counted here accordingly. Roos & Öijord (1992) also speak about the 

general state of alliance as indicator of alliance success, but this topic can be seen to be 

covered with other perspectives, e.g. relationship and operational perspectives.

Operational success was also emphasized in almost all of these models, four out of five. 

This perspective was named operational (APS), process (BSC and Prism) or efficiency 

(Nielsen), but here handled under the nametag operational. Relationship equity 

(Nielsen) or relationship fitness (APS) was also emphasized in the models that 

concentrated specially on alliances. Understandably the relationship perspective is 

missing in the Balanced Scorecard and Performance Prism frameworks since these 

models were not constructed especially to relationships between companies. The 

relationship or collaboration quality view is also presented and emphasized in the 

frameworks of Heimeriks (2002) and Vesalainen (2002). These frameworks, together 

with the Alliance Performance Scorecard, were tailored specially for alliance 

performance and thus give relatively more importance than the other models. The 

collaboration quality (Heimeriks 2002) and flexibility (Contractor & Lorange 2002) 

views on alliance performance also have some similarities. Both of these views put high 

importance on the functionality of the relationship between alliance partners and thus 

these views can be seen congruent. The reasoning above clearly show the high 

importance of relationship perspective in measuring alliance performance, although 

only two of five examined models included this view.

Taking into account theoretical examination described above, the results from the 

interviews and analysis related to them (see chapter 7.1) a proposal for measuring the 

case organization’s partnerships was given. It was suggested that three perspectives, 

relationship or collaboration quality, financial and strategic should be taken into account
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in the system. According to interview results and other empirical findings also group of 

success factors under those perspectives were defined. This is illustrated in Table 8.

Table 8. Proposal of Perspectives and Success Factors

Collaboration quality Financial Strategic

• Trust
• Person chemistry
• Openness and transparency
• Communication and 

information sharing
• Clear roles and responsibilities
• Shared vision and objectives
• Keep promises and obey rules
• Good plans and preparation 

work
• Good and easy relations
• Achieve objectives and stay in 

schedule
• Commitment
• Win-win

• Revenues
• Margin
• Product profitability
• Customer profitability

• Six factors based on rating
criteria currently used for 
determining partner levels (see 
chapter 5.2.2)

The strategic perspective includes six success factors that are based on current rating 

criteria. The financial measures or factors together with the collaboration quality factors 

highlight more the views and results from the interviews. Those factors were included 

into these perspectives that got high importance in all of the interviews, internal and 

partner. It was also suggested that customer perspective should be taken into further 

consideration, although it was not presented in the proposal.

The factors in the perspectives were also given some suggestions for proper measures. 

These suggestions were grounded on theoretical and empirical findings and researchers 

own knowledge (see Anderson & Narus 1990, Brinkerhoff 2002, Callahan 1999, Kumar 

et al. 1995, Raimondo 2000). For example, from collaboration quality perspective trust 

could be measured with statements “partner stands by its words” and “partner is 

interested in our firms welfare” that would be rated with, e.g. five point Likert scale, 

from strongly agree to strongly disagree (see e.g. Raimondo 2000). Those strategic 

factors were proposed to be measured as before. No clear suggestions, except measuring 

revenues through partnership, were given to financial perspective, because of lack of 

information and knowledge about current measuring and accounting practices.
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After the background and proposal part the participants were asked for comments and 

development suggestions for above described proposal. Each of proposed factors were 

gone through and evaluated according to perspectives. The final form of each 

perspective was selected by acclamation, including all factors and their measures. There 

was discussion about suggested customer perspective. The customer view was also seen 

important and decided to be taken into the measurement system. The preliminary form 

of the system was created as the result of that meeting. Next the system went through a 

round of comments among the participants and the final form of the measurement 

system, decided with one voice, is presented below (Table 9).

Table 9. Constructed Performance Measurement System for Case Organization’s 
Collaborative Relationships (modified from Case Organization’s Confidential 
Document)

Perspective Success factor Description of measures
Financial Revenues • One measure, percentage value

Margin • One measure, percentage value

Customer Customer satisfaction • Survey, percentage value

Number of customers • One measure, number value

Volume • One measure, number value

Strategic Six factors based on current 
rating criteria

• Six measures, rating / number value

Shared vision and objectives • Two measures, rating / number value

Division of benefits (win-win) • Two measures, rating / number value

Complementary competence 
and knowledge

• One measure, rating / number value

Collaboration Trust • Ten measures, rating / number value

quality
Person chemistry • Three measures, rating / number value

Commitment • Seven measures, rating / number value

The emphasis is clearly on nonfinancial or subjective measures. Altogether 13 out of 17 

factors are subjective and measured accordingly. From the financial perspective only 

revenues and contribution margin are included in the system. In this context the 

information related to these measures is available through current sales systems. The 

customer perspective took a form of three factors and measures. Customers’ satisfaction



95

will be measured with an existing survey. The information about number of customers 

and their volume is also available through current sales systems.

