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Abstract

Business development plays a critical strategic role in organizational growth, yet it lacks a structured
performance measurement framework capable of capturing its multi-phase and multidimensional
characteristics. This study develops a hierarchical performance evaluation framework that links
strategic intent with measurable execution across six interdependent phases of the business
development process. The framework integrates eighteen key performance indicators and applies the
Analytic Hierarchy Process to derive relative phase weights and maintain internal coherence within
the evaluation architecture. Scenario-based simulations examine the robustness of the framework
under alternative strategic orientations, including growth-focused, efficiency-driven, and balanced
configurations. Results indicate that the feasibility evaluation and risk validation phases exert the
strongest influence on aggregate performance outcomes, while sensitivity analysis confirms the
stability of the weighting structure across strategic contexts. An illustrative organizational
application demonstrates how the framework translates strategic priorities into structured
performance assessment. By extending hierarchical multi-criteria evaluation into the domain of
business development, this study advances performance measurement research through the
development of an architecture-sensitive evaluation logic that supports transparency, comparability,
and strategic alignment in complex cross-functional processes.

Keywords: business development; performance measurement; performance management;
multi-criteria evaluation; strategic alignment; hierarchical framework

1. Introduction

Organizational growth depends on structured business development activities that renew
strategic direction, expand resource configurations, and build collaborative advantage (O’Brien and
Fadem, 1999; Achtenhagen et al., 2017). Firms operating in competitive and volatile environments
frame opportunities, assess strategic alignment, evaluate feasibility, validate risk exposure, structure
agreements, and govern alliances. These activities connect long-term strategic intent with operational
execution and cross-boundary coordination (Cabral et al., 2020; Zahra et al., 2018). Business
development constitutes a multi-stage organizational process that integrates strategic reasoning with
relational and analytical capabilities.

Business development holds strategic relevance; however, existing performance measurement
systems remain structurally misaligned with its process characteristics (Serensen, 2018; Wei and Lin,
2024b). Conventional evaluation frameworks emphasize outcome-based indicators, financial returns,
and periodic assessment cycles (Johnsen and Vakkuri, 2006; Wong et al., 2015). In contrast, business
development activities unfold as a multi-phase, cross-functional process characterized by delayed
feedback, relational interdependence, and strategic uncertainty (Giglierano et al., 2011; Back and
Taipale-Eravala, 2023; Wei and Lin, 2024a). This structural mismatch fragments evaluation practices,
as organizations assess discrete activities without regard to their hierarchical interdependencies
(Witthaut and von Delft, 2017; La Rocca et al., 2019). Differences across industries, organizational
structures, and strategic orientations complicate the formulation of stable performance dimensions
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(Vanhaverbeke and Peeters, 2005). As a result, organizations lack an integrated evaluative
architecture capable of capturing systemic consequences across business development phases.

Research examines specific components of the business development process, including
opportunity identification, alliance formation, and negotiation dynamics (Forsman, 2008). These
studies generate theoretical and empirical insight but leave process stages unstructured within a
unified evaluative framework. Many performance assessments rely on outcome indicators such as
revenue growth, project completion, and financial return (Arvey and Murphy, 1998). Outcome
measures emphasize short-term output and neglect structural interdependence, strategic alignment
quality, risk containment mechanisms, and relational governance. Business development unfolds
across extended time horizons and engages multiple stakeholders under conditions of uncertainty
(Ensslin et al., 2018). Its evaluation demands a multidimensional and process-sensitive performance
architecture.

Lack of structured performance domains produces managerial inconsistency. Organizations
depend on fragmented indicators, subjective interpretation, and retrospective financial outcomes
when assessing development initiatives (Coulson-Thomas, 2001). Such practices constrain
comparability across projects and weaken systematic organizational learning. The literature has yet
to articulate a coherent architecture that organizes interdependent evaluation dimensions into a
stable performance framework.

This study advances performance measurement scholarship through the construction of a
hierarchical evaluation architecture for business development. The framework organizes six
interrelated performance domains: Opportunity Framing, Strategic Fit Assessment, Feasibility
Evaluation, Risk Validation, Agreement Structuring and Alliance Performance Governance. Each
domain defines a distinct locus of evaluative responsibility and preserves systemic interdependence
within the broader development process (Kind and zu Knyphausen-Aufsef3, 2007).

This framework defines performance as a structured architecture instead of isolated metrics.
Formalized priority relationships among domains create a coherent evaluative structure and connect
with measurable indicators to enable application across contexts. Analytic Hierarchy Process
stabilizes hierarchical relationships and ensures logical consistency in weight derivation. Scenario-
based simulation tests the influence of alternative strategic orientations on the hierarchy and sustains
architectural coherence.

Through this architectural approach, the study contributes to performance measurement
literature in three ways. First, it extends hierarchical evaluation logic into the underdeveloped
domain of business development processes. Second, it integrates fragmented conceptual insights into
a unified performance architecture that enables systematic comparison and diagnosis. Third, it
provides managers with a transferable evaluative structure that supports adaptive calibration while
maintaining structural coherence. By shifting attention from isolated outcomes to structured
performance architecture, the study strengthens the theoretical and practical foundations of business
development evaluation.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Business Development as a Strategic and Process Domain

Business development functions as a strategic mechanism that shapes long-term growth and
competitive positioning (Noda and Bower, 1996). It connects innovation, alliance formation, and
market expansion to the identification and capture of new opportunities (Bowonder and Miyake,
1994; Mahnke et al., 2007). This function links strategic intent with coordinated organizational action
and integrates planning with implementation under conditions of uncertainty (Abdallah and
Langley, 2014).

Scholars associate business development with cross-functional collaboration and organizational
adaptation (Aalbers et al., 2016). Firms employ business development processes to respond to
environmental change, form partnerships, and renew value propositions (Kolk et al., 2008; Giesecke,
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2012). These activities extend across multiple organizational units and involve iterative learning and
capability development (Tallon, 2007).

The strategic character of business development defines it as a process domain instead of a
transactional activity. Each stage generates strategic value and directs subsequent decisions.
Interrelated phases must remain coherent, and strategic priorities must align with execution for
performance to emerge. Viewing business development as an integrated process domain provides
the basis for structured performance evaluation.

