























discussions on how the parties collectively could help each other to make
their joint industrialisation process more cost-efficient.

4.3  Anew partnership arrangement is formed

Kitron and KDC founded a new partnership arrangement in October 2002,
which was termed ‘the relationship project’. The project consisted of a group
of persons from each firm that held important positions in the focal business
relationship (see Table 4.4). The main idea behind the relationship project
was to get dedicated persons to meet, discuss and engage in collective
decision-making. The main issue was to confront and pursue radical changes
in the way resources were organised and economised on in their joint
industrialisation projects. The idea was that these persons were to meet on a
regular basis and be taken away from their daily routines and responsibilities
within each firm. It was KDC that initiated the partnership and their main
concern was to get the subcontractor’s input as to how they could improve
the levels of co-ordination and integration between the product development
and production phase.

Table 4.4 — The individuals directly involved in the relationship project group

Individuals Institution Position

Inge Flaten Kongsberg Group ASA | Financial Manager Kongsberg
Group ASA

Morten Vatneberg | KDC Purchasing and Logistics chief
KDC

Vidar Hole Kitron ASA Corporate Purchasing and
Logistics chief

Bengt Ivar Edland | Kitron ASA Senior Manager; Defence
segment

Torbjgrn Aune Kitron Kongsherg Team leader Defence

Torgeir Krogen Kitron Development Site leader

Kongsberg
Rune Omdal Kitron Group ASA Quotation/Sourcing Manager

4.3.1 The purpose of the relationship project

The partnership was formed on a mutual goal to confront the status quo of
the accepted ways of operating within the relationship in general and in their
joint industrialisation projects in particular. This meant confronting the
divisions of responsibilities between the focal firms throughout the entire
industrialisation process. The focal firms wanted the future division of
responsibilities to reflect the type of resources and abilities each firm had
access to and wanted to nurture in the future.
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There were several reasons why the firms made confronting the division of
responsibilities a focus area in the partnership. First, the firms believed that
each actor had a number of responsibilities ‘today’ that they for different
reasons should not have. This hindered them in achieving economies of
scale and scope in-house as well as economies of integration within the
relationship. The division of responsibilities within the focal relationship had
stayed more or less unchanged for many years even though each firm had
gone through significant changes in the type of resources and capabilities
they controlled.

Secondly, the focal firms agreed going into the partnership that reducing the
total production costs was an important goal, and that it could be achieved
through improving overall project management and re-organising the way
the purchasing, logistics and sourcing functions were handled within the
relationship. The firms recognised that the way KDC performed its
responsibilities during the product development phase had direct and indirect
effects on Kitron’s ability to reduce total production costs during the
production phase.

Thirdly, the firms also believed that each had access to resources that for
different reasons were unknown to the counterpart. The recent restructuring
programmes had led to significant changes in each firm’s collection of
resources. The focal firms therefore hoped that the relationship project could
lead to a more updated picture regarding the abilities each firm possessed.

4.3.2 The perceived challenges within the relationship

The relationship project team met in August 2002 to discuss some of the
challenges that would be prioritised. The parties pointed to the close
financial, cultural, historical and social bonds as potential factors that could
hinder them from implementing radical changes in the business relationship.
The relationship project put particular emphasis on the social bonds that
were institutionalised in formal and informal contact patterns. While some
pointed to their common history and in-depth knowledge of each other as an
advantage for the partnership, others argued that these elements could have
the opposite effect and constrain innovative thinking and problem-solving.

The collective reflections in August led to the consensus that the relationship
was simultaneously bureaucratic and informal. Kitron complained that KDC
had a tendency to want to control their production function by sending
detailed directives and orders that their production team had to comply with.
KDC would also apparently frequently develop new concepts, plans and
business contracts that Kitron simply had to accept. The relationship project
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therefore concluded that future concepts, plans and business contracts had to
come as a result of collective efforts.

4.3.3 A mutual understanding of how to co-operate

The relationship project met again in September 2002 to develop a common
understanding of how the parties would co-operate in order to make the
partnership a success. The parties wanted the relationship project to function
as an arena where individual and collective concerns could be discussed. The
group agreed that both actors had to provide the other with access to critical
information regarding strategic considerations, challenges, needs and future
plans that traditionally had been kept in-house. The basic argument for doing
so was to that the project group believed that this information could
contribute to making each firm more proactive.

The relationship project did not formulate explicit goals and objectives.
Instead, it focused their attention on the type of atmosphere that could frame
future interactions. The group also chose two focal products, MRR and
Stella, that would be prioritised in the partnership and that would provide
some needed boundaries as to their efforts. MRR was in 2002 at the end of
the production phase, whereas Stella was at the end of the design and
development phase. Both industrialisation projects would then become the
starting point for their collective reviewing of how responsibilities had been
defined and distributed in the past.
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Chapter Five Case Study

5.0 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to describe how the focal dyadic business
relationship and the relationship project developed, after the latter was
formally established in autumn 2002. The case study centres on the manner
in which the focal firms acted and interacted within the frame of the
partnership arrangement, which formally lasted between October 2002 and
February 2006. As noted in Chapter Three, the development of the
partnership has for practical considerations been divided into three main
relationship episodes. The case study focuses on critical events within each
relationship episode that the focal firms dealt with within the partnership
arrangement and relationship project group.

This chapter is therefore divided into three sections. Section 5.1 describes
relationship episode one, based on the event when a major supplier to the
MRR-project was declared bankrupt. This section builds on twenty face-to-
face interviews, two telephone interviews, participation in three business
meetings and two feedback meetings. Section 5.2 presents relationship
episode two. It illustrates how the focal firms tried to deal with their
individual and collective concerns resulting from the end of the MRR-
project and the requirements of the MRR 2 project. This section builds on
seventeen face-to-face interviews, two telephone interviews, in addition to
participation in two business meetings and three feedback meetings.

Section 5.3 describes relationship episode three, which centres on the critical
event connected to the focal firms® decision to co-operate as equal partners
from the beginning in a product-development project called Stella 2. This
section builds on thirteen face-to-face interviews, three telephone interviews,
in addition the participation in one business meeting and six feedback
meetings. All three relationship episodes also utilise other sources of data
such as project plans, strategy documents, annual reports, etc.
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5.1 Relationship Episode One

5.1.1 Background

The first critical event that the focal firms encountered within the
relationship project happened only weeks after the partnership was formally
established. In October 2002, the sole supplier of mechanical components
(see Figure 5.1 — the green exterior) to the MRR (Multi Role Radio) project®
called Metallic was shutdown after being declared bankrupt by a Danish
court. This put the MRR project in a desperate need of finding a new
supplier in order to maintain a continuous flow of mechanical components.
KDC were aware that Metallic was in financial difficulties, but the situation
with the bankruptcy still came as a surprise. Their customers were expecting
a shipment of MRR products in November 2002 and May 2003.
Furthermore, the financial consequences for the focal firms of not delivering
on time were estimated to be substantial.

