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Terminology & Terms' Definition 

 
Term Definition 

AHP (Analytic 
Hierarchical 
Process) 

A systematic procedure for representing the elements of any problem 
which breaks down the problem into its smaller constituents and then 
calls for only simple pair wise comparison judgments to develop 
priorities at each level. www.answers.com  

Business 
Partnering 

in this research is "the development of successful, long term, strategic 
relationships between customers and suppliers, based on achieving 
best practice and sustainable competitive advantage" from: 
www.wikipedia.org 

Commitment 

An agreement to consign or reserve the necessary resources to fulfill a 
requirement until expenditure occurs. A commitment is an event. 
www.apm.com 

A binding financial obligation typically in the form of a purchase 
order. If commitments are entered as a budget, a forecast using the 
method Retain EAC can show the open commitments. 
www.welcom.com  

Construction 
Management 

The process by which a potential owner of a capital facility engages a 
professional agent, referred to as a construction manager, to 
coordinate, communicate and direct the entire process of construction 
from the project planning stage through design, procurement, 
construction and start-up, in terms of scope, quality, time and cost. 
www.apm.com 

Cooperation 
to act or work with another or others : act together or in compliance 
www.webster.com  

Coordination 
Bringing together the separate work elements of a project to form a 
workable whole. www.apm.com  

Enabler 
Here, by the term enabler, we mean any procedure, facility or means of 
achieving a goal by the organization. 

Expert 
One who is skilled in a particular area by virtue of learning and 
experience. www.apm.com 

http://www.answers.com
http://www.wikipedia.org
http://www.apm.com
http://www.welcom.com
http://www.apm.com
http://www.webster.com
http://www.apm.com
http://www.apm.com
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Term Definition 

Goal 
Something one wishes to accomplish. Broader, more timeless than an 
objective. Expressed as a desired and targeted happening. 
www.apm.com 

Joint Venture 

1. A joint ownership of a firm by two or more persons or other firms. 

2. A partnership between two or more companies mutually engaged in 
a particular venture such as a major project. In this case, the venture 
exists for a specific purpose for a limited time. www.apm.com 

Level 
Determines scope of studying the project based organizations 
processes. We are studying 3 levels: project level, program level, 
strategic level 

Likert scale 

A Likert scale is a psychometric scale commonly used in 
questionnaires, and is the most widely used scale in survey research, 
such that the term is often used interchangeably with rating scale even 
though they are not synonymous. When responding to a Likert 
questionnaire item, respondents specify their level of agreement to a 
statement. The scale is named after its inventor, psychologist Rensis 
Likert.[2] 

OGP  Oil, Gas and Petrochemical industries 

Partnering 
An agreement between two or more firms to form a partnership, joint 
venture or team, to undertake a project. www.apm.com 

Program 

A group of related projects managed in a coordinated way to obtain 
benefits and control not available from managing them individually. 
Programs may include elements of related work outside of the scope of 
the discrete projects in the program. PMBOK2008 

Project 
A temporary endeavor undertaken to create a unique product, service, 
or result. PMBOK2008 

Project 
Portfolio 

The constituent projects within a program, or, alternatively, the 
complete lineup of projects within an enterprise. www.apm.com 

Project 
Success 

Criteria that should be clearly defined and agreed before significant 
development is initiated. These may be defined in a number of ways 

http://www.apm.com
http://www.apm.com
http://www.apm.com
http://www.apm.com
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Term Definition 

Criteria  

 

such as:  

• Business Objectives (or goals)  
• Requirements, typically technical (performance) requirements  
• Critical Success Factors, typically measurable factors that, when 

present in the project's environment, are most conducive to the 
achievement of a successful project  

• Key Performance Indicators, typically measures upon which the 
project will be judged www.Pm-essentials.com  

Project Based 
Companies 

The term Project Based Companies refers to companies that have 
direct contact with their customers and carry out projects to meet 
specific customer requirements. Figure 1 outlines the main stages of a 
project in a project-based company. 

The company has contact with the customer at all stages of the project. 
This should enable the company to define customer requirements 
accurately and ensure they are complied with as the project progresses. 
http://labspace.open.ac.uk/  

 
 
  

http://www.Pm-essentials.com
http://labspace.open.ac.uk/
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Abstract 

 
In recent years it has become important to know exactly what makes partnering, more 
successful in different conditions. This research focuses on success factors of partnering 
in a project based organization (PBO). 

Our research question is that what major elements (called enablers) make and shape 
success of partnerships? Three sub questions have also been studied:  

1. What sub elements have a major effect on partnership success? 
2. How   such sub elements can be clustered logically into major elements? 
3. How such elements and clusters can be weighted and measured so that a 

measurement tool can be constructed based on the model. 

Results show that  

1. Such certain partnering success enablers do exist. We found 30 enablers as major 
factors affecting performance of partnership. 

2. They can be classified into strategic, program-level and project-level enablers, 
the latter being divided into forming, leading, supporting and controlling 
sections.  

3. Enablers can be weighted based on results of our research to form an assessment 
model.  

We have test run the model for checking applicability and reliability. 

Executive implications of the results as a model based on the enablers can be before 
forming partnerships or in the process. The former, helps with strategic decision making 
about partner selection and formulating mode of cooperation. The latter can be for 
improving a current partnership the evaluation model developed based on results follows 
this grouping. The model has been test run for testing applicability and reliability. 

For further study, we can study enablers of success in hierarchical manner for all 
functions or for all stakeholders. Scholars can review some other aspects like leaders and 
stockholders, customers, employers, suppliers, creditors, society and government. Our 
last word would be suggesting adoption of this model for application in industry sectors 
other than OGP and regions other than Middle East.  

 
 
 
 



Chapter 1: Introduction 

13 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Chapter one: Introduction  



Chapter 1: Introduction 

14 
 

In this research work, the goal is to develop and test a framework for measuring 
performance of partnership between project-based organizations and their various 
partners. By the term “framework” we mean a framework which will be constructed 
initially based on literature and then will be corrected and verified by expert judgment. 
Many of partnerships are not officially called so, but instead they are called joint-
ventures, joint-ownerships, various forms of joint production and selling and so on.  The 
specific focus of this work will be investigating partnership affairs of large construction 
firms which are active in OGP industry sector and are active in Middle East especially in 
Iran.  

Motivation 
I work for a medium sized construction company in Iran which runs its business as 
project-based organization and thus can be called a project office. Results of this study 
will provide a clear prospective over different aspects of partnership and partner 
relationship management in a project-based organization and thus will help such 
organization to first assess its competencies in different areas of partner relationship 
management and then improve itself. 

My employer welcomes this research work and gives me necessary attention for 
development of the model and assessment of the organization. I hope that upon 
completion of this work I will be given an opportunity to apply its results for effective 
improvement of some organizations. 

Topic of Dissertation 
This research is somehow a multidisciplinary one because it relates three fields of study 
e.g. building and construction, project and program management and at last, relationship 
management. The core of it will be investigating the partnership process as a driver of 
excellence in project based construction firms. Excellence has been defined by several 
scholars, and although there are certain differences of opinion, but all definitions have 
some key concepts in common.  

These key concepts, as they can be seen clearly in EFQM, Malcolm-Baldridge and APIC 
model, are the same and focus on concept of total satisfaction of every party engaged in 
the partnership. This core concept then can be customized for use in the construction 
context.  Knowledge of the field of building and construction will help me throughout the 
projects and will help making results friendlier for the potential users. 

Research questions 
This research focused on the following questions: 

1. What are key enablers of success and effectiveness in partnering in a project-
based setting especially in OGP industries? 
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2. How these enablers can be classified? 
3. How can the classification and elements be used for measuring status of a 

partnership? 

Limitations and scope 
- Research is performed in OGP industries in Iran. 

- We will examine partnering settings in which at least one party is a project-based 
organization 

- We will examine partnering settings in which at least one party is a based in Iran 

- Joint-ventures and consortiums are forms of partnering 

- Most experts in this research come from Namvaran Consulting Engineers Co. 
which is a major OGP contractor 

Methods 
As we stated before, this research follows this clear goal: identifying and measuring 
elements of excellence in partner relationship management. Scope of work includes 
project-based organizations active in OGP sector in Middle East region and based in Iran. 
Definition of excellence that is stakeholder oriented and is based on total satisfaction will 
be the basis of the work. 

This is because first of all it should be determined that for which sort of organizations the 
research questions are more relevant and thus answering them is more useful. Then, 
among this sort of organizations, a set of criteria for selecting a number of companies as 
focus of study must be developed. So a specific industry is chosen and also a specific 
type of companies. I studied Namvaran which is a project-based construction company 
active in OGP industry in Middle East region and especially in Iran. At first, a brief 
secondary research was done for collecting a number of previous models and studies on 
performance of partnering and elements of successful partnering. The goal of this stage is 
not to develop a comprehensive list of everything listed in these models or studies but it’s 
to generate guidelines for next step which is primary research. In primary research stage, 
I interviewed employees of the company to determine which of the factors and elements 
found in literature are of more practical effect on success of partnering in Middle East. I 
also asked them to add their ideas to the list. At last I asked each interviewee to rate the 
elements with use of AHP. Results then were integrated and presented in the thesis. My 
interaction with employees roughly followed this pattern: 

I want to determine which factors contribute to success of a partnership, or in other words 
I want to determine which “enablers” are of more importance in success of partnership. 
These enablers exist in 2 levels (according to most references: project level and corporate 
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level) or 3 levels (according to PMI PMBOK: portfolio, program and project level) so I 
must interview at least 2 groups of people. First, people who have worked inside projects 
which has been executed as partnerships and second people who have worked in the 
mother company. This project-based mother company is a portfolio manager and 
supervises the overall performance of all businesses. Enablers of partnership success in 
these two levels are very different.  It was planned to interview 10 persons in corporate 
level and 10 persons in project level. After first stage (literature review) exact number of 
people in each division were determine, but as a default choice in corporate level they 
were evenly divided across departments with a slight stress on financial and IT officers. 
In project level they were divided evenly. Two sets of standard questions were asked 
from each person. First with use of Likert scale, elements were ranked. Interviewees were 
given opportunity to add new elements to list too. Then AHP comparison questions were 
answered. Based on these two sets of questions we were able to rank the elements. 
Questionnaires are mainly in Farsi to facilitate communication.  

Steps were like this: 

1. Documenting the exact scope of work (stated above) 

2. Based upon literature review, enablers of successful partnering will be collected. 
A simple classification will be made. 

3. Employees of the company (Namvaran) will be interviewed with help of 
classification made in the previous stage.  They will add their own items to the list 
and rate them with AHP. 

4. Finalizing thesis body and communicating the results with a few experienced 
managers in the industry to ensure validity of the results (mostly face validity 
here). 

5. Developing measurement tool based on the model 
At the end, we have a framework for assessing different aspects of partner relationship 
management. 
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Introduction   

Scholars from different backgrounds and with various perspectives have studied business 
partnering1, its constituents, success factors and benefits like creating more competitive 
advantage" (Porter, 1985), apply new technology and use others resources to facilitate the 
working conditions and reduce the cost. In this chapter, we are going to study past 
research work related to performance and success of partnering or joint ventures (JVs). 
We are looking for three main points in the literature: 

• What is the definition of partnering in construction? Authors have used different terms 
to refer to rather similar or overlapping ideas and definitions. For example project 
partnership; construction partnering and International joint venture have been used to 
refer to very similar modes of relationship between contractors. So we are going to 
make our definition of partnership as precise as possible, based on literature and our 
case study. The minimum scope of partnering will be defined.  

• We are going to explore the vague idea of “partnering success”. What does it mean? 
Some authors choose the classical view that success in a construction project, like 
any other project, can well be measured in terms of time, cost and quality. But this is 
a controversial issue among authors. Many scholars have found that partnering is 
seen as a strategic endeavor and so its success is not just ties to project success. 

• We are going to extract all factors which may affect performance and success of 
partnering based on findings of different authors. Some authors have studied the 
issue in general and determined success factors or in other words, enablers of success 
in construction partnering. Others have picked a narrower area and studied effect of 
one determinant on such success. For example (Chen and Chen 2007) has examined 
determinants of trust in partnering.  

Based on above structure, three sections will describe findings of literature. Relevant 
tables, summarizing findings have been to make a better understanding and a conclusion 
section clarifies the way ahead.  

Definitions of construction partnering 

Strategic alliances (SA) are not new phenomena. In history, an alliance was formed as 
early as 448 BC among 20 Greek city-states to defeat Persia. In the business world, SAs 
have existed since the turn of the 20th century when joint ventures, one type of SAs, were 

                                                   
1 Business partnering in this research is "the development of successful, long term, strategic relationships 
between customers and suppliers, based on achieving best practice and sustainable competitive advantage" 
from: www.wikipedia.org 

http://www.wikipedia.org
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used for the exploitation of natural resources. Nonetheless, over the last two decades, the 
incidence of SA formation has accelerated at an amazing rate. More SAs have been 
announced since 1981 than all prior years combined (Chen 2003). Due to the nature of 
construction activities which are scattered, communication and coordination problems are 
common and affect project performance and productivity. (Chen and Chen 2007) So, this 
dramatic increase of SA has been attributed to firm’s strategic responses to the rapid 
environmental changes, such as accelerating technology advancements and the 
globalization of markets. (Chen 2003) 
In fact, the use of SA is becoming an essential feature of companies’ overall corporate 
strategy. Firm’s competitive advantage increasingly depends not only on the development 
of its own internal capabilities, but also on the effective use of SA learning from other 
firms. (Chen 2003) A long-term commitment between two or more organizations is 
important for achieving specific business objectives by maximizing the resources of each 
participant. Consequently, it is necessary to replace traditional relationships with a shared 
culture without regard to organizational boundaries. (Chen and Chen 2007) 

Partnering is a complex subject that is difficult to pin down and define. Generally, it is 
interpreted as a generic management term to align project goals like improving 
relationships among contracting parties and enhancing long-term alliances. It has to deal 
with humans; interactions and their balance of interests and powers. (Wong and Cheung 
2004) The concept of partnering encapsulates a variety of practices intended to facilitate 
greater collaboration amongst those involved. (Barlow, Cohen et al. 1997) 
In the construction industry, partnerships may be short-term and project-orientated or 
long-term and strategic in nature. (Barlow and Jashapara 1998)In the latter case, the 
partnership is typically concerned with optimizing the partnership’s resources through 
closer collaboration to maximize long-term benefits, whilst in the former; emphasis is 
more likely to be on agreeing project governance issues to secure immediate project 
benefits rather than on developing advanced cooperative practices. (Beach, Webster et al. 
2005) 

It is argued by some researchers that technology transfer is the key objective of a firm in 
entering into the JV and that the JV will be regarded as successful if the parent firm 
learns from its partner about technology and management know-how. (Gale and Luob 
2004) 

There were different partnering definitions specifically tailored to different disciplines. In 
construction, the Associated General Contractors of America defined partnering as a way 
to achieve an optimum relationship between a client and a contractor. Thus, a quality 
product would then be done right the first time, on schedule and within budget. In 
addition, partnering in construction can also be treated as a moral agreement that 
facilitate effective resolution of problems and conflicts without destroying the harmony 
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between the clients and the contractors. In other words, partnering helps to achieve 
mutual benefits among the contracting parties. (Wong and Cheung 2004) 
According to Bennett and Jayes (Bennett and Jayes 1998), partnering is a set of strategic 
actions that deliver marked improvements in construction performance. It is driven by a 
clear understanding of mutual objectives and co-operative decision-making by multiple 
firms all focused on using feedback to continuously improve their joint performance.  
Crowley and Karim {Crowley, 1995 #26} defined partnering as ‘‘an organization 
implementing a co-operative strategy by modifying and supplementing the traditional 
boundaries separating companies in a competitive climate’’. 

