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Abstract 

Business development plays a key role in organizational growth, yet its evaluation remains difficult 
due to limited data integration and delayed outcomes. This study introduces a structured, 
computational model that applies the Analytic Hierarchy Process using Python to evaluate business 
development across six defined process phases. Each phase contains three performance indicators 
designed to reflect both strategic alignment and operational clarity. Scenario-based simulations 
represent growth, efficiency, and balanced orientations to examine how strategy influences outcomes. 
A case drawn from published literature illustrates the model’s structure and application. Evaluation 
outputs enable consistent scoring and structured comparison while supporting alignment between 
decision intent and process performance. Weight sensitivity testing confirms internal consistency and 
adaptability across decision-making contexts. The framework provides a decision support tool that 
integrates performance metrics with multi-phase evaluation logic to enhance transparency, 
traceability, and strategic learning. 

Keywords: business development; analytic hierarchy process; simulation modeling; decision support 
system; performance evaluation; multi-criteria decision analysis; information-based modeling 
 

1. Introduction 

Organizational growth requires structured and strategic business development (BD) [1,2]. 
Companies must identify, evaluate, and pursue opportunities in competitive and dynamic markets 
[3,4]. Business development extends beyond sales and short-term growth [5,6]. It includes screening 
ideas, assessing fit, conducting due diligence, negotiating terms, and managing alliances [7,8]. These 
activities require alignment of strategy and execution and coordination among internal functions 
[9,10]. 

Despite its importance, business development lacks a consistent definition in academic research 
[11–13]. Some studies equate it with client acquisition and revenue generation [14,15], while others 
treat it as a broader function involving innovation, partnerships, and long-term value creation [16–
18]. This inconsistency creates confusion in both academic and practical settings. The scope of 
business development varies across industries, firm sizes, strategic orientations, and organizational 
structures [19,20]. These differences raise questions about which indicators to measure and which 
evaluation methods to apply. 

Evaluating business development performance involves distinct challenges [10,21]. Business 
development moves across extended timelines and relies on external actors and unstable conditions 
[22,23]. Strategic intent, partner behavior, and execution quality define results [24–26]. Some 
initiatives yield no immediate financial gain but still improve strategic position or organizational 
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learning [27–29]. Conventional metrics focus on cost, output volume, or short-term return, missing 
broader sources of value in business development activities [30,31]. 

Research in this area remains fragmented. Many studies focus on specific components such as 
opportunity identification, partner selection, or alliance formation [32–34]. Others rely on conceptual 
models without defined indicators. Case studies provide insight but offer limited support for 
comparison or generalization. Without structured tools, managers rely on informal methods or 
subjective judgment, which weakens consistency and limits long-term improvement. 

This study closes these gaps with a structured method for evaluating business development 
performance. The model captures process complexity and supports variation in strategic priorities. 
Analytic Hierarchy Process structures the evaluation criteria, and Python ensures consistency in 
execution [35,36]. Simulation and a real-world case from DuPont demonstrate the model’s 
applicability. 

The model organizes business development into six phases: screening, identification, evaluation, 
due diligence, negotiation, and alliance management [37]. Each phase includes three indicators 
selected through a literature review of strategic alliances, innovation processes, and organizational 
performance. This structure captures how firms progress from initial contact to long-term 
partnership management. By evaluating performance at each phase, the model enables comparison 
across projects and time periods. 

To validate the model, the study simulates scenarios aligned with distinct strategic orientations. 
These include a growth-oriented scenario focused on early-phase activity, an efficiency-oriented 
scenario centered on analysis and control, and a balanced scenario that gives equal weight to all 
phases [38,39]. Simulations use the Saaty nine-point scale to score indicators. The Analytic Hierarchy 
Process (AHP) framework calculates both phase-level and overall performance scores [40,41], 
showing how each strategic priority shapes outcomes. Application to a real-world case confirms the 
framework’s practical relevance. 

Stability tests confirm the model’s reliability. Adjusting phase weights yields consistent results 
and preserves internal logic [42,43]. This flexibility allows managers to align the model with strategic 
goals without disrupting its structure. The framework supports use cases such as annual reviews, 
project evaluations, milestone tracking, and cross-project comparison. 

This research contributes by integrating theory, structure, and application in a unified model. It 
provides a comprehensive framework for evaluating a function that receives limited attention in 
academic literature. By linking business development activities to measurable outcomes, the model 
supports informed decision-making and strategic alignment. Python implementation ensures 
transparency and scalability. The framework addresses a clear gap and offers practical value for both 
researchers and practitioners. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Business Development as a Strategic Function 

Business development serves as a strategic mechanism through which firms achieve long-term 
growth and competitive advantage [24,44]. It integrates diverse functions such as innovation, alliance 
formation, and market expansion, enabling organizations to identify and exploit new opportunities 
[45,46]. Unlike operational functions focused on efficiency, business development operates with 
ambiguity, bridging gaps between strategic planning and execution [47,48]. 

Several scholars emphasize business development’s role in navigating uncertainty and 
facilitating cross-functional collaboration [10,49]. Its strategic nature allows firms to respond to 
external shifts, build partnerships, and adapt their value propositions [25,50]. Effective evaluation 
and alignment require viewing business development as a dynamic, strategic process rather than a 
transactional activity [51]. 
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2.2. Gaps in Performance Evaluation 

Despite the increasing importance of business development in strategic management, the 
academic literature lacks robust evaluation frameworks [52,53]. Many existing approaches prioritize 
financial or output-based metrics, which fail to capture business development’s multidimensional 
contributions, such as relationship building, strategic fit, and long-term value creation [54,55]. 

As a result, many managers assess initiatives using criteria that misalign with strategic objectives 
[51]. This misalignment creates ambiguity in performance tracking and undermines learning [56]. A 
critical gap remains in models that evaluate business development across its phases using structured 
criteria that reflect both qualitative and strategic dimensions. 

2.3. Phase-Based Frameworks in the Literature 

Several scholars propose business development models structured around sequential phases. 
While Lorenzi (2013) emphasizes process structure, Forsman (2008) takes a project-based view, and 
Hollander (2002) introduces multi-dimensional performance factors [32,37,57]. Park et al. (2017) 
extend the discussion by linking business development to measurable outcomes like 
commercialization success [58]. 

While these models offer valuable insight into business development’s structure, they fall short 
of providing actionable performance metrics [59]. Their descriptive nature limits their utility for 
empirical assessment or management control [60]. Therefore, researchers must integrate phase-based 
models with quantifiable indicators to improve decision-making and strengthen accountability [61]. 