The strategic and collaboration quality perspectives include only so-called soft and 

subjective measures that embody people’s own views and opinions. These measures 

will be evaluated with rating that produces numerical value. Each of these measures and 

factors will get a numerical rating and those factors with more than one measure will get 

rating according to average value of each rated measure. The strategic perspective was 

expanded with three factors if compared to the proposal. Two of these factors, shared 

vision and objectives, and division of benefits, were presented under collaboration 

quality perspective in the proposal but now moved or added to the strategic side. One 

participant also suggested, according to own experience, that the complementary 

competence and knowledge factor should be included in the system. The suggestion was 

also supported and seen important by other participants and added to the final form of 

the system. The collaboration quality perspective was founded on three factors: trust, 

person chemistry and commitment. The other success factors presented in the proposal 

were seen to be included under or to be interrelated with these three factors. The 

measures of trust include views or measures of other success factors presented in the 

proposal. These factors are openness and transparency, keep promises and obey rules, 

communication and information sharing, and achieve objectives and stay in schedule. 

Similarly, person chemistry includes views of factor good and easy relations, and 

commitment of factors clear roles and responsibilities and good plans and preparation 

work.

7.3 Evaluating the System for Measuring Strategic Alliance Performance

The measurement system constructed is based on the results from the empirical 

interviews and meetings. A wide variety of measures in the system can be interpreted as 

soft measures. Collaboration quality, strategic and customer perspectives all have 

qualitative or subjective measures that include respondents own attitudes, emotions and 

views. These perspectives can also be seen to be made up of, almost entirely, cause 

measures or performance drivers that are preconditions for specific outcome, e.g. 

measured with financial measures (see chapter 3.1). The constructed system has also
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rather strong focus on customer perspective because of the current need and the 

description of partnership inside the case organization. This means that the system 

emphasizes business type strategic alliances (see chapter 2.4) especially where shared 

customer can be found. Of course, if the system is wanted to be used for other type of 

relationships, the customer perspective can be ignored.

The system was analyzed against the results from partner interviews. In general, the 

views from strategic partners are well taken into account in the system. Most of the 

factors or views presented in the interviews are also included in the system. The results 

from both researcher partner interviews (see Figure 25 and Figure 26) can be seen quite 

congruent. Notably trust, as a success factor, got highest importance in the results from 

business networking partners where reaching objectives and staying in schedule was the 

most important factor at the strategic partners’ side. This can be explained with different 

roles and positions of these companies. According to colleague researcher the 

interviewed business networking companies are quite small players in the field and 

many times the case organization is a big and important partner to them. Trust might be 

means to these partners to tighten and widen the cooperation and thus create more 

revenues. Trust between these parties might also ease business networking partners 

fright since these companies realize that they can be easily replaced. The case with the 

interviewed strategic partners is quite different. For these companies the case 

organization is one player among others and, thus, from their point of view quite easily 

replaceable. Their focus in the partnership is strongly on outcomes where small business 

networking partners try to develop their relationship with the case organization further. 

This is also quite natural since many of these companies do not have long history of 

cooperation with the case organization.

The constructed system was also evaluated against theoretical practices. In the 

following four findings, based on this evaluation, are presented. First, the system does 

not have clear measures for operational or efficiency purposes as, e.g. Nielsen (2002) 

and Bamford & Ernst (2002) would suggest. This kind of suggestions or views did not 

come up in the interviews and thereby not included in the system. There was also some 

views that the system should not have too many perspectives or to be too complex in 

order to be practical and easy enough so that partner managers would use it inside the
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case organization. Nevertheless, the operational perspective would be useful for the 

purposes of strategic alliance performance measurement. Many times these relationships 

are related to firm’s core competence and thus it would be appropriate to measure the 

relationship’s impact to operational efficiency. For example, it could be measured if the 

relationship brings efficiency or cost savings when compared to situation where the 

organization would do same activities by it self, alone.