In general, partnering is mainly defined as a working relationship between stakeholders 
through respect, trust, teamwork, commitment and shared goals.(Lu and Yan 2007) 
Lu gives an overview of the concepts of partnering and summarizes the common features 
of partnering definitions as follows: mutually agreed goals, inter-organizational trust, a 
mechanism for problem resolution, and continuous improvement related to benchmarking 
process. (Lu and Yan 2007) 

As a common point, the concept of partnering is no stranger to the construction industry 
nowadays. It has been advocated as a means to improve working relationships and project 
performance in terms of quality, cost, and time. Successful applications of partnering in 
construction contracting have been reported in the United Kingdom, the United States, 
and Australia.  In Japan, partnering is regarded as a normal way of working in the 
construction industry. (Bayliss, Cheung et al. 2004) 

Chadwick and Rajagopal identify four key differences between the traditional 
adversarial approach to procurement and the more recent trend towards partnering, 
namely: (1) an emphasis on cost rather than price, (2) a long-term rather than a short-term 
focus, (3) defect  prevention  in  place  of  quality  checks,  and  (4) single, rather than 
multiple, sourcing. (Black, Akintoye et al. 2000) 
Saunders provides a model for partnership that is characterized by; (1) frequent 
communication, both formally and informally, (2) co-operative attitudes, (3) trust 
between the parties, (4) a win-win approach to negotiation, and (5) open sharing of 
information and (6) multi-disciplinary involvement. (Black et al. 2000) 
 

Aspects of partnering success 
 
Lu, points out that strategic alliance in construction should help involved construction 

companies to gain certain benefits at the project, business and corporate levels. These 
include reduced risks, improved quality, reduced cost, on time completion, reduced 
rework, increased profits, increased market share, enhanced competitive position, 
competitive bidding, broadened client base, cost effectiveness, increased labor 
productivity, improved efficiency, increased opportunity for innovation, continuous 
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improvement of quality products and services, and increased cultural responsiveness. (Lu 
and Yan 2007) 

Black et al., Scott and Haksever et al. were able to identify a number of intangible 
benefits from partnering, presence of which can indicate partnering success. They 
include: an increased willingness to share risk; increased confidence of success; reduced 
exposure to project risk; enhanced transfer of practices and processes to other projects; 
improved co-operation; increased understanding of parties/less adversarial relationships; 
better team spirit; more effective communication; learning from partnering improving 
overall company competitiveness; increased customer satisfaction; improved employee 
skills and; improved motivation of employees (Beach, Webster et al. 2005).  
 Ruuska research also led us to an investigation of what project partnering success is and 
its relationship with collective competence. Such research on partnerships has identified 
another subjective component of project success: the satisfaction of the individual project 
stakeholders’ needs, in addition to the more traditional objective components of project 
success: meeting the time, cost, and quality objectives of the project as well as the quality 
of the project management process (Ruuska and Teigland 2008).  
Following table also shows findings of different authors about effect of the overall 
partnering mechanism on individual contract elements. This table is based on a table 
suggested by Bayliss: (Bayliss, Cheung et al. 2004), and other items in rows and columns 
have been added to it. Each of factors stated in the table, ranks differently in each paper. 
Value of these elements can measure partnering performance and success. 

Table 2-1: Motivators of partnering from different researches’ point of view 
Number Item (incentives of partnering) Lu Beach Ruuska Black 

1 To obtain the support of partner’s expertise and 
knowledge ü    

2 To share risks ü   ü 

3 To assure financing ü    

4 To penetrate new market, to increase market 
share ü  ü  

5 To serve core customers, Increase customer 
satisfaction  ü   ü 

6 To improved long-term competitive advantages ü  ü  

7 To increase bidding advantages ü  ü  

8 To enhance reputation ü  ü  

9 To meet requirements of local government/ 
trade/ projects ü    

10 To increase productivity, value added per head 
and reduce supervision costs ü ü  ü 

11 To reduce capital cost, bidding prices and 
disputes ü ü  ü 
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Number Item (incentives of partnering) Lu Beach Ruuska Black 

12 To have better schedule control, To reduce 
construction time and design cycle ü ü  ü 

13 To reduce engineering rework, To reduce 
defects, improve the quality and design ü ü  ü 

14 To reduce litigation ü    

15 To improve efficiency ü    

16 To increase opportunity for innovation ü    

17 To establish long-term relationships ü    

18 To improve social responsibilities ü    

19 To create harmony amongst the project 
participants ü    

20 To enhance company culture ü    

21 To increase resources   ü  

22 To increase economic profit and turnover   ü ü  

 

Partnering can affect many areas of project management and contract elements. These 
influences are crucial for project success so they can be considered elements of 
successful partnering. For example if claims are less frequent in a certain project, we can 
consider the partnering there more successful because performance of partnering has a 
strong effect of quantity of claims.  As it is showed in the following table and According 
to Bayliss research (Bayliss, Cheung et al. 2004), the partnering effort was seen as 
instrumental in reducing claims. Management of the contract ranked second and 
communication ranked third, followed by cost and tie. There appears to be a clear 
distinction between those contract elements positively affected and those where the 
impact is considered marginal. 

Table 2-2: Degree of usefulness of the overall partnering mechanism on contract elements (Bayliss, Cheung et 
al. 2004) 

Contract elements 

Degree of usefulness of the 
overall partnering mechanism 

on contract elements 

Ranking 
Claims 1 

Management 2 
Communication 3 

Cost 4 
Time 5 

Quality 6 
Safety 6 

Environment 8 
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Following table shows the elements of partnering success, which motivate Chinese contractors and 
consultants to engage in a partnership. (Lu and Yan 2007) 

Table 2-3: The most important partnering factors perceived by construction companies in China(Lu and Yan 
2007) 

Item The most important partnering factors 
perceived by construction companies in China 

Rank in 
Contractor 

Group 

Rank in 
Consultant 

Group 
Project For opportunity to get continuous projects 1 4 
 For opportunity to increase reputation 2 3 
 For opportunity to get high economic profits 4 1 
Goals of organization To increase bidding advantages 1 2 

 
To improved long-term competitive 
advantages 2 1 

 To penetrate new market 3 3 
Capabilities of 
organization 

For partners can provide resources we hardly 
achieve 1 1 

 For partners are of high reputation 2 2 

 
For partners are critical organization of our 
business 3 3 

 

Black found that the most important benefits of partnering are a less adversarial 
relationship, increased customer satisfaction and increased understanding of parties. The 
least important benefits are improved return on resources, design cycle reductions and 
increased market share. This table shows that most benefits expected from the parties are 
better relationships rather than project-based benefits (such as improved design, quality 
improvement, reduced cost etc.). It can be inferred that because a better relationship 
between the parties produces the project-based benefits, the project-based benefits have 
not been rated highly by the respondents. (Black, Akintoye et al. 2000) 

Success factors of partnering/JV 

How can different challenges be overcome to achieve project success? 

Co-developing a clear project charter, recruiting a project leader with strong knowledge 
broker skills, conducting joint problem-solving tasks using boundary objects and 
ensuring and understanding of the ‘‘big picture”. (Ruuska and Teigland 2008) 

However, if the aim is to discover whether or not and how partnering delivers good 
performance in practice, it is obviously important to try to understand the processes 
involved and their specific effects upon project outcomes. Otherwise there is the danger 
of either over- attributing good performance (or under-attributing poor performance?) to 
the presence of partnering mechanisms. Partnering is clearly a dynamic and iterative 
process, the shape and character of which change quite dramatically as circumstances can 
unfold across the project cycle. (Bresnen and Marshall 2002) 
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Chinese and foreign managers and executives have demonstrated similar perceptions on 
the importance of key factors leading to JV success at the formation stage. These five 
factors are: (Gale and Luob 2004) 

1. Selection of a suitable partner. 

2. Clear statement of JV agreement. 

3. Obtaining enough information about potential partners before negotiation. 

4. Clear identification of partner’s objectives. 

5. Control of the majority ownership of the capital 

Partnering success (in the sense that the project remains a partnering project and that it 
delivers the benefits it promised) is contingent upon an unstable web of effects. It is 
dependent, first of all, upon the ongoing commitment of all parties to the success of the 
project. managers can and do threaten the partnering process by trying to influence areas 
such as design, scheduling and cost in accordance with agendas in their own 
organizations. (Alderman and Ivory 2007) 

Also, some other researchers have stressed out importance of formation stage on future 
success of partnering. For example, study performed by Walker, pays particular attention 
to the key factors leading to JV success at the formation stage. He quotes even an old 
Chinese saying that ‘‘Difficulty for everything is the beginning’’ and claims that a good 
start can make things easier at later stages. (Walker and Johannes 2003) It is suggested in 
the literature that ‘‘formation’’ is one of a number of stages of a joint venture partnership 
and that the subsequent stages of ‘‘adjustment’’ and ‘‘evaluation’’ cycle throughout the 
life of a joint venture. These cycles are characterized by intra-group and border group 
convergence and divergence. 

Because of differences in professional background, technology, knowledge and 
perspective among participants, problems in communications and cooperation are 
commonplace, often compromising project performance and results. (Chen and Chen 
2007) so handling such differences carefully can be an enabler for partnering success. 

Chen believes that fundamental principles of partnering, namely trust, commitment, 
communication, respect, and equality, include appropriate consideration of the interests 
of all parties at every level. (Chen and Chen 2007) 
The extracted CSFs significances include good cultural fit, company-wide acceptance, 
partnership formation at the design stage, a dedicated team, flexibility to change, and a 
long-term perspective, commitment to quality, commitment to continuous improvement, 
questioning attitudes, mutual trust, clear understanding, behaving in a manner consistent 



Chapter 2: Literature Review 

25 
 

with objectives, effective communication, technical expertise, total cost perspective, 
financial security, equal power/empowerment, availability of resources, and senior 
management commitments. (Chen and Chen 2007) 
Some scholars have chosen a specific group of success factors and tried to find out the 
makings of that group. Hartman (Hartman 2003) identified three bases of trust that 
explain why people place their trust on another party in construction projects. They are 
competence trust, integrity trust and intuitive trust. 

Competence trust is based on the perception of others’ ability to perform the required 
work. Partners’ competence trust can be gained by observable proofs like track record, 
experience or connections with professional bodies. Integrity trust (or ethical trust) is 
based on the perception of others’ willingness to protect the interest of their counter parts 
over the construction project. The level of integrity trust is highly affected by the values, 
morals, ethics and cultural backgrounds of the parties. Generally, establishing open 
communication is critical to enhance or gain partners’ Integrity trust. Intuitive trust (or 
emotional trust) is founded upon the party’s prejudice, biases or other personal feelings 
towards the counter parts. The Intuitive trust is the perception which is hardly affected by 
the instant performance of the parties but the long-term relationships among them. (Wong 
and Cheung 2004) 

The conceptualization of trust by Hartman has put trust in construction in perspective. 
Nonetheless, Hartman also reminds the need to watch out for cultural and geographical 
differences as suggested by Koehn. For example, most of the research in trust is done in 
North America. Hence, attributes of trustworthiness are inevitably defined and measured 
based on North American values, ethics and morals. The present study was conducted in 
Hong Kong and may bring out the cultural dimension when compared with Hartman’s 
conceptualization. 

Wong mentioned 14 attributes of trust in construction partnering as competence of work, 
problem solving, frequency and effectiveness of communication, alignment of effort and 
rewards, openness and integrity of communication, effectiveness and sufficient 
information flow, the sense of unity, respect and appreciation of the system, 
compatibility, long term relationship, financial stability, reputation and contracts and 
agreements. (Wong and Cheung 2004) 

Results of this study in Hong Kong from both the Clients and Consultants and the 
Contractors groups are compatible to the Hartman’s trust model that trust in construction 
project is based on Competence, Integrity and Intuitive perspectives. Nevertheless, the 
study also highlights the role of system-based trust as one of the key trust factors. This 
can be explained by the fact that persistent and continual contractual relationship between 
a particular pair of client and contractor is rare in Hong Kong. As such, system-based 



Chapter 2: Literature Review 

26 
 

Trust, which emphasizes reliance on the formalized system like law and contracts, was 
ranked as the most important trust factor by both the Clients and Consultants and the 
Contractors in this Hong Kong based study. This indicates how crucial for partners to 
formulate equitable contract terms and establishing channels to resolve difference right at 
the beginning of the project so as to trigger the trust cycle. In addition, the results also 
indicate that the role of the relational bonding on trust building is less significant when 
compared to other reported studies. In addition, contractors see system-based trust and 
partner’s performance and permeability of equal importance as far as trust building is 
concerned. The message from this finding is that the sensitivity of contractors towards 
trust level is strongly affected by both the system in place as well as the performance of 
its counterpart (Walker and Johannes 2003). Because trust and concepts similar to it have 
been mentioned by authors to be of fundamental importance in project success, it is 
important to consider makings of trust in project partnering. 

On the other hand, Ozorhon (Ozorhon, Arditi et al. 2007)] suggests a different 
arrangement for classifying factors which affect JV or partnering performance. They 
suggest this combination:  host country conditions, project-specific factors, project 
performance, partner performance, performance of the IJV management, and overall IJV 
performance. Details of this approach are as follows:  

1. Host country conditions: for International construction projects involve 
multinational participants from different political, legal, economic, and cultural 
backgrounds. When firms enter an international market, they are likely to face a 
high level of uncertainty, caused by political, economic, structural, policy, 
environmental, market, production, and social risks as well as completion, 
operational, and regulatory risks. The environment under which IJVs operate was 
found to influence their performance. (Drouin, Bourgault et al. 2008) 

Considering the overlaps among these factors, “host country conditions” is 
defined by political stability, macroeconomic conditions, strength of the legal 
system and relations with the host government. (Drouin, Bourgault et al. 2008) 

Political risk is defined as the occurrence of politically motivated events that a.ect 
the IJV’s ability to operate effectively in the host country. It includes 
inconsistency in policies, changes in laws and regulations, restrictions on fund 
repatriations, and import restrictions. (Drouin, Bourgault et al. 2008) 
Macroeconomic conditions such as fluctuations in economic conditions, inflation, 
and foreign exchange rates a.ect the overall performance of the construction 
industry, and are also critical to the performance of IJVs. (Drouin, Bourgault et al. 
2008) The strength of the legal system in the host country is important in the 
formation and operation of an IJV as it is the legal system that regulates the 
management of claims, disagreements, conflicts, disputes and any and all contract 
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related problems. (Drouin, Bourgault et al. 2008) The quality of the relations 
between IJV partners and the host government may be critical for the success of 
an IJV, especially for government projects, since one of the principal market 
characteristics frequently cited as influencing IJV performance is how policies are 
implemented by host country governments (Ozorhon, Arditi et al. 2007). 

2. Impact of project related factors on IJV performance:  Although some companies 
may cooperate with the same partner in several projects, IJVs in the construction 
industry are considered to be project-based rather than continuous collaborations. 
Unlike many other industries, construction is a complex blend of disparate needs, 
skills and techniques that are difficult to coordinate. It is widely accepted that a 
construction project is subject to more risks than other business activities because 
of its complexity. The risks associated with construction businesses may be split 
into those that are related to the management of internal resources and those that 
are prevalent in the external environment. Internal factors are relatively more 
controllable and vary from project to project. External risks are relatively 
uncontrollable, but they need to be continually scanned and forecasted in order to 
develop company strategies for managing their impact. While host country 
conditions constitute external risks, project related factors represent internal risks. 
(Drouin, Bourgault et al. 2008) 

project-related factors include completeness of payments by the client; 
tolerance/flexibility of the client; relations with other project parties; competence 
of other project parties; completeness of project definition; availability of 
resources; technical complexity of the project; impact of factors such as weather 
and soil conditions; completeness of the design; completeness of the contract 
documents; handling the project requirements in terms of quality, environment, 
health and safety; penalty sanctions concerning duration; and effectiveness of the 
project management functions such as planning, coordination, monitoring, and 
controlling. (Ozorhon, Arditi et al. 2007). 