Metallic was chosen as the sole supplier to the MRR project in 1997. It was
responsible for producing mechanical components in the following modules
in the MRR project: (1) CSFU, (2) MBU, (3) PA, (4) RCT, (5) TRX, and (6)
PRB (see Figure 5.1). Metallic co-operated with Provecsa (situated in
Sweden) in supplying the mechanical components to the MRR project.

Metallic was responsible for the founding of the components, whereas
Provecsa handled the moulding and paint job. KDC designed the equipment
and tools used by Metallic and Provecsa together with a design partner
called Intermekano. All four firms co-operated closely in the development of
equipment and tools, building and testing prototypes, and setting up a
suitable production line. The Kitron Group was chosen as the main
subcontractor in the project the same year as it reached the volume
production phase (1999). Kitron would from then on have a one-to-one
relationship with Provecsa. The latter was responsible for ensuring that the
complete mechanical components delivered to Kitron Kongsberg and Hisgy
had the right quality, functionality and were delivered on-time.

Figure 5.1 — Modules in MRR using mechanical components from Metallic
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5.1.2 Interaction prior to the Metallic situation (Phase One: before
October 2002)

The focal firms met frequently in the months prior to the Metallic-situation.
Discussions centred upon whether and how Kitron could become more
involved in the selection of customer-specific suppliers. The supplier
contracts in the MRR project were studied in detail in order to determine
what type of suppliers and components each firm could and should be
responsible for. The firms discussed the issue between them in two parallel
processes simultaneously.

The first process was between Kitron’s corporate managers and KDC’s radio
department. The second process was between the production department at
Kitron and KDC'’s logistics department. There was no co-ordination between
the two processes. This resulted in parallel meetings and discussions within
each sub-group within the relationship, without the focal firms being able to
reach a conclusion on several of the issues addressed. The focal firms would
later in their pre-partnership communications refer to these types of co-
ordination and communication problems as critical areas that needed to be
dealt with. The decision to later form a partnership arrangement was
therefore seen as a way to improve how the actors worked together on what
they termed strategic issues, and in ways that were perceived to be timely
and resource efficient.

Several individuals from Kitron and KDC (that later would form the
relationship project group) came together in August and September 2002 to
discuss sourcing-related issues. The parties continued these dialogues when
the relationship project group was formally established in early October
2002. Their dialogues during this period centred on the overall question of
how to handle the supplier selection processes within their joint
industrialisation projects.

The relationship project group would allow each actor to perform individual
internal mappings and analysis to identify the type of resources each was in
possession of. These mappings were then presented orally in a relationship
project meeting. The discussion centred upon what each firm perceived to be
the most relevant resources to be mobilised when managing supplier
selection. These dialogues led to new ideas on how the firms could have a
shared responsibility for selecting suppliers of customer-specific components
in projects such as MRR and Stella.

In these meetings, Kitron pointed to their substantial resources within their
central sourcing department and two design-firms. According to Kitron,
these could ‘easily’ be utilised in these types of projects. Kitron then argued
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that it was vital to have a shared responsibility for the selection of both
standardised and customer-specific suppliers. This was in order to be able to
reduce and control purchasing and logistics costs. The KDC employees
participating in the relationship project group expressed a willingness to let
Kitron become partly or fully responsible for these types of decisions.
However, they did not detail how such ideas could be put into action. KDC
also informed Kitron that they were uncertain about their alleged abilities,
especially their ability to localise and allocate various resource types
identified in their internal resource mappings exercises in an efficient
manner.

5.1.3 Individual reactions to the Metallic situation (Phase two: late
October 2002)

KDC organised a decision group from their logistics, quality, radio and
technology departments shortly after Metallic was declared bankrupt. These
individuals held important positions in the MRR project. However, none of
them were formal members of the relationship project group. The decision
group considered the Metallic bankruptcy a collective challenge for the focal
firms and the MRR-project. Their preliminary discussions therefore involved
reflections and dialogues centring on questions such as ‘who has the right
resources needed to handle the situation” and ‘who should have the resources
and responsibilities for choosing dedicated suppliers such as Metallic in the
future’. The decision group made their own internal resource mappings and
analysis based on the notion that the group would have to economise on
resources available to the MRR project.

In relation to the first question, the group wanted to determine what the
relevant resources were in order to identify, evaluate and choose a new
supplier of mechanical components. They decided to focus on evaluating the
mercantile conditions, technical capabilities and quality conditions (see
Table 5.1). The group quickly reached the conclusion that they had all the
relevant resources in-house. This meant that the only feasible supplier
selection process to them was to handle the situation individually. Their
decision to do so was closely related to the second question addressed in that
meeting. The group here concluded that the relevant resources needed to
choose customer-specific component suppliers such as Metallic was and
would be prioritised and controlled internally also in the future.
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Table 5.1 — The supplier scorecard used in the supplier selection process

Mercantile conditions  Technical capabilities Quality conditions
1. Prices 1. Central melting 1. Documentation/certi
2. Financial facility fication QA system
situation 2. Analysis 2. Competence in the
3. Warehouse 3. Equipment and QA demands
Ccosts tools 3. Top management’s
4. Delivery 4. Moulding competence in the
accuracy machines — size QA system
5. Maintenance 5. Moulding 4. Internal revision
6. Transport machines — 5. Results of the QA
costs fabricate evaluation at the
6. X-ray equipment FAI (Inspection)

The team of experts could come up with numerous arguments as to why
KDC handling the supplier selection individually was the best solution for
the MRR project. First, the belief was that no single subcontractor such as
Kitron should be responsible for customer-specific components. The
argument was that as soon as this responsibility was given to others, they
risked that the subcontractor became their component expert. Having the
necessary component expertise in-house was considered crucial to the
designers and technicians from their radio and technology departments.

Secondly, the group believed that they had superior capabilities relative to
subcontractors when it came to handling what they referred to as ‘difficult
components’. The decision group did not believe Kitron had the necessary
capabilities in-house. They pointed to the fact that they had never seen those
types of capabilities being demonstrated in their projects in the past. The
head of the decision group® explained this in the following way: “...because
Kitron does not have the resources needed to evaluate the technical
capabilities, there is no reason for them to be responsible for the supplier
selection process. Kitron used to have this competence in two individuals at
Kitron Hisgy and Kitron Kongsberg that were experts on mechanical
components. These individuals are no longer with Kitron and we have yet to
see any indications that their competence has been replaced. We trusted
these individuals as they had demonstrated to us on numerous occasions that
they had the expertise needed to handle these types of components”.

Thirdly, the group also argued that the focal firms managed the time
perspective in the industrialisation process differently. It was stated that
subcontractors generally operate with a one-year time frame when

19 The head of the decision group came from the radio department (Appendix
3/Interview no. 18/11.02.04)
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purchasing components, whereas KDC operates with a much longer time
horizon. For example, the design and development phase could last more
then five years. The basic argument KDC put forward was that they had to
select customer-specific suppliers that could hold a dual role (both a
design/development and production partner) in their projects. This dual role
and the fact that subcontractors such as Kitron usually was selected when the
product reached the production phase was highlighted as critical factors
hindering any subcontractor from selecting the customer-specific suppliers.