2.4. Selecting Performance Indicators 

The identification of performance indicators forms a critical part of business development 
evaluation [62,63]. Indicators must reflect strategic intent, operational feasibility, and adaptability 
[64,65]. Drawing from strategic management and business development literature, this study assigns 
three indicators to each phase, balancing process efficiency, outcome quality, and strategic alignment. 

Selected indicators include opportunity alignment, resource compatibility, risk mitigation, and 
knowledge transfer [66,67]. These draw from established frameworks such as the Balanced Scorecard, 
value creation theory, and alliance capability models. Their inclusion grounds the evaluation in both 
theory and practice, enhancing robustness and clarity. 

2.5. Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) 

Analytic Hierarchy Process structures complex decisions through ranked comparisons of 
qualitative and quantitative criteria, allowing consistent and transparent evaluation across business 
development phases [68,69]. This method uses pairwise comparison and prioritization to support 
weight assignment across multiple evaluation criteria, enhancing decision clarity and consistency 
[70,71]. Scholars have applied AHP in various business contexts, including logistics, project 
evaluation, and human resource assessment, confirming its adaptability and robustness for 
performance measurement [72,73].  

AHP matches the structure of business development models and supports systematic 
prioritization and aggregation of performance data [74,75]. It strengthens evaluation frameworks by 
linking theoretical models to observable measures and by supporting structured planning and 
scoring. [76,77]. 

2.6. Simulation for Scenario Testing and Case Validation 

Simulation allows organizations to test how different strategic orientations influence business 
development performance [78]. By adjusting weights and priorities, they can model outcomes under 
growth-focused, efficiency-driven, or balanced strategies. This process supports proactive planning 
and clarifies trade-offs in resource allocation and timing. 
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Scenario-based simulation aligns the model with practical decision-making and enhances its 
applicability. Its use in a case study confirms feasibility in real-world settings. 

Sensitivity analysis reveals how assumptions shape decision outcomes and enables stakeholders 
to assess stability across scenarios [79]. This predictive capability complements the AHP framework, 
making the overall model both analytical and practical. Such dual functionality supports the needs 
of both researchers and decision-makers seeking data-driven tools. 

2.7. Comparison with Conventional Evaluation 

Performance evaluations focus on short-term financial outcomes or output metrics. These 
measures suit stable operations but fail to capture the strategic role and long-term value of business 
development. Business development needs broader criteria that address uncertainty, external 
interaction, and learning [67]. 

Conventional metrics ignore the sequential and cumulative nature of development activities. 
Each phase builds on the previous one, and failure in any stage can compromise the entire effort. 
Effective evaluation requires precision, continuity, and strategic alignment. Standard methods lack 
these qualities. 

Table 1 summarizes key differences between business development evaluation and 
conventional performance assessment. 

Table 1. Comparison Between BD and General Performance Evaluation. 

Aspect BD Performance Evaluation General Performance Evaluation 

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

Time Frame Long-term, delayed feedback Short-term, regular cycles 

Data Scope Fragmented, often confidential Structured and standardized 

Goal Focus Adaptive and learning-oriented Fixed and KPI-driven 

Functional Scope Cross-departmental, shared accountability Department-specific, clear roles 

These contrasts highlight the need for distinct evaluation frameworks tailored to business 
development contexts. 

2.8. Challenges in Business Development Evaluation 

Evaluating business development involves challenges such as intangible outcomes, delayed 
impact, and reliance on external actors. Evaluation criteria must reflect non-financial benefits such as 
strategic positioning, innovation potential, and partnership quality [55,56]. 

AHP combined with simulation addresses these challenges through structured prioritization 
and scenario-based testing. This hybrid approach helps organizations manage complexity while 
maintaining consistency and adaptability in evaluation. 

Table 2 outlines each challenge and its implications in greater detail. 

Table 2. Challenges in Evaluating Business Development Performance. 

Challenge Description 
No Standard Metrics Absence of shared benchmarks across firms limits comparability. 
Subjective Judgment Limited data lead to dependence on opinion, reducing reliability. 

Complex Impact External and internal factors obscure causal links. 
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Slow Feedback Long timelines weaken adjustment opportunities. 
Intangible Results Outcomes like trust and strategic fit resist clear measurement. 
Prior studies propose conceptual models and partial evaluation methods for business 

development, but they lack integrated frameworks that connect strategic phases with measurable 
indicators. This study addresses that gap by introducing a structured model enhanced with 
simulation, supporting both empirical analysis and practical application. 

3. Materials and Methods 

3.1. Research Design 

This study uses a structured research design based on established theory to build and test a 
performance evaluation model for business development. It treats business development as a 
dynamic process with multiple phases that connect strategy and execution. The model builds on 
Lorenzi’s (2013) work and defines six phases [37]: screening, identification, evaluation, due diligence, 
negotiation, and alliance management. Three key performance indicators (KPIs) define each phase. 
Strategic management and innovation literature reinforce this structure.  

AHP offers a structured way to evaluate business development. It breaks the problem into a 
hierarchy and assigns weights to KPIs based on their relevance. Simulation complements AHP by 
supporting scenario-based analysis and aligning evaluation with strategic needs. 

3.2. Business Development Process Framework 

The business development process follows a structured sequence of six interdependent phases, 
each serving a distinct purpose and contributing to strategic goals. Screening serves as the initial filter, 
identifying opportunities aligned with strategic priorities. Identification evaluates prospective 
partners or projects for alignment with organizational needs. Evaluation dives deeper into the 
feasibility and potential impact of the selected initiatives, incorporating both qualitative insights and 
quantitative assessments.  

Due diligence serves as a critical validation step. It assesses risk, verifies assumptions, and 
ensures access to all necessary information before commitments. Negotiation establishes the terms of 
engagement, aligning stakeholder expectations and securing mutually beneficial agreements. 
Alliance management focuses on maintaining the relationship post-implementation, ensuring that 
collaborations deliver on their intended value. This phased framework is essential for aligning 
evaluation with the realities of strategic business development. 

3.3. Assumptions of the Framework 

This model relies on the idea that business development follows a structured sequence that 
supports systematic evaluation. Each phase adds distinct value to strategic outcomes, and the model 
uses defined KPIs to track performance. These indicators emphasize strategic fit, relationship 
strength, and execution quality. The model assumes organizations possess sufficient insight to 
evaluate each phase reliably.  

AHP plays a central role by capturing stakeholder priorities and aligning them with strategic 
choices. The framework treats the relative weight of each phase and indicator as measurable and 
stable. Decision-makers use pairwise comparisons to gain insight into trade-offs and alignment. 
These assumptions shape a model built for strategic relevance and practical use. 