3. Project performance is defined as the extent to which the predefined project 
objectives are realized. Part of the operational success of an IJV in the 
construction industry can be defined in terms of project success. Most commonly 
cited project goals are related to time, budget, and functionality/quality 
considerations in addition to satisfaction of clients. In this research, it is an 
objective measure of project targets such as completion of the project on 
schedule, within budget, in good quality, and with maximum client satisfaction. 
(Ozorhon, Arditi et al. 2007).  

4. Partner performance measures the extent to which preset company objectives are 
realized as a result of a project undertaken through an IJV. The assessment of IJV 
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performance is to some extent related to the degree to which the objectives of the 
IJV partners are achieved. Besides fulfilling financial or operational objectives, a 
company may get involved in an IJV for a number of additional motives such as 
to enhance organizational learning, to improve the strategic positioning of the 
company, or to gain presence in new markets, to participate in overseas projects, 
to maintain an overseas presence particularly when the market is low in the home 
country, to spread the financial risk, to bring in outside expertise, to make use of 
an existing geographical or regional base, and to access greater manpower from 
their partners. (Ozorhon, Arditi et al. 2007). 

5. Performance of the IJV management is defined by the effectiveness of control 
over the IJV operation. Control is defined as the influence exercised by the 
partners over the management of the venture. Since control is a multidimensional 
construct, a wide array of definitions and measures are available to researchers, 
such as those proposed by Schaan, Geringer and Hebert, and Merchant. Yan and 
Gray defined the scope of management control in terms of strategic, operational 
and structural dimensions. Adopting a similar approach, “performance of IJV 
management” is measured by the level of effectiveness of management control in 
terms of strategic control at board of director’s level, operational control at 
general management level, and organizational control imposed by the partners in 
forming the venture’s organizational structure, processes and operating routines 
(Ozorhon, Arditi et al. 2007). 

In Black’s research, all respondents believe that mutual trust is crucial for success in the 
partnering relationship. Effective communication was given a very high rating by all 
categories and by both organizations involved and those not involved in partnering. 
Commitment from senior management is considered an important factor. The five least 
important requirements held to be are: company wide acceptance, technical expertise, and 
financial stability, questioning attitudes, availability of resources and equal empowerment 
of the parties. (Black, Akintoye et al. 2000) 
Other studies have also identified the criteria that are fundamental to successful 
partnering. These criteria for example include commitment, equity, trust, preparation, 
mutual goals/objectives, partnering tools and procedures, inclusion of appropriate parties, 
continuous joint evaluation, and timely responsiveness. (Ng, Rose et al. 2002) these 
criteria are described as follows: 

 

 Commitment 

Stakeholders must commit to the partnering charter and must never consider partnering 
an option unless full commitment is evident. Without the commitment required under the 
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partnering philosophy it is likely that the direction of the project will suffer leading to 
claims, disputation, and litigation. 

Trust 

Embarking on a project endeavor involves a major shift in attitude from seeking to 
maximize individual gains to the continuous search for solutions that benefit all 
participants. Such relationships begin with respect for other stakeholders, which sees the 
emergence of trust and teamwork. 

Preparation and training 

The participants in the project partnering arrangement must understand what partnering 
is, and truly believe that the current contracting process can be improved by a new way of 
conducting business in the construction industry. 

Understanding 

It is important that the participants in the partnering arrangement develop an accepting 
attitude that includes determining each other’s expectations, attitudes, and limitations. 
They must all become accepting in differences in opinions. 

Equity 

All stakeholders’ interests are considered in creating mutual goals, and there is a 
commitment to satisfy each stakeholder’s requirements to ensure project satisfaction and 
success. This is attained by continuously searching for solutions that meet stakeholder 
expectations. 

Development of mutual goals  

A set of mutual goals must be developed to satisfy each stakeholder’s requirements for a 
mutually successful project. The mutual goals may include early completion, meeting 
financial budget, reliable flow of information, no litigation, and other specific goals in 
regard to the nature of the project.  

Inclusion of appropriate parties  

For the partnering process to succeed, everyone who can influence the performance of the 
project must be involved. Major subcontractors and contract administration personnel 
should be included to ensure the full benefits of influence in the project partnering 
process. 

Continuous joint evaluation 
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It is paramount to the success of the project partnering process that in-process reviews are 
conducted on a regular basis to ensure that project goals and objectives are on track, and 
to measure accomplishments. The stakeholders must develop a specific evaluation 
process that suits the nature of the project. 

Use of project partnering tools and procedures 

Stakeholders should utilize the relevant partnering tools to maintain focus and direction. 
These tools may include the charter, statement of goals and objectives, mission statement, 
problem identification and resolution process, conflict escalation procedure, ADR 
approach, and evaluation methodology. 

Leadership 

Stakeholders’ strength and enthusiasm will provide an example and will aid in the 
success of the project partnering process. ‘‘Partnering champions’’ is the term given to 
those who have gone beyond acceptance to a level of true commitment and leadership, 
who will in turn actively promote the ultimate working relationship. Strong leadership is 
an essential component in supporting the functionality of partnering. 

Improvement of communication 

Better communication includes anything that may help individuals or teams relate more 
efficiently to each other [11]. Sharing information in an open, honest, accurate, and 
timely manner along with a helpful, open attitude with a respect and trust in others will 
be the key to good communication. 

Empowerment of stakeholders 

Stakeholders must be empowered with the requisite decision making authority for 
efficient problem solving. Higher management should empower their partnering 
representative with enough authority to make the appropriate decisions for the project. 

Evaluation methodology 

It is essential that problems in the process are recognized and rectified at the earliest 
possible stage. Constant measure and evaluation of the level of success will ensure 
attainment of such goals. An effective measure system ultimately determines the current 
health of their relationship. 

Willingness to accept mistakes 

It is paramount for stakeholders to be accepting of others’ mistakes, as stakeholders can 
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learn from each other’s mistakes and improve efficiency in future relationships. 

Gale represents a further criterion for successful JVs: both partner(s) and host 
government perceive sufficient benefits in relation to costs, as well as satisfying their 
strategic objectives. Two factors influencing success and failure of JVs were identified: 
(1) attempts by one of the partners to obtain dominant control; (2) disagreements over 
management and operational strategies of the JV. Three different stages of JV life cycle 
(i.e. formation stage, operation stage and termination or continuity). (Gale and Luob 
2004) 

The following table also summarizes enablers of project partnering success in a 
humorous way! 
 

Table 2-4: Seven pillars, seven paradoxes and seven deadly sins of partnering (Bresnen 2007) 

Pillar Paradoxical effect Deadly 
Sins 

   
Strategy Wishful thinking about strategy and Behavior Sloth 
Membership Fostering of relationships built on exclusivity Lust 
Equity Encouraging exploitation and opportunism Avarice 
Integration Reinforcing a desire for control Gluttony 
Benchmarks Setting of inappropriate targets Envy 
Processes Over-engineering of processes Wrath 
Feedback Failing to capture knowledge and learning Pride 

 
Another research study partnership by considering two different groups: client & 
consultant and contractors. The next table shows results of Wong study in Hong Kong 
which have been led to a detailed ranking of attributes: (Wong and Cheung 2004) 

Table 2- 5: Factor score rating for clients and consultants group and contractors group (Wong and Cheung 
2004) 

Factor Description Ranking 
Clients and Consultant group 
1 Performance of partners 3 
2 Permeability of partners 2 
3 System-based trust 1 
4 Relational bonding between partners 4 
Contractors group 
1 Performance and permeability of partners 2 
2 System-based trust 1 
3 Relational bonding between partners 4 
4 Financial stability of partners 3 

 
For clarity, the factors identified in the literature will be reviewed under the following 
headings. This table is based on a table suggested by Beach (Beach, Webster et al. 2005), 
and other items in rows and columns have been added to it. Each of factors stated in the 
table 2-6, ranks differently in each paper: 
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Table 2-6: Elements of successful partnering  

Element 
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Management commitment ü ü ü  ü ü ü ü   ü ü ü 10 
Equity ü ü  ü ü ü  ü    ü  7 
Mutual vision, goals and objectives ü ü  ü ü  ü ü    ü ü 8 
Trust ü  ü ü ü ü  ü  ü ü ü ü 10 
Continuous evaluation/improvement of performance ü ü ü  ü   ü ü ü  ü ü 9 
Good communication   ü  ü ü  ü  ü ü  ü 7 
Conflict resolution processes  ü   ü   ü   ü   4 
Early implementation of the partnering arrangement/involvement of key participants     ü ü  ü   ü   4 
Education, training and preparation       ü ü    ü  3 
Innovation     ü ü     ü   3 
Long-term commitment  ü  ü       ü  ü 4 
Partnering workshop     ü  ü   ü    3 
Mutual rewards and benefits    ü  ü     ü   3 
Shared risk  ü  ü     ü ü    4 
Integrated team, agreements, Contracts      ü    ü ü   3 
Investment    ü     ü     2 
Learning culture/exchange of knowledge     ü     ü    2 
Competence of work          ü ü   2 
Financial stability         ü ü ü   3 
Reputation          ü    1 
Compatibility          ü ü   2 
Respect         ü  ü   2 
Quality           ü  ü 2 
Partnering tools & procedure            ü  1 
Timely responsiveness            ü  1 
Culture fit             ü 1 
Technical expertise             ü 1 
Teamwork    ü        ü   2 
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Concluding remarks 
As it is stated in the introduction, purpose of this literature study was to first clarify the 
definition of partnering and the definition of success in partnering to make sure our 
respondents know and understand what are meant by the researcher. There are too many 
researches in the field of partnering which stated different definition for partnership and 
successful partnership. Some, as (Chen 2003) defines it as a must for achieving 
competitive advantages and relate it to humans; interactions and their balance of interests 
and powers(Wong and Cheung 2004). As a common view, applying partnership in 
construction in so effective and in some countries like Japan, partnering is regarded as a 
normal way of working in the construction industry. (Bayliss, Cheung et al. 2004) Lu, 
points out that strategic alliance in construction should help involved construction 
companies to gain certain benefits at the project, business and corporate levels. (Lu and 
Yan 2007) 

On the other hand we must have a sound list of enablers to go to our interviewees and 
gather their responses based on it. This framework is provided by the third section of 
literature review. They will also be free to make additional suggestions. After gathering 
responses merging or splitting some items may prove useful. There are many researches 
which identified different factors which affect partnership quality. It is tried to sum up all 
these different factors and conclude a complete group which meet all the researchers' 
expectations and studies. 

In next steps, our respondent will be asked to determine which enablers of success will 
have an effect on project partnering success and to what extent, so they must know 
exactly what we mean by project success and what constitutes it. For example enablers of 
success in terms of cost under-run would be totally different from those of long-term 
commitment and relationship. 
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Introduction 
In this chapter the research method of thesis and reasoning behind it will be reviewed. 
Different steps which will be taken through research are discussed here to make it clear 
how the research results are going to be reached. 

Overview of method 
In the first stage of this research, literature in form of papers and also current models will 
be reviewed in search of any previous findings related to enablers of partnering success in 
project environment. The model initial structure will be developed based on these 
reviews. Also in the first stage, we will try to collect and compare definitions of project 
partnering so we can use a clear definition thereinafter to communicate with field experts. 

In the second stage, industry specific expert judgments will be collected to test and 
improve applicability of model. So stress will be on implementation-related issues of 
model and its functional considerations. The result of this stage will be a revised model 
which elaborates enablers of partnering success especially in Iranian petrochemical 
industry sector and identifies their weights. 

 

 

Figure 2-1: modeling phase flow diagram 
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1. Step 1: Basic Theory 

Our goal in this step is to extract all items identified to have an effect on performance of 
project partnering from previous studies and form a comprehensive and detailed list from 
them. 

First step towards identifying factors affecting success of a partnering in a certain 
environment would be extracting a list of all factors identified in previous researches. 
Here we use two terms factors and enablers to refer to the same problem. This is because 
it is more common to call them factors among scholars but among construction experts 
it’s more understandable to use the term enabler. 

Every enabler will indicate existence of certain conditions in the partnering in the side of 
the partner under study. Purpose of this step is to construct a list as comprehensive as 
possible from factors known to affect performance of partnering in similar researches. 
This list will play a central role in the remaining of the thesis. It will be the base for 
collecting expert opinion, and later development of measurement tool. 

To construct such a list, we decided to explore all researches done in similar frameworks 
in the past 15 years which have been published in the international journal of project 
management. The reason is that this journal is the only journal in the field under study 
(project management) which papers are double-blind peer reviewed and thus is a 
reputable source. The other reason is that project partnership has been one of key subjects 
of focus for this journal so a rich pool of related papers could be found there. 

After exploring all similar research works, we will summarize our findings in the form a 
table which will contain and cover all items in the literature. These items will be 
overlapping for sure but that will not make a problem because the list is only a basis for 
our main research and will be re-organized, customized and re-grouped later. 

At last we will be looking for two other points in the literature. First, definition and scope 
of partnering and second, definition and criteria for project partnering success. We will 
base our research on these two definitions derived from literature. That’s because when 
we are approaching construction experts, we must know exactly what we mean by a 
partnering and when we ask about enablers of partnering success we must know when a 
partnering should be called successful. Otherwise, they may confuse it with project 
success. These clarifications will make our findings much more reliable. 

2. Step 2: Initial Model 

Our goal in this step will be to assess the list derived from literature based on expert 
opinion and identify for each and every item in it whether it is an enabler of partnering 
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success in environment under study? If yes, to what degree? We will add items suggested 
by experts as necessary. 

Before bringing items derived from literature before expert’s attention, we will check 
their wording by consulting a few of them. Why? To make the wording is easy to 
understand and interpret for them and also clear enough. The edited list will be the basis 
then. In this list we will have full sentences describing enablers rather than just one word 
adjectives. 

There exist a number of different approaches to weight factors based on expert judgment. 
With regard to our research type, our information sources and our time limits and most 
important of all competencies of our experts to make clear and exact judgments in this 
situation (which not at all easy), Analytical Hierarchical process (AHP) is selected as the 
best alternative. 

To avoid the study from becoming vague and unclear, a session will be held at PIDMCo, 
a major client of petrochemical projects which has shown interest in this research. All 
available experts will participate; the goal will be to add necessary items to our list before 
starting AHP process. 

The list which is modified after the session with experts will be assessed using AHP. 
Then Results will be summarized. Experts are chosen among people working in 
petrochemical organizations and clients related to petrochemical industry. There are 
about thirty such project oriented organizations in National Iranian Petrochemical 
Company (NIPC).  

Experts can roughly be divided in five categories, so we have long-listed and then short-
listed our sample of experts in five groups accordingly. Random sampling is used in 
current research to drive short list from long list. 

Table 3-1: number of returned questionnaire divided by expert group   
Percent from 

total 
returned Short 

listed Expert types 

18.1% 17 43 Managerial stakeholders of client organization 

34% 32 56 Managerial stakeholders of project oriented 
engineering consultant organizations 

9.6% 9 15 Managerial stakeholders of project oriented 
management consultant organizations 
 

30.9% 29 74 Independent consultants in various areas 

7.4% 7 16 University professors active in related fields of 
research 
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Percent from 
total 

returned Short 
listed Expert types 

100% 94 204 Sum 
 

3. Step 3: Developing assessment tool 

Our goal in this section is to make an assessment tool based on our findings. This 
stage is more a business application development effort rather than a research one but 
we will do it to first test our model –set of factors- in practice and second to make sure 
about its reliability and validity. 