Second, the system does not have learning perspective as suggested by, e.g. Roos & 

Öijord (1992) and Nielsen (2002) (see also Doz & Hamel 1998: 34-35, Barringer & 

Harrison 2000: 370). This perspective is also seen important in the Balanced Scorecard 

model that is sometimes used or suggested as a tool for measuring strategic alliance 

performance as well (see Cravens et al. 2000). Organizational learning has been 

presented as a long-term indicator of strategic alliance performance (see Roos & Öijord 

1992: 5) and thus it should be measured somehow. Learning may change the relative 

bargaining power between partners, leading to lower dependency and a potential 

asymmetrical distribution of benefits (see e.g. Hamel 1991). Organization should see 

the importance for investing for the future, e.g. employees and their capabilities, if they 

are to achieve ambitious long-term financial growth objectives (Kaplan & Norton 1996: 

126-127).

Third, the constructed system does not have same kind of goal or target arrangement as 

the Alliance Performance Scorecard and Balanced Scorecard does, or at least not yet. 

These goals are put in place in the case organization’s current relationships and 

monitored but not included into this generic model of measurement system. The goals 

of each partnership are different and therefore it was not seen appropriate from the 

purposes of this study to construct that kind of system.

Fourth, there can be seen clear similarities with the model presented by Vesalainen 

(2002). Although that model was not developed specially to strategic alliances, it serves 

the needs of that kind of relationships as well. In general, the Partnership Monitor 

model emphasizes the functionality of the relationship between partners. The social 

linkage perspective clearly highlight same aspects that the collaboration quality 

perspective in the constructed system. Same way does the strategic perspectives of both
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systems. One respondent from the interviewed strategic partner companies also clearly 

stated that it is important to learn to think things differently, since the relationship 

between these companies have turned from mere buyer-seller relationship to closer 

cooperation and strategic partnership. This is what the whole Partnership Monitor 

model is about and this is what the constructed system emphasizes.

To summarize, the constructed system has its potential for measuring strategic alliances, 

especially business type ones, but maybe some development should be made. The quite 

small number of interviewees, strategic alliance partners, and the general focus on all 

collaborative relationships may be the reason for this. The current form of the system is 

strongly focused on co-selling and -marketing activities and it serves well the needs of 

the case organization. If considering strategic alliances as whole the system may miss 

its potential for other type of relationships, e.g. joint R&D relationships. Of course this 

kind of learning alliances are different from business ones and maybe it is not even 

appropriate to construct a shared system for both types. The financial, strategic and 

collaboration quality perspectives can be seen important and appropriate for measuring 

strategic alliance performance. However, if considering the reasoning or arguments 

above, the learning and operational perspectives should be more taken into account 

when measuring strategic alliance performance. There can be found learning also from 

the business alliances, e.g. learning about markets or customers, despite the fact that the 

relationship was built on co-marketing or selling purposes. Also, if the company wants 

to get general view about value added or efficiency improvements gained through 

partnership the operational perspective is appropriate for this purpose. Many times these 

relationships are related to companies core competence and operational efficiency of 

that area can be seen related to company’s success and thus important. Despite the fact 

that the system was constructed from the case organization’s point of view, taking 

account opinions from its partners, the system can be used at partners’ side as well. The 

comparison of the results from both sides, especially from strategic and collaboration 

quality perspectives, also furthers the development of ongoing relationship (see 

Vesalainen 2002).
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8 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this final chapter the main results of this study are presented, the research is evaluated 

in general and in level of different measures included in the constructed system. 

Managerial implications are discussed and recommendations for future actions and 

research are given.

8.1 Results

The results of this study are presented by answering to research questions that were 

presented in chapter 1. These questions were: 1) What are the theoretical practices and 

suggestions related to performance measurement in general and especially to strategic 

alliance performance? 2) What kind of a system would a generic measurement system 

for collaborative relationships performance be, as developed for the case organization s 

business environment? 3) Concerning such system, what specific features would 

measuring strategic alliance performance require? In addition, some finding and views 

about these results are presented in the end of this subchapter.

What are the theoretical practices and suggestions related to performance measurement 

in general and especially to strategic alliance performance?

This question was mainly answered with chapters 3 and 4. The performance 

measurement of last decades has been concentrating on organizations’ internal 

functionality and performance. The financial measures or factors have been in essential 

role and dominated these measurement practices. Balanced Scorecard was presented in 

the middle of last decade as a new way of measurement concentrating also to soft or 

nonfinancial side of performance. This model suggests that constructing such system 

should start from firm’s strategy and take into account four perspectives: financial, 

customer, internal business process, and learning and growth. However, there could be 

found also a different approach to this topic. Performance Prism framework emphasizes 

that measuring performance should start from stakeholder perspective. This means that 

organizations should first consider who are their most important stakeholders and what 

do they want and need before they can move to firm’s strategic considerations. The
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measures included to such systems should take into account such aspects as validity, 

reliability, relevance and practicality. It is also suggested that these measures should be 

strategically important, easy to understand and clearly presented.