The decision group stressed that the subcontractor had little experience with
selecting and managing customer-specific suppliers to their projects. They
also made it clear that it was highly inappropriate for them to control
supplier contracts. This was because KDC, as the product developer,
initiated the relationship and co-developed the customised components
together with the suppliers during the development phase. Kitron would,
according to the head of the decision group, merrily purchase the complete
components when the product reached the production phase.

Fourthly, the decision group also pointed out that the subcontractor had not
offered to participate in the supplier selection process. This was despite
professing in numerous other meetings prior to the Metallic situation a wish
to do so. Kitron knew about the decision group and that KDC had begun
discussing the situation internally in order to solve the Metallic situation, but
remained passive. The decision group interpreted Kitron’s behaviour as a
confirmation that they were neither willing nor able to handle these types of
supplier selection processes. One decision group member® stated: “In 1997
we went to Kitron and asked them whether they wanted to find a mechanical
supplier to the MRR project, and they declined, so why would they want to
be involved now?”. This understanding illustrates how Kitron, according to
KDC, had earned a reputation as being a firm reluctant to respond to urgent
matters demanding that they work outside their traditional comfort zone.

The preliminary dialogues within the decision group resulted in the decision
to search for and select a new supplier unilaterally. The group began
scanning for a new mechanical supplier only ten days after Metallic was
declared bankrupt. The individuals responsible for the supplier selection was
a purchaser (logistics department), component technician (technology
department), quality manager (radio department) and a top manager (radio
department). The first three would become responsible for the search and
evaluation process concerning different candidates.

% The purchaser is referring to the situation in 1997 when Metallic was chosen as a
supplier.
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The group used well-known selection procedures developed over more then
a decade in all their previous projects. The candidates were identified and
evaluated based on three conditions; mercantile conditions, technical
capabilities and quality conditions. After evaluating four main candidates by
comparing their scores, the purchaser from KDC’s logistics department
approached the top manager from the radio department with his
recommendations. This supplier selection process then resulted in the
selection of Fiast, an Italian supplier. The resources utilised in the supplier
selection process are depicted in Figure 5.2.

Figure 5.2 — Illustrating resource interaction within the decision group when the
new supplier was selected
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Fiast was organised as an umbrella firm that functioned as a mediator
amongst multiple smaller mechanical suppliers in Europe. Fiast performed
some founding themselves, but also purchased services such as founding,
moulding and painting from other suppliers. They were to have the overall
responsibility for producing the mechanical components used in the MRR
project. Founding services would be purchased from 3EM, moulding
services from Moulding C/o and painting services from Paint-house. In
addition, Paint-house would use three sub-suppliers called Paint-Pro, GEM
and Autopaint to service the MRR-project. Kitron were invited to visit Fiast
only after the decision to use them was made. The purpose was to establish
the right customer-supplier contact between the two firms.

5.1.4 Interaction within the relationship project after Fiast had been
chosen (Phase three: December 2002)

The relationship project group met again in December 2002, a month after
Fiast had been chosen. The purpose was to discuss how the Metallic
situation had been handled and to reflect on how their behaviour was aligned
with their partnership objectives. These dialogues involved the group
collectively discussing and reflecting on the underlying factors that had led
to a unilateral supplier selection process. The Kitron representatives in the
group got the opportunity to share their views as to why they had failed to
offer to help in finding a new supplier. First, Kitron acknowledged that they
currently lacked the managerial capabilities in-house that were needed to
pool sourcing resources. They also acknowledged that the firm was not
organised to deal with what they considered to be “‘extraordinary’ situations,
and that new governance systems were needed for them to be able to do so in
the future.

Secondly, the Kitron representatives interpreted their own behaviour as an
indication that they to some extent were perhaps comfortable with letting
KDC manage the ‘difficult’ tasks of finding a new mechanical supplier.
They pointed out that the existing financial compensation agreements for
their purchasing and logistics services were built on Kitron receiving a fixed
percentage of the total material costs. The right incentives to participate in
efforts to select a supplier that could lead in reduction in material costs were
therefore lacking. They also pointed to unsolved issues between the firms
regarding how the parties would split the costs if something went wrong
when the supplier selection had been a joint matter. In the current delivery
contract between Kitron and KDC, it was KDC which incurred the costs in
situations whereby a customer-specific supplier underperformed. Kitron
therefore again lacked the incentives to take on new responsibilities.
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The insight into how Kitron had perceived the Metallic situation led the
relationship project group to decide to engage in closer dialogues with
important departments participating in the MRR project. The objective was
to obtain their views on the factors that hindered collective efforts. The aim
was to find out why they had not been more proactive in ensuring that the
focal firms co-operated more in line with what was intended within the
partnership arrangement. These dialogues revealed several underlying
factors that constrained the partnership arrangement from reaching its goals.
First, the dialogues with other departments showed how the relationship
project had not been able to communicate its purpose to the rest of the
organisations. For example, the individuals participating in the Fiast decision
group were not informed about Kitron’s alleged abilities, or about its desire
to get more involved in the selection of customer-specific suppliers.

Secondly, while several individuals holding middle management positions
within Kitron Hisgy and Kitron Kongsberg were informed about the Metallic
situation, top management within the Kitron Group were not. The way
Kitron was organised meant that only centralised top management held the
mandate to radically change and re-negotiate supplier contracts. In other
words, the middle management involved in the MRR project from Kitron
had few possibilities to take on ‘new’ responsibilities without discussing
such radical changes in the business contracts with their top management.

The discussions in December 2002 resulted in group deciding that they
would spend the next few months engaging in dialogues in order come
achieve a new jointly managed supplier selection process.

5.1.5 Forming a new supplier selection process (Phase four: January-
March 2003)

The relationship project group met again in January and February 2003. The
group invited other members of the focal organisations to the meetings. This
‘extended’ relationship project group would in addition to the original
members also include individuals from Kitron Hisgy, Kitron Development
Arendal and KDC’s radio and technology departments. The decision to
include others in the dialogues was based on the idea that the new selection
process had to include both operational and strategic considerations. In order
to achieve this, two types of meetings were initiated; one that was confined
to the individual firm, and one that was based on dialogues within the
relationship project group.
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The purpose of the internal meetings was that each firm would identify,
prioritise and create an intra-firm consensus regarding what the relevant
resources were. The relationship project also wanted each firm to develop
ideas on how these resources were to be organised.

At the same time, also identify what the potential economic, organisational
and strategic benefits could be from organising resources in specific ways.
The purpose with the relationship project group meetings was to confront
each other’s analysis were that the parties wanted the new concept to come
as a result of collective confronting of each others analysis, assumptions and
reflections regarding what the ‘optimal’ solution was. The parties also
believed that the new solution had to come after negotiations within the
project group in order for them to be able to prioritise both common and
differing concerns.