3.4. Construction of Performance Indicators 

A structured method develops performance indicators with relevance, clarity, and strategic 
alignment. Each phase of business development defines its purpose and expected outcomes. The 
method draws insight from literature in strategic management, innovation, and performance 
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evaluation. Foundational concepts include the Balanced Scorecard, stakeholder theory, and resource-
based views.  

The study defines key indicators for every phase using literature and case analysis. These 
indicators capture both qualitative and quantitative aspects such as strategic alignment, partner 
engagement, knowledge exchange, and execution quality. Simulations test the indicators across 
varied scenarios to examine their responsiveness. This process ensures theoretical grounding and 
enables practical use.  

The method supports internal validity by linking each indicator to the core function of its related 
phase. Each KPI stems from literature and aligns with the intended outcome of its activity. The design 
prevents overlap among indicators and keeps measurement consistent with the phase-specific goal. 

External validity comes from using accepted frameworks with broad recognition, rather than 
case-specific data or expert opinion. The model offers flexibility to fit various business contexts. 
Organizations in different industries can apply or adjust the indicators based on their strategic focus. 
This structure supports transferability without loss of conceptual integrity. 

Table 3 presents the six business development phases alongside their corresponding evaluation 
indicators. Each indicator highlights a distinct aspect of performance aligned with strategic goals, 
operational clarity, and organizational capacity. The descriptions draw on a synthesis of strategic 
management literature and case analysis to ensure both theoretical grounding and practical relevance. 
Representative sources that informed indicator development appear within the table. 

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

Phases Indicators Description Representative 
Literature 

Screening Relevance Relevance measures the degree of 
alignment between a potential 
opportunity and the organization’s 
strategic goals. A relevant opportunity 
supports long-term growth, fits the firm’s 
market position, and reflects existing 
priorities in innovation, scale, or 
capability. 

[80,81] 

Efficiency Efficiency evaluates the resource use and 
procedural clarity in identifying and 
filtering opportunities. This includes time, 
effort, and information handling required 
to reach a decision point without 
unnecessary delay or duplication. 

[82,83] 

Timeliness Timeliness measures whether the process 
concludes within a window that provides 
a time advantage over competitors or 
market changes. A timely process ensures 
readiness to proceed without delay or 
missed openings. 

[84,85] 

Identification Strategic Fit Strategic fit evaluates the alignment 
between the potential partner’s 
capabilities and the organization’s long-
term goals. It considers factors such as 
market position, technological 
compatibility, and alignment in values or 
strategic intent. 

[86,87] 

Partner Potential Partner potential measures the future 
value the candidate can contribute to the 
collaboration. It focuses on growth 
capacity, innovation strength, and the 
ability to support joint objectives over 
time. 

[88,89] 
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Resource 
Requirements 

Resource requirements assess input 
demands the partnership places on the 
organization, including capital, staff, and 
infrastructure. This category includes 
financial investment, staffing, technology 
integration, and operational support 
necessary for successful engagement. 

[90,91] 

Evaluation Analytical Depth Analytical depth examines the extent of 
evaluation based on financial, strategic, 
operational, and market data. A high-
quality evaluation investigates core 
assumptions, performance drivers, and 
potential outcomes based on evidence. 

[92,93] 

Risk Identification Risk identification captures the extent to 
which the analysis reveals potential 
threats to success. This category includes 
legal, financial, operational, and 
reputational risks that could hinder 
implementation or long-term value. 

[94,95] 

Goal Alignment Goal alignment evaluates the strength of 
support the opportunity provides for 
strategic and operational objectives. It 
confirms that intended outcomes match 
the firm’s mission, current capabilities, 
and future direction. 

[96,97] 

Due 
Diligence 

Information 
Accuracy 

Information accuracy measures the 
reliability and completeness of data 
collected during investigation. It confirms 
that verified inputs and consistent 
documentation support the opportunity. 

[98,99] 

Financial Clarity Financial clarity evaluates the 
transparency and structure of financial 
data provided by the prospective partner. 
It includes revenue streams, cost structure, 
debt levels, and valuation assumptions. 

[100,101] 

Risk 
Transparency 

Risk transparency captures the strength of 
threat identification across legal, 
operational, market, and compliance 
areas. It helps decision-makers act with 
full awareness of potential exposure. 

[102,103] 

Negotiation Agreement 
Effectiveness 

Agreement effectiveness measures the 
strength of alignment between negotiated 
terms and strategic goals. It reflects clarity 
in roles and supports reduction of 
ambiguity. A strong agreement creates 
clear commitments that enable 
implementation without delays or 
disputes. 

[104,105] 

Flexibility Flexibility evaluates the capacity of the 
agreement to accommodate future change. 
It accounts for adjustment mechanisms 
that address shifts in scope, timeline, or 
resources while preserving mutual benefit. 

[106,107] 

Value Realization Value realization assesses how much the 
negotiated outcome contributes to 
expected benefits. This includes direct 
returns, strategic advantage, and synergy 
captured through the terms of the deal. 

[108,109] 

Alliance Strategic Strategic alignment measures consistency [110,111] 
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Management Alignment between alliance activities and the 
organization’s long-term goals. It tracks 
whether the partnership continues to 
support shared direction and business 
intent. 

Communication 
Flow 

Communication flow evaluates the 
precision and consistency of information 
exchange within the alliance. It includes 
message accuracy, feedback mechanisms, 
and access to relevant updates that 
support coordination. 

[112,113] 

Outcome 
Monitoring 

Outcome monitoring assesses progress 
against defined objectives throughout the 
alliance lifecycle. It focuses on 
performance tracking, issue identification, 
and timely response to deviations from 
expected results. 

[114,115] 

3.5. Evaluation Method: Analytic Hierarchy Process 

The Analytic Hierarchy Process serves as the core methodology for evaluating business 
development performance. AHP facilitates structured decision-making by organizing complex 
problems into a hierarchy consisting of a goal, criteria (phases), and sub-criteria (indicators). The 
model enables pairwise comparisons among criteria to derive relative weights, thereby reflecting the 
perceived importance of each element. This process ensures consistency in evaluation and supports 
data-driven decision-making.  

AHP uses fixed weights drawn from theoretical and empirical sources instead of relying on 
expert judgment. This structure improves objectivity and supports consistent replication across 
scenarios. Scenario testing compares strategic orientations such as growth, efficiency, and balanced 
focus to reveal their impact on performance. Combining AHP with simulation strengthens the 
model's logic and supports practical use. Citing real cases shows its feasibility in applied settings. 

3.6. Data Sources and Simulation Logic 

This study uses secondary data drawn from literature, case examples, and simulated scenarios 
to test the evaluation model. Simulations allow for controlled examination of the model under 
different strategic conditions. Each scenario reflects practical challenges such as partner risk, market 
shifts, and conflicts in strategic goals. Python handles score calculation, simulation runs, and visual 
output to ensure consistency across trials. 