The measurement of strategic alliance performance differ from those internal practices 

presented above. The firms are facing new challenge when they need to focus more on 

relatively unfamiliar and subjective measures. The relationship or collaboration quality 

can be seen as important determinant of strategic alliance performance. In this study two 

frameworks that are focused to firm’s collaborative relationships performance are 

presented. Alliance Performance Scorecard measures the performance with four 

perspectives: financial, strategic, operational and relationship. The functionality of 

relationship is taken into account in this model. Another model that emphasis is almost 

entirely on that topic was also presented. Partnership Monitor measurement system 

focuses on developing and exploring the dyadic relationship between companies. In 

addition, there can be found suggestions that Balanced Scorecard could be used for 

measuring or evaluating strategic alliance performance, with some customization to 

specific needs of such relationships.

What kind of a system would a generic measurement system for collaborative 

relationships performance be, as developed for the case organization’s business 

environment?

This question is mainly answered with chapters 5, 6 and 7. The description of the case 

organization and chosen case example strategic alliances give a view of the case 

organization’s business environment. To better understand the results from interviews 

and the context related to them, it was important to be familiar with these dyadic 

relationships. The nature and level of cooperation helps to understand and interpret the 

results.

In general, customer and collaboration quality aspects are emphasized in this 

environment (see Figure 22 and chapter 7.2). Furthermore, financial success was seen as 

factor that eventually defines the success of an alliance. The developed measurement 

system was constructed around four perspectives: financial, customer, strategic and
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collaboration quality. The development of such system followed the development 

processes presented for company’s internal performance measurement systems, e.g. 

Balanced Scorecard. The key point was to find those critical success factors that 

determine success or failure of these relationships. These factors were explored with 

interviews from both sides, both partner companies related to that dyadic relationship. 

After the factors were defined, proper measures together with different measurement 

perspectives were chosen.

The financial perspective of the measurement system includes factors revenues and 

margin. These factors are monitored with available accounting information. The 

customer perspective monitors the satisfaction of customers, their number and 

importance (volume). The strategic perspective measures mainly the importance and 

potential of each partner. The collaboration quality perspective evaluates the 

functionality of ongoing relationship and includes factors, such as, trust, person 

chemistry and commitment. In general, the developed system emphasizes nonfmancial 

and subjective measures that include people’s own attitudes, views and emotions. These 

measures can be seen to indicate if the relationship is developing to the right direction, 

while financial measures monitor economic consequences of actions already taken.

Concerning such system, what specific features would measuring strategic alliance 

performance require?

The answer to this question is mainly presented in chapter 7.3. As presented above, the 

system was constructed around four perspectives: financial, customer, strategic and 

collaboration quality. These perspectives emphasize the results from interviews and 

other empirical findings but also take into account theoretical views and practices. Since 

the system was constructed to the case organization’s all collaborative relationships, 

partnerships, it highlight the general view about those relationships. The views that are 

specially related to strategic alliances were explored with the partner interviews. 

However, the requirements from the case organization led the construction of the 

system and these views were only small part of the background information to system’s 

development. Thus, the system may lack some views when considering precisely 

strategic alliance performance measurement.
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The perspectives financial, strategic and collaboration quality can be seen appropriate 

for measuring strategic alliances. Financial measures can be seen as measures that 

finally tell the success or failure of an alliance. Strategic alliances impact or potential 

influence to strategic aspects is almost self evidently important. The collaboration 

quality perspective is also very important and indicate the direction where the 

relationship is developing. Good collaboration quality furthers to achieve good results at 

the financial side. When considering comprehensive performance measurement system 

for strategic alliances other perspectives should be taken into account too. The 

importance of strategic alliances to organizational learning and operational efficiency 

should not be forgotten. Strategic alliances are always related to learning, e.g. learning 

about different people, organizational cultures, markets or business or manufacturing 

processes. Since strategic alliances are used as means for competitive advantage, their 

impact to operational efficiency is also important. These relationships might be ways 

for, e.g. reducing sales and marketing costs or, in general, achieving operational 

milestones more effectively.

