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Executive summary  
The International Award for Young People is a  non -profit organization (NPO) offering 

personal development tracks to young people between the ages of 14 -24. Where initially 

the organization  in the Netherlands  started off small and stayed modest  for a number of 

years , the brand  has recently experienced significant growth, and there is a strong desire 

to continue this.  What can be  of assistance here is  the business partnerships the 

organization is able to acquire. Through donations from and collaboration s with these 

partners, the Award can gather a number of gains  through which it is able to continue its 

current growth.  

 

To acquire these partners, the organization requires a profile and method of identification, 

both of which are currently not present at the Award organization. The result of this is that 

marketing campaigns with the goal of partnership acquisition are in appropriately targeted, 

the messaging is unfocused, and the scarce resources are used inefficiently.  

 

The ability to strategically identify potential business partners will resolve these issues . 

This  would allow the brand to appropriately target, leading to more focused messaging, 

which in turn results in a more efficient use of resources.  

 

The research question of this thesis therefore is: How can the Award in the Netherlands 

best identify potential strategic partners?  

 

To answer this research question, a potential solution to the business issue was identified. 

Based on an in -depth look at the issue, as well as relevant literature, a strategic partnership 

selection model was created.  The basis for thi s model was the identified preferred 

partnership style for the Award. From an analysis of international partnerships of the 

Award, it was concluded that the philanthropic partnership style currently fits best.   

 

After this,  several criteria on which potential strategic partners are rated  were identified 

and weighed . This model gives Award employees the possibility of rating potential strategic 

partners to identify which partner fits these criteria best .   

 

To test this solut ion, four Award employees completed the model for a number of selected 

companies to validate its effectiveness and clarity. The result of this testing is the 

conclusion that the model is clear to the participants. The criteria and rating are perceived 

to b e explained clearly, and the participants are able to identify which potential strategic 

partner fits the profile best. However, when looking at the effectiveness of the model, it 

needs to be concluded that this is currently insufficient.  

 

As the model is  explained clearly and participants are able to identify potential strategic 

partners, it can be concluded that there is great potential. Therefore, to improve upon this 

model it is recommended that the Award researches the causes behind this lack of 

effec tiveness. Based on this, it can improve the model where needed. Furthermore, once 

this step has been taken, it is recommended that the organization dedicates one employee 

to the research of potential strategic partners  to gain experience in the topic and b ecome 

the expert for the organization.    
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1. Introduction  
 

Partnerships between businesses and non -profit organizations (NPOs) are becoming more 

and more prevalent. The reason for this being the fact that the number of NPOs is 

increasing, leading to high competition between organizations for the same number of 

gov ernmental resources (Álvarez -González, et. al., 2017). To become less reliant on the 

government as a source , NPOs look towards businesses to help achieve their goal, whilst 

providing the business with contributions to its CSR requirements and stakeholder 

demands.  

 

This is no different for the International Award for Young People (Award) in the 

Netherlands, where recent growth has fueled a desire for more, and business partnerships 

offer a  path towards the further spread ing of the Award message and philosop hy. The 

organization is, however, currently lacking in a strategic approach to identifying potential 

business partners.   

 

The purpose of this thesis is to develop a method for the organization which helps in the  

identification process. To appropriately ap proach this development, firstly, and in -depth 

analysis of the business issue will be conducted, where internal information will be used to 

gain insight into the overarching issues. This will be followed by an exploration of relevant 

literature through whi ch a potential solution of the business issue will be identified. Then, 

to test this solution, a methodology will be proposed. Based on the results of the testing 

process, a conclusion will be drawn on the applicability  of the solution and whether or not 

the Award will be able to use the identified method in its day - to -day activities as an addition 

to its current processes.   
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2. Project objective  
 

2.1 Company background  
 

The International Award for Young People in the Netherlands is a non -profit organization 

that challenges young people to discover their potential and find their purpose, passion, 

and place in the world.  

 

The organization, in this paper referred to simply as the Award,  goes by many names. In 

the UK, where it was founded, it is known as the Duke of Edinburghôs Award (DofE). There, 

it is named after its founder, the Duke of Edinburgh, His Royal Highness Prince Philip. To 

countries with strong affiliati ons with the English royal family, the Award keeps its name 

as the DofE. In other countries the name often refers to members of royal families in their 

respective countries, and  in the Netherlands,  it is simply known as the International Award 

for Young Pe ople.  

 

As mentioned, the DofE  was founded by His Royal Highness prince Philip. He did so in 

1956, together with German educationalist Kurt Hahn. Its purpose was to offer young 

people between the ages of 14 -24 the opportunity to discover themselves and the ir place 

in the world (Award, n.d. a).  

 

Internationally, hundreds of thousands of young people start their Award journey each 

year. In the Netherlands, however, the organization is small and clearly looking for growth 

where it can, especially recently. Ne w funds were attracted through which the program is 

grow ing  and spreading its name . These new funds have allowed the Award to attract a new 

account manager, as well as starting new projects which enhance brand awareness  (P. de 

Ruijter, personal communicati on, February 24, 2021) .   

 

After years of development and evolution the program currently looks as follows: each 

young person has the opportunity to complete either one of three Awards, namely the 

Bronze award, the Silver award, or the Gold award. These ea ch respectively last a total of 

6, 12 , and 1 8 months. During the Award journey that the participant is on, he or she has 

to complete 4 different sections. These sections being a volunteering section, a physical 

section, a skills section, and an expedition.  The duration of these sections corresponds with 

the duration of the Award. The Gold award includes a fifth section, namely a residential 

project. Apart from the expedition and residential project, each section requires a time 

expenditure of at least 1 hou r per week. Once finished , the young people who have 

completed their Award receive a medal during  a large ceremonial event, where they and 

their parents celebrate the achievement.  

 

With an Award Leader, who guides Award participants, different goals are d iscussed. These 

mainly concern what the participant is trying to accomplish during the duration of the 

Award. Through setting these goals, participants are able to achieve the personal growth 

that the Award is able to offer.  

 

The Award prides itself in ke eping this framework standard, whilst individualizing each 

Award journey through offering the opportunity to the participant to choose how each 

section will be completed. How  the activities are completely up to the participant.  
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2.2 Problem description  
 

The International Award for Young People (Award) and partnerships with companies is 

something that goes hand in hand. For non -profit organizations (NPOs) in general, creating 

these partnerships has become essential for survival. NPOs are increasing in number, 

meaning that there is increased competition  for the same amount of (often governmental) 

resources (Álvarez -González, et. al., 2017). NPOs started looking into partnerships with 

businesses to both find funding elsewhere, as well a s to add something to the activities of 

the potential strategic partner. This has been on the rise in recent years, as it has become 

increasingly a demand coming from both the firm itself, as well as other external 

stakeholders, (Mizar, 2019).  

 

The same g oes for the Award, which, internationally, has large partners. Think of Heathrow 

Airport, the national lottery ,  and many other smaller local organizations in the UK (dofe.org 

a). The Award -businesses collaborations in the Netherlands are, however, limited.  The 

organization is in need for more business partnerships, for which the reason  is that it allows 

the business  new opportunities. Think of grants that are easier to request thanks to more 

backing, as well as an influx of cash, or the ability to receive p roducts either discounted or 

completely for free (P. de Ruijter, personal communication, April 7, 2021).   

 

There currently is, however, no clear plan on how a potential strategic partner can be 

identified. Even more concerning, there is not even a clear d escription of what this partner 

looks like  to begin with .   

 

When looking at the Award social media strategy, there is no real catering towards a certain 

potential strategic partner, and a previous emailing campaign has largely been utilized 

without a clear idea of who the right partner is in mind (C. de Leeuw, pers onal 

communication, May 12, 2021). This, of course, is troubling, as it means that resources 

are being spent on trying to initiate contact, but without knowing who the right potential 

strategic partner is it is unlikely that these attempts will lead anywhe re. Contacting the 

right customer leads, in a traditional B2C setting, to increased profitability (Barwise & 

Farley, 2005), and this can be assumed to continue into the B2B strategic partnership 

selection as well. The better targeted the potential partner is, the higher the chance of 

turning the approach into an actual lead , meaning that there is significant untapped 

potential there.   