To develop our assessment tool, we simply reworded our items as questions and used 
Likert scale in front of each item. To give respondents a clue about meaning of each 
score (1, 2, 3, 4 and 5) we will add a description about an example of an 
organizational status which will gain each specific score. The table will be of use for 
interpreting overall results too. 

4. Step 4: Testing Applicability, Validity and Reliability 

Our goal in this section is to make sure our results (model and assessment tool) are 
relevant and comprehendible (thus applicable) and that the results would be reliable 
and valid. 

As for applicability, it is tested and improved in all steps of the research by closely 
monitoring misunderstandings and difficulties in interpreting our sentences and making 
necessary corrections. But final check on applicability will be after test running the 
assessment tool. We will make corrections as necessary. Factor analysis has been used 
for this aim. Factor analysis originated in psychometrics, and is used in behavioral 
sciences, social sciences, marketing, product management, operations research, and other 
applied sciences that deal with large quantities of data.  

Suppose we have a set of p observable random variables, x1,…,xp with means µ1,…, µp. 

Suppose for some unknown constants lij and k unobserved random variables Fj where  ∈ 1, … ,  and ∈ 1, … ,  , where k<p, we have 

  −  =      +⋯+      +     Formula 3-1 

Here    is an independently distributed error term with zero mean and finite variance - 
which may not be the same for all of them. Let  (  ) =   , so that we have        ∗  =        , … ,   = Ψ and  ( ) = 0. 
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In matrix terms, we have 

  ∗ −   ∗ =   ∗   ∗ +   ∗  Formula 3-2 

Or omitting the matrix dimensions for clarity, 

Also we will impose the following assumptions on F. 

F and   are independent.  ( ) = 0    ( ) =   ∗  

Any solution for the above set of equations following the constraints for F  is defined as 
the criter ia , and as the loading matr ix.  

Suppose      ∗  = ∑ . ∗ . Then note that from the conditions just imposed on F , we 
have 

    ( −  ) =    (  +  ) Formula 3-3 

Or, ∑ =     ( )  +    ( ) Formula 3-4 

Or     ∑ =    + Ψ Formula 3-5 

Note that for any orthogonal matrix Q if we set L= LQ and F= QTF, the criteria for 
being criteria and factor loadings still hold. Hence a set of criteria and factor loadings 
is identical only up to orthogonal transformations2 

Validity of our factors will be derived and tested from different sources. First we will 
examine face validity and content validity. Then we will do a thorough examination of 
construct validity by doing confirmatory factor analysis on our model and its elements 
using data from test-running the model. The results may confirm our model or may 
lead to modifications to it and a re-classification of our items. 

Reliability of the model is also tested by using test-run data to calculate Cronbach's 
alpha indices for project, program and portfolio levels. We will depict our model in 
form of a causal diagram at the end of the chapter. This will be representative of all 
our findings in a nutshell! 

Cronbach's alpha measures how well a set of items (or variables) measures a single 
one-dimensional latent construct.  When data have a multidimensional structure, 

                                                   
2 www.wikipedia.org  

http://www.wikipedia.org
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Cronbach's alpha will usually be low.  Technically speaking, Cronbach's alpha is not a 
statistical test - it is a coefficient of reliability (or consistency)3. Cronbach's α is 
defined as 

α=   −  ( − ∑            ) Formula 3-6 

Where N is the number of components (items),     is the variance of the observed total 
test scores, and      is the variance of component i. 

Alternatively, the standardized Cronbach's α can also be defined as 

 =  ∗   (  + ( −  ) ∗   ) Formula 3-7 

Where N is the number of components (items)  ̅ equals the average variance and  ̅ is 
the average of all covariance between the components. 

Cronbach's alpha will generally increase when the correlations between the items 
increase. For this reason the coefficient is also called the internal consistency or the 
internal consistency reliability of the test4. 

One can see from this formula that if you increase the number of items, you increase 
Cronbach's alpha.   

This makes sense intuitively - if the inter-item correlations are high, and then there is 
evidence that the items are measuring the same underlying construct.  This is really 
what is meant when someone says they have "high" or "good" reliability.  They are 
referring to how well their items measure a single one-dimensional latent construct.  

Thus, if you have multi-dimensional data, Cronbach's alpha will generally be low for 
all items.  In this case, run a factor analysis to see which items load highest on which 
dimensions, and then take the alpha of each subset of items separately5. 

 

 

  

                                                   
3 http://www.ats.ucla.edu 
4 www.wikipedia.org 
5 http://www.ats.ucla.edu 

http://www.ats.ucla.edu
http://www.wikipedia.org
http://www.ats.ucla.edu
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Before constructing final model, we must become sure about that which of factors found 
in literature is relevant in Iranian petrochemical culture and working conditions and then 
customize factors and their wording for Iranian petrochemical organizations. For this 
purpose, some of experts in petrochemical MCs were identified; a questionnaire was 
prepared and circulated among 30 of them. The results were collected and final groups 
and criteria were acquired for performing AHP. The method is as follows: 

For better and easier applicability of model, groups found from literature are first grouped 
into 5 groups which represent more important groups and aspects of partnership such as 
long-term planning, effective partnership, partner selection, partnership management and 
communication.  

Table 4-1: raw factors from literature 

Element 

long-term planning 
Management commitment 
Long-term commitment 
Shared risk 
Compatibility (identifying compatible groups of partners) 
Respect 
effective partnership 
Equity 
Trust 
Education, training and preparation 
Innovation 
Investment 
Financial stability 
Timely responsiveness 
Technical expertise 
partner selection 
Early implementation of the partnering arrangement/ involvement of key participants 
Reputation 
partnership management 
Mutual vision, goals and objectives 
Continuous evaluation/ improvement of performance 
Conflict resolution processes 
Mutual rewards and benefits 
Competence of work 
Quality 
Partnering tools & procedure 
Communication  
Partnering workshop 
Integrated team, agreements, Contracts 
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After that, a questionnaire with open questions is prepared to check these criteria, 
wording of them and perception of experts about them. This will give us a clearer image 
of what our final model should look like. We will thus introduce and integrate Iranian 
culture and contemporary terminology of the industry into our model. This questionnaire 
is enclosed at the end of chapters, in the appendix. 

Results of experts’ judgment collected in forms are concluded in a tabular format. Most 
of criteria are changed lexically; also one group is added through experts’ ideas with 
name of partnership closure. Thus we will continue with 6 groups of factors. As for Rate 
of return of questionnaires, 204 questionnaires were sent (in Persian) and 94 
questionnaires were received. 

Final structure of groups and criteria 
General structure of final model is based on three clusters of groups; Strategic level, 
Program management level and project management level. In the first section, potential 
of organization for establishing and maintaining long-term partnership relations is 
mentioned. In the second section, by program, we are addressing a group of projects 
which have some sort of relation or dependency. In the last part which is itself divided 
into four sections, ability of organization for establishing, leading, supporting and 
controlling a specific partnership within a project is evaluated. Following tables are 
groups as they have been fed into AHP analysis and compared. 

 
 

 Group 1 
Determine direction, major objectives and way of 
meeting bilateral expectation of organization and 
partners Ti

tle
 

Related topics 1 Strategic planning for partnership management 
 
 

criteria 

Elements code 

Find key opportunities for partnership 1 
Identifying enablers and current and future plan for partnership 

between competitors 2 

Determine partnership stimulants, needs and goals 3 
Determine partners assessment and selection criteria and factors 4 

Learning culture/exchange of knowledge 
Good communication 
Culture fit 
Teamwork  
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criteria 

Elements code 

Choose selective partners groups and determine relation and 
partnership types with each selective groups regards to partnership 

common stimulants and organization environmental support of 
partnership and close relationship 

5 

 
 

 Group 2 
Establish suitable continues relationship with existing 
and potential key partners to create long-time 
commitment and develop it Ti

tle
 

Related topics 2 Communication management with partners 
 
 
 

 criteria 

Elements code 

Develop and determine partnership structure and adjust partnership 
protocols  1 

Share vision and align and orchestrate it with partners and focus on 
end user 2 

Management and apply current organization differences and create 
supportive suitable environment for partnership and close relationship  3 

Do joint improvement plan and support bilateral expansion and align 
partners core competition 4 

Assess partnership result in regular periods and decide about 
partnership agreement closure, change its procedure or improvement  5 

Consider past relations protests and requests 6 
 
 
 
 
 

 Group 3 
Assess and select project partners and indicate 
cooperation protocols Ti

tle
 

Related topics 3 Partners selection 
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 Criteria 

Elements code 

Determine organization stimulates, needs, goals in project 1 
Identifying environmental criteria and special attributes of doing 
projects 2 

Pre-negotiation with organizations in current list of partners and 
assessment and selection of final partners  3 

Determine partnership and communication type, create structure of 
partnership in projects and modify cooperation protocols 4 

 
 
 
 
 

 Group 4 

Share similar objective and vision of project and understand and 
accept its importance in each organizations Ti

tle
 

Related topics 4 Partnership management 
 
 
 

 Criteria 

Elements code 

Understand and stabilize expected added value of partnership in 
project team 1 

Joint and pervasive management in partnership 2 
Create win-win mind set in partnership and multilateral effort to meet 
each partners’ expectations 3 

Partners’ tendency to do actions differently to create more 
coordination and meet partnership’ goals 4 

Create consensus and coordination in partnership plans and actions 5 
 
 
 
 

 Group 5 

Create suitable working infrastructure, structure and environment 
to promote partnership and maximize its benefits Ti

tle
 

Related topics 5 Effective partnership 
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 Criteria 

Elements code 

Identify and organize common governance of projects processes and 
structure and each partners’ specific and precise responsibilities 1 

Focus on project results and meeting end customers’ needs and 
expectations 2 

Management and use of organizational differences 3 
Create suitable supportive environment for partnership 4 
Processes continues improvement and learn from others and create 
innovative area 5 

 
 
 
 

 Group 6 

Manage partnership performance to become sure about  meeting 
partnership objectives Ti

tle
 

Related topics 6 Partnership closure 
 
 
 

 Criteria 

Elements code 

Control partners’ performance and partnership results periodically 
and decide about partnership closure, change or promotion 1 

Partners performance Assessment after partnership closure and assess 
success/ failure causes 2 

Document and update functional results and projects lesson learned 3 
Assess organization and partners performance continually and 
propose suitable solution to improve partnership environment and 
performance  

4 

Consider to protests and requirement 5 
 
 

AHP analysis  
In this part, we want to identify weight of each criterion in each group, according to 
expert judgment. For becoming sure about accuracy of results, the model must be able to 
evaluate any partnership settings so we chose our sample of experts from experts which 
participated in different types of previous petrochemical partnerships in Iran.  

A common method to do the fair evaluation when we have no prediction about each 
group and criterion importance is to assume equal weights for each criterion. But this was 
not a suitable way in this research because the numbers of factors in each group are 
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different and also it is guessed that the weights are not the same. So weight of each group 
compared to other groups and weight of each factor compared to other criteria in the 
same group is evaluated via expert judgment.  

To make a big picture of final model for experts, at first we asked about group’s weight 
and then we questioned about criteria weight in each group. For determining each group 
and criteria weight, we have used Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP). AHP is especially 
suitable for complex decisions which involve the comparison of decision elements which 
are difficult to quantify. It is based on the assumption that when faced with a complex 
decision the natural human reaction is to cluster the decision elements according to their 
common characteristics. 

AHP involves building a hierarchy (Ranking) of decision elements and then making 
comparisons between each possible pair in each cluster (as a matrix). This gives a 
weighting for each element within a cluster (or level of the hierarchy) and also a 
consistency ratio (useful for checking the consistency of the data)6. 

The AHP converts human evaluations to numerical values that can be processed and 
compared over the entire range of the problem. A numerical weight or priority is derived 
for each element of the hierarchy, allowing diverse and often incommensurable elements 
to be compared to one another in a rational and consistent way. This capability 
distinguishes the AHP from other decision making techniques. 

In the final step of the process, numerical priorities are calculated for each of the decision 
alternative. These numbers represent the alternatives' relative ability to achieve the 
decision goal, so they allow a straightforward consideration of the various courses of 
action7. 

At first AHP was run for groups and then it was run 6 times for evaluating criteria in each 
group. Results of expert judgment led us to values which are stated in table 4-2. 

Table 4-2: AHP results (total) 
Raw weights 

Strategic Program Project 
0.21 0.36 0.43 
0.21 0.36 0.08 0.11 0.14 0.10 

0.029853 0.032553 0.012923 0.016121 0.053239 0.014516 
0.062794 0.105319 0.016 0.024655 0.013803 0.030645 
0.023676 0.099574 0.028308 0.02181 0.02169 0.01129 
0.058676 0.022979 0.022769 0.029397 0.019718 0.017742 

                                                   
6 Saaty TL, 1980, The Analytic Hierarchy Process, NY, McGraw Hill 
7 www.wikipedia.org 

http://www.wikipedia.org
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Raw weights 
Strategic Program Project 

0.035 0.055532  0.018017 0.031549 0.025806 

 0.044043     
 
Then we standardized values in table 4-2. Standardized values of criteria were used to 
calculate the weight of their group and overall value was calculated from weights of 
criteria. The standardized weight is shown in table 4-3. 

Table 4-3: standardized AHP results 

Standardized weights 
Strategic Program Project 
0.142157 0.090426 0.161538 0.146552 0.380282 0.145161 

0.29902 0.292553 0.2 0.224138 0.098592 0.306452 
0.112745 0.276596 0.353846 0.198276 0.15493 0.112903 
0.279412 0.06383 0.284615 0.267241 0.140845 0.177419 
0.166667 0.154255 

 
0.163793 0.225352 0.258065 

 
0.12234 

     

Developing assessment tool 
A questionnaire is to be developed for assessing potential of a project-based organization 
for constructing a successful partnership. Thus, this questionnaire measures degree to 
which each enabler of partnership success is present in the inter-partner relationships. 
Areas with lower scores will present opportunities for improvement and overall results of 
levels gives a big picture of the total readiness of organization for advancing its 
partnering ventures. Construct of this questionnaire is based on judgments of construction 
project management experts. 

Questionnaire is divided into three sections or levels; Strategic level, program 
management level and project management level. In the first section, potential of 
organization for establishing and maintaining long-term partnership relations is assessed. 
In the second section, by program, we are addressing a group of projects which have 
some sort of relation or dependency, for example being similar in technology, competing 
for same resources, having shared clients, etc. Here competency of organization for 
benefiting from such relations or conditions is tested. In the last part which is itself 
divided into four sections, ability of organization for establishing, leading, supporting and 
controlling a specific partnership within a project is evaluated. We have tried to use very 
clear questions with proper technical wording by help of experts who have provided us 
with their comments.  
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Table 4-4: Questionnaire 

Enablers  
Trueness degree 

1 2 3 4 5 
Strategic Level:      
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a 
procedure exists in the organization for identifying goals of 
partnering? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a 
procedure exists in the organization for identifying key areas and 
strategies for partnering? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a 
procedure exists in the organization for selecting main groups of 
partners and mode of partnering with each group based on shared 
interests, environmental conditions and potential (technical ease) for 
partnering? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a 
procedure exists in the organization for identifying potential partners 
and their competencies? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a 
procedure exists in the organization for identifying measures and 
criteria for assessing and selecting partners? 

     

Program Management Level:      
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has defined a structure for its partnering activities? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization forms partnerships on a long-term rather than project-
based basis? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization uses grouping for partnering needs and forms 
partnerships based on shared requirements in programs rather than 
requirements of each project? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has plans for mutual development with its strategic 
partners? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization assesses its strategic partnerships and makes continuous 
improvements? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization asks its partners if they have any claims or unsatisfied 
expectations from organization, and then remedies such issues? 

     

Project Level (part 1: Forming Partnership)      
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has identified and clarified goals of partnering in the 
specified project? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization investigates environmental conditions with regard to 
requirements of partnering? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has used an efficient procedure for assessing and 
selecting partners of project with proper attention to project-level, 
project-level and strategic-level requirements? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has selected mode and scope of cooperation in each 
partnering and also contract type based on reasonable grounds? 