2.2. Gaps in Performance Evaluation

Research recognizes business development as a strategic function, yet performance evaluation
lacks a coherent structural framework (Goyal and Mishra, 2019). Many studies adopt financial or
output-based indicators to assess results, including revenue growth, cost efficiency, and project
completion (Johnsen and Vakkuri, 2006; Wong et al., 2015). These measures capture observable
outcomes but fail to represent strategic alignment, relational capital, and innovation capacity.

Evaluation criteria diverge from strategic intent and weaken accountability while constraining
organizational learning (Barbato and Turri, 2022). Scholars identify phases and activities in business
development processes; limited research connects these stages through measurable performance
logic. Descriptive models clarify process sequences and omit the integration of qualitative reasoning
with quantitative assessment. Such fragmentation restricts systematic comparison across initiatives.

A structured performance framework must organize business development into interrelated
domains and assign measurable indicators that reflect strategic priorities and operational execution.
Such an architecture enables consistent evaluation across projects and supports cumulative learning
within organizations.

This limitation reflects a deeper structural issue in prevailing performance systems, which treat
business development as a set of discrete outcomes instead of an interdependent strategic process.
Financial outputs and short-cycle indicators dominate existing frameworks and obscure the
cumulative and hierarchical character of development activities. Evaluation mechanisms therefore
fail to capture how weaknesses in analytical or validation phases influence subsequent stages and
shape aggregate performance. The absence of an architecture-sensitive evaluation logic constitutes a
structural deficiency beyond a simple lack of measurement indicators.

The conceptual distinction between business development and conventional performance
evaluation clarifies the structural gap identified above. Table 1 synthesizes these distinctions across
key evaluative dimensions and highlights the structural characteristics that necessitate a
multidimensional performance architecture.

Table 1. Distinctions between Business Development and Conventional Performance Evaluation.

Aspect Business Development Evaluation General Performance Evaluation

. . . Output-based (sales, cost,
Outcome Type  Strategic value, innovation, market growth

delivery)
Time Frame Long-term, delayed feedback Short-term, regular cycles
Data Scope Fragmented, confidential Structured and standardized
Goal Focus Adaptive and learning-oriented Fixed and KPI-driven

Functional Scope Cross-departmental, shared accountability ~Department-specific, fixed roles

Source: Author own work.

Distinctions summarized in Table 1 indicate that business development performance extends
beyond outcome-based or efficiency-driven metrics. Its multidimensional and process-oriented
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character requires structured phase articulation and measurable domain alignment to sustain
coherent evaluation.

2.3. Phase-Based Conceptualizations of Business Development

Researchers structure business development into sequential phases to clarify process logic and
decision progression. Lorenzi (2013) presents a structured development process, Forsman (2008)
adopts a project-oriented perspective, and Hollander (2002) identifies multidimensional performance
factors across development stages. Park et al. (2017) connect development activities with measurable
outcomes such as commercialization success.

These contributions clarify the progression of activities and highlight critical transition points across
stages. Phase-based models define key decision domains and delineate responsibility across organizational
units. Each phase shapes subsequent actions and influences cumulative performance trajectories.

Existing phase-based approaches articulate process logic and strategic sequencing; however, they lack a
structured mechanism that integrates interdependencies among phases into a coherent evaluative hierarchy
(Harris and Tayler, 2019; Manheim, 2023). These models present phases as sequential or descriptive stages and
leave unresolved the question of relative systemic consequence across development domains. Without explicit
prioritization relationships, phase-based frameworks position domains as parallel components rather than
hierarchically consequential elements within the development process. The absence of structured weighting
logic constrains their capacity to represent cumulative impact across the business development lifecycle (Fisher,
2021).

2.4. Performance Indicators and Domain Logic

Performance evaluation requires the identification of indicators that reflect strategic intent,
feasibility, and adaptability (Van De Ven et al., 2023; Aithal and Aithal, 2023; Kotter, 2024). Indicator
selection shapes the structure of evaluation and determines how organizations interpret
development outcomes. Clear alignment between indicators and strategic priorities strengthens
evaluative coherence and supports accountability.

Business development spans multiple decision domains, which demand indicators that capture
process efficiency, outcome quality, and strategic alignment. This study assigns three indicators to
each performance domain to maintain structural balance and comparability across phases. The
selection reflects insights from management and business development research and anchors
evaluation criteria in established theoretical foundations.

Representative indicators include opportunity alignment, resource compatibility, risk
mitigation, and knowledge transfer (Van de Ven et al., 2022). These constructs draw on models such
as the Balanced Scorecard, value creation theory, and alliance capability frameworks. Integration of
these indicators into a structured hierarchy connects conceptual reasoning with measurable
performance criteria and supports systematic assessment across development initiatives.

2.5. Structuring Mechanisms in Multi-Criteria Performance Evaluation

Complex performance domains require structured decision mechanisms that translate
qualitative judgment into coherent quantitative hierarchies (Lee ef al., 1995; Zhang and Tan, 2012).
Multi-criteria decision models provide formal procedures that organize competing evaluation criteria
and clarify relative importance among dimensions (Saaty, 2008; Saaty, 2013). These models support
systematic comparison across heterogeneous indicators and strengthen internal consistency within
hierarchical structures.

Analytic Hierarchy Process decomposes complex evaluation problems into structured levels
that connect overall objectives, performance domains, and measurable indicators (Yahya and
Kingsman, 1999; Bhagwat and Sharma, 2007). Pairwise comparison logic establishes priority
relationships across domains and produces a consistent weighting structure (Cheng and Li, 2001;
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Yang and Ping, 2002). Consistency assessment reinforces logical coherence and stabilizes hierarchical
architecture (Saaty, 2013).

Applications of multi-criteria frameworks extend across performance management, strategic
planning, and project evaluation (Harris and Tayler, 2019; Manheim, 2023). These applications
demonstrate the suitability of hierarchical structuring when organizations evaluate
multidimensional processes that integrate strategic alignment, risk consideration, and resource
allocation (Ishizaka and Labib, 2011). Within business development, such structuring clarifies
interdependencies among phases and supports systematic performance assessment (Van Horenbeek
and Pintelon, 2014).

2.6. Scenario Analysis and Structural Robustness

Hierarchical evaluation models require examination under alternative strategic configurations
to ensure structural stability. Scenario analysis provides a structured approach that explores how
variations in strategic orientation influence performance outcomes (Manheim, 2023). This approach
enables systematic testing of hierarchical relationships and clarifies the sensitivity of overall
evaluation results to domain weighting structures (Sabaei et al., 2015).