 

To add to this, there is a large campaign coming up. One of the goals of this campaign is 

to increase sponsorships, for wh ich the Award has deemed it of carrying the potential to 

create new strategic partnerships outside the Award network. To do this, however, a strong 

plan for identifying who  the best potential strategic partner is, is needed. This research will 

focus on fin ding  a way through which the Award can identify  potential strategic partners 

through  pinpointing  the key characteristics of a strategic partnership  between NPOs and 

businesses. This will  give the organization the tools to appropriately approach the right 

partner through the right profile.  

 

To once and for all give the Award the tools to appropriately identify potential strategic 

partners, this research is essential. The aforementioned campaign will not be the last to 

need an appropriate profiling  and identi fication  strategy, and therefore, this research will 

be relevant for years to come. Furthermore, even without a dedicated campaign, the Award 
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needs to know their potential business partners to appropriately conduct their day - to -day 

activities .  

 

The ideal outcome of this research for the Award will be the creation of a strategy which 

lists essential characteristics of potential strategic partners. Based on this, the Award will 

then be able to identify which partner fits this profile, and thus which partner is most 

beneficial for the Award organization to approach. This strategy  will in time lead to an 

increase in corporate brand partners, which in turn leads to an increase in brand 

awareness, and an increase in sponsored assets (P. de Ruijter, personal commu nication, 

April 7, 2021). The eventual long - term result of this is the fact that the Award in the 

Netherlands will be able to reach more young people and thus spread its message and 

philosophy .  

 

2.2 .1  Research question  
This leads to the following research question: How can the Award in the Netherlands best 

identify potential strategic partners?  

3. Exploration  
 

3.1 Strategic partnerships at the Award  
 

3.1.1 What is a strategic partnership  

Before diving into the topic of the identification of new p otential strategic partners, it is 

important to know what exactly constitutes a strategic partner. This clarification will help 

in the remainder of the project to keep a consistent idea of what exactly is being discussed.  

 

Waddock (1988) defines a strateg ic partnership in a social setting as ñA commitment by a 

corporation or a group of corporations to work with an organization from a different 

economic sector (public or nonprofit). It involves a commitment of resources ð time and 

effort ð by individuals fr om all partner organizations. These individuals work co -operatively 

to solve problems that affect them all. The problem can be defined at least in part as a 

social issue; its solution will benefit all partners. Social partnership addresses issues that 

exte nd beyond organizational boundaries and traditional goals and lie within the traditional 

realm of public policy ð that is, in the social arena. It requires active rather than passive 

involvement from all parties. Participants must make a resource commitmen t that is more 

than merely monetary ò (Seitanidi, 2010). In the case of the Award in the Netherlands, this 

translates itself into a limited number of strategic partners that the organization has had 

over the past years and is currently working with. These p artners will be discussed further 

down in this research.  

 

This definition is used in most scientific papers into the topic and is therefore, despite its 

age, most relevant. More recent articles such as Del Baldo (2013), and Seitanidi (2010) 

still use and work with this definition.  

 

Furthermore, it is in line with what the Award is looking for, as there is a strong belief that 

such a partnership needs to offer a win -win for both parties, and thus both parties need to 

be prepared to put in the required effo rt. Furthermore, it is aiming at a lengthier 

collaboration and thus not a one -off idea that comes to fruition (P. de Ruijter, personal 

communication, April 7, 2021).  
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3.1.2 Reasons for partnering  

Through conducting several conversations and an interview with P. de Ruijter (Appendix 

A), the reasons why the Award seeks business partners were discovered.  As mentioned, 

the organization believes that a win -win situation needs to be created and  mentioned  below 

are the wins the Award can gather from such a partnership.  

 

3.1.2.1 Potential realization  

The Award has a large name internationally, and brand awareness is extremely high in 

countries like the UK and Australia, where a significant number of Young People start their 

Award journey each year. In the UK, 295,940 Young People started in 2019 (dofe.org, n.d. 

b), whilst in Australia there were 44,000 active participants in the same year 

(dukeofed.com.au, n.d.). To contrast this, the Award in the Netherlan ds had a total of 717 

participants starting the program in 2019 (Award.nl, 2019). Of course, the affinity with the 

English Royal Family plays a big part in this, but the potential for the Award in the 

Netherlands to grow and reach many more young people th an they do currently is clearly 

there. Of course, as the organization is currently small in the Netherlands, it is difficult to 

reach the same royal representatives as the organization has in the U.K.  

 

The intangible benefits of potential partnerships are  what can be most beneficial for the 

Award, as a big reason for the organization  to seek new partnerships is brand awareness. 

This is currently very limited in the Netherlands, and thus of importance, especially when 

it comes to realizing the Award potenti al.  

 

Strategic partners contribute to this in the following manner: when requesting access to 

grants or funds, a requirement often is whether or not a partner is involved. When this is 

the case, it becomes easier to get the grant, and thus to start up new  projects , through 

which  brand awareness  can be increased . This then becomes a loop. The more brands you 

partner with, the more awareness thanks to newly established connections and growth of 

the organization. This  increased awareness then  leads to more brands who are open to 

partnering , and so on  (P. de Ruijter, personal communication, April 7, 2021). As the Award 

spends no money on advertising or anything of the sort, this type of awareness enhancing 

activity trul y is of the essence.  

 

3.1.2.2 Need for sponsored  assets   

Then, the second reason for  the Award to  from corporate partnerships: sponsored assets. 

There are several reasons for the Award to desire sponsored assets from corporate 

partnerships. All of these reasons help the Award in realizing its potential, and there are 

numerous  ways through which this happens.  

 

First off, corporate partners often bind themselves to the Award through monetary  

donations. As a non -profit, financial assets are something that t he Award is always on the 

lookout fo r, as it is a large contributor to the organization reaching as many young people 

as possible  (P. de Ruijter, personal communication, April 7, 2021).  

 

A second reason for the Award to be on the lookout is the fact that businesses often tend 

to sponsor products or give discounts. This is, of course, beneficial for the Award. Think of 

partnerships with large outdoor/sports chains such as Go Outdoors and Ultimate Outdoors 

in the UK (dofe.org, n.d. c), where these brands giv e discounts to Award participants on 
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camping gear for the expedition. This is what is currently happening in the Netherlands as 

well, however, it is  not yet on the same scale  (P. de Ruijter, personal communication, April 

7, 2021) .  

 

3.1.3 Current strategic  partnerships  

 

3.1.3.1 Partnerships  

In terms of current strategic business partners, the Award is working with an organization  

which is offering a screening of potential candidates to create a better match between 

Award participants and Award leaders. Th is was offered to the Award for free , improves 

the Award program in the Netherlands,  and is thus enormously beneficial. The partner sees 

the Award as a way of getting in touch with schools to further promote its product, and so 

a win -win situation was crea ted  (P. de Ruijter, personal communication, April 7, 2021).  

 

A second partner that the Award has had in the past was a corporate partner who was only 

interested in donating to the organization. Instead of creating a win -win here, it was really 

because this  partner believed in the Award and wanted to support. He stayed largely out 

of the picture (P. de Ruijter, personal communication, April 7, 2021).  

 

An interesting thing to note here is the fact that both of these partnerships came out of an 

in -network acq uisition as opposed to a selection made by the Award after which they were 

approached  through a marketing campaign . These partnerships thus came into existence 

through previous contacts (P. de Ruijter, personal communication, April 7, 2021). This 

means tha t no identification of potential partners was conducted, but that either a board 

member or an Award staff member got in contact with potential partners  through their 

existing network , after which it got linked through to the decision -making staff .  

 

3.1.4  Unfocussed marketing  

As mentioned, the Award needs partnerships. This means that the organization has been 

and currently is, in some respects, trying to reach  and acquire these  possible alliances . In 

the past, a direct emailing campaign was conducted  that will be discussed below and used 

to demonstrate the effects  of the current existing business issue.       

 

.1.4.1 Direct emailing campaign  

After the passing of His Royal Highness the Duke of Edin burgh, the Award decided to send 

out an emailing campaign to potential strategic partners. This was done to promote the 

organization, and the timing of this campaign was deliberately after the passing of the 

Duke of Edinburgh to promote whilst the organiza tion was in the news. This campaign, 

however, was considered to be a failure. A contributing factor  to this failure was the overall 

low number of emails sent. In total, 20 emails were sent out over the course of a few days, 

which lead to zero new leads gen erated for the Award.  