     

Project Level (part 2: Leading Partnership)      
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Enablers  Trueness degree 
1 2 3 4 5 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has announced goals and benefits of partnership to all 
people involved in it to any extent? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that an 
integrated and united leadership is governing the partnership? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that there 
exists a win-win approach among partners and that organization pays 
proper attention and makes sure that expectations of all entities 
involved in partnerships are satisfied?  

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that proper 
coordination procedures are in place and thus conflicts in scope of 
work are kept in a minimal level? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has defined scope of partnering based on competencies 
of partners and potential for synergy? 

     

Project Level (part 3: Supporting Partnership)      
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that scope of 
partnership and roles of partners are clear and with enough details? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has paid proper attention to requirements of client of 
project in defining scope of partnering? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has made any possible effort to make the partnership as 
fruitful as possible? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that partners 
have made it possible to learn from each other continuously and 
improve procedures base on what they have learned? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
coordination and communication between partners satisfies 
requirements of partnership? 

     

Project Level (part 4: Controlling Partnership)      
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization is effectively monitoring activities relating to 
partnerships? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization on a continuous basis makes corrective actions to 
improve performance of partnerships and if necessary modifies scope 
of partnering or terminates ineffective partnerships? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization assesses and evaluates results of each partnership after its 
closure? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has documented key issues, problems, solutions and 
innovations in lifetime of partnership and uses them to make 
improvements? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization pays proper attention to claims, dissatisfactions and other 
conflict or problems stated by its partners and resolves them? 
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Describing Scores 
We have prepared following table to give respondents a good picture as to the meaning of 
each score (1, 2, 3, 4 and 5). The definitions have been roughly derived from those of 
EFQM assessment manuals. The definitions can also be utilized to describe overall status 
of organization in each level and totally for partnering potential. Overall score can simply 
be produced by calculating average score for relevant criteria. 

Table 4-5: Determine score of enablers aspects 

level Score Enablers 

Le
ve

l 1
 

5 

There exists a specific approach which is suitable for organization from 
complexity viewpoint and is wholly sufficient for enablers’ 
requirements. Inputs, outputs and owner of process (approach) are 
stated. 
Approach is implemented completely, without any important 
nonconformity or shortcoming in all departments and related projects. 
Approach is planned systematically, based on real data and information; 
functional results are measured continuously and systematically in all 
parts of organization and are compared with specific controlling 
measures. Improvement plans are developed and run due to evaluation of 
functional variation continuously. Innovation and creativity is observed 
clearly in organization. 
Functional results and lessons learned are documented systematically 
and continuously with efficient and suitable methods and shared with 
related departments; these experiences are used properly by departments. 
Vertical and horizontal integrity is observed clearly and in high level.  

Le
ve

l 2
 

4 

There is a specific approach which is suitable for organization from 
complexity viewpoint and is sufficient for enablers’ requirements. 
Inputs, outputs and owner of process (approach) are stated. 
Approach is implemented truly, without any important nonconformity or 
shortcoming in all departments and related projects. 
Approach is planned systematically, based on real data and information; 
functional results are measured continuously and systematically and are 
compared with specific controlling measures. Improvement plans are 
developed and run due to evaluation of functional variation 
continuously. Innovation and creativity in doing basic changes is 
observed. 
Functional results and lessons learned are documented systematically 
and continuously and shared with related departments; these experiences 
are used properly by departments. 
Approach is integrated with organization’s mission, strategies and 
requirements specified by top level and other areas’ expectations and 
enablers. 

 

There is a specific approach which is addresses general requirements of 
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level Score Enablers 
Le

ve
l 3

 

3 

enablers. Inputs, outputs and approach responsible are stated. 
Approach is implemented truly in related departments and projects, 
though there are some nonconformities and shortcoming in deferent 
departments and projects. 
There is a process for planning, assessing and performance improving, 
based on real data and information. There are some indication of 
Innovation and creativity in doing basic changes. 
Functional results and lessons learned are documented systematically 
and shared with related departments. 
Approach is coordinated with organization’s mission, strategies and 
requirements specified by top level and other areas’ expectations and 
enablers. 

2 

There are some sign of specific approach with basic levels of their 
requirements.  
Approach is in early stage of its implementation in most of related 
departments and projects. 
There is a process in its early stage for planning and an overall approach 
for assessing and performance improving of enablers. 
Functional results and lesson learned are documented sporadically and 
shared with related departments. There is no specific procedure for 
sharing them with related departments. 
Approach is coordinated with requirements specified by top level and 
other areas’ expectations and enablers. 

Le
ve

l 4
 

Le
ve

l 5
 

1 

There is no specific approach.  
There is no sign of implementing an approach. 
There is no specific plan based on real data and information for 
determining enablers’ objectives and performance controlling measures 
and improvement is done through repelling reactions against problems. 
Functional results and lessons learned are not documented and are not 
shared with related departments.  
There is no sign of vertical and horizontal integrity. 

 

Testing Applicability, Reliability and Validity  
Now we want to check the applicability, validity and reliability of the model. To check 
the validity and reliability of the model we use the result of test-running our model using 
our final questionnaire. Then we will continue with analyzing them with suitable 
statistical methods.  

1. Applicability 

To check applicability of questionnaire, two aspects were studied.  

a. At first, terminology and glossary of questions were adapted to 
terminology developed by research center of national petrochemical 
company then the way of writing questions and their adaption and 
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meaningfulness of them were testes twice; once at extracting criteria from 
literature and then when developing final questionnaire.  

b. Then, at each stage, rewording and rephrasing was done according to 
expert judgment. It is checked that each of statements and sentences has 
not two meaning and don’t make any misunderstanding. 

2. Validity 

We benefited from expert judgments. Our experts are from 5 groups which are described 
in table 4-8. 

Table 4-8: sample of experts in five groups 
Percent 

from total returned Short 
listed Expert types 

18.1% 17 43 Managerial stakeholders of client organization 

34% 32 56 Managerial stakeholders of project oriented 
engineering consultant organizations 

9.6% 9 15 Managerial stakeholders of project oriented 
management consultant organizations 
 

30.9% 29 74 Independent consultants in various areas 

7.4% 7 16 University professors active in related fields of 
research 

100% 94 204 Sum 

 
a. Face validity: is an estimate of whether a test appears to measure a certain 

criterion; it does not guarantee that the test actually measures phenomena in that 
domain.  

Face validity is very closely related to content validity. While content validity 
depends on a theoretical basis for assuming if a test is assessing all domains of a 
certain criterion (e.g. does assessing addition skills yield in a good measure for 
mathematical skills? To answer this you have to know, what different kinds of 
arithmetic skills, mathematical skills include) face validity relates to whether a 
test appears to be a good measure or not. This judgment is made on the "face" of 
the test, thus it can also be judged by the amateur8. As it deals with appearance of 
questionnaire, the questionnaire was shown to experts and it modified through 
their ideas in open-questionnaire and in the test-running phase. 

                                                   
8 http://www.answers.com/topic/validity 

http://www.answers.com/topic/validity
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b. Content validity evidence involves the degree to which the content of the test 
matches a content domain associated with the construct. For example, a test of the 
ability to add two-digit numbers should cover the full range of combinations of 
digits. A test with only one-digit numbers, or only even numbers, would not have 
good coverage of the content domain. Content related evidence typically involves 
subject matter experts (SME's) evaluating test items against the test 
specifications9. In this research we use two steps in monitoring content validity of 
the model: 

i. Mentioned criteria were gained from literature. There are some researches 
around this subject. All of them were studied and effective elements of 
successful partnering were identified. These criteria are mentioned in our 
model, whereas some of them are restated according to expert judgment. 
We made sure that all found criteria are covered in our final model. Found 
criteria are stated in table 4-9. 

                                                   
9 http://www.answers.com/topic/validity 

http://www.answers.com/topic/validity
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Table 4-9: Elements of successful partnering  

Element 
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Management commitment ü ü ü  ü ü ü ü   ü ü ü 10 
Equity ü ü  ü ü ü  ü    ü  7 
Mutual vision, goals and objectives ü ü  ü ü  ü ü    ü ü 8 
Trust ü  ü ü ü ü  ü  ü ü ü ü 10 
Continuous evaluation/improvement of performance ü ü ü  ü   ü ü ü  ü ü 9 
Good communication   ü  ü ü  ü  ü ü  ü 7 
Conflict resolution processes  ü   ü   ü   ü   4 
Early implementation of the partnering arrangement/involvement of key participants     ü ü  ü   ü   4 
Education, training and preparation       ü ü    ü  3 
Innovation     ü ü     ü   3 
Long-term commitment  ü  ü       ü  ü 4 
Partnering workshop     ü  ü   ü    3 
Mutual rewards and benefits    ü  ü     ü   3 
Shared risk  ü  ü     ü ü    4 
Integrated team, agreements, Contracts      ü    ü ü   3 
Investment    ü     ü     2 
Learning culture/exchange of knowledge     ü     ü    2 
Competence of work          ü ü   2 
Financial stability         ü ü ü   3 
Reputation          ü    1 
Compatibility          ü ü   2 
Respect         ü  ü   2 
Quality           ü  ü 2 
Partnering tools & procedure            ü  1 
Timely responsiveness            ü  1 
Culture fit             ü 1 
Technical expertise             ü 1 
Teamwork    ü        ü   2 
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ii. Changes according to experts’ judgment into criteria were made and 
they were able to omit or add any related groups which were necessary 
according to environmental conditions and their experiences. We make 
sure that these groups cover all the needs and expectations of experts. 
So we made our best to obtain content validity. 

c. Construct validity: evidence involves the empirical and theoretical support for the 
interpretation of the construct. Such lines of evidence include statistical analyses 
of the internal structure of the test including the relationships between responses 
to different test items. They also include relationships between the test and 
measures of other constructs. As currently understood, construct validity is not 
distinct from the support for the substantive theory of the construct that the test is 
designed to measure. As such, experiments designed to reveal aspects of the 
causal role of the construct also contribute to construct validity evidence10.  

We want to check the goodness of clustering criteria in different groups so we 
used all the criteria without any grouping and applied factor analysis method to 
cluster these criteria. Variables in table 4-12 are equivalent to each enabler which 
is stated in table 4-10. Table 4-11 show groups of enablers.   

 

Table 4-10: final enablers 

Enablers  Indicator in 
next table 

Strategic Level:  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a procedure exists in the 
organization for identifying goals of partnering? 

1 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a procedure exists in the 
organization for identifying key areas and strategies for partnering? 

2 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a procedure exists in the 
organization for selecting main groups of partners and mode of partnering with each group 
based on shared interests, environmental conditions and potential (technical ease) for 
partnering? 

3 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a procedure exists in the 
organization for identifying potential partners and their competencies? 

4 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a procedure exists in the 
organization for identifying measures and criteria for assessing and selecting partners? 

5 

Program Management Level:  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has defined a 
structure for its partnering activities? 

6 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization forms 
partnerships on a long-term rather than project-based basis? 

7 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization uses grouping 
for partnering needs and forms partnerships based on shared requirements in programs 
rather than requirements of each project? 

8 

                                                   
10 http://www.answers.com/topic/validity 

http://www.answers.com/topic/validity
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Enablers  Indicator in 
next table 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has plans for 
mutual development with its strategic partners? 

9 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization assesses its 
strategic partnerships and makes continuous improvements? 

10 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization asks its partners 
if they have any claims or unsatisfied expectations from organization, and then remedies 
such issues? 

11 

Project Level (part 1: Forming Partnership)  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has identified 
and clarified goals of partnering in the specified project? 

12 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization investigates 
environmental conditions with regard to requirements of partnering? 

13 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has used an 
efficient procedure for assessing and selecting partners of project with proper attention to 
project-level, project-level and strategic-level requirements? 

14 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has selected 
mode and scope of cooperation in each partnering and also contract type based on 
reasonable grounds? 

15 

Project Level (part 2: Leading Partnership)  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has announced 
goals and benefits of partnership to all people involved in it to any extent? 

16 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that an integrated and united 
leadership is governing the partnership? 

17 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that there exists a win-win 
approach among partners and that organization pays proper attention and makes sure that 
expectations of all entities involved in partnerships are satisfied?  

18 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that proper coordination 
procedures are in place and thus conflicts in scope of work are kept in a minimal level? 

19 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has defined 
scope of partnering based on competencies of partners and potential for synergy? 

20 

Project Level (part 3: Supporting Partnership)  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that scope of partnership and roles 
of partners are clear and with enough details? 

21 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has paid proper 
attention to requirements of client of project in defining scope of partnering? 

22 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has made any 
possible effort to make the partnership as fruitful as possible? 

23 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that partners have made it possible 
to learn from each other continuously and improve procedures base on what they have 
learned? 

24 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that coordination and 
communication between partners satisfies requirements of partnership? 

25 

Project Level (part 4: Controlling Partnership)  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization is effectively 
monitoring activities relating to partnerships? 

26 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization on a continuous 
basis makes corrective actions to improve performance of partnerships and if necessary 
modifies scope of partnering or terminates ineffective partnerships? 

27 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization assesses and 
evaluates results of each partnership after its closure? 

28 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has documented 
key issues, problems, solutions and innovations in lifetime of partnership and uses them to 

29 
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Enablers  Indicator in 
next table 

make improvements? 
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization pays proper 
attention to claims, dissatisfactions and other conflict or problems stated by its partners and 
resolves them? 

30 

 

Table 4-11: Enablers in different area 
Total Project Program Plan Area 

6 4 1 1 Partnership 
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Table 4-12: Total Variance Explained 
C

om
po

ne
nt

 Initial Eigen values Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% 

1 5.889 19.631 19.631 5.889 19.631 19.631 4.595 15.317 15.317 
2 5.357 17.857 37.488 5.357 17.857 37.488 4.417 14.724 30.041 
3 3.973 13.244 50.732 3.973 13.244 50.732 4.300 14.332 44.374 
4 3.774 12.580 63.312 3.774 12.580 63.312 4.268 14.226 58.599 
5 3.003 10.010 73.323 3.003 10.010 73.323 3.741 12.471 71.071 
6 2.812 9.375 82.697 2.812 9.375 82.697 3.488 11.626 82.697 
7 .473 1.575 84.272       
8 .470 1.566 85.838       
9 .414 1.382 87.220       
10 .386 1.287 88.507       
11 .359 1.197 89.703       
12 .334 1.114 90.817       
13 .300 1.000 91.817       
14 .288 .961 92.778       
15 .275 .917 93.695       
16 .230 .768 94.463       
17 .215 .718 95.180       
18 .212 .708 95.889       
19 .186 .619 96.507       
20 .163 .542 97.050       
21 .154 .512 97.562       
22 .142 .474 98.036       
23 .118 .395 98.430       
24 .103 .344 98.775       
25 .096 .320 99.094       
26 .093 .309 99.403       
27 .072 .239 99.642       
28 .055 .184 99.826       
29 .052 .174 100.000       
30 1.500E-

16 
5.000E-

16 100.000       
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Next table indicate clustering of criteria in different groups. As it can be seen, grouping 
doesn’t change. It may be because we work a lot on identifying and grouping of them and 
also we alter our clusters and criteria via expert judgment. Goodness of clustering is 
determined by use of factor analysis method; with use of SPSS software. Factor analysis 
is a statistical method used to describe variability among observed variables in terms of 
fewer unobserved variables called criteria. (be sure not to confuse words; what we call 
factor in this research is called component in factor analysis terminology and what we 
call level or group is called factor there!). In table 4-13 the result of grouping is 
illustrated. 