Performance architectures that integrate multiple domains must sustain coherence across
shifting strategic priorities (Ishizaka and Labib, 2011; Wu ef al., 2018). Sensitivity analysis assesses the
effect of weight variation on aggregate performance scores and reveals structural dependence among
domains. Such examination strengthens confidence in the internal logic of the evaluative framework
and supports managerial interpretation (Li and Li, 2009).

Scenario-based analysis therefore complements hierarchical modeling by linking structural
design with strategic application. Integration of robustness testing into the evaluation architecture
enhances analytical transparency and reinforces the credibility of structured performance assessment
(Zott, 2003).

The preceding discussion identifies structural, methodological, and contextual challenges in
evaluating business development performance. Table 2 consolidates these challenges and articulates
their implications for framework construction.

Table 2. Challenges in Evaluating Business Development Performance and Their Implications.

Challenge Description

Absence of Standard Metrics Lack of benchmarks across firms reduces comparability.

Reliance on Subjective Limited data increase dependence on expert opinion, reducing
Judgment reliability.

Complex Impact External and internal variables obscure causal relationships.

Slow Feedback Extended timelines restrict timely adjustment.

Intangible Results Outcomes such as trust and strategic fit resist direct measurement.

Source: Author own work.

Challenges summarized in Table 2 establish the rationale for constructing a hierarchical
performance architecture that integrates structured domains, explicit indicators, and systematic
weighting logic. This rationale anchors architectural design and methodological specification within
a coherent evaluative framework.
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3. Methodology
3.1 Research Design

This study constructs a hierarchical performance evaluation architecture for business
development. The research conceptualizes business development as an integrated process domain
that links strategic intent with operational execution across six performance domains: Opportunity
Framing, Strategic Fit Assessment, Feasibility Evaluation, Risk Validation, Agreement Structuring
and Alliance Performance Governance. Each domain contains three key performance indicators
derived from strategic management and innovation literature.

The research design formalizes relationships among domains and indicators within a structured
hierarchy. Analytic Hierarchy Process establishes priority relationships across domains through
pairwise comparison logic and produces a consistent weighting structure. Scenario-based simulation
examines how alternative strategic orientations influence overall performance outcomes while
preserving structural coherence.

This design aligns conceptual domain structuring with measurable indicators and systematic
weighting logic. The resulting architecture supports consistent evaluation across development
initiatives and enables analytical comparison under varying strategic conditions.

3.2. Business Development Process Framework

This study structures business development into six interrelated performance domains:
Opportunity Framing, Strategic Fit Assessment, Feasibility Evaluation, Risk Validation, Agreement
Structuring and Alliance Performance Governance. These domains represent evaluative loci within
an integrated development architecture rather than discrete administrative steps. Each domain
defines a distinct performance responsibility while sustaining systemic interdependence across the
process.

Opportunity Framing identifies strategic relevance and screens potential initiatives according to
organizational priorities. Strategic Fit Assessment examines alignment of partner capabilities with
long-term strategic direction. Feasibility Evaluation analyzes financial, operational, and market
viability. Risk Validation verifies assumptions and clarifies exposure across legal, financial, and
strategic dimensions. Agreement Structuring establishes contractual clarity and allocates
responsibility. Alliance Performance Governance monitors strategic alignment, communication flow,
and outcome realization across the collaboration lifecycle.

The framework assumes that value creation emerges through cumulative coherence across
domains. Each domain generates measurable outcomes that influence subsequent evaluation results
and shape overall performance. Structured articulation of domains links process logic to performance
indicators and provides the conceptual foundation for hierarchical evaluation.

3.3. Construction of Performance Indicators

This study constructs performance indicators through systematic synthesis of strategic
management and innovation literature. Each performance domain incorporates three indicators that
capture strategic alignment, relational capability, and operational execution. Selection criteria derive
from the conceptual domain architecture and ground measurement in established theoretical
constructs.

Opportunity Framing incorporates Relevance, Efficiency, and Timeliness to capture strategic
screening capability. Strategic Fit Assessment includes Strategic Fit, Partner Potential, and Resource
Requirements to evaluate alignment with organizational direction and resource capacity. Feasibility
Evaluation integrates Analytical Depth, Risk Identification, and Goal Alignment to reflect structured
decision analysis. Risk Validation emphasizes Information Accuracy, Financial Clarity, and Risk
Transparency to support informed commitment. Agreement Structuring assesses Agreement
Effectiveness, Flexibility, and Value Realization. Alliance Performance Governance tracks Strategic
Alignment, Communication Flow and Outcome Monitoring to sustain collaborative performance.
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Table 3 presents the six performance domains, their associated indicators, conceptual
definitions, and representative literature sources. The four-column structure clarifies how each
indicator operationalizes a specific domain responsibility and links conceptual reasoning to
measurable evaluation criteria. Explicit articulation of definitions and literature grounding enhances
transparency and supports structural consistency across the evaluation architecture.

Table 3. Phases and evaluation indicators of business development process.

Phases Indicators Description Rejia.resentatlve
iterature
Opportunity Relevance Relevance measures the degree of Hamilton
Framing alignment between a potential (1974);
opportunity and the organization’s Mazzarol and
strategic ~ goals. =~ A relevant Reboud (2022)
opportunity  supports long-term
growth, fits the firm’s market
position, and reflects existing
priorities in innovation, scale, or
capability.

Efficiency Efficiency evaluates the resource use Boh and
and procedural clarity in identifying Ravindran
and filtering opportunities. This (2023);
includes time, effort, and information Friedrich et al.
handling required to reach a decision (2024)
point without unnecessary delay or
duplication.

Timeliness Timeliness measures whether the Gaglio and Katz
process concludes within a window (2001); Mills
that provides a time advantage over and
competitors or market changes. A Siempelkamp
timely process ensures readiness to (2012)
proceed without delay or missed
openings.

Strategic ~ Fit Strategic Fit Strategic fit evaluates the alignment Ardichvili et al.
Assessment between the potential partner’s (2003); Robben
capabilities and the organization’s (2010)
long-term goals. It considers factors
such as market position,
technological compatibility, and
alignment in values or strategic
intent.

Partner Potential Partner potential measures the future Hitt et al. (2000);
value the candidate can contribute to Li et al. (2008)
the collaboration. It focuses on
growth capacity, innovation strength,
and the ability to support joint
objectives over time.

Resource Resource requirements assess input Van Burg et al.