 

After analyzing the process and results , it was evident that the targeting was lacking. There 

was no clear idea  of what potential partner needed to be addressed,  or how to identify this 

partner. O verall , emails were sent out to the wrong people, for whom the message turned 

out to be not relevant whatsoever. In some cases, these people were able to bring the 

message to the right person, who then proceeded to not respond to the original email as 

it ended up on top of a pile of things t o do, only to be never looked at again (C. de Leeuw, 

May 12, 2021). This shows a clear lack of strategic approach to finding new partnerships.  
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As an important step in any emailing campaign, E. Fariborzi and M. Zahedifard ( 2012) 

mention the building of a c ustomer database with information of who the potential 

customer is. Knowing the customer is increasing effectiveness and profitability, as 

mentioned by Vorhies et. al, (2011). This research states that ñsuperior performance is 

dependent on increasing marke t knowledge stocks and deploying those stocks through the 

firmôs marketing capabilitiesò. This means that, when looking at the proposed theory, the 

mentioned campaign was predestined to fail in the first place.  The Award needs to know 

how to identify poten tial strategic partners before initiating marketing activities  if it seeks 

to appropriately and effectively execute  a marketing campaign.  

 

The fact that the emailing campaign was not focused is not at all uncommon in a non -profit 

setting, as mentioned by Pope et. al., (2009). The marketing efforts by NPOs to attract 

new donors, and thus partnerships, are  often unfocused and sporadic. It is essential for an 

NPO to know what the potential partner looks like to focus its marketing activities. This 

knowledge, as mentioned, leads to increased performance on marketing practices.  

 

3.1.4.2 Effects of unfocused marketing  

It becomes clear that the Award is missing a strategic approach to identifying the 

appropriate potential strategic business partner . Due to a lac k of a concrete plan,  the 

communication becomes unfocused and therefore ineffective, as showcased in the previous 

example. This ineffectiveness translates itself in an overall lack of response without any 

new leads generated and thus , in this case,  a faile d marketing campaign.  

 

As with a significant number of non -profits, the Award has to deal with scarce resources. 

This is the case for monetary - , intellectual - , and time resources. An inappropriately 

targeted and unfocused marketing campaign leads to an in efficient use of monetary -  and 

time resources, whilst not contributing to an increase in intellectual resources , which would  

help the organization organize a more efficient campaign (Lim, 2019). These resources can 

and should be used differently in an organization that is looking to continue its current 

growth spurt . The Award is an organization with only so many  resources  to s pend on 

promotional activities (P. de Ruijter, personal communication, May 17, 2021). If these 

resources are then used ineffectively because of lacking information, it becomes an 

expensive gap of  knowledge.  

 

Furthermore, this unfocussed marketing  continue s into other aspects of the organization, 

where it  leads to unfocussed messaging  across  the different  communication channels. For 

instance, there is no clear social media plan in place. Each platform is used without a  

concrete idea of for who these often -daily  posts are . This leads to an unfocussed message 

across all social media  channels, with the Award not knowing how to cater their social 

media posts  to a specific partner.   

 

If you do not know who the message is best suited for, the marketing is not goi ng to wield 

the best possible results , especially across channels . This is in line with the theory proposed 

by Payne et. al. (2017), who mention that there is a ñneed to seamlessly integrate 

messaging strategies and tactics across multiple channels ò. This is currently clearly not the 

case, and to do this, a strong  idea of who the message is aimed at is needed. Again, this 

translates itself in the need for a strategic approach to identifying potential businesses 

partners.    

 



Graduation Thesis   Guul Stienen  07/06/2021  

 8 

3.2 Strategic partnerships at NP Os 
To see how the Award can solve its current business issue, it is important to identify how 

NPOs in general acquire strategic business partners. Based on what are certain potential 

strategic partners approached, and what can the Award learn from this?  

 

To start this inquiry into the world of strategic partners, it is important to , first of all, 

identify what a strategic partnership consists of .  Think of the types of partnerships, as well 

as based on what NPOs approach businesses , or businesses approach N POs. The previously 

established definition  for a social strategic  partner , identified by Waddock (1988),  as ña 

commitment by a corporation or a group of corporations to work with an organization from 

a different economic sector (public or nonprofit). It involves a commitment of resources ð 

time and effort ð by individuals from all partner organizations. These indi viduals work co -

operatively to solve problems that affect them all. The problem can be defined at least in 

part as a social issue; its solution will benefit all partners. Social partnership addresses 

issues that extend beyond organizational boundaries and traditional goals and lie within 

the traditional realm of public policy ð that is, in the social arena. It requires active rather 

than passive involvement from all parties.  Participants must make a resource commitment 

that is more than merely monetary ò (Seitanidi, 2010) still stands.  

 

3.2.1 Types of partnerships  

First of all, it is important to start with the types of partnerships commonly identified in 

literature.  Austin (2000) identifies three types of partnerships between NPOs and 

businesses, each with a  differing level of intensity.  

 

The first and most basic type of partnership is a so -called philanthropic partnership. This 

partnership describes the relationship between a donor and a recipient, with the business 

engaging in the donation of monetary asse ts or a small material donation, and the NPO 

being on the receiving end of this interaction. This type of partnership occurs most often, 

and frequently is the base level from which existing partnerships develop further . In this 

partnership type, no win -win  situation is sought by both parties. The NPO often gets a win 

through the donation, whilst the business considers it mainly as part of their day - to -day 

activities.  

 

The next stage , and also the second type of partnership, is what is referred to as  a 

tran sactional partnership. This partnership explicitly requires ñtwo-way benefit flows that 

are consciously identified and soughtò. As is in line with the interview conducted with P. de 

Ruijter, it constitutes a clear win -win situation, where both parties are gaining from the 

relationship (personal communication, April 7, 2021).  

 

The third and final type of strategic partnership is an integrative partnership. Here, the 

goals and resources begin to merge, leading to organizational integration. This is a long 

pr ocess, and usually develops from a transactional partnership , meaning that it is not a 

partnership type that companies often seek out  initially . Therefore, only the first two are 

currently relevant to the Award and what the Award seeks to achieve  at this c urrent 

moment . Please refer to table 1  for a clear overview of the three different stages.  
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3. 2.1.1 Case studies  

In the theory proposed by Austin (2000), a case study set in the United States is  discussed 

in which strategic partners are followed as the relationship develops through the stages 

mentioned in table 1 . Thanks to the cultural and economic similarities, it can be assumed 

that this case  study is  representative for  the Netherlands as well (Hofstede, n.d.; IMF, 

2020).  As mentioned, the integrative partnership style is currently not of relevance, 

meaning that only the philanthropic and transactional partnerships  will be discussed.  

 

3. 2.1.1.1 Philanthropic partnerships  

An interesting thing to note in this collaboration style is that it , as mentioned, does not 

have to function as a win -win. This contradicts the statement made based on the interview 

with P. de Ruij ter, where it was stated that a strategic partnership always has to be a win -

win collaboration (personal communication, April 7, 2021).  

 

In the case study discussed, a local charity requests a certain number of boots from 

Timberland to use as part of a un iform. This request was approved by an administrative 

assistant, and at Timberland it was regarded as a small charitable gift. The action was 

crucial to the mission of neither of the parties, nor were there any high expectations on 

either side. Evidently , the local charity got a win out of it, but Timberland primarily  provided 

the boots as part of their usual day -  to -day activities , without gaining anything as a brand  

(Austin, 2000).  

 

Low expectations and the fact that no real win -win situation is involv ed are key 

characteristics of this type of partnership. Applying this to the Award, it can be seen that 

the first mentioned partner, the large donor mentioned in chapter 3.1.3.1 , fits this profile, 

and can therefore be classified as a philanthropic partner .  

 

3. 2.1.1.2 Transactional partnerships  

As mentioned, in  a transactional partnership  the organizations involved aim  to create a 

win -win situation. The case study discussed follows the development of the relationship 

between Timberland and the local charit y, as it evolves from a philanthropic partnership 

into a transactional partnership.  

 

Timberland started to develop the entire uniform for the charity, and by doing this it 

showed a desire for involvement and investment in the NPO. This was reciprocated by  the 

charity , which  actively showed Timberlandôs involvement in the project. Furthermore,  it led 

Timberland employees in team building activities. Timberland not only shared material 

Table 1, three types of partnerships (Austin, 2000)  
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resources, as the brand  would provide technical assistance in the areas o f finance, 

marketing, and HR  as well (Austin, 2000).  