Simulation reveals how assumptions and strategic choices influence business development 
outcomes. A variety of test cases highlight the model’s range and show when specific KPIs or phases 
carry greater weight. This method avoids restrictions tied to confidential corporate data while 
producing results that apply to broader organizational contexts. 

The model uses scenarios derived from both literature and practice. A DuPont case from 
published research illustrates typical decisions across phases and confirms the feasibility of 
structured evaluation [116,117]. 

3.7. Methodological Limitations 

The model provides a structured way to assess business development, but several limitations 
remain. Simulated data fails to reflect the complexity of real decisions and the influence of unforeseen 
factors on business outcomes. Fixed weights offer consistency but risk oversimplifying the shifting 
priorities common in strategic work.  

AHP brings clarity through hierarchy and comparison but treats phases and indicators as 
independent. In practice, business development includes overlap, mutual influence, and shifts 
shaped by context. Model development can expand to include real-time inputs, cross-industry testing, 
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and flexible weighting. Despite limitations, the current version offers a practical base for evaluating 
strategic business development. 

3.8. Summary 

The method builds and tests a model for evaluating business development through a structured 
design. A six-phase framework connects to performance indicators, and the model applies AHP and 
simulation to evaluate outcomes. Each phase addresses a distinct strategic role, and indicators reflect 
insights from literature and scenario analysis aligned with real-world priorities.  

Key assumptions and limitations shape the model. Simulated data and fixed weights introduce 
constraints but offer a foundation for early validation. Structured logic, scenario testing, and strategic 
focus support a practical approach to measuring business development and enable future refinement. 

4. Developing a Model to Evaluate Business Development Performance 

A performance evaluation model reflects business development workflows. Its structure 
progresses from indicators to an overall assessment. Six phases structure the model: Screening, 
Identification, Evaluation, Due Diligence, Negotiation, and Alliance Management. Each phase 
includes three indicators that guide measurement and enable comparison.  

Analytic Hierarchy Process organizes decision criteria and runs strategic scenario simulations. 
This framework connects business development activities with strategic goals. Users define 
parameters that align with specific organizational needs. A final case example illustrates the model 
and confirms its practical feasibility. 

4.1. Structuring Performance Evaluation by Process Phase 

Performance evaluation begins with the structure of the business development process because 
each phase shapes outcomes in a distinct way. Strategic activities unfold through a sequence of 
decisions, assessments, and engagements rather than as a single event. Evaluating performance by 
stage clarifies how execution quality changes and shows where teams create or miss value. This 
structure reflects how organizations manage uncertainty and allocate effort across time. 

Six phases organize the business development process. Screening identifies initial opportunities. 
Identification examines potential partners. Evaluation tests feasibility. Due Diligence confirms 
assumptions. Negotiation sets commitments. Alliance Management sustains outcomes. Each phase 
fulfills a different purpose and demands different capabilities. 

The model assigns three indicators to each phase. These indicators capture aspects such as 
strategic fit, risk control, and coordination quality. Scoring follows a ten-point scale and provides a 
consistent format for measuring contribution and comparing projects. 

Indicator scores reflect the strength or weakness of execution in each area. High resource 
assessment scores suggest strong planning and clear internal coordination. Low agreement quality 
scores reveal unresolved expectations or vague commitments. 

Stage-level evaluation reveals patterns across multiple initiatives. It shows whether recurring 
gaps affect certain phases or whether strategic emphasis matches actual practice. This method helps 
organizations diagnose performance gaps and improve execution when financial results remain 
incomplete or unpredictable. 

Evaluating business development by process stage links actions to strategic goals. It turns 
abstract intentions into observable performance and supports informed decisions during project 
reviews or planning sessions. 

4.2. Structuring Evaluation with Analytic Hierarchy Process 

The Analytic Hierarchy Process structures the evaluation model into three levels that connect 
strategic objectives with specific performance indicators. This layered approach supports clear 
scoring, consistent comparisons, and alignment with process phases.  
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The top level sets the evaluation goal. In this case, the goal involves measuring business 
development performance across multiple phases and dimensions.  

The second level identifies six core criteria. These criteria reflect the phases of business 
development: Screening, Identification, Evaluation, Due Diligence, Negotiation, and Alliance 
Management. Each phase addresses a different stage of execution and requires unique capabilities.  

The third level defines specific indicators for each phase. These indicators translate strategic 
tasks into observable performance. Evaluators use them to compare progress across initiatives or 
scenarios.  

This structure helps decision-makers simplify complex evaluations. By breaking the process into 
smaller parts, the model improves clarity and traceability. Each score supports diagnostic insight and 
strategic alignment.  

The three-level hierarchy ensures full coverage of business development functions and allows 
consistent weighting and aggregation. The model connects long-term goals with process-level 
observations and supports structured judgment throughout the evaluation.  

Figure 1 illustrates the AHP model’s three-level structure for evaluating business development 
performance. Six process phases form the middle level and guide execution across the workflow. 
Specific indicators anchor the bottom level and link measurement to each phase. This arrangement 
supports consistent weighting, traceable scoring, and alignment between strategic goals and 
operational results. 

 

Figure 1. Hierarchical structure of the business development performance evaluation model. 

4.3. Phase Weight Assignment with AHP 

4.3.1. Determining the Importance Sequence of Phases 

The sequence of phase importance reflects logic and business needs, ranked from most to least 
important as follows: 
1. Due Diligence; 
2. Evaluation; 
3. Alliance Management; 
4. Negotiation; 
5. Identification 
6. Screening. 
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Due Diligence: Represents a critical checkpoint in many cases where all prior findings converge. 
Mistakes here can have severe consequences, so it gets the highest importance. 

Evaluation: Plays a key role in assessing strategic fit and potential success. It holds strong 
influence but shows weaker decisiveness than Due Diligence.  

Alliance Management: Supports long-term value realization and goal alignment, contributing to 
sustained success. 

Negotiation: Shapes formal agreements and resource commitments. It holds greater influence 
than screening at the initial phase but carries lower criticality than evaluation and due diligence.  

Identification: Helps structure the opportunity list and improves evaluation focus but carries 
moderate strategic weight. 

Screening: Functions as an initial filter. It holds strategic relevance but makes a smaller 
contribution to outcomes than subsequent phases. 

Our preliminary judgment of each phase’s impact and importance in meeting business goals 
guided this sequence. This is our assumption based on the standardized AHP method. In actual 
applications, decision makers can adjust it with flexibility to match enterprise strategy and priorities. 