Requirements demands the partnership places on (2012); Sun et al.
the organization, including capital, (2020)
staff, and infrastructure. This
category includes financial
investment, staffing, technology
integration, and operational support
necessary for successful engagement.

Feasibility Analytical Depth Analytical depth examines the extent Delen and Ram
Evaluation of evaluation based on financial, (2018);
strategic, operational, and market Sedkaoui (2018)

data. A high-quality evaluation
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investigates  core  assumptions,
performance drivers, and potential
outcomes based on evidence.

Risk Identification Risk identification captures the extent Paasi et al.
to which the analysis reveals (2008); Buntak
potential threats to success. This et al. (2019)
category includes legal, financial,
operational, and reputational risks
that could hinder implementation or
long-term value.
Goal Alignment Goal alignment evaluates the Aversano et al.
strength of support the opportunity (2013); Roelens
provides for strategic and operational et al. (2019)
objectives. It confirms that intended
outcomes match the firm’s mission,
current capabilities, and future
direction.
Risk Validation Information Information accuracy measures the Harvey and
Accuracy reliability and completeness of data Lusch  (1995);
collected during investigation. It Lawrence
confirms that verified inputs and (2025)
consistent documentation support
the opportunity.
Financial Clarity Financial clarity evaluates the Rosenbloom
transparency and structure of (2010);
financial data provided by the Wangerin
prospective partner. It includes (2019)
revenue streams, cost structure, debt
levels, and valuation assumptions.
Risk Transparency Risk transparency captures the Morrison et al.
strength of threat identification across  (2008);
legal, operational, market, and Spedding
compliance areas. It helps decision- (2009)
makers act with full awareness of
potential exposure.
Agreement Agreement Agreement effectiveness measures Scanzoni and
Structuring Effectiveness the strength of alignment between Godwin (1990);
negotiated terms and strategic goals. Fells and Sheer
It reflects clarity in roles and supports  (2019)
reduction of ambiguity. A strong
agreement creates clear commitments
that enable implementation without
delays or disputes.
Flexibility Flexibility evaluates the capacity of Druckman
the agreement to accommodate (1993);
future change. It accounts for Druckman and
adjustment mechanisms that address Druckman
shifts in scope, timeline, or resources (1996)
while preserving mutual benefit.
Value Realization Value realization assesses how much Purdy (2011);
the negotiated outcome contributes to  Falcao (2012)
expected benefits. This includes
direct returns, strategic advantage,
and synergy captured through the
terms of the deal.
Alliance Strategic Alignment  Strategic alignment  measures Prashant and
Performance consistency between alliance Harbir (2009);
Governance activities and the organization’s long- Ben Jemaa-
term goals. It tracks whether the Boubaya et al.
(2020)
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partnership continues to support

shared direction and business intent.
Communication Communication flow evaluates the Butler (2010);
Flow precision and consistency of Franco et al.

information exchange within the (2024)
alliance. It includes message
accuracy, feedback mechanisms, and

access to relevant updates that
support coordination.

Outcome Monitoring Outcome  monitoring  assesses Musarra et al.
progress against defined objectives (2016); Tjemkes
throughout the alliance lifecycle. It et al. (2023)
focuses on performance tracking,
issue identification, and timely
response to deviations from expected
results.

Source: Author’s synthesis based on strategic management and innovation literature.

3.4. Evaluation Method: Analytic Hierarchy Process

Analytic Hierarchy Process structures complex evaluation problems through hierarchical
decomposition of objectives, domains, and indicators (Saaty, 2008; Saaty, 2013). The method applies
pairwise comparison logic to establish priority relationships across performance domains and derive
a consistent weighting structure. Consistency ratios assess logical coherence within the comparison
matrix and maintain structural integrity of the hierarchy.

The present study employs AHP as a formal structuring mechanism that translates conceptual
domain relationships into quantifiable priority weights. Pairwise comparisons encode theoretical
assumptions regarding relative strategic consequences across domains. Fixed weights preserve
internal coherence across simulation scenarios and sustain comparability of performance outcomes.

Integration of hierarchical weighting with scenario-based analysis enables the examination of
how alternative strategic orientations influence aggregate performance scores. This methodological
configuration aligns domain articulation, indicator structure, and weighting logic within a coherent
evaluative architecture.

3.5. Theoretical Positioning of the Weighting Structure

This study adopts a theoretically constructed normative weighting structure to support its
objective of architectural model development. Rather than estimating context-specific phase
importance, the research establishes a coherent and generalizable performance evaluation
architecture for business development processes. Within this structural modeling orientation, the
weighting scheme functions as a formal design mechanism that embeds conceptual priority
relationships into a quantifiable and internally consistent hierarchy.

The pairwise comparison matrix translates theoretically grounded assumptions from strategic
management and performance measurement literature into an ordered representation of the systemic
consequences associated with failure across development phases. In this sense, the weights reflect
structural prioritization within the evaluation architecture and function as parameters that stabilize
the hierarchical configuration and preserve analytical coherence across strategic configurations.

Empirically derived or expert-elicited weights capture organizational or industry-specific
priorities. While such calibration may enhance contextual precision, it repositions the model toward
applied estimation and limits its abstraction and transferability. By maintaining a normative decision-
analytic stance, the present framework preserves structural generalizability and provides a reference
architecture suitable for cross-contextual adaptation.

Organizations implementing the framework may recalibrate phase weights through expert
judgment or contextual adjustment to reflect specific strategic priorities or risk profiles. The

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202507.2311.v2
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 2 March 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202507.2311.v2

10 of 25

normative configuration therefore serves as a foundational structural template that enables adaptive
managerial application without compromising the integrity of the hierarchical design.

3.6. Data Sources and Simulation Logic

The study draws on conceptual synthesis and published organizational cases to construct
illustrative evaluation scenarios. Scenario design reflects representative conditions in business
development, including partner risk, market volatility and strategic trade-offs. These scenarios
provide structured inputs that activate the hierarchical evaluation architecture and generate
comparative performance outcomes.

Simulation models strategic configurations through controlled variation of domain performance
scores while maintaining fixed hierarchical weights. This approach clarifies how shifts in strategic
emphasis influence aggregate evaluation results and reveal structural dependence across domains.
Spreadsheet-based computation ensures transparency of calculation procedures and allows
replication of performance scoring logic.

An anonymized organizational illustration demonstrates application of the hierarchical
architecture in practice. The illustration presents domain scoring patterns and shows how the
evaluation structure translates strategic conditions into measurable outcomes. This demonstration
serves explanatory and architectural purposes rather than empirical validation.