 

The clearly identifiable characteristics here are the fact that there is a win -win that is 

created for both parties. Furthermore, it is clearly noticeable that the relationship has 

intensified and that  the parties are working more closely together. When applying this to 

the Award, it is clear that the screening partner is in this category. The relationship is not 

yet as developed as the relationship referred to in  the case study, but involvement is 

incr easing, and there are clear signs that the partnership is developing in this direction  (P. 

de Ruijter, personal communication, April 7, 2021) .    

 

3.2.2 Strategic partnership selection  

A next step is to take a look at how  different strategic partnerships b etween NPOs and 

businesses usually come into existence. This will be done based on relevant theory and 

relevant case studies into the subject.  

 

3. 2.2.1 Partnership selection  process   

Seitanidi and Crane (2009) mention that ñthe selection phase is crucial in the 

implementation of the partnership as it needs to develop accountable decision -making 

mechanisms that address the concerns of all stakeholders and which will allow for the next 

phase in the implementation process ò, meaning that for NPOs and businesses this step is 

vital . To further illustrate the importance of appropriate partnership selection, Austin and 

Seitanidi (2012) mention that ñaccurate value assessment potential is a predictor of 

partnership longevity ò, meaning that the better the partnership selection process, the 

higher the chances of a lasting collaboration.  

 

To identify potential strategic partnerships, the two cases studied in Seitanidi and Crane 

(2009)  first set criteria  based on which, in this case  businesses, identify potential strategic 

NPOs as partners.  This is in line with Wu et. al. (2009) who mentions that the first essential 

step in strategic alliance selection is the setting of the criteria. This is then followed up by 

a rating of potential  suppliers on  these criteria based on  a predetermined scale. Then, the 

overall scores should be computed, after which an official decision can be made. Even 

through this paper focuses on the selection process of a strategic partner in a regular B2B 

setting , it can be assumed to continue into an NPO -Business setting.  

 

3. 2.2.2 Criteria selection  

As mentioned, an essential first step is the setting of the criteria. In the theory proposed 

by Seitanidi  and Crane (2009), different criteria are mentioned based on two different case 

studies. These case studies focus on the partnership selection from the perspective of a 

business looking to partner with an NPO . This should, however, be assumed to go both 

wa ys. What the business deems important for an NPO is what NPOs see as relevant for 

profiling businesses all the same.  

 

In both case studies, the criteria do overlap to a large degree, making the study that much 

more valuable. For the criteria identified by  Seitanidi and Crane (2009), please refer to 

table 2 .  
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Table 2, partnership selection criteria (Seitanidi and Crane, 2009)  

 

The overlapping criteria here are the:  

¶ Previous experience working across differe nt economic sectors  

¶ Covering similar geographical areas  

¶ Overall cost -effectiveness  

¶ óSafeô profiling platform 

¶ A shared mutual interest  

¶ Personal chemistry among employees  

 

These criteria will be discussed further, as the fact that there is  overlap indica te s that these 

are more generic t o most profiles created . The two criteria not mentioned, namely the 

óSimilar time scales of operationô and the óBoth organizations had Royal affiliationsô, are 

assumed to be specific to the organization.  

 

Then , in the theo ry proposed by Franco (2010), a significant number of B2B strategic 

partnership criteria are discussed. These criteria concern the acquisition of partnerships 

from  the perspective of  two businesses, without a social enterprise being involved. This 

renders some of the mentioned criteria irrelevant, but there clearly are criteria mentioned 

that can be translated into a non -profit to business strategic partnership  setting . Please 

refer to table 3  for the mentioned criteria.  

 

 
Table 3, partnership selection criteria (Franco, 2010)  
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What is relevant to non -profits focusing on acquiring and profiling new potential strategic 

partners are the criteria  of the:  

 

¶ Firm with recognized reputation and image  

¶ Firm with experience in this type of strategy  

¶ Great professionalism, honesty and responsibility  

¶ Geographical location and/or size of firm  

¶ Trust, respect and acceptable agreement  

¶ Similar philosophy and culture to ours  

¶ High degree of commitment  

 

These crite ria  have been selected in collaboration and based on the experience of C. de 

Leeuw (personal communication, May 18, 2021). There is some clear overlap between 

the criteria mentioned by Franco (2010), and the criteria mentioned by Seitanidi and 

Crane (2009) .  The criteria from both the studies will be discussed further below.   

 

3. 2.2. 2.1 Selected  Criteria  

Franco (2010) identifies four different dimensions of partnership selection criteria. The 

mentioned criteria can all be grouped into one of these four. Eac h dimension hosts their 

own criteria.  This is in line with Wu et. al. (2009), where it is mentioned that the selected 

criteria should be grouped, after  which they can then be divided into main criteria and sub -

criteria. The dimensions identified by Franco are the basis for the main criteria, which will 

be expanded upon through sub -criteria . The four identified dimensions are:  

 

1.  Reputation and contribution of resources  

2.  Complementarity and personality of the entrepreneur  

3.  Organizational culture  

4.  Local/regional identity  

 

The selected  criteria will all be grouped in one of these categories, and then explored 

further with relevant theory.  

 

3. 2.2. 2.1.1 Reputation and contribution of resources  

Regarding strategic partnerships with firms with a recognized reputation and image, Franco 

(2010) argues that the reputation of a company gives some idea of the previous dealings 

the company had in other similar situations. It is stated that ñHaving knowledge of what 

potential partners have done in the pas t and what they are doing at present are important 

indicators to bear in mind when selecting ò. How the brand is perceived by others can give 

insight into this.  

 

Then, the ñprevious experience ò criterion mentioned by Seitanidi and Crane (2009), and 

the ñfir m with experience in this type of strategy ò criterion mentioned by Franco (2010) 

allows firms to look for NPOs that have worked with partners from different economic 

sectors before. This is beneficial, as it increases the chances of a long - lasting relation ship 

between the two firms (Pangarkar, 2003).  

 

The next criterion of an ñoverall cost -effective relationship ò deals  with the overall perceived 

investment (time, money) versus the overall expected outcome of the strategic alliance. 

Seitanidi and Crane (200 9) quote two different interviews  discussing this issue , in which 
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two NPOs describe the expected outcome of the alliance as weighing heavier than the 

invested money and time resources. If this is the case, the benefits of the partnership will 

outweigh the perceived input, which is needed for a successful collaboration.   

 

The ñsafe profiling platform ò criterion has to do with the overall risk assessment of the 

potential partnership. The organization choosing the partnership wants to make sure that 

the NPO i s not engaging in activities that the business does not want to be associated with 

(Seitanidi and Crane, 2009).  

 

The final criterion discussed under this dimension  is the  ñhigh degree of commitment ò 

criterion . It is mentioned by Cullen et. al. (2000) that  the commitment of both parties is 

an essential part in the success of the strategic partnership. To quote from the article: ñNo 

matter how mutually beneficial and lo gical the venture may seem at its start, without trust 

and commitment, the all iance will f ail entirely or, at the very least, it will fail to reach its 

strategic potential ò. 

 

3. 2.2. 2.1.2 Complementarity and personality of the entrepreneur  

This dimension includes the criteria  ñpersonal chemistry between employees ò, or the ñgreat 

professionalism, honesty and responsibility ò criterion . This  is of course of the essence. It 

is important for employees from both organizations to get along, as the process of creating 

a strategic partnership can get lengthy. Furthermore, it requires, some times a rather 

intensive, collaboration from both sides, as is mentioned by Wei and Slocum (1992).  

 

3. 2.2. 2.1.3 Organizational culture  

The ñshared mutual interest ò criterion, or the ñsimilar philosophy and culture ò criterion, 

has a foundation in theory as  well. It is mentioned by Das and Teng (2001) that the 

development of mutual interest in a strategic alliance prevents the arising of conflicts of 

interest. This leads to the firms forming a reliable bond and therefore creates a sense of 

trust between the organizations.  

 

3. 2.2. 2.1.4 Local/regional identity  

In terms of covering similar geographical areas, Biggiero and Sammarra (2010) found that 

geographical location matters most for smaller enterprises. The closer the firms are, the 

more open and accessible knowledge -sharing becomes.  

 

3. 2.2. 3 Weighing the criteria  

A next step identified by Wu et. al. (2009) is the ranking and weighing  of each criterion. 