4.3.2. Constructing the Pairwise Comparison Matrix 

Next, using the standardization steps of the AHP method, we constructed a pairwise 
comparison matrix based on the Saaty scale (1-9 scale) according to the importance sequence 
mentioned above. The logic for constructing the matrix is as follows: 

1. When phase i is more important than phase j, the value at position aij in the matrix is an integer 
from 1 to 9, with larger values indicating greater differences in importance; 

2. When phase i is less important than phase j, the value at position aij in the matrix is 1/aji; 
3. When phases i and j are equally important, the value at position aij in the matrix is 1. 

For example: 

• Due Diligence is slightly more important than Evaluation, so a12=2; 
• Due Diligence is extremely more important than Screening, so a16=9. 

Table 4 presents the comparison matrix built using the Saaty scale. 

Table 4. A Pairwise Comparison Matrix Using Saaty Scale. 

 Due Diligence Evaluation 
Alliance 

Management 
Negotiation Identification Screening 

Due Diligence 1 2 4 5 7 9 

Evaluation 1/2 1 3 4 6 8 

Alliance 
Management 1/4 1/3 1 2 4 6 

Negotiation 1/5 1/4 1/2 1 3 5 

Identification 1/7 1/6 1/4 1/3 1 3 

Screening 1/9 1/8 1/6 1/5 1/3 1 

4.3.3. Standardization Process 

To calculate the relative weight of each phase, we performed standardization on the pairwise 
comparison matrix, with the following steps: 

1. Column Sum Standardization: 

• Calculate the sum of each column in the comparison matrix; 
• Divide each element in the matrix by the sum of its column to obtain the standardized matrix. 
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2. Row Average Method: 

• Calculate the average of each row in the standardized matrix to obtain the relative weight of 
each phase (Priority Vector); 

• Normalize the values of each column (divide each element by the sum of its column) to obtain 
the normalized matrix, as shown in Table 5. 

Table 5. A Pairwise Comparison Matrix Using Saaty Scale. 

 Due Diligence Evaluation 
Alliance 

Management 
Negotiation Identification Screening 

Due Diligence 0.453727 0.516129 0.448598 0.398936 0.328125 0.28125 

Evaluation 0.226864 0.258065 0.336449 0.319149 0.28125 0.25 

Alliance 
Management 0.113432 0.086022 0.11215 0.159574 0.1875 0.1875 

Negotiation 0.090745 0.064516 0.056075 0.079787 0.140625 0.15625 

Identification 0.064818 0.043011 0.028037 0.026596 0.046875 0.09375 

Screening 0.050414 0.032258 0.018692 0.015957 0.015625 0.03125 

4.3.4. Calculate the Weight Vector 

We calculated the weight of each business development phase by averaging the values in each 
row of the normalized matrix. This step produced a priority vector, which reflects the relative 
importance of each phase in the overall evaluation model.  

Table 6 shows the calculated weights. Due Diligence received the highest weight (0.4044609), 
followed by Evaluation (0.27862927) and Alliance Management (0.14102955). Negotiation 
(0.09799976), Identification (0.0505145), and Screening (0.027) followed in descending order.  

These weights represent the strategic influence of each phase. Higher weights signal greater 
impact on performance outcomes. In subsequent stages, we used these values to adjust simulation 
scores and compute composite results. 

Table 6. Weight of Each Phase. 

Phase Weight（Priority Vector） 
Due Diligence 0.40446090 

Evaluation 0.27862927 
Alliance Management 0.14102955 

Negotiation 0.09799976 
Identification 0.05051450 

Screening 0.02736603 

4.3.5. Consistency Check 

To ensure the logical consistency of the pairwise comparison matrix, we conducted a consistency 
check, which includes: 

1. Calculating the weighted sum vector: 
Multiply the original comparison matrix by the weight vector to obtain the weighted sum vector. 
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    Weighted Sum Vector = 

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡

1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 9
1/2 , 1, 3, 4, 6, 8

1/4, 1/3, 1, 2, 4, 6
1/5, 1/4, 1/2, 1, 3, 5

1/7, 1/6, 1/4, 1/3, 1, 3
1/9, 1/8, 1/6, 1/5, 1/3, 1⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

 x 

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡
0.40446090
0.27862927
0.14102955
0.09799976
0.05051450
0.02736603⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

 

2. Calculating the maximum eigenvalue λmax; 

3. Calculating the consistency index (CI): 

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 =
𝜆𝜆𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚 − 𝑛𝑛
𝑛𝑛 − 1

(1) 

Where: 
λmax is the largest eigenvalue. 
n is the dimension of the matrix (here 6). 

4. Calculating the consistency ratio (CR): 

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 =
𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶
𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅

(2) 

Where RI is the Random Index, for n = 6, RI = 1.24. 

5. When CR<0.1, the matrix is considered to have good logical consistency. 
Table 7 shows the consistency test results. 

Table 7. Consistency Test Results. 

Metric Value 
λmax 6.275 

Consistency Index (CI) 0.055 
Random Index (RI) 1.240 

Consistency Ratio (CR) 0.044 

4.4. Simulation Design for Model Testing 

To validate the AHP-based evaluation framework under varying strategic configurations, we 
designed a simulation that emulates diverse business development scenarios. Simulation allows 
controlled testing of the model’s ability to combine qualitative judgments and quantitative indicators 
and to examine its sensitivity to structured uncertainty. This approach supports a multi-layered 
examination of applicability, discriminative capacity, and parameter robustness. 

4.4.1. Scenario Setting 

The simulation tested three strategic configurations. Each one reflected a typical business 
development approach and allowed direct evaluation of the model’s ability to distinguish and 
quantify performance under different goals.  

Scenario A presents a growth-oriented strategy. It focuses on market expansion, acquiring new 
partners, and building long-term opportunities. The highest scores appear in phases involving 
identification and alliance management. This scenario tests the model’s treatment of aggressive 
priorities that focus on external growth.  

Scenario B uses an efficiency-centered strategy. It emphasizes process discipline, thorough 
evaluation, and risk control. The highest scores occur in the evaluation and due diligence phases. 
This case tests the model’s handling of internal control and quality-driven behavior.  
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Scenario C uses a balanced strategy. It treats all business development phases with equal 
importance. The scores remain consistent across phases. This case shows how the model responds to 
strategies that assign equal weight to all phases.  

We assigned performance scores to 18 key indicators for each case. The model processed these 
inputs through the AHP hierarchy to compute composite performance outcomes.  

This setup checks whether the model detects alignment of strategic intent with performance 
structure. A higher composite score suggests stronger alignment between scenario emphasis and 
phase importance in the AHP model. 