In general, the final construction (chapter 7.2, Table 9) corresponds to the views 

presented in the preliminary framework (chapter 6.2, Figure 22). The collaboration 

quality and customer perspectives were also emphasized in the measurement system 

construction. All the three proposed stakeholders, company, partner and customer, are 

taken into account in the construction. Since the measurement system was constructed 

to correspond to the needs of the case organization, partner’s benefits gained through 

the relationship are not in important role. One strategic perspective’s factor, division of 

benefits, highlights this view. Additionally, the constructed measurement system was 

seen very useful and the form of the construction suitable for the purposes of the case 

organization. The constructed system enhances the cost effectiveness of the case 

organization partnership and alliance activities. It helps managers to allocate required 

resources to relationships where they are needed most and monitor the performance of 

each relationship more effectively and in numerical form. Although the system was 

developed at the case organization’s side and to its needs, it can be used for measuring 

the views and factors from both sides. This furthers the development of relationship 

when the results can be compared and analyzed against each other. However, it should
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be carefully considered if the case organization wants to reveal the system entirely, or 

just parts of it to its partners. There could be found views inside the organization that 

this construction and its usage bring competitive advantage to the case organization.

8.2 Research Evaluation

As a part of research evaluation the constructed system or more precisely its measures 

are evaluated against criteria that are suggested in the theory (see chapters 3.2.2 and 

7.2). Most of the measures in the final form of the system are based on researchers’ 

proposals and were accepted as such in the development meeting. The financial 

perspective’s factors, revenues and margin, were evaluated with measures which 

information is produced, almost entirely, with current sales systems and therefore are 

hard and objective. Part of former factor’s measure is evaluated by sales personnel or 

partner manager, and thus it contains kind of soft or qualitative views. These measures 

measure well their corresponding factors. Both measures are also quite reliable, but 

revenues factor’s qualitative part decreases its reliability. Since these measures are also 

important for decision makers and do not need additional investments for producing 

them, they are relevant and practical.

Each of customer perspective factors are measured with one measure. Validity and 

reliability of customer satisfaction measure can not be evaluated since the researcher 

does not know the contents of the survey used. Other measures produce quite relevant 

information and they are practical because they are produced through existing systems 

or surveys. Nevertheless, the researcher does not know the cost of using such customer 

satisfaction survey.

The strategic and collaboration quality perspectives are built on measures that are soft 

or qualitative, including respondents’ own views and opinions. Thus, these results are 

not so reliable as the measures evaluated above. Although, there is a question about the 

measures reliability, they could be valid, since they present previous experiences or are 

suggested by theory. Despite the fact that these soft measures are not considered as very 

important in the past, they can be seen relevant for decision making related to the case 

organization’s partnerships and their management. The results of these measures are
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also easy to produce and require only relatively short time for answering. Thereby, the 

strategic and collaboration quality measures can be said to be quite practical.

In general, the case organization was satisfied with the constructed system. However, 

according to some arguments the system may contain too many measures or measurable 

aspects. The researcher also noticed this and the final form of the system needs to be 

tested in the real-life context and thus get insights about its functionality and needs for 

further development.

The research questions of this study were answered relatively well, although the 

research searched its direction during the progress. That made the work very 

challenging. The development process of the system can be seen appropriate for the 

purposes of this study and to be applied also in further studies and development projects 

in other organizations. The process was adapted from internal performance 

measurement practices and it proved convenient for development of collaborative 

relationships performance measurement system as well. Thus, it can be recommended to 

be used more widely in similar cases.

The focus was on developing generic model for measuring the case organization’s all 

partnerships. Additionally, the system was constructed from perspective of one case 

organization, taking account views and opinions from few partners. This also makes the 

generalization of the results questionable.

8.3 Managerial Implications

According to results and researcher’s own experience and knowledge some managerial 

implications are suggested. Special attention should be paid to the following areas when 

concerning issues of strategic alliances and their performance:

• The importance of soft or qualitative measures should be recognized in 

measurement of alliance performance. According to results such factors as person 

chemistry, trust and commitment play critical role when concerning alliances and 

their success. This also means that top or senior management should pay relatively
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more attention on these factors and their commitment on these relationships is 

essential. These soft or qualitative factors indicate when the relationship is not 

developing to right direction. This can mean, e.g. lack of trust between participant or 

disagreement on personal level. The measures indicate about these situations and 

give managers time to make corrective action before it is too late and, for example, 

strategically important partner is lost.

• When concerning management of these relationships the role and status of dedicated 

function should discussed. There can be contradictory views about the role or status 

of management function. Some employees may feel that the people from this 

function are stepping on their toes or that they are not participating enough. The role 

of this function should be defined and everyone related should know this. The 

employees working with organization’s alliances and the dedicated function should 

know their distinct roles. This facilitates working with alliances and reduces 

potential conflicts both in and outside the organization.