Table 4-13: Rotated Component Matrix 

Criteria Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

VAR00001 -.062 -.054 .020 .059 .927 -.006 

VAR00002 -.120 .062 .092 -.052 .845 -.040 

VAR00003 .097 .039 -.036 .017 .828 .090 

VAR00004 -.062 -.082 -.067 .000 .881 -.026 

VAR00005 -.169 .032 -.024 .078 .806 -.047 

VAR00006 .920 .044 -.089 .038 -.060 -.027 

VAR00007 .872 .083 -.039 .103 -.033 -.002 

VAR00008 .821 .035 -.125 .195 -.037 -.153 

VAR00009 .825 -.012 -.132 .027 -.102 -.139 

VAR00010 .847 -.058 -.042 -.054 -.011 -.125 

VAR00011 .858 .039 -.011 .132 -.097 .080 

VAR00012 -.058 -.040 .065 -.075 -.005 .953 

VAR00013 -.067 -.186 .021 -.046 -.020 .885 

VAR00014 -.125 -.055 .026 -.034 -.032 .908 

VAR00015 -.064 -.040 .098 -.002 .030 .911 

VAR00016 .097 -.080 -.068 .949 -.009 -.070 

VAR00017 .104 -.072 .004 .907 -.032 .022 

VAR00018 .022 -.102 .041 .916 .065 -.046 

VAR00019 .046 -.082 .080 .893 .072 -.110 

VAR00020 .132 -.101 .117 .864 .011 .035 

VAR00021 -.123 -.066 .949 .049 -.062 .025 

VAR00022 -.124 -.106 .889 .116 .077 -.011 



Chapter 4: Results, Validity, Reliability  

61 
 

VAR00023 -.019 .034 .916 -.034 .037 .022 

VAR00024 -.050 .003 .912 .014 -.007 .125 

VAR00025 -.103 -.117 .904 .038 -.068 .066 

VAR00026 -.016 .955 -.082 -.133 -.019 -.065 

VAR00027 .051 .902 .008 -.037 .024 -.076 

VAR00028 -.016 .955 -.082 -.133 -.019 -.065 

VAR00029 .036 .907 -.061 -.065 -.019 -.076 

VAR00030 .060 .903 -.033 -.077 .032 -.049 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
  

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.    

 
Figure 4-1: Scree plot 

Scree plot as it is shown above, obviously confirms number of factors which we had 
assumed as being three. As for rotation method, Varimax is used. Rotated component 
matrix shows factor loading for each variable. 

3. Reliability  

In this part we want to test the correlation of factors value in each group in comparison to 
other factors. At first some general description of Cronbach's alpha is stated.  

This is exactly what we have pursued till this stage, so in fact we are trying to identify the 
level of consistency among factors identified or verified within the factor analysis 
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procedure. Values of Cronbach’s alpha index for strategic, program and project level are 
as follows. 

Project level alpha= 0.886 

Program level alpha=0.872 

Strategic level alpha=0.765 

We can see that there is less consistency level in the strategic level, however all alpha 
values are greater than 0.7 and thus are generally acceptable. The lower alpha index in 
the strategic level demonstrates less correlation among items in this area, maybe because 
here we have more general determinants (items). 

It is worth notion that Cronbach's alpha index as well as factor analysis calculations 
should be based on a large sample. We have largest possible sample which consists of 94 
responses but also would like to encourage other scholars who are active in relevant 
fields to test the findings on larger samples. 

Concluding our remarks, we can say that a set of logical relationships between level of 
success in project partnership and its hierarchical determinants has been identified and 
the relationship has been tested. Based on factor analysis results, the following figure 
depicts the hierarchical relationships between determinants in different levels:  
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Partnership

Strategic 
Level

Identifying goals of 
partnering

Identifying key areas 
& strategies for 

partnering

Selecting main 
groups of partners & 
mode of partnering 

with each group 
based on shared 

interests, 
environmental 

conditions & 
potential for 
partnering

Identifying potential 
partners & their 
competencies

Identifying 
measures & 
criteria for 
assessing & 

selecting partners

Program 
Level

Defined a structure 
for partnering 

activities

Forms partnerships 
on a long-term 

rather than project-
based basis

Use grouping for 
partnering needs & 
form partnerships 
based on shared 
requirements in 

programs rather than 
requirements of each 

project

Plan for mutual 
development with 
strategic partners

Assess strategic 
partnerships & make 

continuous 
improvements

Ask partners about 
claims or unsatisfied 

expectations from 
organization, & remedies 

such issues

Project Level

Forming Partnership

Identifying & clarifying 
goals of partnering in the 

specified project

Investigating 
environmental 

conditions with regard to 
requirements of 

partnering

Identifying mode & scope 
of cooperation in each 
partnering & contract 

type based on 
reasonable grounds

Use efficient procedure 
for assessing & selecting 
partners of project with 

proper attention to 
project, program & 

strategic level 
requirements

Leading Partnership

Announce goals & 
benefits of partnership to 
all people involved to any 

extent

Integrate & unite 
leadership for governing 

the partnership

Having win-win approach 
among partners & pay 

proper attention & make 
sure of all partners 

satisfaction

Having proper 
coordination procedures 

& minimize conflicts in 
scope of work 

Define scope of 
partnering based on 

competencies of partners 
& potential for synergy

Supporting Partnership

Making scope of 
partnership & roles of 

partners clear and 
with enough details

Pay proper attention 
to requirements of 
client of project in 
defining scope of 

partnering

Make effort to 
making fruitful 

partnership

Learn continuously 
& improve 

procedures base on 
learned things

Coordination & 
communication 

between partners 
satisfies 

requirements of 
partnership

Conttroling 
Partneship

Effective monitoring 
activities relating to 

partnerships

Making corrective 
actions to improve 

performance of 
partnerships and 

modifying scope of 
partnering or terminates 
ineffective partnerships

Assesse & evaluate 
results of each 

partnership after its 
closure

Document key issues, 
problems, solutions and 
innovations in lifetime of 

partnership and use 
them to make 
improvements

Pay proper attention to 
claims, dissatisfactions & 

other conflict or 
problems stated by 

partners and resolves 
them
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In this section, first we will summarize what we have found out about enablers of 
successful partnership in project environment and will discuss the specific structure of 
them. In the second part of this section, practical implications of these results will be 
discussed. We will point out how these results may be used for assessing and improving 
current partnerships and forming future ones. We will also have a look at the possibility 
of designing educational materials based on results of our study. In the last part of 
section, future of such research efforts will be discussed. We will address potential areas 
of investigation for researchers who may have been interested in this line of research.  

Resulted enablers and groups 
Enablers are clustered in 3 groups as follow. The number below each group shows the 
number of related enablers. Also weights of each group are shown in each box. Weight of 
each enabler was stated in chapter 4 before. 

 

 

Figure 5-1: hierarchy of groups and criteria 

Implications 
As we mentioned earlier, our primary goal has been to identify criteria (called enablers) 
which affect success in a partnership in project based organizations and classify them. 
However we must note that this structure (factors in classification) can benefit 
organization in several ways.  

Partnership

Strategic level
with weight eqaul to 

0.21 and with 5 related 
enablers

Program level with 
weight eqaul to 0,36 
and with 6 related 

enablers

Project level with 
weight eqaul to 0.43

Forming partnership 
with weight eqaul to 

0.08 and with 4 related 
enablers

Leading partnership 
with weight eqaul 
to.011 and with 5 
related enablers

Supporting partnership 
with weight eqaul to 

0.14 and with 5 related 
enablers

Controlling partnership 
with weight eqaul to 

0.10 and with 5 related 
enablers
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First application of model would be for assessment purposes. In fact we have developed a 
basic assessment tool throughout our work (our questionnaire plus first part of appendix). 
This form has been used for research purposes and needs modification and relevant 
description before it can be used by employees and internal assessors but it gives a clear 
image of how and on what basis such a tool should be constructed. We also have 
provided a few suggestions for performing assessment based on our experience. One of 
most important of them is that weights of criteria and components must be taken into 
account somewhere within assessment process so that results of evaluation become more 
realistic and more representative of status of partnership.  

Another application of the model can be for improving a current partnership or forming 
an optimal partnership from the beginning. In the former case, an initial assessment will 
identify areas of improvement and with help of weightings in the model and profile of the 
results; organization can make strategic decisions about its partnership improvement 
efforts. As for the latter case, the model itself can be used for assessing strategies of 
partnership (first group), organizing pool of partners and planning for multiple 
partnerships (second factor) and finally constructing an optimal structure for each single 
partnership (for components of third factor). Weight of items also can give the 
organization a general guideline on how to invest its resources assigned to partnering 
more efficiently. 

As a final point, just knowing about drivers of success in anything can help achieving 
access through moving in the lights of this new knowledge thus it would be useful to 
inform all employees about such findings as enablers of success. Training scope for such 
a purpose can simply include classification of items with emphasize on more weight-
bearing ones. 

Suggestions for further studies 
We would like to suggest two lines of investigation for scholars who may be interested in 
this area of practical knowledge.  

First, we applied this model in OGP industries in Iran so we recommend the adoption of 
this model for application in industry sectors other than OGP and regions other than 
Middle East. We do not expect major changes as we have included viewpoints of 
scholars from all over the world in developing initial model but slight changes will sure 
be necessary. We hope, through integration of scholars in field of project management. 
We can achieve a benchmark for excellent 360 degree global project management.  

Second, we check the weight of each criterion and sub criterion in the field of oil, 
petrochemical and gases industries in Iran. Other can test the applicability of these 
weights for other industries around the world. 
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Also we have studied partnership and enablers of its excellence Partnership is only one 
aspect (or function) among all functions of project management. Hence we would like to 
encourage further research on similar models in other functions of project based 
organizations. Every function is related to one stakeholder for example financing a 
project is related to managing relationship with financiers, partnering with management 
of partners and so on. So we can study enablers of success in hierarchical manner for all 
functions or for all stakeholders. The hierarchical structure of our model (considering on 
project, program and strategic level) may be useful for this purpose too. For example 
scholars can review some other aspects like leaders and stockholders, customers, 
employers, suppliers, creditors, society and government based on "Project Management 
Maturity Model", Second Edition (Center for Business Practices), kent Crawford, 
Auerbach Publications; 2 edition (July 24, 2006) 

Our last word would be suggesting investigation about predecessors of implementation of 
this model and these weights in different parts of organization, identifying divisions 
which are more related to each part of model and any creation or change in process or 
functions of divisions to be able to implement the model in organization. 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire  
department (s) related to partnership in the organization: 

 
 

staff related to partnership area  
employment 

status Age Sex 

In other fields In related 
field 

Degree 

pe
rio

di
c 

pe
rm

an
en

t 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

ba
se

d 

O
ld

er
 th

an
 

55
 

40
-5

5 

25
-4

0 

U
nd

er
 2

5 

M F 

           Ph.D. 
           Master  
           Bachelor  
           Undergraduate 

Which groups/ persons have influence on major decision making related to this area? 
 
 
How many distinct roles exist in the organization related to partnering?  
 
 
What values and organizational culture are shared in all levels of employees related to partnering?  
 
 
What are strengths and weaknesses of your organization in partnering in comparison with other rivals (competitors)?  
 
 
What are treats and opportunities offered by your environment in partnering? 
 
 
. Describe environmental limitations related to partnering.  
Which regulations apply to partnering? Which rules include serious limitations? Which benefits may be lost in order  to 
satisfy requirements of society? What are important opportunities and threats created by government and society? What is 
the organization plan to cope with them? What is the effect of internal and external political, social, cultural, economical 
and security status on business? What opportunities and threats result from these factors? What is the plan to encounter to 
these factors? 

Structural aspects 
Formality  
To what extent, documentation is done in your organization?  

There is no specific 
procedure for 
documenting 
decisions and 
documents. 

Only some of most 
important actions are 
documented as case 
studies. 

Actions related to this 
area are somehow 
documented. 

Most of important 
actions are 
documented. 

All valuable decisions 
and actions are 
documented. 

To what extent, organizational policies, rules, procedures and job descriptions are documented? 
They are not clear 
and documented. 

They are not very clear 
and specific and are 

They are somehow 
documented and are 

They are specified and 
documented and are 

 All of them are 
clearly documented 
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rarely applied. applied most of the 
time.  

performed most of the 
time. 

and applied. 

 How many standardized forms and templates related to partnering are in use?  
Professionalism 

 What is span of control in lowest organizational level? 
Authority hierarchy  

 Number of organizational levels? 
Centralization? 
In which organizational level major decisions related to partnering are made? 

technician Project engineer Project 
management 

Senior 
management 
of department 

Senior management of 
organization 

Employee ratio 
 ratio of line staff to 

administration staff 
 ratio of managers to staff 

Learning 
 How many hours per 

employee are dedicated to 
relevant courses annually? 

 How many hours per employee 
are planned for relevant 
courses annually? 
Describe activities and projects defined to improve status partnering: 

Results lecturer mode of  
performing 

Finish Date Start Date Title 

      
organizational structure (related to partnering)  
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Processes related to interaction with partners 

  

1. Is there any specific strategy in your organization for interacting with partners, describing method of 
partnership?  

 

    

Describe the way of determining direction, major objectives and the way of meeting organization’ expectations 
from partners and partners’ expectations from organization in your organization. How your organization 
determines and develops communication strategy with partners? 

Cover this aspects in your answer: 
• Describe organization formal approach to determine direction, major objectives and way of meeting 

bilateral expectation of organization and partner.  Are there any specific input, output and role for this 
approach? 

• Do real actions which are done in your organization to determine direction, major objectives and way of 
meeting bilateral expectation of organization and partner follow existing approach and align with them? 
Is your approach well established in organization?  

• Does designed approach support organization strategy and policy and other stakeholder expectations 
and mechanism? How you become sure about alignment and integrity of partners’ strategy with 
organization’ objectives and strategies and with other areas needs? 

• Is there any specific goal and measures to assess and control organization performance in determining 
direction, major objectives and way of meeting bilateral expectation of organization and its partners and 
determining effectiveness of these strategies?  Is organization performance and effectiveness of these 
strategies improved and assessed based on these goals and measures continuously? Is there any support 
for innovation, creativity and renovation when designing strategy of organization? 

• Are the lesson learned and functional results during execution, improvement and major changes in 
existing approach documented to determine direction, major objectives and way of meeting bilateral 
expectation of organization and partners and shared with other departments related to their area and 
mechanism? How much do you learn from experiences, modifications and innovations of other 
departments and related mechanism in designing approaches? 

 

Mechanism 
Score 

Internal assessor comments I E 
 
State direction, major objectives, way of 
satisfying organization’ expectations from 
partners and partners’ expectations from 
organization. 

   

External assessor comments 
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I: Internal assessor’ score for mechanism   
E: External assessor’ score for mechanism  
proofs and documents  
List of procedures/ templates/ executive plans/ report templates and sample/ documented lessons learned and 
experiences. 
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2. Is there any appropriate process and methodology for managing partnerships in projects of organization? 

 

    

Describe how appropriate process and methodology are designed to manage partnerships in projects of 
organization. 

Cover this aspects in your answer: 
• Describe organization formal approach to design process and structure (methodology) of project 

partnership management.  Are there any specific input, output and role for this approach? 
• Do real actions which are performed in your organization to design process and structure 

(methodology) of project partnership management follow existing approach and align with them? Is 
there stability in applying approaches in organization?  

• Does designed approach support organization strategy and policy and other stakeholder expectations 
and mechanism? How you become sure about alignment and integrity of partners’ strategy with 
organization’ objectives and strategies and with other areas needs? 

• Is there any specific goal and measures to assess and control organization performance in design 
process and structure (methodology) of this methodology?  Is organization performance and 
effectiveness of these strategies improved and assessed based on these goals and measures 
continuously? Is there any support for innovation, creativity and renovation when designing strategy of 
organization? 