The purpose of this procedure  is to prioritize criteria to eventually rate potential strategic 

partners . This process adds depth to the rating, as it takes into account the immediate 

relevancy of each identified criterion. Determining the initial ranks and weights  should be 

done in collaboration with a person with experience in the field, who can recognize the 

importance of one criterion above the other.  

 

As each type of partnership requires a different level of intensity (Austin, 2000), this 

weighing in an NPO -business partnership should rely on what type of partnership the 

organization i s looking for.  
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3. 2.2.4 Rating and results  

The final  steps in the process of selecting potential strategic partners is the rating of each 

partner through the previously identified and now weighed criteria. The purpose of this 

being the identification of the best possible partner for the specific  organization. A rating 

scale needs to be identified, from which eventual quantifiable results can be gathered. 

Based on these results, the organization is then able to determine the best fit as strategic 

partner , and thus make the most informed decision. This , in a more elaborate setting, 

comes together in a large super matrix through which results can be gathered (Wu, et. al., 

2009).  

  

3.3 Visualization  
To identify a solution to the current  business issue, a conceptual model can be created . 

This model shows a number of independent variables which influence the dependent 

variable. The mediating variable that will be mentioned showcases through what practice 

this dependent variable can be reac hed. This will be based on the aforementioned theory 

and internal company information described  in the previous chapters.  

 

3. 3.1 Independent variables  

 

3.3.1.1 Type of partnership  

The first independent variable  currently influencing the lack of achieveme nt in  the 

dependent variable is the fact that the Award needs to know which type of potential partner 

it is focusing their activities on. This, as mentioned, is currently not the case . Knowing this 

will help further down in the process . The identification of the best possible partnership 

style will be in line with the theory proposed by Austin (2000).  

 

3.3.1. 2 Strategic partnership selection   

As mentioned by Wu et. al. (2009) in chapter 3.2.2.1 , the steps to identifying potential 

strategic business partners are, first of all, the identification of criteria based on which a 

potential strategic partner can be identified. First , under the dimensions identified by 

Franco (2010)  the main criteria need to be identified, to which sub -criteria need to be 

added. The sub -criteria should be personalized to what is relevant for the  Award  

organization . These criteria should then be weighed and eventually, potential strategic 

partners shou ld be selected to run through these criteria to  find a potential match.  

 

3.3.1.3 Link between the independent variables  

There is a very clear link between the two independent variables. Both of the independent 

variables are needed to solve the current bus iness issue, and both are currently lacking in 

the Award organization. The Award needs to know what type of partnership it is looking 

for before it is able to appropriately work with the identified  criteria. This becomes clear 

when looking at the weighing and quantifying of the criteria . Although the theory does not 

make a distinction between criteria relevant for the partnership types, it has to be assumed 

that there will be a difference in weighing and quantifying these criteria  per partnership 

style . The  criteria will nonetheless  all be relevant, the weighing changes based on which 

type of partnership is being pursued.  

 

3.3.2 Mediating variable  

Both independent variables come together in the mediating variable, which is the 

partnership selection model. T hrough a partnership selection model, the Award is able to 
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run potential business partners through its identified  and weighed criteria, to then 

appropriately analyze and review the results. It will allow the Award the ability  to recognize  

the companies tha t fit the profile of potential Award partner, taking into account relevant 

variables and partnership type. As mentioned in chapter 3.2.2.4 , this usually happens in a 

super matrix (Wu et. al., 2009). However, for the Award organization this needs to be 

simp lified.   

 

3.3.3 Dependent variable  

The dependent variable is the eventual focused targeting of strategic partners. The Award 

needs to increase its focus  to avoid the expensive and inefficient use of resources. Through 

the partnership selection model ment ioned in 3.3.2,  the Award can rate  potential partners , 

which increases the market knowledge, and therefore allows the organization to increase 

focus in their marketing activities.  

 

3. 3.4 Conceptual model  

All the aforementioned variables can be combined in a conceptual model, for which the 

image can be foun d below  (Figure  1) .  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

4. Proposed solution  
 

4.1 Proposed Solution  
Based on the previous situational analysis and theoretical framework, a potential solution 

can be formulated  which attempts to solve the current business issue.  It  can be concluded 

from the exploration that the Award is lacking a clear strategic approach to identifying 

potential strategic partners. To combat this  issue, a strategic partnership selection model 

has been  created  which finds its foundation in the aforementioned theory .  

 

Type of partnership  

Strategic partnership 

selection  

Partnership selection 

model  

Independent variables      Mediating  Variable        Depende nt  v ariable  

Focused targeting of 

potential strategic 

partners  

Figure 1, conceptual model  
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The first step was  the  identification of a number of different criteria based on which 

organizations often approach potential strategic partners . Based on these criteria , both 

main -  and sub criteria,  a profile  of potential partners for the Award  can be created .  

 

Building  on this profile, a strategic partnership selection model was created ( Figure 2). This 

tool shows the identified main criteria  and sub  criteria , together with the add ed weight of 

each main criteria . By filling in the model, via rating potential strategic partners on each 

identified characteristic, the Award will get an impression of how fitting  the specific partner 

would be to target for an eventual promotional campaig n. The organization will be able to 

quantifiably show that a certain partner carries  more potential than others, which answers 

the question of ñHow can the Award in the Netherlands best identify potential strategic 

partners?ò 

 

The creation of this model was done according to the steps identified by Wu et. al. (2009) , 

where first the main criteria were selected, to which sub criteria were added. Then, to 

complete the model, each criterion was weighed based on its relevancy. To appropriately  

weigh and  quantify  these criteria, however, firstly the most relevant partnership type 

needed  to be identified. This was done in accordance with the theory proposed by Austin 

(2000).  

 

As mentioned in chapter 3.2.2.4  Wu et. al. call for a super matrix through whic h potential 

strategic partnerships can be identified. This has, however, been deemed too complex in 

this situation. The reason for this being the fact that researching these criteria is not part 

of the experience of the Award employees, and therefore the m odel needs to be kept 

relatively simple.   

 

Please refer to figure 2 for the full 

model , filled in as an example.   

 

4.2 The model  
This chapter will focus on  an explanation 

of the model and its variables. The 

partnership type was the first aspect to 

be identified, after which the criteria 

were selected and weighed. Below, this 

process will be defined and explained 

further.    

 

4.2.1 Partnership type  

Based on the theory proposed by Austin 

(2000) , two different types of 

partnerships currently relevant for the 

Award were identified, specifically  the 

philanthropic -  and the transactional 

partnership  type . Identifying the 

partnership style beforehand is of the 

essence, as it forms the basis for the wei ght  and quantifiable rating  that will be attributed 

to each criterion .  

 

Figure 2, partnership selection model  
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The Award has experience with both, and through discussing these partnership types with 

I. Doukmak, who did research into the topic , it was concluded that the Award should focus 

on th e philanthropic partnership style when approaching new potential partners . This 

conclusion was reached  after  an analysis of partnership types of the Award in other 

countries. Please refer to appendix B for an overview of prominent partners in the UK, US, 

Australia, Canada, and Germany , together with their partnership styles  (Doukmak, 2021).  

  

The reason for this takes into account how established the organization is in each  

respective country. As the A ward is currently not yet firmly established in the Netherlands, 

a philanthropic partnership type appears to be the rational choice. Especially when 

considering that  this type of partnership often is only the start  (I. Doukmak, Personal 

communication, May 29, 2021) . As mentioned in chapter 3.2.1 , from this, partnerships 

frequently  grow into transactional partners, or even further.  

 

4.2.2 Criteria  
To select the relevant criteria, the  in chapter 3.2.2.2.1  identified dimensions of Franco 

(20 10)  were used , one  of which, the complementarity and personality of the entrepreneur, 

was deemed irrelevant at this moment. The reason for this being that this dimension will 

only be relevant once the partnership has progressed.  

 

Under these dimensions, the theory of Wu et.  al. (2009) was used to identify five main 

characteristics, under which a number of sub characteristics were placed . The criteria 

identified by Seitanidi and Crane (2009), and Franco (2010) were used  as basis for  both  

the sub -  as well as the main  criteria . The model  in Figure  2  personalizes these criteria to 

specifically be relevant for the Award organization in the Netherlands. Furthermore, to 

enter the mentioned criteria in a model which needs to produce a quantitative outcome, 

each criterion will be give n a rating scale to rate potential business partners on.  