The interaction within and outside the relationship project group between
January and March 2003 dealt with the overall question of ‘how to best
organise future supplier selection processes involving customer-specific
suppliers’. The internal meetings were organised by the relationship project
representatives from each firm. They decided whom to include in the
internal process. These individuals ensured that each firm made their own
assessments of the strategic reality surrounding the firm. The relationship
project group would then meet to discuss four alternative ways to organise
supplier selection in the future. The alternatives are detailed in turn below.

ALTERNATIVE ONE

The first alternative came from a quality manager working in the MRR
project at Kitron Hisgy. He proposed that Kitron could evaluate the
mercantile conditions and KDC the technical capabilities, and that the firms
collectively could be responsible for evaluating the quality conditions. He
claimed that the central sourcing department located within Kitron had the
necessary competence and experience to handle mercantile conditions. He
argued that significant improvements in supplier quality could be gained as
the central sourcing department focused on and weighted the mercantile
criteria differently from KDC. His main argument was that involving them
when evaluating the mercantile condition could contribute to improved
evaluations of the supplier’s production capabilities.

The quality manager furthermore proclaimed that it was natural for KDC to
be responsible for evaluating the technical capabilities. He stated that their
technicians were leading edge specialists in the field, and he could see no
positive benefits from transferring this responsibility over to Kitron. The
quality manager also believed that the best solution for evaluating the quality
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conditions would be to make the quality evaluations a collective matter
between the quality supervisor at KDC and a quality supervisor from Kitron
involved in the production process. The main argument for involving Kitron
was that they could offer valuable experience from other supplier
relationships. Kitron Kongsberg and Kitron Hisgy used databases called
‘Sofie’ and ‘Pidtrace’ to store information on where previous suppliers have
underperformed, what the critical supply-related factors are in the production
process and historical documentation of actions undertaken to resolve
various supplier challenges.

ALTERNATIVE TWO

The second alternative came from a senior manager from Kitron’s central
sourcing department. He believed that Kitron had the necessary resources to
evaluate the mercantile and technical conditions individually, whereas the
quality department at KDC was best suited to handle the quality conditions.
The senior manager offered detailed descriptions of how the central sourcing
department could undertake life cycle analysis, negotiate frame agreements,
and evaluate suppliers using high quality scorecards, etc. This would lead to
improvements relative to the way the mercantile condition had been
evaluated in the past. He identified where the necessary human resources
were located and could provide the name behind the abilities deemed critical
to the process. The senior manager acknowledged, however, that Kitron had
to develop new organisational systems in order for them to be able to
organise and economise on their design and technical resources. Finally, he
did not see any great benefits to be gained from altering the way the quality
condition currently were handled in the supplier selection process.

ALTERNATIVE THREE

The third alternative came from a senior manager from KDC’s radio
department. The senior manager believed that Kitron had a lot to offer when
it came to evaluating mercantile conditions. He believed there were several
benefits to be gained from utilising the producer’s experience when handling
the mercantile conditions. He was therefore a strong advocate for allowing
Kitron to be solely responsible for evaluating the mercantile conditions.
However, he stressed that Kitron had to be informed about the design
specifications and product requirements depicted in the 1302 and 1252
databases (see Figure 5.2), in addition to being informed about the common
components and suppliers in use across the industrialisation projects. He also
pointed out that new technical systems allowing Kitron to utilise their 1302
and 1252 database had to be in place between the two firms. Furthermore,
the senior manager was against Kitron becoming responsible for the
technical capabilities and the quality conditions. He argued that KDC
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already employed the best technicians and quality supervisors in the
industry.

ALTERNATIVE FOUR

The forth alternative came from a technician from KDC’s technology
department. He had been involved in the decision group when Fiast was
selected and possessed more then 30 years of experience in the industry. The
technician was convinced after working closely with Kitron over more then a
decade that Kitron possessed the resources and abilities needed to evaluate
the mercantile conditions. On that note he was a strong advocate for
allowing Kitron to become solely responsible for this part of the supplier
selection process. He suggested that Kitron had to be fully informed about
common customer-specific components across their projects/products.
Furthermore, he did not see any benefits to be gained from distributing the
responsibility to evaluate technical capabilities differently. This was because
he considered that KDC already possessed those resources in-house. The
same argument was put forward regarding the quality condition, but the
technician here expressed a willingness to make this a collective effort in the
future given that Kitron copied KDC’s quality regulations and procedures.

The four alternatives became subject to close discussions within the
relationship project group. At the same time, the group reviewed the
outcomes with Fiast and used these reflections in their discussion regarding
the supplier selection process. The relationship project group had realised
that the MRR project had struggled to fulfil its production needs due to
several problems related to Fiast. The delays experienced were due to the
supplier’s inability to deliver as many components as planned. Kitron also
experienced that the components were often poor quality, which meant the
several units had to be returned.

This led to comprehensive meetings between Fiast, Kitron and KDC to try to
get Fiast to the desired performance level. KDC sent a team of specialists to
Fiast to help them set-up their production line and offer on-the-spot training.
Kitron also sent experts in order to put in place systems for improved quality
control, communication and a logistics plan that improved the co-ordination
amongst many sub-suppliers involved in the distribution channel.

The relationship project group invited several of the individuals that had
been directly involved in solving the problems relative to Fiast to join in the
discussions taking place between January and March 2003. The actors
agreed that the unexpected developments with Fiast were factors that
probably could have been detected if the evaluation of the mercantile
conditions had been weighted differently in the selection process. The
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collective discussions within this extended relationship project group centred
upon reflections of the advantages and disadvantages with the four
alternatives detailed above. These dialogues resulted in the unanimous
decision that alternative three was the best solution for future supplier
selection.

The implementation of alternative three did not lead to any significant
organisational changes in terms of how departments were organised
internally. The changes were more related to the creation of a new supplier
selection concept. This showed how the different departments were to
interact in order to achieve the expected benefits. The new concept built on
the idea that the focal firms needed to interact differently in order to be able
to economise on technical and sourcing related resources. The two firms
focused on the principles behind the way these resources would be organised
in relation to the other. The resource interaction designed in the new
procedure for the joint supplier selection process is depicted in Figure 5.3.

Figure 5.3 — lllustrating resource interaction connected to the new concept for
supplier selection
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Alternative three built on the idea that Kitron’s central sourcing department
would now be unilaterally responsible for the search and selection of both
standardised and customer-specific suppliers to their joint projects. This
department had a CIS database? that contained updated component and
supplier information. This information made it possible for Kitron to extract
relevant and updated information describing the mercantile conditions and
the suppliers’ performance level. KDC’s technology department would have
to interact closely with the sourcing department with regard to selecting the
customer-specific suppliers.

There was no technical interface making it possible to distribute information
between CIS and the 1252 and 1302 databases electronically. This meant
that much of the information sharing had to occur through direct
communications across the three departments. The idea was that the central
sourcing department would on a routine basis suggest alternative suppliers
and components that would improve the performance of both through the
1252 and 1302 databases. The central sourcing department would use its
services and competence to improve the product documentation (i.e. 1252
and 1302 databases) by identifying suppliers that they had frame agreements
with. This should lead to reduced purchasing costs through increased
volumes, while at the same time suggesting alternative suppliers that had the
right quality level and scored highly in terms of their mercantile capabilities.