The study computes pairwise matrix normalization, priority vector derivation, consistency ratio
assessment, and sensitivity analysis using standard matrix operations and weighted aggregation
procedures.

3.7. Methodological Limitations

The proposed model represents a structured abstraction of business development processes.
Hierarchical decomposition clarifies domain responsibilities and supports systematic evaluation
under defined strategic configurations. Fixed hierarchical weights preserve comparability across
scenarios and stabilize structural relationships within the architecture.

The model excludes dynamic weight adjustment and industry-specific calibration. Business
development practice involves contextual variation, domain interdependence, and adaptive
prioritization across strategic environments. Empirical calibration with primary organizational data
and sector-sensitive weighting structures would extend contextual specificity and enhance practical
precision.

These boundaries define the scope of the present framework as a generalizable evaluative
architecture. Subsequent empirical application can refine weighting logic and domain interaction
patterns while preserving the structural foundation established in this study.

4. Developing a Model to Evaluate Business Development Performance
4.1 Overview of the Evaluation Framework

The proposed model evaluates business development performance through a hierarchical
architecture that integrates domain articulation, weighting logic, and scenario-based simulation.
Strategic priorities translate into measurable outcomes through structured aggregation across
performance domains.

Six interrelated domains operate as evaluative components within the hierarchy, each supported
by three indicators that function as measurable inputs. These inputs feed the aggregation mechanism
and produce composite performance scores under alternative strategic configurations.

A three-level structure organizes the evaluation process. The highest tier defines the overall
objective of business development performance assessment. Intermediate domains represent
principal evaluative loci within the development process, while foundational indicators capture
execution quality across domains. Hierarchical arrangement enables weighting, aggregation, and
structured comparison of results.
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Priority relationships across domains derive from Analytic Hierarchy Process, which generates
consistent weighting parameters. Scenario-based simulation applies these parameters to examine
performance outcomes under defined strategic orientations. Integration of weighting and simulation
maintains structural coherence and analytical transparency within the evaluation architecture. Figure
1 visualizes the hierarchical configuration and clarifies relationships among objectives, domains,
indicators, and analytical modules.

Scenario-Based
Simulation

Business Development Performance

Level 1

Risk-Oriented Scenario

~ 4
ol  Opportunity Strategic Fit Feasibility Risk Agreement P ef\flohran::?\ e
3 Framing Assessment Evaluation Validation Structuring oV Growth-Oriented Scenario
T Balanced Scenario
.. Analytical Information Agreement Strategic

Relevance G IR Depth Accuracy Effectiveness Alignment v
o Weighteq I‘?ﬁ'l;egation
@ : Partner Risk Financial e Communication| via
E Efficiency Potential Identification Clarity Flexibility Flow 4

. Resource Goal Risk Value OUICOMIGIN . . .......................
UEIAEES Requirements Alignment Transparency Realization Monitoring B

Figure 1. Business Development Performance Evaluation Framework. Source: Author own work.

4.2. Structuring Evaluation with Analytic Hierarchy Process

Analytic Hierarchy Process organizes the evaluation architecture through hierarchical
weighting and aggregation logic (Saaty, 2008; Saaty, 2013). Pairwise comparison establishes priority
relationships across the six performance domains and produces a normalized weight vector. These
weights define the structural contribution of each domain within the composite performance
calculation.

Construction of the comparison matrix follows the Saaty nine-point scale to encode relative
strategic consequence across domains. Normalization yields a priority vector that represents the
hierarchical structure of domain importance. Consistency ratio assesses logical coherence within the
matrix and maintains structural integrity of the weighting configuration.

After weight determination, indicator scores aggregate through multiplication with
corresponding domain weights. Aggregation produces composite performance results under defined
strategic configurations. This procedure links domain articulation with measurable outcomes while
preserving internal consistency of the hierarchical structure.

Table 4 reports the derived weights for the six performance domains. Opportunity Framing and
Strategic Fit Assessment occupy foundational positions within the hierarchy, while Feasibility
Evaluation and Risk Validation receive greater structural emphasis in the weighting configuration.
Agreement Structuring and Alliance Performance Governance contributes moderate weighting
influence. These values represent the normative priority relationships encoded in the architectural
design rather than empirical estimations.

Table 4. Weight of Each Phase.

Phase Weight (Priority Vector )
Risk Validation 0.40446090
Feasibility Evaluation 0.27862927
Alliance Performance Governance 0.14102955

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202507.2311.v2
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 2 March 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202507.2311.v2

12 of 25

Agreement Structuring 0.09799976
Strategic Fit Assessment 0.05051450
Opportunity Framing 0.02736603

Note: The full derivation of these weights, including the pairwise comparison matrix, normalization, and

consistency analysis, is provided in Appendix A (Tables A1-A3).

The hierarchical weighting mechanism transforms multidimensional evaluation into a coherent
structural system. Domain prioritization governs aggregate performance behavior and sustains
analytical comparability across simulation scenarios.

4.3. Scenario-Based Simulation and Structural Behavior

Scenario-based simulation examines how the hierarchical evaluation architecture behaves under
alternative strategic configurations. The simulation applies the derived domain weights to composite
indicator scores and generates aggregate performance outcomes across defined strategic orientations.

Three strategic configurations structure the analysis. Growth-oriented orientation directs
stronger performance inputs toward Opportunity Framing and Alliance Performance Governance.
Efficiency-oriented orientation concentrates emphasis on Feasibility Evaluation and Risk Validation.
Balanced configuration assigns comparable performance inputs across all domains.

Each configuration specifies simulated indicator scores across the six performance domains.
Aggregation multiplies indicator scores by corresponding domain weights and produces composite
performance values. This computational process demonstrates how structural prioritization
influences overall evaluation outcomes within a fixed hierarchical architecture.

Table 5 reports the resulting composite scores under each strategic configuration. Configurations
that concentrate performance in domains with greater normative weighting produce higher
aggregate results. This pattern reflects the encoded priority relationships within the hierarchical
structure rather than empirical estimation.

Table 5. Simulation Results under Alternative Strategic Configurations.