• Are the lesson learned and functional results during execution, improvement and major changes in 
existing approach documented to design process and structure (methodology) of project partnership 
management and shared with other departments related to their area and mechanism? How much do you 
use these experiences, modifications and innovations of other departments and related mechanism in 
designing approaches? 

 

Mechanism 
Score 

Internal assessor comments I E 

Designing suitable process and methodology 
for managing partnerships in projects of 
organization 

  
 

External assessor comments 

 

I: Internal assessor’ score for mechanism   
E: External assessor’ score for mechanism  
proofs and documents  
List of procedures/ templates/ executive plans/ report templates and sample/ documented lessons learned and 
experiences. 
 
3. Is there any substantial action performed to establish suitable continues relationship with existing and potential 
key partners to create long-time commitment and develop it? 
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Describe set of actions which is performed in organization to establish suitable continues relationship with 
existing and potential key partners to create long-time commitment and develop it. 
Cover this aspects in your answer: 

• Describe organization formal approach to have long-term continues communication with potential 
partners and making long-term commitment.  Are there any specific input, output and owner for this 
approach? 

• Do real actions which are performed in your organization to have long-term continues communication 
with potential partners and making long-term commitment follow existing approach and align with 
them? Is there any stability in applying approaches in organization?  

• Does designed approach to have long-term continues communication with potential partners and 
making long-term commitment, support organization strategy and policy and other stakeholder 
expectations and mechanism? How you become sure about alignment and integrity of partners’ strategy 
with organization’ objectives and strategies and with other areas needs? 

• Is there any specific goal and measures to assess and control organization performance in having long-
term continues communication with potential partners and making long-term commitment?  Is 
organization performance and effectiveness of these strategies improved and assessed based on these 
goals and measures continuously? Is there any support from innovation, creativity and renovation in 
designing approaches and developing strategies? 

• Are the lesson learned and functional results during execution, improvement and major changes in 
existing approach documented to design process and structure (methodology) of project partnership 
management and shared with other departments related to their area and mechanism? How much do you 
apply experiences, modifications and innovations of other departments and related mechanism in 
designing approaches? 

 

Mechanism 
Score 

Internal assessor comments I E 

Performing substantial actions to establish 
desirable continues relationship in time with 
existing and potential key partners to create 
long-time commitment and promote them  

   

External assessor comments 

 

I: Internal assessor’ score to mechanism   
E: External assessor’ score to mechanism  
proofs and documents  
List of procedures/ templates/ executive plans/ report templates and sample/ documented lessons learned and 
experiences. 
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4. Is your organization’ partnership management system integrated into projects regards to their priority in 
organization and their needs? 

 

   

Describe set of actions which  organization do integrated  management of  partners in projects regards to each 
project priority in organization and project’ needs 

Cover this aspects in your answer: 
• Describe organization formal approach to have integrated partnership management in projects regards 

to each project priority in organization and project’ needs.  Are there any specific input, output and 
owner for this approach? 

• Do real actions which are performed in your organization to have integrated partnership management in 
projects regards to each project priority in organization and project’ needs follow existing approach and 
align with them? Is there any stability in applying approaches in organization?  

• Does designed approach to have integrated partnership management in projects regards to each project 
priority in organization and project’ needs, support organization strategy and policy and other 
stakeholder expectations and mechanism? How you become sure about alignment and integrity of 
partners’ strategy with organization’ objectives and strategies and with other areas needs? 

• Is there any specific goal and measures to assess and control organization performance in having 
integrated partnership management in projects regards to each project priority in organization and 
project’ needs?  Is organization performance and effectiveness of these strategies improved and 
assessed based on these goals and measures continuously? Is there any support from innovation, 
creativity and renovation in designing approaches and developing strategies? 

• Are the lesson learned and functional results during execution, improvement and major changes in 
existing approach documented to design process and structure (methodology) of project partnership 
management and shared with other departments related to their area and mechanism? How much do you 
apply from experiences, modifications and innovations of other departments and related mechanism in 
designing approaches? 

 

Mechanism 
Score 

Internal assessor comments I E 

management of  partners integrated  in 
projects of organization, with regard to each 
project priority in organization and project’ 
needs 

   

External assessor comments 

 

I: Internal assessor’ score to mechanism   
E: External assessor’ score to mechanism  
proofs and documents  
List of procedures/ templates/ executive plans/ report templates and sample/ documented lessons learned and 
experiences. 
 
5. Are regulations governing assessment and section of partners and also regulations which govern partnering 
contracts documented in legal forms for example as draft partnering frameworks? 
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Describe set of actions which organization do to assess and select partners and determine legal structure of 
cooperation with them/documents prepared for such purpose.  
Cover this aspects in your answer: 

• Describe formal approaches which exist to assess and select final partners and determining legal 
structure and agreement among partners. Are there any specified input, output and owner for this 
approach? 

• Do real performed actions to assess and select final partners follow existing approach? Are these actions 
aligned with developed approaches in some departments or all departments of organization? 

• Does organization support strategies and policies, partnership strategies, partnership management 
methodology in projects, project goals and other partners’ expectations in assessing and selecting 
partners? How you become sure about alignment and integration of this approach with organization 
strategy and objective, partnership strategies and partnership management methodology with project 
goals and other areas’ needs?  

• Has organization any specific plan; based on real data and information about objective and measures for 
assessment and control of approach and performance, select final partners, define legal structure of 
partnership and develop agreement? Is organization performance and effectiveness in assessing and 
selecting partners improved and assessed based on these goals and measures continuously? Is there any 
support from innovation, creativity and renovation in designing approaches and developing strategies? 

• Are the lesson learned and functional results during execution, improvement and major changes in 
existing approach documented to determine direction, major objectives and way of meeting bilateral 
expectation of organization and partners and shared with other departments related to their area and 
mechanism? How much do you apply experiences, modifications and innovations of other departments 
and related mechanism in designing approaches? 

 

Mechanism 
Score 

Internal assessor comments I E 

Assess and select project partners and indicate 
cooperation protocols. 

  
 

External assessor comments 

 

I: Internal assessor’ score to mechanism   
E: External assessor’ score to mechanism  
proofs and documents  
List of procedures/ templates/ executive plans/ report templates and sample/ documented lessons learned and 
experiences. 
 
6. Is there any appropriate way to manage partnership in projects in your organization? 
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Describe set of actions which organization does to manage partnership in projects. 

Cover this aspects in your answer: 
• Describe organization formal approach to manage partnership in projects.  Are there any specific input, 

output and owner for this approach? 
• Do real actions which are performed in your organization to manage partnership in projects follow 

existing approach and align with them? Is there any stability in applying approaches in organization?  
• Does designed approach to manage partnership in projects, support organization strategy and policy and 

other stakeholder expectations and mechanism? How you become sure about alignment and integrity of 
partners’ strategy with organization’ objectives and strategies and with other areas needs? 

• Is there any specific goal and measures to assess and control organization performance in managing 
partnership in projects?  Is organization performance and effectiveness of these strategies improved and 
assessed based on these goals and measures continuously? Is there any support from innovation, 
creativity and renovation in designing approaches and developing strategies? 

• Are the lesson learned and functional results during execution, improvement and major changes in 
existing approach documented to design process and structure (methodology) of project partnership 
management and shared with other departments related to their area and mechanism? How much do you 
apply experiences, modifications and innovations of other departments and related mechanism in 
designing approaches? 

 

Mechanism 
Score 

Internal assessor comments I E 

Manage partnership in projects. 

   

External assessor comments 

 

I: Internal assessor’ score to mechanism   
E: External assessor’ score to mechanism  
proofs and documents  
List of procedures/ templates/ executive plans/ report templates and sample/ documented lessons learned and 
experiences. 
 

 

7. Is there any suitable way for contract closure, problem solving and settling down uncompleted commitments 
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and recording partnership experiences and communication with partners in your organization? 

 

    

Describe Set of actions which is done in organization related to contract closure, solving problems and settling 
down uncompleted commitments and recording partnership experiences and communication with partners. 

Cover this aspects in your answer: 
• Describe organization formal approach to close contract, solving problems and settling down 

uncompleted commitments and recording partnership experiences.  Are there any specific input, output 
and owner for this approach? 

• Do real actions which are performed in your organization to close contract, solving problems and 
settling down uncompleted commitments and recording partnership experiences follow existing 
approach and align with them? Is there any stability in applying approaches in organization?  

• Does designed approach to close contract, solving problems and uncompleted commitments and 
recording partnership experiences, support organization strategy and policy and other stakeholder 
expectations and mechanism? How you become sure about alignment and integrity of partners’ strategy 
with organization’ objectives and strategies and with other areas needs? 

• Is there any specific goal and measures to assess and control organization performance in closing 
contract, solving problems and settling down uncompleted commitments and recording partnership 
experiences?  Is organization performance and effectiveness of these strategies improved and assessed 
based on these goals and measures continuously? Is there any support from innovation, creativity and 
renovation in designing approaches and developing strategies? 

• Are the lesson learned and functional results during execution, improvement and major changes in 
existing approach documented to design process and structure (methodology) of project partnership 
management and shared with other departments related to their area and mechanism? How much do you 
apply experiences, modifications and innovations of other departments and related mechanism in 
designing approaches? 

  
 

Mechanism 
Score 

Internal assessor comments I E 

contract closure, solving problems and settling 
down uncompleted commitments and 
recording experiences  

   

External assessor comments 

 

I: Internal assessor’ score to mechanism   
E: External assessor’ score to mechanism  
proofs and documents  
List of procedures/ templates/ executive plans/ report templates and sample/ documented lessons learned and 
experiences. 
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Appendix B: Tables 
Table 2-1: Motivators of partnering from different researches’ point of view 

Number Item (incentives of partnering) Lu Beach Ruuska Black 

1 To obtain the support of partner’s expertise and 
knowledge ü    

2 To share risks ü   ü 

3 To assure financing ü    

4 To penetrate new market, to increase market 
share ü  ü  

5 To serve core customers, Increase customer 
satisfaction  ü   ü 

6 To improved long-term competitive advantages ü  ü  

7 To increase bidding advantages ü  ü  

8 To enhance reputation ü  ü  

9 To meet requirements of local 
government/trade/projects ü    

10 To increase productivity, value added per head 
and reduce supervision costs ü ü  ü 

11 To reduce capital cost, bidding prices and 
disputes ü ü  ü 

12 To have better schedule control, To reduce 
construction time and design cycle ü ü  ü 

13 To reduce engineering rework, To reduce 
defects, improve the quality and design ü ü  ü 

14 To reduce litigation ü    

15 To improve efficiency ü    

16 To increase opportunity for innovation ü    

17 To establish long-term relationships ü    

18 To improve social responsibilities ü    

19 To create harmony amongst the project 
participants ü    

20 To enhance company culture ü    

21 To increase resources   ü  

22 To increase economic profit and turnover   ü ü  
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Table 2-2: Degree of usefulness of the overall partnering mechanism on contract elements(Bayliss, Cheung et 
al. 2004) 

Contract elements 

Degree of usefulness of 
the overall partnering 

mechanism on contract 
elements 
Ranking 

Claims 1 
Management 2 

Communication 3 
Cost 4 
Time 5 

Quality  6 
Safety 6 

Environment  8 
 

 

Table 2-3: The most important partnering factors perceived by construction companies in China(Lu and Yan 
2007) 

Item 
The most important partnering factors 
perceived by construction companies 

in China 

Rank in 
Contractor 

Group 

Rank in 
Consulta
nt Group 

Project 
For opportunity to get continuous 
projects 1 4 

 For opportunity to increase reputation 2 3 

 
For opportunity to get high economic 
profits 4 1 

Goals of 
organization To increase bidding advantages 1 2 

 
To improved long-term competitive 
advantages 2 1 

 To penetrate new market 3 3 
Capabilities of 
organization 

For partners can provide resources we 
hardly achieve 1 1 

 For partners are of high reputation 2 2 

 
For partners are critical organization 
of our business 3 3 
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Table 2-4: Seven pillars, seven paradoxes and seven deadly sins of partnering (Bresnen 2007) 

Pillar Paradoxical effect 
Deadly 

Sins 

Strategy 
Wishful thinking about strategy and 
Behavior Sloth 

Membership 
Fostering of relationships built on 
exclusivity Lust 

Equity 
Encouraging exploitation and 
opportunism Avarice 

Integration Reinforcing a desire for control Gluttony 
Benchmarks Setting of inappropriate targets Envy 

Processes Over-engineering of processes Wrath 

Feedback 
Failing to capture knowledge and 
learning Pride 

 

 

Table 2- 5: Factor score rating for clients and consultants group and contractors group (Wong and Cheung 
2004) 

Factor Description Ranking 
Clients and Consultant group 
1 Performance of partners 3 
2 Permeability of partners 2 
3 System-based trust 1 
4 Relational bonding between partners 4 
Contractors group 
1 Performance and permeability of partners 2 
2 System-based trust 1 
3 Relational bonding between partners 4 
4 Financial stability of partners 3 

 



Appendix B 

81 
 

Table 2-6: Elements of successful partnering  

Element 
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Management commitment ü ü ü  ü ü ü ü   ü ü ü 10 
Equity ü ü  ü ü ü  ü    ü  7 
Mutual vision, goals and objectives ü ü  ü ü  ü ü    ü ü 8 
Trust ü  ü ü ü ü  ü  ü ü ü ü 10 
Continuous evaluation/improvement of performance ü ü ü  ü   ü ü ü  ü ü 9 
Good communication   ü  ü ü  ü  ü ü  ü 7 
Conflict resolution processes  ü   ü   ü   ü   4 
Early implementation of the partnering arrangement/involvement of key participants     ü ü  ü   ü   4 
Education, training and preparation       ü ü    ü  3 
Innovation     ü ü     ü   3 
Long-term commitment  ü  ü       ü  ü 4 
Partnering workshop     ü  ü   ü    3 
Mutual rewards and benefits    ü  ü     ü   3 
Shared risk  ü  ü     ü ü    4 
Integrated team, agreements, Contracts      ü    ü ü   3 
Investment    ü     ü     2 
Learning culture/exchange of knowledge     ü     ü    2 
Competence of work          ü ü   2 
Financial stability         ü ü ü   3 
Reputation          ü    1 
Compatibility          ü ü   2 
Respect         ü  ü   2 
Quality           ü  ü 2 
Partnering tools & procedure            ü  1 
Timely responsiveness            ü  1 
Culture fit             ü 1 
Technical expertise             ü 1 
Teamwork    ü        ü   2 
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Table 3-1: number of returned questionnaire divided by expert group   

Percent 
from total 

returned 
Short 
listed 

Expert types 

18.1% 
17 43 Managerial stakeholders of client 

organization 

34% 32 56 Managerial stakeholders of project 
oriented engineering consultant 
organizations 

9.6% 9 15 Managerial stakeholders of project 
oriented management consultant 
organizations 
 

30.9% 29 74 Independent consultants in various areas 

7.4% 7 16 University professors active in related 
fields of research 

100% 94 204 Sum 
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Table 4-1: raw factors from literature 
 

  

Element 

long-term planning 
Management commitment 
Long-term commitment 
Shared risk 
Compatibility (identifying compatible groups of partners) 
Respect 
effective partnership 
Equity 
Trust 
Education, training and preparation 
Innovation 
Investment 
Financial stability 
Timely responsiveness 
Technical expertise 
partner selection 
Early implementation of the partnering arrangement/ involvement of key participants 
Reputation 
partnership management 
Mutual vision, goals and objectives 
Continuous evaluation/ improvement of performance 
Conflict resolution processes 
Mutual rewards and benefits 
Competence of work 
Quality 
Partnering tools & procedure 
Communication  
Partnering workshop 
Integrated team, agreements, Contracts 
Learning culture/exchange of knowledge 
Good communication 
Culture fit 
Teamwork  
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Table 4-2: AHP results (total) 

Raw weights 
Strategic Program Project 

0.21 0.36 0.43 

0.21 0.36 0.08 0.11 0.14 0.10 

0.029853 0.032553 0.012923 0.016121 0.053239 0.014516 

0.062794 0.105319 0.016 0.024655 0.013803 0.030645 

0.023676 0.099574 0.028308 0.02181 0.02169 0.01129 

0.058676 0.022979 0.022769 0.029397 0.019718 0.017742 

0.035  0.055532 
 

0.018017 0.031549 0.025806 

 
0.044043 

    
 

 

Table 4-3: standardized AHP results 

Standardized weights  

Strategic Program Project 

0.142157 0.090426 0.161538 0.146552 0.380282 0.145161 

0.29902 0.292553 0.2 0.224138 0.098592 0.306452 

0.112745 0.276596 0.353846 0.198276 0.15493 0.112903 

0.279412 0.06383 0.284615 0.267241 0.140845 0.177419 

0.166667 0.154255 0.163793 0.225352 0.258065 

0.12234 
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Table 4-4: Questionnaire 

Enablers  Trueness degree 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strategic Level:      
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a 
procedure exists in the organization for identifying goals of 
partnering? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a 
procedure exists in the organization for identifying key areas and 
strategies for partnering? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a 
procedure exists in the organization for selecting main groups of 
partners and mode of partnering with each group based on shared 
interests, environmental conditions and potential (technical ease) for 
partnering? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a 
procedure exists in the organization for identifying potential partners 
and their competencies? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a 
procedure exists in the organization for identifying measures and 
criteria for assessing and selecting partners? 