5.1.6  Collective reactions to outsourcing plans (Phase five: April-May
2003)

KDC’s top management informed the relationship project and other key
departments within Kitron in April 2003 that they had decided to implement
a major restructuring programme. Several business functions, such as
component engineering, component technicians, documentation technicians
and database technicians were to be outsourced. Some of these functions had
been characterized as critical functions to KDC by the decision-group and
relationship project only months previously. It was now explained that the
motivation behind the restructuring programme was the need to adapt to
fewer large-scale design and development projects in the market then
estimated. Customers were also becoming more cost-oriented, which
pressured KDC to redefine their business model with regard to what services
the firm would be performed in-house and what services to purchase from
others. KDC’s top management argued that the firm in the future had to rely

21 CIS (Computer Information System) is a database that registers component and
supplier information (e.g. functionality, quality, price, production date, origin, etc.)
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more on purchasing semi- or fully developed solutions from others as a way
to reduce development costs. They also believed that significant cost savings
could be gained from purchasing services from developers situated in low-
cost regions of the world.

KDC’s top management also informed the relationship project group that
they were considering two potential candidates to purchase sourcing
capabilities from in the future; Kitron and Norwegian Design House (NDH).
Kitron was considered a suitable candidate due to the firm’s ongoing
partnership and the fact that they were their biggest supplier. NDH was a
strong candidate due to their specialist competence in component sourcing,
design and engineering. In addition, NDH had recently agreed to recruit
several of the individuals previously employed by KDC. This meant they
had skilled personnel with extensive knowledge and experience about KDC.
The choice of Kitron was however dependent upon them re-organising their
technical and sourcing resources. KDC put forward concrete demands on
this matter.

The Kitron representatives within the relationship project grouped reacted to
this situation in several ways. They initiated dialogues with their own top
management and participated in reflections and discussions in-house. These
were established to develop alternative ways in which the technical and
sourcing capabilities could be organised differently. The KDC
representatives in the group engaged in similar communications with their
top management to better understand their views and concerns when
contemplating how the existing partnership with Kitron could be adapted to
meet their current and future needs. The relationship project group played a
role as catalyst and information distributor that would ensure that the two
firms’ top management understood the views and concerns of the
counterpart.

These dialogues revealed that top management focused on other issues then
those currently being discussed in the relationship group. The relationship
project group’s systematic approach to gathering information on the
opportunities and challenges prioritised by the firms’ top managements
became an important component in the negotiations within the focal dyad
that followed. The group structured and translated the information and
feedback they got from top management into a common picture. This
described the nature of the differing and common concerns occupying the
firms. The relationship project group’s efforts made it possible for the firms’
top managements to engage in direct negotiations and decision-making.

The bilateral dialogues in April that were initiated and co-ordinated through
the relationship project group were central in Kitron’s top management team
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efforts to transform their central sourcing department into an independent
firm called Kitron Sourcing AS. This re-organisation built on the idea that
the new firm could function as a sourcing partner to Kitron’s internal design
and production firms, as well as other external customers such as KDC.
Kitron also decided to strengthen Kitron Sourcing’s technical capabilities by
allocating individuals with engineering and technical competence from their
internally controlled design firms.

The new sourcing organisation was then discussed internally within KDC.
The KDC representatives from the relationship project group led the
dialogues. They reviewed the new solution in terms of how it supported the
operational challenges and needs confined to their intra-firm industrialisation
process. They reflected on the original objectives that had formed the basis
for the partnership with Kitron. They concluded that selecting Kitron would
be in line with their original ideas to nurture and prioritise fewer
subcontractors to service their production needs. The representatives also
made sure that the ideas connected to the new supplier selection process
were communicated to top management. This ensured that they reflected on
several of the potential benefits previously identified within the relationship
project group.

The negotiations and discussions between the focal firms convinced KDC’s
top management to choose Kitron Sourcing as their new sourcing partner.
This decision marked a significant change in the way KDC’s top
management viewed their supplier strategies. The decision was justified as
being in line their current strategic thinking, which involved a considerable
rationalisation of their supplier base. This decision would also have
consequences for the new concept for the supplier selection process
developed a few months earlier. For example, KDC would no longer use
their old component databases, but instead rely on Kitron’s database called
CIS when selecting a new supplier. The parties had to find a way for CIS to
be made available to KDC’s designers. The strength of CIS was that it
contained updated information about components.
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Figure 5.4 — lllustrating resource interaction in the supplier selection process in
May 2003
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5.2  Relationship Episode Two

5.2.1 Background

The second critical event that the focal firms encountered happened in the
autumn of 2003. It was directly related to declining revenues for both focal
firms. This in turn was a result of the end of the MRR contract with the
Norwegian Armed Forces. KDC had signed a new contract with an East
European governmental agency for several thousand units to be distributed
in the next ten years. The Norwegian government, which was the legal
owner of MRR, informed KDC that they expected the production costs per
unit to be considerably reduced in a newer version of the radio. The parties
agreed that redesigning the radio was the only way they could ensure this.
The majority of the production costs were related to the costs of material,

117



and the original MRR radio contained several components that were
becoming outdated. As such it made redesigning the radio from a sourcing
perspective became a priority.

The delivery agreement signed with the East European actor was for a newer
version of MRR called ‘MRR 2’. KDC’s top management’” made it
‘perfectly clear’ to Kitron that MRR 2 had to be produced in a way that
made it possible for the Norwegian Armed Forces to maintain its
repurchasing obligations towards their customer. According to international
trade agreements, Norwegian firms had to purchase products and services
from East European companies equal to the MRR 2 exchanges between the
two countries. The MRR 2 contract therefore forced KDC’s top management
to search for ways in which to purchase products and services from East
European firms. Top management was therefore contemplating different
subcontractors to use in the MRR 2 project that made it possible for KDC to
fulfil this objective. As a result, it was not obvious that Kitron would be
awarded the production contract.

The end of the original MRR contract also resulted in considerably reduced
revenues for the Kitron Group in general, and Kitron Kongsberg and Kitron
Hisgy in particular. Kitron’s top management®® stated that the end of the
MRR contract provided them with an opportunity to change how they
organised the production of defence products. Kitron were considering three
alternatives for future production within the defence segment; continue with
two production facilities in Norway, maintain only one production facility in
Norway, or shutdown both facilities and open a new facility overseas.

5.2.2 Interaction Prior to the MRR 2 situation (Phase one: June-
August 2003)

The end of the MRR contract did not come as a surprise to the focal firms.
Each had over the years shared their individual concerns. The Kitron
representatives within the relationship project group had also spent
substantial time between June and August 2003 reflecting on how they could
find a more cost-efficient production organisation and simpler project
management structure for future MRR projects. They organised internal
meetings with key personnel from the original MRR project and this
“extended” group discussed their concerns on the assumption that Kitron
would be responsible for future MRR projects.