• Generic measurement system allows comparison of different alliances and results 

help the managers to do their decisions. These decisions can be, for example, 

whether to continue on working with specific partner or give up on cooperating. The 

resources can be allocated to those relationships where they are seen important. For 

example, if some partners importance to case organization's business is recognized 

additional resources can be allocated when needed. It can mean that these resources 

are important for keeping that alliance alive or furthering successful cooperation. In 

general, the measurement system helps managers to see the real situation in form of 

measured results. These results can also be stored and development can be better 

monitored. This concerns these soft and qualitative factors as well.

• Sharing of measures and their results with the partners should be carefully 

considered. Does these practices bring competitive advantage that is not wanted to 

be shared or is it seen that by sharing these would bring additional success and 

revenues. Those are examples of questions that should be answered. It should be 

also considered how to illustrate the results, e.g. with appropriate graph or figure. 

Some people understand visual presentation better than plain numbers and figures or 

graphs help them piece together overall situation.
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8.4 Recommendations for Future Actions and Research

Although the constructed system was accepted and seen as great improvement for the 

case organization partnership performance measurement practices, several things 

remain to be considered and developed further. Suggestions for future actions and 

research are:

• Since this study’s focus was on designing or developing measurement system, other 

phases related to its so-called lifecycle remain unexplored. How to implement, use 

or maintain the system require further research, development and decisions. The 

next, implementation phase requires consideration about such topics as how widely 

the system is taken in usage in the beginning and how and with which partners is it 

tested. From these actions the managers get relevant information about, e.g. how 

the system should be developed and how does it work in practice.

• In the usage and maintain phases several things should be defined and considered. 

It should be thought if different types of relationships require different kind of 

systems. Since, the system was constructed to relationships where shared customer 

exists its appropriateness to measure other types of relationships is questionable. 

Does the partners with different importance, size and culture require distinctive 

ways for measuring their relationships’ performance, is also an important issue. 

Related to the usage of such system, also the basic rules or guidelines for using the 

system and reporting the results should be defined. How often to measure or does 

the measurement concern all collaborative relationships, are questions to be 

answered. Some perspectives from the system might be measured more often or 

with shorter interval than the others, e.g. financial measures. The measurement 

interval of each perspective or factor should be defined. In addition, the 

relationships to be measured should be determined. Where to draw the line, are 

only the strategic alliances measured comprehensively or are those less important 

partnerships also included. Those are among issues that need to be discussed and 

decided.

• In general, other views or issues also remain to be discussed. To which extent is the 

system used also at the partners’ side, is there too many “moving objects” already 

in the system and should these factors or measures be weighted somehow are things
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to be considered. Answering these questions requires further development and 

meetings inside the organization or also with its partners. This further development 

could be e.g. some additional interviews that would increase the reliability of the 

results.

• What comes only to future research on this topic, the following issues are 

suggested. To make more comprehensive system or improve generalization of the 

results research should be made in wider scale. This study concentrated on one case 

organization and some of its partners, but to produce more reliable and credible 

results the research should be done in wider context. It can mean more interviews 

among wider number of companies. Additionally, the measures of such system 

should be defined more accurately and based on researched data.
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APPENDIX 1 Literature-based Success Factors of Strategic Alliances

Table 10. Success Factors in the Stages of Alliance Evolution (Hoffmann & 
Schlosser 2001: 365)

1. Strategic analysis 2. Search for a 3. Designing the 4. Implementation 5. Termination of
and decision to co- partner selection partnership and management of the partnership
operate the partnership

c Strategic rationale of Looking for strategic Organization of Following through Ex-ante rules
O the alliance and cultural fit principles • Establishing an • Preparing for
n • Collaborating in • Building on • Precise information and termination
t situations with high established trust- definition of rights co-ordination already in the
e need for strategic based relationships and duties (TCE) system (TCE) design phase
n flexibility and (TCE. ST) • Equal • Establishing (TCE)
t limited need for • Partner is contributions from required resources
V control (TCE) excellent in field of all partners (RbV) (RbV)
a • Contributing co-operation (RbV) • Emphasising the • Avoiding
r specific strengths and • Complementary potential for joint unwanted transfer
i looking for contributions (RbV) value creation of knowledge
a complementary (RbV) (KbV)
b resources (RbV) • Keeping and • Capacity to
1 protecting core learn from
e competencies partners (KbV)
s (RbV, KbV) • Top

management 
support (RbV,
GMT)