4.4.2. Aggregating Performance Outputs 

The model aggregated each scenario’s performance by applying AHP-derived weights to the 
KPI inputs and summing them through the hierarchy. This process maintained consistent treatment 
of indicator-phase relationships and allowed direct comparison across scenarios.  

Scenario A outperformed others in Alliance Management and Identification, showing that 
strategies focused on partner engagement and initial screening align with phases that receive greater 
weight in the model. The model recognized this alignment by assigning a higher composite score, 
confirming its ability to capture expansion-focused priorities.  

Scenario B led in Evaluation and Due Diligence, phases that hold substantial weight in the AHP 
structure. This outcome reflects the model’s sensitivity to performance in quality-driven areas and 
supports its relevance for efficiency-oriented strategies.  

Scenario C produced consistent mid-level scores across all phases. The model responded 
predictably to this uniform input, reinforcing its capacity to reflect balanced execution without bias 
toward any specific strategic focus.  

These results confirm that the model quantifies performance levels and incorporates strategic 
alignment into its evaluations. It rewards strategic emphasis that matches the weighted structure of 
business development and embeds strategic logic in its evaluation outcomes. Table 8 presents the 
results of the empirical simulation. 

Table 8. Empirical Simulation Results. 

Phase 
Score 

 
Weighted 

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 
Screening 7 5 6  0.191562 0.13683 0.164196 
Identification 8.666667 5.666667 6  0.437792 0.286249 0.303087 
Evaluation 5.666667 8.333333 6  1.578899 2.32191 1.671776 
Due Diligence 5.333333 8.666667 6  2.157125 3.505328 2.426765 
Negotiation 7 5.666667 6  0.685998 0.555332 0.587999 
Alliance Management 8.666667 5 6  1.222256 0.705148 0.846177 
Total 7.055556 6.388889 6  6.273633 7.510797 6 

4.4.3. Sensitivity and Robustness Analysis 

We tested model stability by adjusting Due Diligence weight from 0.32 to 0.48. This phase holds 
the highest weight and shapes key risk outcomes in business development.  

Each variation required proportional rescaling of the remaining weights to maintain a 
normalized structure. Following each adjustment, we recalculated total scenario scores to track 
changes in rank order and overall performance.  

Scenario B consistently produced the highest score, indicating strong robustness underweight 
variation. In contrast, Scenario A showed greater variability, suggesting moderate sensitivity to 
changes in non-priority phases. The results for Scenario C remained stable, reflecting its uniform 
scoring structure.  
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These findings demonstrate the model's resilience and strategic fidelity: 

• It remains robust under moderate judgmental uncertainty in weight setting; 
• Scenarios with strong alignment to high-weight phases, such as Scenario B, show increased 

stability; 
• The framework supports practical use in environments where expert weight assignments differ 

across decision-makers or contexts; 

• It preserves structural validity and interpretive consistency under input variation. 

Figure 2 presents the results of the sensitivity and robustness analysis. 

 

Figure 2. Sensitivity and Robustness Analysis Results. 

4.5. Empirical Case 

This study applies the evaluation model to a case from DuPont based on secondary literature. 
The case outlines DuPont’s business development efforts in innovation and alliance formation. Each 
phase in the model uses selected indicators to assess performance. 

Appendix A presents the full case. Although the case draws from published sources, it 
demonstrates how the model handles real-world examples with incomplete data. The model 
identifies which phases drive outcomes and highlights performance variation across strategic 
priorities. 

4.5.1. Implications of Empirical Case 

This illustration supports the model’s relevance. It shows how structured evaluation clarifies 
complex business development efforts. Managers can use similar applications to diagnose strengths 
and weaknesses across phases, link strategy with execution, and improve decision-making. 

The DuPont case provides meaningful insights by demonstrating how the proposed framework 
reflects actual business development practice. It shows: 

• Alignment with Real-World Processes: DuPont's approach aligns with the six phases and chosen 
indicators, which supports the model's relevance; 

• Support for Structured Evaluation: It illustrates how the framework captures strategic focus, 
coordination, and performance, reinforcing the model's utility; 

• Theoretical and Practical Relevance: By linking academic structure with corporate action, it 
strengthens the connection between research and application. 
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This alignment confirms the model’s potential as a reliable tool for both researchers and 
practitioners. 

4.5.2. The Role of Performance Evaluation Model 

1. Enhancing Decision-Making Systematically; 
Structured Indicator Design: The framework offers a multi-layered indicator system based on 

the Analytic Hierarchy Process, helping DuPont systematically track performance across different 
business development phases, such as screening, identification, evaluation, due diligence, 
negotiation, and alliance management. 

Multi-Criteria Decision Support: DuPont can use the framework's indicators (e.g., strategic fit, 
risk identification, value creation) to compare multiple criteria and ensure that decisions in each 
phase align with the company's overall strategic goals. 

2. Increasing Transparency in Performance Management; 
Quantifiable Performance Metrics: The framework converts intangible metrics such as 

partnership compatibility and negotiation flexibility into specific indicators. These indicators support 
evaluation with reduced subjectivity.  

Visualized Results: Simulations and data analysis produce performance visuals across strategic 
scenarios. Managers use these results to identify strengths and locate weaknesses in business 
development. 

3. Strengthening Strategic Execution Flexibility; 
Adaptability to Different Strategic Goals: The framework supports weight adjustments, 

allowing DuPont to adapt indicator allocation based on specific business development strategies, 
such as growth-focused, efficiency-focused, or balanced approaches. 

Cross-Functional Coordination: The framework facilitates internal collaboration, helping 
DuPont integrate resources across departments and improve the overall effectiveness of strategy 
execution. 

4. Supporting Long-Term Value Creation; 
Evaluating Non-Financial Outcomes: The framework goes beyond short-term financial returns 

to evaluate the long-term value of business development efforts, such as market positioning, 
knowledge accumulation, or the expansion of collaboration networks. This is critical for DuPont’s 
innovation and sustainability goals. 

Tracking Milestone Progress: The framework provides clear tools for tracking milestones during 
business development processes, ensuring that projects progress as planned. 

5. Improving Strategic Comparisons; 
Multi-Scenario Simulations: Through simulations of different strategic scenarios (e.g., rapid 

growth or efficiency prioritization), DuPont can compare performance outcomes across various 
approaches, helping management choose the optimal strategy. 

Annual Reviews and Strategic Insights: DuPont applies performance results from the 
framework during annual reviews and project evaluations. These reviews support adjustments to 
future business development strategy. 