 

Out of the eight criteria  mentioned in chapter 3.2.2.2.1,  only five are currently of 

importance to the Award organization. The leftover three, the high degree of commitment, 

the cost -effectiveness, and the personal chemistry between the employees, are most 

certainly of relevance, just not in this initial stage o f partnership profiling  and rating . These 

criteria  come  to light once there is a further established contact between two organizations .  

 

4.2.2. 1 Reputation and contribution to resources  

The first identified dimension is the reputation and contribution to resources of the potential 

strategic partner. This is an essential step in targeting the partner, as it allows the Award 

to create an image of  how the potential partner tends to operate in such  a partnership. 

This image is essential for the  Award, as it then allows the organization to make a more 

informed decision on whether or not it wants to work with this partner. This dimension 

houses the largest number of criteria , which  are:  

 

4. 2.2.1.1 Previous experience  

In the first identified crite rion , the Award organization should look at companies which 

have previous experience in working with NPOs that promote youth development. As 

mentioned in chapter 3.2.2.2.1.1 , the chances of a long - lasting relationship are higher with 

an organization which has experience with working in the same kind of environment 

(Pangarkar, 2003).  
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For the Award this would concretely mean that it should focus on organizations that have 

experience in working with NPOs as strategic partners (C. de Leeuw, Personal 

communica tion, May 23, 2021). Preferably, the potential partner has worked with smaller 

NPOs before to match the current situation of the Award in the Netherlands. To quantify 

this, a ranking system has been  created, where 0 NPOs constitutes a score of 1, 1 -2 NPOs 

constitutes a score of 2, 3 -4 NPOs constitutes a score of 3, 5 -6 NPOs constitutes a score 

of 4, and finally, 7+ NPOs constitutes a score of 5.  After conducting research into other 

partners  the Award has abroad, it becomes clear that many organizations flo at around 

these numbers in terms of NPO partnerships (Amey PLC, 2020; Badenoch, n.d.) .  

 

Furthermore, to rate the experience with smaller NPOs, the percentage of the NPO 

partnerships which are of a similar size as the Award should be rated. If this is 0%, a score 

of 1 will be attributed, if this is 1 -10%, a score of 2 will be attributed, between 11 -20% 

will constitute a score of 3, between 21 -30% will mean a score of 4, and 30%+ constitutes 

a score of 5. As the Award organization is relatively small, the pe rcentage scores for this 

have been kept relatively low. The reason for this being the fact that smaller organizations 

do have a more difficult time in attracting corporate partners (P. de Ruijter, personal 

communication, April 7, 2021).  

 

4.2.2.1.2 Safe pr ofiling platform   

This criterion focuses, as mentioned, on the risk assessment part of the strategic 

partnership. For certain NPOs it might be a risk to be associated with a certain type of 

company. Think of an environmentally polluting brand partnering up  with an NPO that 

fights against the extinction of certain species of animals.  There is a degree of dissonance 

there.   

 

Thi s, however, is an estimation that the Award has to make per individual company and 

making the wrong decision might lead to brand dama ge as a result. Therefore, it is 

important for the Award to focus their promotional activities on brands with which it wants 

to be associated.  

 

The organization should focus on brands which are clean, with no past controversies that 

can damage the Award b rand image. To quantify this, a different rating will be used. If the 

brand has had controversies in the past that are currently still relevant, it will receive a 1. 

Then, if there was something playing, for instance, several years ago, and is thus current ly 

not as relevant anymore, a score of 2 will be attributed. Then, if the brand has a clean 

slate, a score of 3 will be attributed.  

 

 

4.2.2. 1.3 Recognized reputation and image  

This is followed by  the recognized reputation and image of the potential strategic partner. 

As mentioned in chapter 3.2.2.2.1.1,  this gives the Award the tools to estimate the 

behavior of the organization within a strategic partnership. First of all, to measure the 

recognize d reputation, the Award should attempt to focus on the brand awareness the 

company has. Brand awareness and reputation are related. To work on your reputation, 

brand awareness is needed (Regalbuto, 2020). To quantify this, the following scale will be 

used:  if brand awareness is between 0 -15% of the target group, a rating of 1 will be 

attributed, if it is 16 -25%, a rating of 2 will be attributed, 26 -35% constitutes a rating of 

3, 36 -45% constitutes a rating of 4, and 46%+ constitutes a rating of 5. These per centages 
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have been decided in collaboration with C. de Leeuw (Personal communication, May 27. 

2021).  

 

In term of focusing on the image the brand has amongst NPOs, this should also be 

quantified. The criterion will be measured via the current partnerships the potential partner 

has . I t is assumed that the higher the number of partnerships, the more pleasant the 

collaborating experience . Furthermore, the safe profiling criterion contributes to this as 

well . If the brand has more partnerships and little past c ontroversies, the score will be 

higher. It will be filled out automatically as an average of the two scores  given in both 

these sections, making it a ranking on a scale of 1 -4, allowing for decimal places.  

 

4.2.2.4 Organizational culture  

The second identified dimension  is the organizational culture. When  it comes to this , it is 

important for the Award to target companies which share a mutual interest with the 

organization. As mentioned by Das and Teng (2001), the mutual interest is key, as it  leads 

to the prevention of conflict between parties further down the road.  

 

.2.2.4.1 Mutual interest  

Quantifying mutual interest  should be done based on the aforementioned previous 

experience criterium , as well as on the organizational similarity .  

 

When  it comes to the previous experience, the Award should target brands that have 

invested in sports organizations, youth development, or future - focused initiatives, or 

brands that have heavily co -operated with this type of NPO before.   

 

Then, the organizati onal similarity.  the Award can also rate the mutual interest based on 

the type of company it is approaching. Think of large sports brands such as Nike or Adidas, 

or of a large volunteering organization  which match the Award philosophy . An 

organizational similarity automatically constitutes a mutual interest, making the potential 

partner a logical fit to the created profile.  

 

This can, again, be quantified. The previous experience criterion can be rated as follows: 

if the previous experi ence of the company is for 0 -20% related to Award pillars  of 

volunteering, sports, talent development, or youth development , a score of 1 will be 

attributed. If this is 21 -35%, a score of 2 will be attributed. 36 -45% will constitute a score 

of 3, and 46 -55 % will constitute a score of 4. Finally, if this is 56%+ a score of 5  will be 

attributed .  

 

In terms of  organizational similarity, the rating will be done based on a less objective and 

more  subjective scale.  If the organization is not similar at all, a sco re of 1 will be attributed, 

somewhat similar constitutes a score of 2, neutral constitutes a score of 3, somewhat 

similar constitutes a score of 4, and very similar constitutes a score of 5.   

 

.2.2.5 Local/regional identity  

The final criterion concerns  the geographical proximity of the potential strategic partner. 

It is mentioned by Biggiero and Sammarra (2010) that this matters most for smaller 

enterprises, which the Award in the Netherlands is. It has advantages in terms of 

knowledge -sharing, as well as  advantages for meetings in general. This becomes much 

more practical when the organizations are located closer together and as mentioned, this 

is specifically the case for smaller -scale operational activities.  
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.2.2.5.1 Geographical proximity  

Translating  this to the Award organization, the focus should be on companies located in 

the Brabant area. The Award office itself is located in Den Bosch, and there are a multitude 

of other large cities in the area that the Award should focus on. Think of cities like  Breda, 

Tilburg, and Eindhoven. To quantify this, the following grading scale should be used: if the 

potential partner  is <50 kilometers away, it will receive a 5, 50 -99 kilometers will be a 4, 

100 -149 will be a 3, 150 -199 will be a 2, and any >200 will constitute  a 1. Please refer to 

table 4 for a full overview of the selected criteria.  

 

 
Table 4, partnership profile  

4.2.3 Weighing the criteria  

As mentioned in 3.2.2.3 , a next step is to rank and weigh each criterion according to its 

importance to the overall selection process. This should, as mentioned, be done in 

collaboration with someone knowledgeable on the subject of working with partners in an 

NPO setting,  who wi ll be able to identify which criteria are most important. This is in line 

with Wu et. al., (2009), and the ranking was done in collaboration with C. de Leeuw 

(personal communication, May 31, 2021).  

 

4.2.3.1 Ranking the criteria  

As mentioned, the preferred partnership type for the Award is a philanthropic partnership. 

Here, the partnership has not yet reached high intensity levels, and the scope of the 

activities are narrow (Austin, 2000). Based on this,  and on the input of C. de Leeuw,  a 

ranking of the ment ioned criteria can be devised.  