p Systematic strategic Building a common Leadership of Putting it in action Keeping trust-based

r understanding negotiations ♦ Speedy relationship
o analysis ♦ Agreement of ♦ Agreement on implementation of ♦ Termination
c ♦ Deriving alliance fundamental values clear and realistic measures and fast only upon
e objectives from and convictions objectives (GMT) results (GMT) approval by all
s business strategy (ST) ♦ Building trust ♦ Continual partners (ST)
s (GMT) by unilateral review of alliance
V ♦ Awareness of time commitments and performance
a requirements for avoiding (GMT. ST)
r alliance development opportunistic
i (ST) behavior (ST)
a ♦ Implementing
b plan with fixed
1
e
s

milestones (GMT)

* TCE = Transaction Costs Economics, RbV = Resource-based View, KbV = Knowledge-based View, ST = Sociological Theories 
(Interorganization Theories), GMT = General Management and Leadership Theories

Table 11. Factors That May Influence the Success of an Alliance (Whipple & 
Frankel 2000: 28)

Factors which may influence alliance success/failure
1. Ability to learn from partner 10
2. Ability to meet performance expectations 11
3. Accomplishment of strategic objectives 12
4. Clear goals 13
5. Compatible goals 14
6. Compatible information systems 15
7. Equivalent human resource commitment 16
8. Equivalent physical resource commitment 17
9. Lack of financial constraints 18

Leadership on our part
Partner compatibility 
Senior management support 

. Sharing of critical information 
Similar organizational culture 
Technical sophistication 

. Trust

. Willingness to be flexible 

. Written agreement or contract



118

APPENDIX 2 Questions About Case Organization’s Alliance and Partnership 

Management

1. When was the dedicated partner management function founded?

2. How many members did the team have? Has now?

3. Who steers and funds its operations?

4. What was the reason or reasons for founding such a team?

5. What are the achievements so far?

6. What does the team concretely do at the moment?

7. What will it do in the future?

8. Does the merger have an impact on partnership management?

9. How many partner managers does the case organization have for taking care of 

company’s collaborative relationships?

10. What kind of relationships are these?

• In other words, what kind of cooperation does the firm have with its partners?



119

APPENDIX 3 Questionnaire for Case Organization’s Internal Interviews 

Background

1. What is your position in the company? Work experience? Educational 

background?

2. How would you shortly describe your current position?

3. How do you comprehend the partner concept?

4. What kind of relationships are partnerships?

• How about strategic partnerships or alliances?

• Does the case organization have this kind of companies with which it has had 

deeper and long-term cooperation? Can you give examples?

• What kind of cooperation does the case organization have with these 

companies? Or did have?

5. How long have you worked with case organization’s partners?

6. What kind of partners have you worked or work with?

• What kind of collaborative activities does these relationships include (R&D, 

sales, marketing, etc.)?

History and current state

7. How do you monitor your partnerships and their development?

• How do you evaluate the results or profitability of the relationship?

• Do you monitor, e.g. the development of sales, customer satisfaction, new 

products, the time you used for taking care of the relationships, etc.?

• Do you report the performance or development of these relationships to 

someone? What is in the report?

8. What kind of modes of actions do you use when you collaborate with partners 

(measures, meetings, etc.)?

9. How important do you see the nonfinancial, so-called soft measures (hard 

measures, e.g. related to sales and financial results, soft measures, e.g. related to 

relationships, such as, information sharing, commitment, fast decision making, 

etc.)?

10. Are the current modes of action adequate for monitoring firm’s partner 

relationships? Is there enough information available for monitoring?
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Factors that may lead to relationship’s success or failure

11. What are the characteristics of good partner relationship?

• Can you give case examples of successful partner relationships?

• According to your own experience, what are the critical factors that specify 

partnership’s success?

• According to your opinion, what are the most important factors that describe a 

well performing relationship?

• How do you measure a) the benefits, b) performance and c) development of an 

relationship?

12. What are the characteristics of bad/poor partner relationship?

• Can you give case examples of unsuccessful partner relationships?

• What issues or circumstances create most of the conflicts with the partners?

• According to your own experience, what are the critical factors that lead to 

partnership’s failure?

Desired situation
13. How should these partner relationships be a) managed and b) monitored in the 

case organization?

• Do you know some other company’s mode of action, that we could benchmark?

14. What improvements should be made to case organization’s current modes of 

action in monitoring partner relationships?

• Do you have some big or small improvement suggestions?

15. According to your opinion, what does managing partner relationships lack most 

at the moment?

16. Is there something (e.g. some tool, mode of action, etc.) that would really help 

you with your daily work?