6. Increasing Practical Value of the Model. 
The DuPont case demonstrates the framework's effectiveness within a large multinational 

corporation. This application confirms its value across practical business development settings. 
Connecting Theory and Practice: By applying the framework to the DuPont case, it bridges 

academic theory with practical usage, offering a structured management tool for business 
development. 

The performance evaluation framework brings substantial benefits to the DuPont case, 
including systematic decision-making, enhanced transparency, strategic flexibility, long-term value 
creation, effective strategic comparisons, and practical application. DuPont strengthens business 
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development processes through structured evaluation. This application highlights the framework’s 
potential for broader use in professional settings. 

4.6. Practical Applications and Implementation Contexts 

The AHP-based evaluation framework developed in this research offers flexible and structured 
tools for assessing business development performance across organizational levels and timeframes.  

Organizations can use this model to evaluate individual business development personnel by 
translating role-specific indicators into weighted performance scores that reflect strategic emphasis 
and actual outcomes. It supports team-level assessment by aggregating indicators from members to 
identify strengths and gaps in collaboration.  

The framework accommodates multiple evaluation formats: 

• Annual reviews help track long-term contributions and alignment with strategic goals; 
• Project-based evaluations capture outcomes linked to specific initiatives; 
• Milestone assessments support phase-based reviews, such as post–due diligence or post–

negotiation checkpoints. 

By combining quantitative data with expert weighting, the model allows both standardized 
benchmarking and contextual customization. It supports internal diagnostics, cross-project 
comparisons, and external validation within partnerships or governance reviews.  

The evaluation framework serves as a structured instrument for diagnosis and strategic decision 
support. It helps organizations align business development activities with overarching goals and 
offers a consistent foundation for performance measurement. 

5. Discussion 

Performance theory provides a basis to understand evaluation results. Strategic choices 
influence business development outcomes in distinct ways. The model identifies patterns that align 
operational activities with overarching goals. Insights from this analysis strengthen coordination 
between decisions and development planning. 

5.1. Interpretation Based on Performance Theory 

Performance theory emphasizes the need for goal clarity, measurable indicators, and continuous 
feedback to guide organizational behavior. The evaluation model reflects these principles by 
structuring business development in six phases and linking each with performance indicators to turn 
strategic intent into operational practice. This structure supports goal alignment and promotes 
accountability.  

Simulated scenarios demonstrate how strategic priorities shape business development outcomes. 
A growth-oriented approach excels in opportunity recognition and external collaboration. An 
efficiency-focused strategy shows strength in internal assessment and risk control. This balanced 
configuration achieves moderate results across all phases. These differences confirm that effective 
execution requires aligning strategic focus with operational delivery.  

The model enables clear visibility into performance at multiple levels. Decision-makers can 
identify which phases contribute most to overall success or signal the need for corrective action. This 
supports continuous performance improvement and adaptive learning. Early testing of strategies 
improves decision quality and lowers the risk of misalignment.  

Structured evaluation systems, as illustrated in the model, reinforce organizational control by 
offering repeatable, transparent, and comparable assessments. When integrated into planning and 
review cycles, such systems encourage learning, resource prioritization, and cross-functional 
coordination. This reflects performance theory's view that organizations improve when data-driven 
feedback loops guide decisions. 
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5.2. Strategy and Organizational Coordination 

Strong coordination depends on clear strategy, effective communication, and alignment of daily 
operations. The evaluation model helps examine whether these conditions are present. It simulates 
strategic options and compares their results to assess the effectiveness of translating intentions into 
outcomes.  

Different scenarios express varied priorities. A growth strategy strengthens phases tied to 
exploration and external partnerships. An efficiency strategy focuses on internal checks and decision 
validation. This configuration yields uniform results across functions.  

These results show that strategy must shape practice. Leaders need to embed their goals in daily 
operations. This requires consistent direction across roles, regular review of outcomes, and shared 
understanding across teams. 

Comparing strategies under a common framework highlights gaps in execution. Managers can 
use this view to align plans with processes. Shared evaluation tools improve communication, guide 
resource use, and bring different departments into closer cooperation. The model helps unify 
performance goals and strategic learning. 

5.3. Evaluation and Strategic Planning 

Strategic planning benefits from structured tools that connect vision with specific actions. 
Evaluation supports this connection by showing whether selected strategies meet expectations. The 
model gives managers a way to examine which focus areas help or hinder execution. Scenario 
comparisons show how priorities shape measurable outcomes. 

Growth strategies show strength in identifying and pursuing external opportunities. Efficiency 
strategies emphasize internal checks and structured decision processes. Balanced strategies maintain 
steady results without concentrated focus. These outcomes show the need to match strategic intent 
with actual capabilities.  

Effective planning depends on feedback that arrives on schedule and in a form that supports 
action. The model helps leaders evaluate outcomes and adjust decisions before implementation 
begins. Managers can adjust plans using specific data from each phase.  

Clear evaluation builds accountability. Linking performance to specific choices makes learning 
and change easier. This model encourages routine checks on strategy and steady alignment between 
changing goals and available resources. 

5.4. Evaluation and Short-Term Accountability 

Business development requires long-term commitment, and its outcomes emerge over time. Still, 
regular operations require accountability. The model identifies mechanisms within the business 
development process that allow regular monitoring without losing sight of long-term goals. 
Structured evaluation helps prevent drift by reinforcing strategic focus through phase-specific 
indicators.  

Much of the existing literature examines business development success or failure in hindsight. 
Few studies offer ways to evaluate short-term performance in ongoing processes. This research 
contributes a new perspective by providing a structured method to assess immediate outcomes while 
maintaining alignment with strategic objectives.  

By bridging long-term goals with short-term feedback, the model supports decision-makers in 
maintaining strategic discipline. It creates opportunities for performance discussion in practice and 
academia, opening paths for expanded management practices and deeper inquiry. 

5.5. Research Outlook 

The evaluation model uses simulated scenarios and provides a structured basis for analysis. 
Future research should apply this framework to actual business development cases to validate its 
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utility and refine its assumptions. Empirical testing can reveal whether the indicators and weights 
hold across different organizational contexts or require adjustment.  

Expanding the model with adaptive components, such as real-time data inputs or iterative 
feedback loops, could improve responsiveness. Researchers might explore alternative decision-
making tools that enhance precision or address complexity in dynamic environments. Exploring 
hybrid models that combine AHP with methods like machine learning or system dynamics could 
provide greater predictive capability.  

Continued development of this framework promises to strengthen its relevance. Applied 
consistently, it offers a foundation for aligning strategic planning with operational measurement in 
business development. This creates opportunities for coherent decision-making, stronger resource 
allocation, and lasting performance gains. 