22 A senior manager from KDC’s Radio department (Appendix 3/Interview no.
7/24.05.04)
2% A top manager at Kitron Hisgy (Appendix 3/Interview no. 12/07.05.04)
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Kitron initiated this process with the understanding that they needed to
significantly change the way they organised their production process
regardless of their access to future MRR contracts. They therefore
investigated different production solutions. All of these involved
considerable downsizing of their production operations. The Kitron
representatives involved in the relationship project group made a conscious
decision to share their concerns with KDC. These dialogues centred on the
three main decision options regarding how to organise Kitron’s Defence
production services in the future. Kitron also wanted to receive confirmation
that they were going to get the MRR 2 contract.

The KDC representatives within the relationship project shared their views
regarding what they considered to be the preferred production solution. KDC
explained how they believed that having one strong defence facility in
Norway would be optimal. KDC characterized Kitron Hisgy as “quick and
flexible”, whereas Kitron Kongsberg was referred to as “thorough and
reliable”. If Kitron were to prioritise one main facility in Norway, the KDC
representatives® stated it was critical to their existing projects that project
sensitive resources were transferred between the facilities, in order to ensure
that project specific resources could be reused. KDC could not at this point
give Kitron a definitive ‘yes’ that they would be awarded the MRR 2
contract. Nevertheless, both firms discussed various production concerns as
if Kitron were to be a preferred partner in the future.

The meetings held between June and August 2003 had a particular focus on
reviewing the possible initiatives that could be implemented in the near
future as a way to cut costs and improve project management. The
relationship project representatives from each firm shared their ‘inner
thoughts’ on possible strategic considerations that they believed their top
management were occupied with. This in turn led to discussions within the
group as to how the MRR 2 project could be organised differently to meet
the firms’ future needs and requirements. Each firm went into the dialogues
focusing on their individual needs. That is, Kitron focused on the production
challenges and KDC focused on rationalising the design and development
process.

%t This was stated in a relationship project meeting held in August according to a
senior logistics manager (Appendix 3/Interview no. 43/25.02.04)
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5.2.3 Collective reactions to the MRR 2 situation (Phase two:
September-October 2003)

Kitron were informed during early September 2003 that KDC were
‘seriously’ considering other subcontractors to produce MRR 2. The KDC
representatives in the relationship project group explained some of the
factors that hindered them from choosing Kitron. The relationship project
group responded to the news collectively by holding several meetings in
September 2003 to discuss the consequences for the partnership
arrangement, and possible countermeasures the group had to consider in
order to ensure that the partnership objectives still were valid. The group
wanted to avoid a situation whereby top management made decisions purely
based on their individual concerns, without understanding the potential
suboptimal outcomes that could follow for other industrialisation projects.

After a short first meeting, the relationship project group organised
individual meetings within each firm with only the original group members
present. Their job was to develop a common picture of the firms’ individual
concerns. This meant engaging in close dialogues with both top
managements in order to obtain insight into their strategic thinking. The
relationship project representatives would in addition organise individual
meetings in-house with middle management from departments directly
involved in the industrialisation process. Here their primary focus was to
search for solutions that could solve the repurchasing obligations in MRR 2
in relation to the East European actor.

The Kitron representatives also organised meetings with their top
management to make sure that their firm-specific considerations were
discussed from a more operational perspective. These individuals wanted to
make sure that top management discussed the organisation of defence
production in the future, while ‘simultaneously’ considering the specific
issues within the MRR 2 contract. These communications led top
management to conclude that it was crucial for Kitron that they got the
future MRR projects. In this way the relationship project representatives
from Kitron managed to convince their top management that their firm-
specific and relationship-specific concerns were connected and that the
different decisions had to be co-ordinated.

The relationship project group used the same resource identification
procedures applied when the group had interacted between January and
March 2003 when developing a new concept for supplier selection. Kitron
focused their resource analysis on those resources that were central to the
purchasing, logistics and production functions. The Kitron representatives
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from the relationship project group interacted closely with individuals
holding important middle management positions in MRR.

These interactions resulted in a new sourcing solution that could solve the
repurchasing obligations in MRR 2. The new sourcing concept that the
Kitron representatives devised involved a solution whereby Kitron could
produce MRR 2 modules with high technical complexity at their facilities, in
exchange for producing other products with low technical complexity within
their portfolio® with an East European subcontractor. Kitron identified
several products that easily could be transferred to other subcontractors. In
other words, this was a solution to the repurchasing obligations.

CO-ORDINATED DIALOGUES

The relationship project group collectively discussed the new sourcing
solution before presenting it to the firms’ top management. This made it
possible for the group to develop a common understanding regarding the
advantages and disadvantages. There was also a chance to reflect on whether
or not the parties were working towards fulfilling the objectives of the
partnership. KDC’s top management responded positively to the proposal.
They did, however, put forward other demands that they wanted Kitron to
comply with before reconsidering their candidateship.

They explained that the entire production process in MRR 2 had to be
significantly improved from a cost and project management perspective.
Kitron were required to devise a new project plan for MRR 2 that described
how new rules of conduct would ensure that resources were utilised in a
more co-ordinated and efficient manner. The relationship project group
would then discuss and search for a new project structure that would enable
Kitron to fulfil these demands. In this way they functioned as an open
communication channel between the firms’ top management. The
relationship project organised their communications with the rest of the focal
organisations around two main themes; how to reduce production costs and
how to improve integration between the development and production phases.

KDC’s top management also tried to influence Kitron’s top management
through their representatives within the relationship project group. KDC’s
top management believed that Kitron Hisgy had be greatest potential of the
two production facilities in Norway. They also explained how the majority
of their past investments in products, tools, training and competence-
building in the relationship the recent years had taken place at Kitron Hisgy.

%% These products were owned by other customers which gave their approval that
Kitron could perform these changes.
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Top management also informed their representatives in the group that a new
project plan for the MRR 2 project had to contain detailed descriptions
regarding how departments and business functions were to interact, the
specific resources to be dedicated to the MRR 2 team and how the
industrialisation stages were to be organised.

This marked a significant change in the focal relationship. Previously, the
project plan for the production phase had been developed by KDC’s
operations department. Kitron’s top management responded positively to the
clarification of demands and requirements for a new project plan. It also
meant that they could devise a new project plan whereby the traditional
industrialisation managers from KDC, which in the past had tried to micro-
manage how Kitron’s production team executed their production function,
were removed from the industrialisation process.

Kitron’s top management reacted to KDC’s recommendations by engaging
in similar dialogues with other important customers. Here the intention was
to determine whether their views and needs were unigue or common across
multiple relationships. These dialogues built on the idea that gaining insight
into the concerns and future plans of these customers was an important
variable that needed to be included in Kitron’s internal strategic
discussions®. The relationship project group simultaneously initiated
negotiations within the group to devise a new project plan for the volume
production stage in MRR 2.

The original MRR project had experienced considerable delays and
excessive costs due to poor project management between the two focal
firms. The KDC representatives now offered detailed description describing
why they felt Kitron Hisgy controlled resources and held abilities that
outperformed Kitron Kongsberg. They among other things pointed to their
newer machine park, higher capacity, NPI*’ department and a business
culture that was flexible enough to adapt to sudden changes in requirements
and explorative problem solving processes.