• Would you find it beneficial if the case organization would develop, jointly with 

its partners, tools for managing partner relationships?

• Would you benefit from both hard and soft measures?

17. Do you want to add something that was not handled here?
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APPENDIX 4 Questionnaire for Case Organization’s Strategic Alliance Partners

Background

1. What is your position and role in the company?

• How long have been in current position? working with partners?

2. How would you shortly describe your current position?

3. How do you comprehend the partner concept?

4. What kind of relationships are partnerships?

• How about strategic partnerships or alliances?

• What is just subcontracting or supplying?

5. How long have you worked with case organization? How about your company?

• What kind of collaborative activities does these relationships include (R&D, 

sales, marketing, etc.)?

History and current state

6. How do you monitor your partnerships and their development?

• How do you evaluate the results or profitability of the relationship?

• Do you monitor, e.g. the development of sales, customer satisfaction, new 

products, the time you used for taking care of the relationships, etc.?

• Do you report the performance or development of these relationships to 

someone? What is in the report?

7. What kind of modes of actions do you use when you collaborate with the case 

organization (measures, meetings, etc.)?

8. How important do you see the nonfinancial, so-called soft measures (hard 

measures, e.g. related to sales and financial results, soft measures, e.g. related to 

relationships, such as, information sharing, commitment, fast decision making, 

etc.)?

9. Are your firm’s current modes of action adequate for monitoring partner 

relationships? Is there enough information available for monitoring?

Factors that may lead to relationship’s success or failure

10. What are the characteristics of good partner relationship?
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• According to your own experience, what are the critical factors that specify 

partnership’s success?

• According to your opinion, what are the most important factors that describe a 

well performing relationship?

• How do you measure a) the benefits, b) performance and c) development of an 

relationship?

11. What are the characteristics of bad/poor partner relationship?

• What issues or circumstances create most of the conflicts with the partners?

• According to your own experience, what are the critical factors that lead to 

partnership’s failure?

Desired situation
12. What improvements should be made to current modes of action in monitoring 

the partner relationship between your company and the case organization?

• Do you have some big or small improvement suggestions?

13. According to your opinion, what does managing this partner relationship lack 

the most at the moment?

14. Is there something (e.g. some tool, mode of action, etc.) that would really help 

you with your daily work?

• Would you find it beneficial if you would develop jointly with the case 

organization tools for managing your partner relationship?

• Would you benefit from both hard and soft measures?

15. According to your own experience, what should or could be measured when 

monitoring this partnership?
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APPENDIX 5 List of Interviews

Internal Interviews

Sales Director, Case Organization, 28.02.2003

Senior Partner Manager A, Case Organization, 05.03.2003 and 24.04.2003

Senior Partner Manager B, Case Organization, 06.03.2003

Development Director, Case Organization, 06.03.2003

Business Development Director, Case Organization, 11.03.2003

Partner Solutions Director, Case Organization, 12.03.2003

Partner Manager, Case Organization, 12.03.2003

Senior Partner Manager C, Case Organization, 13.03.2003

Vice President, Case Organization, 19.03.2003

Senior Vice President, Case Organization, 21.03.2003

Development Director, Case Organization, 26.03.2003

External Interviews

Consultant, Company A, 04.04.2003 

Partner, Company A, 04.04.2003 

Development Director, Company B, 16.04.2003 

Head of Programming, Company C, 23.04.2003
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APPENDIX 6 Internal View About Factors That May Influence Partnership

Success or Failure

Factor
Person chemistry 

Openness and transparency 

Trust

Communication and information sharing 

Clear roles and responsibilities 

Keep promises and obey rules 
Good plans and preparation work 

Win-win 

Good and easy relations 
Shared vision and objectives 

Revenues

Understanding partner’s business and modes of action 

Long-term focus 

Top-management support and commitment 

Realistic expectations 

Commitment 

Complementary resources 
Gear modes of action 

Honesty 

Customer satisfaction 
Stay in schedule 

Contact persons permanence 

Take into account risks (successful risk management)

Value capturing 
Conflict resolution 

Keep in touch regularly 

Goal compatibility 

Resource allocation 
Achieve objectives 

Fast reaction to changes 

Compatible processes 

Successful implementation 

Efficient partnership management 

Adequate measurement of progress 

Internal mutual agreement on specific partner’s selection 
Strategic compatibility 

Prior experience with partnerships 

Understanding own motives for partnership 

Prior experience with partner 
Flexibility 

Mutual idea generation

0 1 23456789 10 11

No. of responses