 

1.  Safe profiling platform  

2.  Mutual interest  

3.  Previous experience / Recognized reputation and image  

4.  Geographical proximity  

 

4.2.3.1.1 Safe profiling platform  

The most essential and highly ranked criterion is the safe profiling  platform. This is most 

important, as this needs to be in order for every type of partnership. For obvious reasons, 

the Award does not seek to associate with brands that can potentially cause brand damage , 

and t herefore this is attributed the highest weigh t.   

 

4.2.3.1.2 Mutual interest  

The safe profiling platform is followed by the shared mutual interest the brands have. As 

mentioned in chapter 3.2.2.2.1.3 , the shared mutual interest prevents conflict in a 

developing partnership (Das, et. al., 2001). Furt hermore, if the partnership has a clear 

goal, collaborating becomes easier, making this criterion highly important.  
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4.2.3.1.3 Previous experience and recognized reputation  

Both the previous experience and recognized reputation have been deemed to be on the 

same level of importance. The reason for this being the fact that, as mentioned, a 

philanthropic partnership style requires less of a commitment. This makes the previous 

experience less relevant, as the overall intensity of the collaboration is significantly less. 

However, the experience by the targeted brand is still needed to get the partnership 

running quicker, and to avoid uncertainties.   

 

Furthermore, this simplicity  of the partnership  means that the recognized reputation is not 

key either. As the commitment is significantly less than what it would be in a transactional 

partnership, it is not as important to work with a brand that has the reputation of a goo d 

strategic partner. Of course, brands which have a bad reputation in this regard should be 

avoided, meaning that the criterion is not unimportant. It is, however, significantly less 

important than what it would be in a transactional partnership.     

 

4.2. 3.1.4 Geographical proximity  

The final criterion, geographical proximity, has been deemed  to be the least relevant in a 

philanthropic partnership style. As mentioned, this requires a significantly lower time and 

effort investment from both parties, meanin g that the location is not as relevant. Especially 

in the digital age, where Zoom and Microsoft Teams meetings have  been on the up.  

 

If the collaboration were to be more intensive, a closer party would be more relevant. 

However, in a philanthropic partner ship style  this  is not the case. There will be significantly 

less meetings and events to attend to, making the geographical proximity not as relevant.  

 

4.2.3.2 Weighing the criteria  

Based on the previous ranking, each criterion can be 

given a weight. Agai n, this was done in collaboration 

with C. de Leeuw (Personal communication, May 31, 

2021). Please refer to Table 5  for an overview of the 

main criteria with their attached weight.  

  

4.2.4 Model results  
After a potential  strategic partner has been rated on each criterion , Wu et. al. (2009) 

mentions that the selection decision can be made based on which potential strategic 

partner ranks highest. As the Award is not selecting one strategic partner but hoping to 

find a number of strategic partners to target, a threshold will  be put in place. Once this 

threshold has been passed, the organization is in potential a strong contender for a 

strategic partnership with the Award organization in the Netherlands.  

 

Overall, to measure the results of the company being rated  at that time , it has been decided 

that a percentage score will be used. The total available points equal  48,8, meaning that 

the end score  of the rating on the criteria  will be divided by this number and multiplied by 

100%.  

 

As a threshold, it has been decided that an overall score of 65% will be deemed as positive 

for the Award. The reason for this being the fact that if the percentage is > /= 65%, it 

averages >60%, meaning that the score is averaging higher than ñneutralò.  

Table 5, weighed criteria  

 

Table 5, weighed criteria  

 
Table 6, weighed criteria  
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5. Methodology  
The methodology chapte r will showcase how the aforementioned proposed solution will be 

tested and how the results of these tests will be validated. As mentioned, the goal of this 

research is to give the Award a tool with which it is able to identify potential strategic 

partners . The created tool needs to be tested,  and as can be identified from the exploration , 

there is a clear need for this type of tool to enter the organizationôs capabilities . This tool  

(Figure 2) , if deemed efficient and effective,  will be able to be used in situations where 

potential strategic partners need to be identified. Think, for instance, of the initial targeting 

of an emailing campaign. Therefore, the purpose of this methodology is not the eventual 

end result of a fully filled - in tool. The testing con cerns how helpful the tool can  be for Award 

employees in identifying potential strategic partners. The focus is on testing the process, 

not on identifying potential strategic partners that the Award can approach.  

 

5.1 Research method  
To test this tool, t he first step will be to select a number of companies to which participants, 

current Award employees, will be able to apply it.  These companies will be selected based 

on their presence in the Dutch market. This is done to ensure that participants know the  

brand, so that no difficulties arise when it comes to the  researching of the information . 

Then, a number of questions will be asked to review the overall experience of the usage of 

the tool.  

 

The reason that multiple companies and participants will be se lected for this testing is to 

avoid a possible bias in the data collection process. If the data is limited to one source, or 

if this source cannot be assumed to be representative, measurement bias can occur (Smith 

and Noble, 2014).  

 

The testing will focus on gathering experiences and results  from different participants filling 

in the model, and then commenting thereon . This constitutes as  what Williams (2007)  

identifies as a pre -experimental research design. There is no randomly selec ted control 

group, as only current Award employees are asked to fill in the model. The model is, 

however, standardized amongst these employees. The research will be a combination of 

quantitative and qualitative research. The results will be gathered  via qu antifiable input 

from participants  who fill in the tool , as well as qualitative survey  data  from the answered 

questions  (Walliman, 2010).  

 

5.2 Data collection  
 

5.2.1 Participants and company selection  
As mentioned, the tool will be filled in by several current employees of the Award. The 

purpose is to test the overall clarity of the tool, as well as whether or not the employees 

can, based on the tool, identify which strategic partner is best to target f or the Award 

organization . It is, as mentioned , not about actually selecting a potential strategic partner. 

The data collection will focus fully on the testing of the potential the model has. This will 

be done as follows:  

 

Firstly, a number of companies ne eds to be identified. These companies need to be well -

known to ensure that each participant does not need extensive research to fill in the model. 

Furthermore, to give a rating to the geographical proximity characteristic, only Dutch 
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companies will be used . To ensure that all participants are familiar with the brands, 15 out 

of the 50 biggest Dutch companies will be selected (de Boer, 2018).  

 

1.  Shell  

2.  Heineken  

3.  Booking.com  

4.  ING  

5.  Philips  

6.  KPN 

7.  Rabobank  

8.  Ziggo  

9.  Thuisbezorgd.nl  

10.  Albert Heijn  

11.  KLM 

12.  ABN Ambro  

13.  SNS 

14.  Action  

15.  Douwe Egberts  

 

5.2.2 Overall clarity  
Then, a way to test the clarity of the criteria  is to give the participants a set of information. 

This information will consist of set  lines of text relating to one characteristic of one 

company. Think of ñCompany X has a brand awareness of 75%ò. If the participant then 

gives a score of 5, it can be assumed that the characteristic is clearly explained. There will 

be one line of text relating to each characteristic to test the clarity of the explanation of 

each. In  this case, the validity of the information is not relevant, and no attention will be 

paid to this. Please find the information, including the right scores, below.  

 

¶ Shell works 3 NPOs. (3)  

¶ One of the NPOs Shell works with is of the same size as the Award (33%) (5)  

¶ ING has had a large controversy with their NPOs in the past, which is currently still 

affecting the organization (1)  

¶ KPN has a brand awareness of 65% (5)  

¶ Ziggo works with NPOs of which 38% is related to Award pillars (3)  

¶ The organizational goals of KLM are very much in line with the Award (5)  

¶ The Action headquarters are 67 kilometers away from the Award (4)  

 

If the scores given here match up with the scores filled in by the participants, it can be 

assumed that both the rating system as well as the characteristics are  explained clearly.  

 

Then, as mentioned, participants will be asked to answer several questions on their 

experience with filling in the model.  The questions are open ended survey question s.  These 

questions are:  

 

¶ How clearly were  the criteria  defined?  

¶ How easy was the information to fill in?  

¶ Does the outcome give you an idea of who the right partner for the Award is?  

¶ Are the characteristics relevant?  

¶ Would you add any characteristics?  
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Please refer to Appendix C to see the empty m odel that will be sent out to Award 

employees. An explanation of each criterion has been added in the form of a comment at 

each cell.  