     

Program Management Level:      
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has defined a structure for its partnering activities? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization forms partnerships on a long-term rather than project-
based basis? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization uses grouping for partnering needs and forms 
partnerships based on shared requirements in programs rather than 
requirements of each project? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has plans for mutual development with its strategic 
partners? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization assesses its strategic partnerships and makes continuous 
improvements? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization asks its partners if they have any claims or unsatisfied 
expectations from organization, and then remedies such issues? 

     

Project Level (part 1: Forming Partnership)      
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has identified and clarified goals of partnering in the 
specified project? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization investigates environmental conditions with regard to 
requirements of partnering? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has used an efficient procedure for assessing and 
selecting partners of project with proper attention to project-level, 
project-level and strategic-level requirements? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has selected mode and scope of cooperation in each 
partnering and also contract type based on reasonable grounds? 

     

Project Level (part 2: Leading Partnership)      
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Enablers  Trueness degree 
1 2 3 4 5 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has announced goals and benefits of partnership to all 
people involved in it to any extent? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that an 
integrated and united leadership is governing the partnership? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that there 
exists a win-win approach among partners and that organization pays 
proper attention and makes sure that expectations of all entities 
involved in partnerships are satisfied?  

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that proper 
coordination procedures are in place and thus conflicts in scope of 
work are kept in a minimal level? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has defined scope of partnering based on competencies 
of partners and potential for synergy? 

     

Project Level (part 3: Supporting Partnership)      
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that scope of 
partnership and roles of partners are clear and with enough details? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has paid proper attention to requirements of client of 
project in defining scope of partnering? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has made any possible effort to make the partnership as 
fruitful as possible? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that partners 
have made it possible to learn from each other continuously and 
improve procedures base on what they have learned? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
coordination and communication between partners satisfies 
requirements of partnership? 

     

Project Level (part 4: Controlling Partnership)      
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization is effectively monitoring activities relating to 
partnerships? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization on a continuous basis makes corrective actions to 
improve performance of partnerships and if necessary modifies scope 
of partnering or terminates ineffective partnerships? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization assesses and evaluates results of each partnership after its 
closure? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization has documented key issues, problems, solutions and 
innovations in lifetime of partnership and uses them to make 
improvements? 

     

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that 
organization pays proper attention to claims, dissatisfactions and other 
conflict or problems stated by its partners and resolves them? 
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Table 4-5: Determine score of enablers aspects 

level Score Enablers 

Le
ve

l 1
 

5 

There exists a specific approach which is suitable for organization from 
complexity viewpoint and is wholly sufficient for enablers’ 
requirements. Inputs, outputs and owner of process (approach) are stated. 
Approach is implemented completely, without any important 
nonconformity or shortcoming in all departments and related projects. 
Approach is planned systematically, based on real data and information; 
functional results are measured continuously and systematically in all 
parts of organization and are compared with specific controlling 
measures. Improvement plans are developed and run due to evaluation of 
functional variation continuously. Innovation and creativity is observed 
clearly in organization. 
Functional results and lessons learned are documented systematically and 
continuously with efficient and suitable methods and shared with related 
departments; these experiences are used properly by departments. 
Vertical and horizontal integrity is observed clearly and in high level.  

Le
ve

l 2
 

4 

There is a specific approach which is suitable for organization from 
complexity viewpoint and is sufficient for enablers’ requirements. Inputs, 
outputs and owner of process (approach) are stated. 
Approach is implemented truly, without any important nonconformity or 
shortcoming in all departments and related projects. 
Approach is planned systematically, based on real data and information; 
functional results are measured continuously and systematically and are 
compared with specific controlling measures. Improvement plans are 
developed and run due to evaluation of functional variation continuously. 
Innovation and creativity in doing basic changes is observed. 
Functional results and lessons learned are documented systematically and 
continuously and shared with related departments; these experiences are 
used properly by departments. 
Approach is integrated with organization’s mission, strategies and 
requirements specified by top level and other areas’ expectations and 
enablers. 

 

There is a specific approach which is addresses general requirements of 
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level Score Enablers 
Le

ve
l 3

 

3 

enablers. Inputs, outputs and approach responsible are stated. 
Approach is implemented truly in related departments and projects, 
though there are some nonconformities and shortcoming in deferent 
departments and projects. 
There is a process for planning, assessing and performance improving, 
based on real data and information. There are some indication of 
Innovation and creativity in doing basic changes. 
Functional results and lessons learned are documented systematically and 
shared with related departments. 
Approach is coordinated with organization’s mission, strategies and 
requirements specified by top level and other areas’ expectations and 
enablers. 

2 

There are some sign of specific approach with basic levels of their 
requirements.  
Approach is in early stage of its implementation in most of related 
departments and projects. 
There is a process in its early stage for planning and an overall approach 
for assessing and performance improving of enablers. 
Functional results and lesson learned are documented sporadically and 
shared with related departments. There is no specific procedure for 
sharing them with related departments. 
Approach is coordinated with requirements specified by top level and 
other areas’ expectations and enablers. Le

ve
l 4

 
Le

ve
l 5

 

1 

There is no specific approach.  
There is no sign of implementing an approach. 
There is no specific plan based on real data and information for 
determining enablers’ objectives and performance controlling measures 
and improvement is done through repelling reactions against problems. 
Functional results and lessons learned are not documented and are not 
shared with related departments.  
There is no sign of vertical and horizontal integrity. 
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Table 4-8: sample of experts in five groups 

Percent 
from 
total 

returned Short 
listed 

Expert types 

18.1% 17 43 
Managerial stakeholders of client 
organization 

34% 32 56 
Managerial stakeholders of project 
oriented engineering consultant 
organizations 

9.6% 9 15 
Managerial stakeholders of project 
oriented management consultant 
organizations 

30.9% 29 74 
Independent consultants in various 
areas 

7.4% 7 16 
University professors active in related 
fields of research 

100% 94 204 Sum 
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Table 4-9: Elements of successful partnering  

Element 
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Management commitment ü ü ü  ü ü ü ü   ü ü ü 10 
Equity ü ü  ü ü ü  ü    ü  7 
Mutual vision, goals and objectives ü ü  ü ü  ü ü    ü ü 8 
Trust ü  ü ü ü ü  ü  ü ü ü ü 10 
Continuous evaluation/improvement of performance ü ü ü  ü   ü ü ü  ü ü 9 
Good communication   ü  ü ü  ü  ü ü  ü 7 
Conflict resolution processes  ü   ü   ü   ü   4 
Early implementation of the partnering arrangement/involvement of key participants     ü ü  ü   ü   4 
Education, training and preparation       ü ü    ü  3 
Innovation     ü ü     ü   3 
Long-term commitment  ü  ü       ü  ü 4 
Partnering workshop     ü  ü   ü    3 
Mutual rewards and benefits    ü  ü     ü   3 
Shared risk  ü  ü     ü ü    4 
Integrated team, agreements, Contracts      ü    ü ü   3 
Investment    ü     ü     2 
Learning culture/exchange of knowledge     ü     ü    2 
Competence of work          ü ü   2 
Financial stability         ü ü ü   3 
Reputation          ü    1 
Compatibility          ü ü   2 
Respect         ü  ü   2 
Quality           ü  ü 2 
Partnering tools & procedure            ü  1 
Timely responsiveness            ü  1 
Culture fit             ü 1 
Technical expertise             ü 1 
Teamwork    ü        ü   2 
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Table 4-10: final enablers 

Enablers  
Indicator 
in next 
table 

Strategic Level:  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a procedure exists in 
the organization for identifying goals of partnering? 

1 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a procedure exists in 
the organization for identifying key areas and strategies for partnering? 

2 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a procedure exists in 
the organization for selecting main groups of partners and mode of partnering with 
each group based on shared interests, environmental conditions and potential 
(technical ease) for partnering? 

3 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a procedure exists in 
the organization for identifying potential partners and their competencies? 

4 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that a procedure exists in 
the organization for identifying measures and criteria for assessing and selecting 
partners? 

5 

Program Management Level:  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has 
defined a structure for its partnering activities? 

6 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization forms 
partnerships on a long-term rather than project-based basis? 

7 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization uses 
grouping for partnering needs and forms partnerships based on shared requirements 
in programs rather than requirements of each project? 

8 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has plans 
for mutual development with its strategic partners? 

9 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization assesses 
its strategic partnerships and makes continuous improvements? 

10 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization asks its 
partners if they have any claims or unsatisfied expectations from organization, and 
then remedies such issues? 

11 

Project Level (part 1: Forming Partnership)  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has 
identified and clarified goals of partnering in the specified project? 

12 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization 
investigates environmental conditions with regard to requirements of partnering? 

13 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has used 
an efficient procedure for assessing and selecting partners of project with proper 
attention to project-level, project-level and strategic-level requirements? 

14 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has 
selected mode and scope of cooperation in each partnering and also contract type 
based on reasonable grounds? 

15 

Project Level (part 2: Leading Partnership)  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has 
announced goals and benefits of partnership to all people involved in it to any 
extent? 

16 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that an integrated and united 
leadership is governing the partnership? 

17 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that there exists a win-win 
approach among partners and that organization pays proper attention and makes sure 
that expectations of all entities involved in partnerships are satisfied?  

18 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that proper coordination 
procedures are in place and thus conflicts in scope of work are kept in a minimal 
level? 

19 
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Enablers  
Indicator 
in next 
table 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has 
defined scope of partnering based on competencies of partners and potential for 
synergy? 

20 

Project Level (part 3: Supporting Partnership)  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that scope of partnership 
and roles of partners are clear and with enough details? 

21 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has paid 
proper attention to requirements of client of project in defining scope of partnering? 

22 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has made 
any possible effort to make the partnership as fruitful as possible? 

23 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that partners have made it 
possible to learn from each other continuously and improve procedures base on what 
they have learned? 

24 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that coordination and 
communication between partners satisfies requirements of partnership? 

25 

Project Level (part 4: Controlling Partnership)  
Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization is 
effectively monitoring activities relating to partnerships? 

26 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization on a 
continuous basis makes corrective actions to improve performance of partnerships 
and if necessary modifies scope of partnering or terminates ineffective partnerships? 

27 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization assesses 
and evaluates results of each partnership after its closure? 

28 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization has 
documented key issues, problems, solutions and innovations in lifetime of 
partnership and uses them to make improvements? 

29 

Does observations and evidence support the assumption that organization pays 
proper attention to claims, dissatisfactions and other conflict or problems stated by 
its partners and resolves them? 

30 

 

 

 

Table 4-11: Enablers in different area 
Total Project Program Plan Area 
6 4 1 1 Partnership 
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Table 4-12: Total Variance Explained 
C

om
po

ne
nt

 Initial Eigen values Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% 

1 5.889 19.631 19.631 5.889 19.631 19.631 4.595 15.317 15.317 
2 5.357 17.857 37.488 5.357 17.857 37.488 4.417 14.724 30.041 
3 3.973 13.244 50.732 3.973 13.244 50.732 4.300 14.332 44.374 
4 3.774 12.580 63.312 3.774 12.580 63.312 4.268 14.226 58.599 
5 3.003 10.010 73.323 3.003 10.010 73.323 3.741 12.471 71.071 
6 2.812 9.375 82.697 2.812 9.375 82.697 3.488 11.626 82.697 
7 .473 1.575 84.272       
8 .470 1.566 85.838       
9 .414 1.382 87.220       
10 .386 1.287 88.507       
11 .359 1.197 89.703       
12 .334 1.114 90.817       
13 .300 1.000 91.817       
14 .288 .961 92.778       
15 .275 .917 93.695       
16 .230 .768 94.463       
17 .215 .718 95.180       
18 .212 .708 95.889       
19 .186 .619 96.507       
20 .163 .542 97.050       
21 .154 .512 97.562       
22 .142 .474 98.036       
23 .118 .395 98.430       
24 .103 .344 98.775       
25 .096 .320 99.094       
26 .093 .309 99.403       
27 .072 .239 99.642       
28 .055 .184 99.826       
29 .052 .174 100.000       
30 1.500E-16 5.000E-16 100.000       
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Table 4-13: Rotated Component Matrix 

Criteria 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

VAR00001 -.062 -.054 .020 .059 .927 -.006 
VAR00002 -.120 .062 .092 -.052 .845 -.040 
VAR00003 .097 .039 -.036 .017 .828 .090 
VAR00004 -.062 -.082 -.067 .000 .881 -.026 
VAR00005 -.169 .032 -.024 .078 .806 -.047 
VAR00006 .920 .044 -.089 .038 -.060 -.027 
VAR00007 .872 .083 -.039 .103 -.033 -.002 
VAR00008 .821 .035 -.125 .195 -.037 -.153 
VAR00009 .825 -.012 -.132 .027 -.102 -.139 
VAR00010 .847 -.058 -.042 -.054 -.011 -.125 
VAR00011 .858 .039 -.011 .132 -.097 .080 

VAR00012 -.058 -.040 .065 -.075 -.005 .953 
VAR00013 -.067 -.186 .021 -.046 -.020 .885 
VAR00014 -.125 -.055 .026 -.034 -.032 .908 
VAR00015 -.064 -.040 .098 -.002 .030 .911 
VAR00016 .097 -.080 -.068 .949 -.009 -.070 
VAR00017 .104 -.072 .004 .907 -.032 .022 
VAR00018 .022 -.102 .041 .916 .065 -.046 
VAR00019 .046 -.082 .080 .893 .072 -.110 
VAR00020 .132 -.101 .117 .864 .011 .035 
VAR00021 -.123 -.066 .949 .049 -.062 .025 
VAR00022 -.124 -.106 .889 .116 .077 -.011 
VAR00023 -.019 .034 .916 -.034 .037 .022 
VAR00024 -.050 .003 .912 .014 -.007 .125 
VAR00025 -.103 -.117 .904 .038 -.068 .066 
VAR00026 -.016 .955 -.082 -.133 -.019 -.065 
VAR00027 .051 .902 .008 -.037 .024 -.076 
VAR00028 -.016 .955 -.082 -.133 -.019 -.065 
VAR00029 .036 .907 -.061 -.065 -.019 -.076 
VAR00030 .060 .903 -.033 -.077 .032 -.049 
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