The NPI department in particular was thought to have important skills when
it came to redesigning the radio (and thus ultimately reducing costs). The
dialogues within and outside the relationship project during this period were
among the central factors in convincing Kitron’s top management to choose
Kitron Hisgy as the main production facility. KDC responded shortly after

%% This was stated in a relationship project meeting held in October 2003 (Appendix
3/Business meeting —active role no.5/13.10.03)

" The New Product Industrialisation department offers services within prototype
building and testing.
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this with a decision to allow Kitron to be responsible for the MRR 2
contract. Kitron would now demonstrate their ability to radically change and
improve the MRR 2 project compared to the original.

The decision to shutdown Kitron Kongsberg meant that Kitron had to decide
what the critical resources were that had to be transferred to Kitron Hisgy.
The relationship project continued their dialogues in October 2003. This
resulted in the firms collectively deciding to use the MRR 2 project as a pilot
to test whether and how they managed to improve with the new production
set-up at Hisgy. The firms built on their original ambitions going into the
partnership to pursue actions that could significantly improve the way
resources confined to the functional areas logistics, purchasing and sourcing
were organised and economised on. The relationship project group agreed
that future initiatives had to involve significant improvements of the
information flow, quality control and delivery accuracy within to the
industrialisation process.

5.2.4 Collective decision-making to create common objectives in MRR
2 (Phase three: November-December 2003)

The relationship project group met in November 2003 to discuss how to
implement initiatives that could reduce the informal contact patterns,
improve the product quality and improve the delivery accuracy in MRR 2.
The group devised a ‘single point of contact principle’ that they believed
could improve the communication flows in general and the informal contact
patterns in particular. They wanted to implement a ‘quality problem solving
procedure’ (that had been used at Kitron Kongsberg with good results in the
original MRR project) as a way to maintain a high quality level and control
costs. The firms also wanted to implement new procedures to monitor the
component life cycles and to enforce appropriate warning systems to reduce
the vast number of last-time-buy situations (LTB) experienced in the original
project.

There were several reasons why the relationship project group decided to
make the task of devising a new concept for the MRR 2 project a collective
matter?®. First, the relationship project representatives considered it crucial
that a new concept be the outcome of an inter-firm decision making process.
The relationship project meetings were deemed an appropriate arena to
ensure that the parties had a common information basis. Secondly, the
parties had already identified common economic logics for their joint

%8 This was stated in a relationship project meeting held in December (Appendix
3/Business meeting —passive role no.7/10.12.03)
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industrialisation projects. In line with the preliminary relationship project
discussions in autumn 2002, the parties wanted to create initiatives that
could demonstrate the positive outcomes to be gained from collective actions
and co-ordinated decision making. Thirdly, the dialogues and co-operation
within the partnership up to this point had also convinced the relationship
project group that they had to develop revised and formal interaction
patterns. This would illustrate how the parties would have to interact in order
to achieve their common economic logics.

The dialogues within the relationship project group in December 2003 were
based on the understanding that the relationship project group would devise
three initiatives to be implemented in MRR 2. This represented a significant
change in the relationship. Previously, Kitron had complained about the
unilateral way initiatives had been devised, which had constrained them
from economising on their resources in an optimal way.

Kitron? interpreted KDC’s willingness to try a new approach as a significant
change and an important development in the relationship. They considered it
to represent a change in business atmosphere and a manifestation of their
mutual orientation to pursue joint efforts. The relationship project group
would now benefit from ideas and competence from ‘both sides of the
table’,. According to Kitron this meant that the new initiatives represented
what both parties believed to be optimal from a relationship perspective. The
original problem areas identified earlier in the partnership was now
delimited into specific initiatives, which were defined and described in detail
within these meetings.

Figure 5.5 — Transforming the focus areas into specific initiatives
1.Project | 4 | Information |, Reduce informal contact

Manaaement Flow patterns

2. Logistics | —» Quality | — 5 Reduce number of low quality

Control components and suppliers
3. Purchasing Delivery Reduce number of LTB-
Accuracy situations
Focus Area Delimitation One Delimitation Two

2 Key Account Manager at Kitron Hisgy (Appendix 3/Interview no. 14/07.05.04)
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SINGLE POINT OF CONTACT PROCEDURE

The first key initiative was a single point of contact procedure. Here the idea
behind the initiative was to create new project management principles to
steer the communication flows between the different departments and
business functions involved in the industrialisation process. The original
MRR project had suffered from multiple and complex formal and informal
contact patterns within the focal relationship. This had hindered the project
managers from economising on resources in accordance with their plans. As
a result of this, the MRR project suffered considerable delays and high costs
(see Figure 5.6). The relationship project group therefore agreed that new
communication procedures were needed to provide clarity through new
guidelines for communication management. The belief was that this would
offer the different actors involved at the different industrialisation stages a
common and stable frame of reference to base actions and interactions upon.
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Figure 5.6 — Illustrating the contact patterns during the production phase in the
original MRR-project (MRR-1)

DEPTKDCJ [

1252
Database

materi

LOGISTICS
DEPT
KITRO
HIS@Y

Standar

MRR

Standard
material

1252
Databas

Design
System

KDC Test
Clockwork Equipment
MRR MPS
/
Pidtrace
Database DEVELOPMENT]
DEPARTMENT]
KITRON HISAY KITRON ARENDAL
PRODUCTIO
DEPT

KITRON SOURCING

OPERATIONS DEPT  OQUALITY DEPT KDC
ke 1302 RADIO DEPT KDC
Database
MRR Special 1252
material Database
LOGISTIC RR

TECHNOLOGY ¢ 1

DEPT KDC

A

KDC Moaeling
Equipment

NPI DEPARTMENT
KITRON HIS@Y

<
O
—
O

126

Business relationships (i.e. formal contact patterns between business units
involved in the joint industrialisation process)
Business relationships (i.e. informal contact patterns between business units
involved in the joint industrialisation process)
Business units (i.e. main departments interacting in the joint industrialisation
process)
Facilities (i.e. important databases and systems utilised in the supplier selection
process)
Products (i.e. the main product categories focused on in the supplier selection
process)
Resource interfaces



The single-point-of-contact principle built on the idea that each department
and business function involved in the MRR 2 project would have one main
contact person to report to and inform in a routine manner (see Figure 5.7).
This planned and restricted information sharing was believed to contribute to
a more transparent and co-ordinated decision making process within the
relationship. The parties also hoped that these individuals could use this
insight to collectively structure and distribute relevant information about the
status and progress of the industrialisation process back to the project
participants.

The principle described in a formal manner to whom each actor was
supposed to report and how the different actors were to gather, store and
distribute specific types of information. Monitoring this form of interaction
was believed to contribute to the control of how the organisational resources
were economised on in the relationship. Furthermore, there were to be two
main single points of contact in the relationship. These were Kitron’s
production department and KDC’s logistics department. These departments
functioned as project-leaders within their organisations and had a one-to-one
interface with the other. In addition to co-ordinating efforts within and
between the focal firms, the departments would also be responsible for
informing the counterpart about individual concerns, decisions and
developments within each firm.