6. Conclusions 

This study presents a structured model for evaluating business development performance using 
the Analytic Hierarchy Process and scenario simulation. Business development involves multiple 
phases that evolve across extended timelines and may lack clear evaluation criteria. The model 
organizes these activities into defined phases with concrete indicators, supporting structured and 
consistent assessment. 

Each simulation scenario highlights distinct strategic behaviors. A growth-focused strategy 
emphasizes external engagement. An efficiency-focused strategy centers on internal control. This 
balanced approach maintains attention across all phases. These patterns show how strategic focus 
shapes outcomes and reinforce the need for alignment between strategic planning and operational 
execution. 

The model enables ongoing evaluation within long-term processes. It identifies phase-level 
performance trends and offers a consistent structure for monitoring business development. Managers 
can detect issues early, adjust plans accordingly, and ensure that decisions support broader goals. 

This study addresses a gap in existing literature by presenting a method for evaluating short-
term performance in ongoing development efforts. The model supports immediate feedback, 
operational learning, and resource coordination. It allows decision-makers to assess current activities 
without waiting for long-term results. 

Future research should apply the model to real business cases. Testing the indicators and 
weights in different organizations can improve accuracy and generalizability. Additional exploration 
of data integration or model enhancements may increase its responsiveness and decision support 
value. 

This work contributes a structured and practical approach to business development evaluation. 
It connects strategic planning with operational practice and offers a tool for consistent assessment, 
informed decision-making, and long-term performance improvement. 
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The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript: 

BD Business Development 
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KPIs Key Performance Indicators 

Appendix A 

DuPont Business Development Performance Evaluation Case Study 

1. Case Background 
DuPont is a global leading chemical company whose business development activities focus 

primarily on new market expansion and technological innovation. This appendix analyzes DuPont's 
business development activities in the Chinese market using the performance evaluation model 
outlined in this study. DuPont's Business Initiative Process (BIP) framework has facilitated its success 
across screening, identification, evaluation, due diligence, negotiation, and alliance management 
phases. 
2. Analytical Framework 

The performance evaluation model employed in this study encompasses six key phases, each 
with several Key Performance Indicators. The following sections present the analysis results and 
performance scores for DuPont's case. 
3. Case Analysis 

• Screening Phase; 

KPI Indicator Analysis Results Performance 
Score 

Relevance of 
Opportunities 

DuPont's screening process aligns closely with its strategic 
objectives, especially in identifying opportunities in emerging 
markets like China. 

9/10 

Efficiency of 
Assessment 

Screening efficiency is high, but further quantification of filtering 
quality is needed to ensure accurate prioritization. 

8.5/10 

Timeliness The screening process is timely, meeting the fast-changing 
demands of the market. 

9/10 

• Identification Phase; 

KPI Indicator Analysis Results Performance 
Score 

Strategic Fit Opportunity identification aligns with DuPont's long-term goals, 
supporting market expansion and technological innovation. 

9/10 

Partner Potential Partner selection is reasonable, with strong capabilities and 
reputation supporting project success. 

9/10 

Resource 
Requirements 

Resource requirements are accurately estimated, with resources 
allocated effectively to high-priority projects. 

8.5/10 

• Evaluation Phase; 

KPI Indicator Analysis Results Performance 
Score 
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Analytical Depth Analytical depth is high, but further validation of comprehensive 
analysis is necessary to support decision-making. 

8.5/10 

Risk 
Identification 

Risk identification is good, but a more comprehensive risk 
assessment is needed to reduce uncertainty. 

7.5/10 

Alignment with 
Goals 

Opportunity analysis aligns well with DuPont's strategic goals, 
supporting project success. 

9/10 

• Due Diligence Phase; 

KPI Indicator Analysis Results Performance 
Score 

Information 
Accuracy 

Data collected is reliable and accurate, supporting the decision-
making process. 

9/10 

Financial Clarity Financial information is transparent, supporting decision-making, 
but further validation of financial forecasts is needed. 

8.5/10 

Risk 
Transparency 

Risk transparency is good, but there is room for improvement in 
disclosing potential risks in greater detail. 

8/10 

• Negotiation Phase; 

KPI Indicator Analysis Results Performance 
Score 

Agreement 
Effectiveness 

Negotiated agreements are effective, supporting mutual goals and 
delivering anticipated value. 

9/10 

Flexibility Agreements are flexible and adaptable to future changes, but 
further validation of adaptability is needed. 

8.5/10 

Value 
Realization 

Negotiation outcomes align closely with value delivery, 
supporting project success. 

8.8/10 

• Alliance Management Phase; 

KPI Indicator Analysis Results Performance 
Score 

Strategic 
Alignment 

Alliance activities align closely with DuPont's strategic objectives, 
supporting long-term collaboration. 

9/10 

Communication 
Flow 

Communication with partners is effective, timely, and responsive, 
supporting project execution. 

9/10 

Outcome 
Monitoring 

Outcome monitoring is good, supporting milestone achievement, 
but further quantification of performance is needed. 

8.5/10 

4. Evaluation Results 

• Screening and Identification: DuPont showed high strategic fit and processing speed, reflecting 
its structured scanning of emerging opportunities and market needs; 

• Evaluation and Due Diligence: The firm’s use of risk assessments and structured project criteria 
led to strong scores in these phases, particularly in assessment clarity and alignment; 

• Negotiation: Moderate scores were assigned due to limited data on negotiation adaptability, 
though agreement quality appeared strong; 

• Alliance Management: DuPont’s emphasis on performance monitoring, communication, and 
long-term integration led to high scores in this phase. 

5. Overall Performance Evaluation 
Based on the performance evaluation model, DuPont's business development activities achieve 

an overall performance score of 8.68/10, demonstrating strong results with areas for improvement. 
Key strengths and weaknesses are summarized below: 

Strengths: 
• High efficiency in the screening phase and strong alliance management capabilities; 

• Negotiation outcomes effectively support mutual goals and value delivery. 
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Weaknesses: 
• Risk transparency and analytical depth need further enhancement; 

• Financial forecast accuracy requires more detailed data support; 

6. Case Limitations 
The empirical cases presented draw on secondary sources from existing literature. While these 

sources provide valuable insights into real-world business development practices, they do not always 
offer complete information across all six evaluation phases or indicators. As such, some indicator 
scores rely on inference rather than direct measurement. These limitations may affect the precision 
of individual evaluations but still allow the model to illustrate its broader applicability and logic. 
7. Future Research Directions 

Future research can further validate the performance evaluation model through: 
• Expanding case studies: Analyzing business development activities of other companies or 

industries; 

• Collecting quantitative data: Including metrics such as market growth rates and return on 
investment; 

• Designing simulation scenarios: Testing the model's applicability in diverse markets or contexts. 
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