Score Weighted
Phase . . . . . .
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C  Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Opportunity Framing 7 5 6 0.191562 0.13683 0.164196
Strategic Fit

8.666667  5.666667 6 0.437792 0.286249 0.303087
Assessment
Feasibility Evaluation = 5.666667  8.333333 6 1.578899 2.32191 1.671776
Risk Validation 5.333333  8.666667 6 2.157125 3.505328 2.426765
Agreement Structuring 7 5.666667 6 0.685998  0.555332  0.587999
Alliance Performance

8.666667 5 6 1.222256 0.705148 0.846177
Governance
Total 7.055556  6.388889 6 6.273633 7.510797 6

Source: Author own work.

Sensitivity analysis varies the weight assigned to Risk Validation within a defined interval and
recalculates composite scores across configurations. Rank order among strategic configurations
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remains stable across weight variation. Structural behavior therefore exhibits internal coherence
under controlled perturbation of weighting parameters.

Figure 2 visualizes sensitivity outcomes and illustrates proportional change in aggregate scores
across configurations. The hierarchical architecture maintains stable comparative relationships while
responding predictably to parameter adjustment.

S AR > O Risk Validation

m Risk Validation  ® Total Weighted Score

Figure 2. Sensitivity and Robustness Analysis Results. Source: Author own work.

The simulation validates the model’s capacity to reflect both strategic orientation and execution
quality. The results confirm that the weighted hierarchy meaningfully distinguishes between
strategies and produces reliable comparisons across scenarios. This outcome supports the model’s
suitability for both analytical research and managerial application in structured performance
evaluation.

4.4. Structural Interpretation of Model Behavior

Simulation outcomes illustrate interaction linking hierarchical weighting and strategic
configuration within the evaluation architecture. Distribution of performance inputs across domains
shapes aggregate results with greater structural influence than absolute indicator magnitude within
a single domain. Aggregate behavior follows encoded priority relationships embedded in the
hierarchical structure.

Domains carrying greater normative weight exert stronger influence on composite performance
outcomes. Emphasis on Feasibility Evaluation and Risk Validation produces elevated aggregate
scores under configurations that concentrate performance within these domains. Opportunity
Framing and Strategic Fit Assessment shape results through foundational positioning within the
hierarchy, while Agreement Structuring and Alliance Performance Governance contribute structural
stability across configurations.

Sensitivity analysis reveals stable rank ordering across controlled variation in domain weights.
Aggregate scores adjust in proportion to weight perturbation without reversal of comparative
relationships. Hierarchical aggregation therefore preserves structural coherence under parameter
adjustment.

Interaction linking domain prioritization and performance distribution highlights the
interpretive function of the architecture. Weight configuration governs translation of strategic
emphasis into composite outcomes, and hierarchical arrangement defines the pathway through
which domain performance shapes aggregate evaluation. The model operates as a structured
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analytical system that encodes normative priority relationships and generates predictable structural
behavior.

4.5. lllustrative Organizational Application

The study conducts an illustrative organizational application using secondary documentation
from a multinational enterprise with innovation partnerships and cross-border market expansion
activities. Descriptions of opportunity screening, partner evaluation, risk assessment, and alliance
governance practices inform qualitative scoring across the six performance domains defined in this
research.

Indicator scoring aligns organizational routines with Opportunity Framing, Strategic Fit
Assessment, Feasibility Evaluation, Risk Validation, Agreement Structuring and Alliance
Performance Governance. Hierarchical aggregation applies the established weighting configuration
to domain-level inputs and generates a composite performance profile.

The aggregation process clarifies how domain performance interacts with normative priority
structure and translates into overall evaluation outcomes. Domains carrying greater structural weight
exert stronger influence on the composite score, while foundational domains shape strategic
alignment within the hierarchy. This application therefore illustrates operational activation of the
evaluation architecture under real organizational conditions.

Detailed scoring tables, indicator-level justification, and extended analytical results appear in
Appendix C. The illustrative application serves a procedural function within the study by
demonstrating how qualitative organizational information converts into structured performance
evaluation without constituting empirical validation of the model.

4.6. Structural Synthesis and Model Consolidation

The hierarchical evaluation architecture exhibits stable structural behavior across simulated
strategic configurations. Domain prioritization governs aggregate performance outcomes, and
composite results reflect embedded normative weighting relationships. Sensitivity analysis indicates
rank stability under controlled variation in weighting parameters.

[lustrative organizational application demonstrates operational activation of the architecture
through domain-level scoring and hierarchical aggregation. The evaluation process converts
qualitative organizational practices into structured performance outputs while preserving internal
coherence within the weighting structure.

These findings establish the structural consistency of the hierarchical architecture and provide
the empirical foundation for subsequent theoretical and managerial discussion.

5. Discussion and Implications
5.1 Theoretical Integration

The study advances performance measurement theory by reconceptualizing business
development evaluation as a hierarchical consequence structure rather than a collection of parallel
performance indicators. Existing frameworks treat development domains as discrete or sequentially
ordered activities. This research introduces an architecture-sensitive evaluation logic where phase
interdependencies and systemic consequences shape aggregate performance outcomes. By
embedding prioritization into the structural design of the framework, the study shifts performance
assessment from outcome aggregation to consequence-based hierarchical evaluation.

Performance theory emphasizes goal alignment, indicator clarity and feedback mechanisms that
guide organizational behavior. The proposed architecture operationalizes these principles by
embedding domain-level indicators within a structured weighting configuration. Domain
articulation clarifies evaluative responsibility, while hierarchical aggregation transforms
multidimensional assessment into composite performance representation. This integration extends
outcome-based measurement toward process-oriented and governance-sensitive evaluation.
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This reconceptualization extends performance measurement theory beyond metric selection
toward structural configuration. Its contribution centers on formalizing the evaluative architecture
that governs relational impact across business development phases. The framework provides a
transferable theoretical template for analyzing process-oriented strategic domains characterized by
cumulative and cross-phase dependency.

5.2. Methodological Contribution

The study contributes to methodological development by employing Analytic Hierarchy
Process as a structuring mechanism rather than a predictive tool. Weight configuration embedded
normative priority relationships across business development domains and stabilizes structural
interaction under alternative strategic scenarios. Simulation analysis demonstrates how domain
prioritization shapes aggregate performance outcomes within a fixed hierarchical architecture.

Sensitivity examination indicates stability of comparative ranking under controlled variation in
domain weights. Structural coherence therefore emerges from the internal logic of hierarchical
aggregation rather than from empirical calibration. This methodological positioning differentiates
the model from case-based AHP applications and reinforces its role as a transferable evaluative
architecture.