 

5.3 Data analysis  
Two parts of the model that will be tested ar e, first of all, the clarity of the model .  Secondly , 

the results will be of importance as well, as it will show the effectiveness of the tool. Based 

on this, conclusions can be drawn on its easiness  in use  and its overall clarity .  The data 

that was gathered will be analyzed to eventually conclude o n these topics. This will be done 

based on  the  be three identified parts , further explained below.  

 

5.3.1 Clarity  
First of all, the ratings for the criteria for which information was provided. The purpose of 

this was to test how clearly the criteria were explained. The scores mentioned in chapter 

5.2.2  should match the scores filled in by the participants. If this is not the case, it needs 

to be concluded that the explanation of the relevant criteria  was not clear enough.  

 

Then, the second and final  step in analyzing the clarity will come from the answers to the 

questions asked in the model file. If there is coherence between these  answers, it can form 

the basis for the recommendations, as well as for the development of further research. To 

analyze this, a short coding of the answers will be conducted.  

 

5.3.2 Effectiveness  
Then, the overall end scores.  When participants fill in the tool, a percentual end score per 

potential partner is computed.  In these end scores, there is a need for consistency amongst 

participants. If this is not the case, it needs to be concluded  that there is something wrong 

with t he process.  

 

The analysis will therefore focus on  the differences in end results between the participating 

Award employees. If there is little difference, it can be assumed that the model is effective, 

as the participants are able to fill in the tool  in a  consistent manner. If this is not the case, 

it needs to be concluded  that the effectiveness of the model is lacking. Through looking at 

the criteria for which participants were given information, it can be concluded whether or 

not this was due to the clar ity of the criteria. Based on this, it can then be concluded that 

the criteria were not explained clearly, or that there is a different reason for the 

inconsistency in answers.    

 

5.4 Limitations  
The research does face a number of limitations that need t o be kept in mind and which can 

affect the validity of the overall results. First of all, the current Covid - related restrictions 

make it difficult to get access to all relevant data. Furthermore, due to a long - term absence 

of the director of the Award orga nization, access to relevant data has become even more 

complicated.  

 

Secondly, there is a certain time constraint on the research due to eventualities happening 

in the starting phase of the writing process. This has as a result that different possibly 

rel evant points of view have not been further researched, as there simply was no time  to 

conduct this research .  
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6. Results  
To answer the research question of ñHow can the Award in the Netherlands best identify 

potential strategic partners?ò data has been gathered relating to the aforementioned 

strategic partnership selection tool. This data focuses on the testing of the process and  the 

usage of the tool. Think of the clarity of the criteria, clarity of the results, and overall 

information input for the tool.  The purpose of this is to give the Award a method of 

identifying potential strategic partners.   

 

As mentioned, the data analysis will focus on three identified sections. The criteria for 

which information was provided  which tests its clarity ,  the questio ns asked to participants, 

and the overall end result . Based on this, conclusions can be drawn , which will be discussed 

further down in this research.  

 

Not all Award employees were available on short notice to fill in the model, leading to a 

total of four responses.  Please refer to appendix D, E, F and G for the filled in partnership 

selection models per participant. The Award currently does not have an employee 

dedicated to  business  partnership selection and profiling , meaning that the tool needs to 

be used and tested by all employees. It is important that each employee is able to 

understand the tool, and that each employee is able to read the relevant results. Therefore, 

any Award employee willing to fill in the tool helped towards the gathering of in sights on 

model. Again, please  refer to the aforementioned appendix D, E, F and  G for the 

information per participant.  

  

6.1 Clarity  
As mentioned, the first of the two identified parts is the overall  clarity  of the model . This 

was tested via the criteria for which information was provided, as well as via the questions 

asked at the end of the process  of filling in the tool . First of all, the results to the criteria 

for which information was provided . Please refer to Table 6 for an overview of the answers 

of the four participants.  

 
Table 7, informed criteria participants response  

As can be seen in the table, the criteria measured were largely filled in correctly by the 

participants. At the Number of NPOs criteria, P1 filled in a 3, where a 2 should have been 

answered, and at the Similar NPOs criteria, P2 and P4 filled in a 4 where a 5 was the right 

answer. For the rest, however, each line of information was transferred well into the model, 

and each participant answered correctly. The fact that there are mistakes in two of the 

criteria leads to the conclusion that these need to be ex plained more clearly. However, as 
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only one participant made a mistake in criterion 1, and two participants made mistakes in 

criterion 2, this could also be attributable to reading mistakes or other human fallacies .  

 

Then, when looking at the questions ans wered by participants  (appendix H), and the 

themes identified (Appendix I ) , it can be seen that all four participants believed that the 

identified characteristics were explained clearly, were relevant, and there were no 

suggestions to add any. This is in l ine with Table 6, where participants show , to a large 

degree,  a clear understanding of the criteria .  Based on this, it can be concluded that the 

model , in its current form, is clear to its users .  

 

6.2 Model results  
As mentioned, the second section is where results will be analyzed through the end 

percentage scores . Please refer to Table 7  for the full results per participant per company.  

Each participant rated the set of companies on  the criteria previously identifie d, of which 

the outcome was a percentage score per company . Appendices D-G show the filled - in 

partnership selection models per participant. As mentioned in chapter 4.2.4 , an overall 

score of 65%+ constitutes a potential target for the Award.  

 

In first ins tance, when looking at the average scores, it might seem like the results were 

rather similar, apart from one outlier result in P3. Upon looking deeper into the results, 

however, it needs to be concluded that there is large inconsistency amongst the 

partic ipants. Apart from Action and Booking.com, the table shows significant  differences in 

the results .  

 

When looking at the coded open -

ended survey questions  in appendix 

I , it can be seen that 3 out of 4 

participants did not experience the 

filling in of infor mation for the 

partnership selection model  as easy . 

However, once the model was 

completely filled in, it can be seen 

that all four participants were able to 

identify the most promising potential 

strategic partner for the Award based 

on their input. These potential 

strategic partners are, however, as 

can b e seen in Table 7 , not consistent 

amongst the participants.  

 

Table 8, model results  

 

Based on the validity score of 65%, each participant identifies different potential strategic 

partners for the Award. P1 identifies ING, KPN, Rabobank, Ziggo, Alber t Heijn, KLM, and 

ABN Ambro , P2 identifies Booking.com, Ziggo, Albert Heijn, and KLM, P3 identifies all but 

Thuisbezorgd.nl, and Acti on, and finally, P4 identifies Shell, Albert Heijn, and KLM. As 

mentioned, there is a significant amount of difference here. Therefore, it needs to be 

concluded  that the effectiveness of the model is currently insufficient . A possible 
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explanation for this could be the fact that, as mentioned, 3 out of 4 participants 

experienced a degree of difficulty  with filling in the right information into the model .   

 

6.3 Conclusion  
Overall, it can be concluded that the model is clear to participants. When looking at the 

criteria for which information was provided, it can be seen that these were  largely  filled in 

correctly , apart from three. Furthermore, all participants are able to identify which partner 

would in potential fit best based on the filled - in mo del. This conclusion can be drawn based 

on the fact that 4 out of 4 participants recognize this to be the case.   

 

However, when looking at the effectiveness of the model, it needs to be concluded that 

this is currently insufficient . There is a clear misma tch between the results achieved by all 

of the participants, which leads to the deduction  that the easiness of the tool is not at a 

desirable level. This is further backed up by the fact that 3 out of 4 participants experienced 

difficulty with filling in t he information.  

 

The gathered data shows no clear explanation for this significant difference in results, apart 

from the experienced difficulty discovered from the open -ended survey questions. This, 

however, does not suffice as explanation.  

 

Possible rea sons  for this  inconsistency  could be the fact that none of the participants are 

experienced or hired to research other companies on these types of criteria. Or, 

alternatively, the fact that significant research is needed to fully fill in the tool could be 

another explanation. This should, however, be the topic of further research into the tool.  

 

6.4 Limitations  
As mentioned, only four Award employees were able to fill out the strategic partnership 

selection form. Due to Covid regulations , unforeseen circu mstances,  and time constraints  

not all Award employees were available on short notice to fill in the model. Therefore, the 

assumption needs to be made that the results are representative for all Award employees.  

 

Furthermore, the participants that did fill  in the model are no experts on strategic 

partnership selection . This might be the reason for the experienced difficulty in filling in 

the information. This does, however, provide  more strength to the overall clarity of the 

model. The participants are no e xperts, but still able to understand the criteria and read 

the results.   

  














