5.3. Managerial Implications for Performance Governance

The hierarchical architecture provides organizations with a systematic mechanism to align
strategic orientation and operational execution. Domain structuring clarifies where performance
responsibility resides across opportunity framing, feasibility assessment, risk validation, and alliance
governance. Weight configuration formalizes strategic emphasis and translates prioritization into
measurable consequences within the evaluation system.

Composite performance results allow organizations to trace aggregate outcomes back to specific
domains and indicators. This traceability strengthens accountability and supports coordinated
adjustment across interdependent activities. Rather than relying solely on financial outcomes, the
framework incorporates relational, analytical, and governance dimensions into structured
performance oversight.

The architecture supports recalibration of strategic emphasis through adjustment of domain
weights. Organizations operating under growth, efficiency, or balanced orientations can modify
priority relationships while preserving structural coherence within the evaluation system.

5.4. Implications for Strategic Planning and Accountability

Business development unfolds across extended time horizons, yet organizations require
continuous monitoring and accountability. The proposed framework integrates process-level
indicators with hierarchical aggregation to bridge long-term strategic positioning and short-term
performance observation.

Structured evaluation across domains permits ongoing review of analytical depth, risk
transparency, agreement design, and alliance governance quality. This configuration sustains
strategic discipline while maintaining adaptability within evolving competitive environments.
Performance assessment therefore functions as an integrative mechanism linking planning,
execution, and oversight.

5.5. Research Boundaries and Future Development

The study adopts a normative weighting configuration to support conceptual architecture
construction. Applications across diverse industries may require recalibration of domain weights to
reflect contextual priorities. Empirical implementation using primary organizational data can extend
contextual specificity and refine indicator interpretation.
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Future development may explore dynamic interaction among domains and longitudinal
performance tracking within evolving alliance portfolios. Such extensions would preserve
hierarchical structure while enhancing contextual responsiveness of the evaluation architecture.

6. Conclusions

This study constructs a hierarchical performance evaluation architecture for business
development and integrates domain articulation, normative weighting configuration, and scenario-
based simulation within a unified analytical framework. The proposed model reconceptualizes
business development as a structured process domain and establishes measurable relationships
across opportunity framing, strategic fit assessment, feasibility evaluation, risk validation, agreement
structuring, and alliance performance governance.

The hierarchical configuration transforms multidimensional qualitative activities into a coherent
evaluative system. Domain structuring clarifies responsibility across interdependent phases, and
aggregation logic connects strategic prioritization with composite performance representation.
Sensitivity examination indicates structural stability of comparative outcomes under controlled
variation in domain weights, reinforcing internal coherence of the architecture.

The study advances performance measurement research by extending hierarchical evaluation
logic to an area characterized by conceptual dispersion and inconsistent assessment criteria. Rather
than relying on outcome-based financial indicators alone, the framework incorporates analytical,
relational, and governance dimensions into an integrated measurement structure. This contribution
establishes a transferable evaluative logic capable of accommodating alternative strategic
orientations through calibrated priority relationships.

Application of the architecture demonstrates operational feasibility of domain-level scoring and
hierarchical aggregation within organizational contexts. The model preserves abstraction while
enabling contextual adaptation through adjustment of weighting parameters. Such configurational
flexibility supports alignment between strategic emphasis and structured evaluation without
compromising structural integrity.

The proposed framework defines clear methodological boundaries. Normative weighting
configuration serves foundational architecture construction rather than empirical estimation. Future
empirical implementation across industries may refine contextual calibration and expand
understanding of domain interaction over time. Continued exploration of longitudinal application
can deepen theoretical insight into governance-sensitive performance measurement.

The study positions hierarchical structuring as the core logic of business development
evaluation and establishes a conceptual and methodological platform that enables systematic
assessment of complex development activity. The architecture integrates strategic orientation,
process discipline and performance transparency into a unified evaluative structure.

Appendix A. Derivation of AHP Phase Weights

This appendix presents the numerical procedure for deriving phase weights using the Analytic
Hierarchy Process.

The process includes (1) construction of a pairwise comparison matrix, (2) normalization to
obtain the priority vector, and (3) consistency verification.

Table A1. Pairwise Comparison Matrix for Six Business Development Phases.

RISk. Feasibility Alliance Agreement Strategic Fit Opportunity
Phases Validation . 7 Performance . .
Evaluation Structuring Assessment Framing
e Governance
Risk Validation 1 2 4 5 7
Feasibility Evaluation 1/2 1 3 4 6 8
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Alliance Performance 14 13 1 5 4 6
Governance
Agreement Structuring 1/5 1/4 1/2 1 3 5
. Fi
Strategic it 17 16 14 13 1 3
Assessment
Opportunity Framing 1/9 1/8 1/6 1/5 1/3 1

Note: Larger numerical values indicate greater importance of the row phase relative to the column phase.

Table A2. Normalized Matrix and Priority Vector.

Risk  Feasibility Alliance Agreement Strat.eglc Opportunity Priority
Phases Validation Evaluation Performance Structurin Fit Framin Vector
Governance & Assessment & (Weight)
Risk
. 0.4537 0.5161 0.4486 0.3989 0.3281 0.2813 0.4045
Validation
Feasibility
. 0.2269 0.2581 0.3364 0.3191 0.2813 0.2500 0.2786
Evaluation
Alliance
Performance 0.1134 0.0860 0.1122 0.1596 0.1875 0.1875 0.1410
Governance
A t
greemen 0.0907  0.0645 0.0561 0.0798 0.1406 01563  0.0980
Structuring
Strategi Fit
TAeEc T 00648 0.0430 0.0280 00266  0.0469 0.0938  0.0505
Assessment
Opportunity o201 0.0323 0.0187 0.0160 0.0156 00313  0.0274
Framing

Note: Each column was normalized by its total. The priority vector equals the row average and represents the

relative weight of each phase.

Table A3. Consistency Verification Results.

Metric Value
Amax 6.275
Consistency Index (CI) 0.055
Random Index (RL, n = 6) 1.24

Consistency Ratio (CR = CI/RI) 0.044

The consistency ratio below 0.10 indicates that the matrix satisfies logical consistency
requirements.

Summary:

The derived phase weights are:

Phase Weight
Risk Validation 0.4045
Feasibility Evaluation 0.2786
Alliance Performance Governance 0.1410
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Phase Weight
Agreement Structuring 0.0980
Strategic Fit Assessment 0.0505
Opportunity Framing 0.0274

These values indicate that Risk Validation and Feasibility Evaluation exert the strongest
influence on composite performance outcomes within the hierarchical architecture. The full
computation corresponds to the weight distribution reported in Table 4 of the main text.

Appendix B. Simulation Scenario Design

This appendix specifies the structural configuration of simulation scenarios used to examine
hierarchical response under alternative strategic orientations. The simulation applies normative
phase weights derived in Appendix A and evaluates composite performance behavior across distinct
domain-prioritization patterns.

B1. Scenario Configuration

Three strategic configurations structure the simulation analysis.

Scenario Strategic Emphasis Purpose Analytical Focus

Higher input concentration in Examine response of .
Sensitivity of aggregate

Growth- Opportunity Framing and composite performance to
. . . score to early-stage and
Oriented  Alliance Performance externally oriented . .
oL relational domains
Governance prioritization
Stability of aggregate score
. Higher input concentration in Examine structural y g,g &
Efficiency- . . . . under risk- and
. Feasibility Evaluation and behavior under analytically L .
Oriented . A . . evaluation-intensive
Risk Validation weighted domains .
prioritization
Baseline comparison of
Even distribution across all Provide structural . P
Balanced . . . . composite  performance
six domains reference configuration

behavior

B2. Simulation Parameters

The simulation applies a standardized indicator scale ranging from 0 to 100 for each key
performance indicator. This scale ensures comparability across domains and preserves proportional
relationships within the hierarchical aggregation process.

Phase weights correspond to the normative priority vector derived through the Analytic Hierarchy Process
in Appendix A. These weights remain fixed across all simulation scenarios to maintain structural coherence and
enable consistent cross-scenario comparison.

Composite performance scores result from weighted-sum aggregation across the six performance domains.
Each domain score equals the arithmetic mean of its three constituent indicators and enters the hierarchical
model through multiplication with the corresponding priority weight. This structure preserves intra-domain
balance and reflects inter-domain priority relationships.

Sensitivity testing introduces controlled variation in the weight assigned to Risk Validation within a
defined interval of plus or minus twenty percent of its baseline value. Adjustment of this parameter allows
examination of structural response under bounded perturbation of the dominant domain weight.

Composite performance ranking across scenarios functions as the principal evaluation metric. Ranking
stability under parameter variation serves as the criterion for assessing robustness of the hierarchical
architecture.
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B3. Structural Response

The efficiency-oriented configuration produced the highest composite score under the
normative weighting configuration. Growth-oriented and balanced configurations generated lower
aggregate values consistent with domain priority distribution.

Sensitivity variation in Risk Validation weight preserved ranking order across configurations,

indicating structural stability within the hierarchical architecture.

B4. Replication Basis

The study computes simulation results using standard matrix operations and weighted
aggregation procedures. Replication requires application of phase weights reported in Table 4 and
indicator structure presented in Table 3.

Appendix C. Illustrative Organizational Scoring Details
C1. Context and Scoring Basis

The illustrative organizational application draws on secondary documentation describing a
multinational enterprise with established innovation partnerships and cross-border alliance
activities. Reported opportunity screening routines, partner evaluation criteria, financial assessment
procedures and alliance governance mechanisms provide the informational basis for indicator
scoring.

Scoring follows the six-domain architecture defined in Chapter 3: Opportunity Framing,
Strategic Fit Assessment, Feasibility Evaluation, Risk Validation, Agreement Structuring and Alliance
Performance Governance. Each KPI receives a score on a ten-point scale based on documented
organizational practices and observable structural characteristics. Domain scores enter hierarchical
aggregation under the normative weighting configuration.

The illustrative organizational application draws on published case documentation of a
multinational enterprise operating in the chemical and materials industry (Karol ef al., 2002a; Karol
et al., 2002b).

C2. Domain-Level Indicator Scoring

1. Opportunity Framing

Performance
KPI Indicator Analytical Description
Score
Relevance of Identified opportunities align with long-term strategic 9/10
Opportunities priorities and emerging market positioning.
Efficiency of Structured screening routines support prioritization of 8.5/10
Assessment potential initiatives and resource allocation. '
Evaluation cycles correspond with market development
Timeliness . Y . P p 9/10
dynamics and planning schedules.
2. Strategic Fit Assessment
. . . Performance
KPI Indicator Analytical Description
Score
Partner selection criteria correspond with corporate objectives
Strategic Fit o , orresp P ) 9/10
in innovation and expansion.
Selected partners demonstrate complementary technological
Partner Potential P p y & 9/10

and organizational capabilities.
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Resource Resource estimation reflects structured assessment of 8.5/10
Requirements financial and managerial capacity. '
3. Feasibility Evaluation
. . Lo Performance
KPI Indicator Analytical Description
Score
Evaluation incorporates financial modeling, market analysis
Analytical Depth . P & 4 8.5/10
and operational assessment.
Risk mapping procedures identify operational and financial
Risk Identification ppmg p Y op 7.5/10
exposure.
Alignment  with Project evaluation corresponds with strategic direction and 9/10
Goals long-term positioning,.
4. Risk Validation
. . e Performance
KPI Indicator Analytical Description
Score
Information Decision processes rely on documented and verifiable 9/10
Accuracy information sources.
Financial projections provide structured representation of
Financial Clarity pro) p P 8.5/10
expected returns and costs.
Disclosure mechanisms address partnership and operational
Risk Transparency o P P P 8/10
uncertainties.
5. Agreement Structuring
Performance
KPI Indicator Analytical Description
Score
Agreement Contract structures align mutual objectives and expected 9/10
Effectiveness value realization.
Agreement provisions accommodate evolving strategic and
Flexibility & pre b SHalee 8.5/10
market conditions.
Negotiated terms correspond with projected strategic
Value Realization & P Proj & 8.8/10
outcomes.
6. Alliance Performance Governance
. . e Performance
KPI Indicator Analytical Description
Score
Alliance oversight mechanisms maintain consistency with
Strategic Alignment . g Y 9/10
corporate direction.
Communication Governance routines facilitate coordination and information 9/10
Flow exchange.
Outcome Monitoring mechanisms track milestone completion and 8.5/10
Monitoring performance metrics. '
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C3. Composite Score Computation

Hierarchical aggregation under the normative weighting configuration yields a composite
performance score of 8.68 / 10. Weighted domain contributions derive from multiplication of domain
score and assigned priority weight within the established hierarchical structure.
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