Figure 5.7 — The single point of contact principle in the MRR 2 project
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QUALITATIVE IMPROVEMENT METHODOLOGY

The second key initiative was a quality improvement methodology. The two
production teams from Kitron which were involved in the original MRR
project used significantly different quality improvement procedures. The one
used by the production team at Kitron Kongsberg had been developed
together with specific individuals from KDC’s technology and radio
departments with great success. The relationship project group now wanted
to cop% and implement the same procedures in the MRR 2 project at Kitron
Hisgy™.

This particular methodology was developed and used in close co-operation
between a quality manager from Kitron Kongsberg and a component
engineer and quality supervisor from KDC. The feedback the parties®
received from other firms participating in the MRR project was that the
methodology contributed to a more open and co-operative atmosphere
between the suppliers and the focal firms. This was because quality
deviations were detected in the production process. The relationship project
also stated that having a common framework for problem solving could have
substantial positive affects on the purchasing costs, as the supplier became
less compelled to increase prices as an insurance against potential future
liabilities.

LTB PROCEDURE

The third key initiative was a procedure for controlling and reducing LTB
situations. LTB occurs when the focal firms are notified by their suppliers
that the availability of specific components is low. This causes prices to rise
and/or leads to longer delivery times then usual. The MRR 2 project had
undergone several MLU (midlife upgrade) programmes in order to replace
obsolete and/or costly components. However, because the radio was built on
components that were designed in between 1990 and 1994 and the fact that
the parties planned to produce MRR 2 between 2004 and 2013, the focal
firms were expecting frequent LTB situations in the years to come.

The relationship project group wanted to introduce new guidelines that
would ensure focus on reducing the LTB-situations in MRR 2. The idea was
that the purchasers and logisticians at Kitron would control all the supplier
contracts related to MRR and be solely responsible for handling the LTB-

% See Appendix 4/Section 1.1 for the quality improvement procedures.
1 This was stated in a relationship project meeting held in December (Appendix
3/Business meeting — passive role no.7/10.12.03)
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situations. They wanted to utilise their control system called ‘Clockwork’ to
achieve this. However, because several supplier contracts were controlled by
the logisticians at KDC, it required them to share information and be
informed about the developments in supply-related conditions. Furthermore,
as several components had to be replaced, the focal firms agreed to pursue
collective countermeasures, such as purchasing large volumes components
for storage as a way to adapt to lower availability. This too demanded that
Kitron interacted closely with the logisticians and designers at KDC in order
to include them in decisions that involved ‘significant’ alterations in the
products design specifications®.

5.2.5 Evaluating the results of the MRR 2 project (Phase four: August
2004)

The MRR 2 project reached the volume production stage in December 2003.
The three key initiatives were then implemented between December 2003
and July 2004. The relationship project group did not have any formal
meetings within this period. The two project leaders from the focal firms
were collectively responsible for the way the initiatives were implemented in
MRR 2%, It was their job to make sure that relevant experience data was
gathered and communicated to the relationship project group afterwards.

The focal relationship would during this period undergo several changes that
would impact the MRR 2 project and the three initiatives. The most decisive
change was related to Kitron Kongsberg being shutdown in January 2004.
Kitron’s top management had offered 30% of the employees at Kitron
Kongsberg new jobs at Kitron Hisgy. However, only half of them would
agreed to move to Hisgy. This impacted the MRR 2 project int that the
project leaders suddenly experienced that they lacked several critical
personnel with experience from the original MRR-project. The MRR 2
project had to borrow personnel from other projects at Kitron Hisgy in order
to maintain a stable activity level. The relationship project met in August
2004 to evaluate how the MRR 2 project had been managed with a particular
focus on the way the three initiatives had been implemented.

Figure 5.8 illustrates the main resources that were available to the focal firms
during this period and how these were organised in the MRR 2 project. As
the Figure illustrates, the focal firms experienced several changes in the type

%2 Kitron had to make sure that 'new’ components were approved and documented in
the 1252 and 1302 databases.

* See Figure 5.7 and the text under Section 5.2.3 for more details about the role of
the project leaders.
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of resources that were available to the MRR 2 project compared to the
resources that were central to the formation of the three key initiatives. The
two most decisive changes were the fact that Kitron had transformed their
central sourcing department into an independent firm called Kitron Sourcing
AS and that KDC had outsourced their component sourcing to Kitron
Sourcing. These changes and others would impact the focal firms’ ability to
organise and implement resources in accordance with their three key
initiatives planned for the MRR 2 project.

Figure 5.8 — The main resources available to the focal firms and the MRR 2 project
between January and August 2004
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The relationship project group evaluated the implementation of a single
point-of-contact principle first. The feedback the group received from the
project leaders was that it had been hard to implement the principle in
accordance with the original project plan. This was due to significant
changes in the firms’ resource basis. The relationship project concluded that
they had failed to include Kitron Sourcing and the ‘new’ technology
department within KDC in their original plans for the MRR 2 project even
though the relationship project group was fully informed and highly familiar
with the nature of these restructuring programmes.

This meant that the firms had created procedures for the single-point-of-
contact principle that did not fit with the way resources ultimately would end
up being organised within the relationship in 2004. Kitron Sourcing would
have a one-to-one interface with persons from KDC’s radio and technology
departments (see Figure 5.8). Kitron Sourcing would also have an important
role in relation to the logisticians and purchasers at Kitron Hisgy’s
production department. They would provide the latter with specialist
competence needed to select cheaper components connected to specific
MLU programmes. The parties had not discussed and decided upon how
Kitron Sourcing’s services were to be utilised or how the other departments
involved in the MRR 2 project were to interact with them. This resulted in
frequent informal contact patterns between the firms. The consequences
were that the single point-of-contact principle was not executed as planned.
It also meant that Kitron Sourcing would perform a range of services that
were not included in the MRR 2 contract and that the firm was not
remunerated for.

The second initiative concerned the quality problem solving methodology.
The parties concluded that they had not managed to copy and transfer this
procedure from Kitron Kongsberg to Kitron Hisgy. The feedback the
relationship project group received from the project leaders centred on two
main factors constraining the implementation. First, they pointed to the fact
that the main individuals who had developed and used the methodology in
the original MRR project no longer were employed in the focal firms. Their
absence had made it difficult for the quality supervisor at Kitron Hisgy’s
quality department to grasp what the critical success criteria were. Overall,
tthe quality supervisor found it difficult to communicate to the others how
the new procedure differed from the old one®.

The second factor that the relationship project discussed in August 2004 was
related to the fact that Kitron Kongsberg and Kitron Hisgy used different
databases in relation to quality control. The Kitron Group had decided not to

% Production personnel at Kitron Hisgy (Appendix 3/Interview no. 61/02.01.04)
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transfer the Sofie database from Kitron Kongsberg to Kitron Hisgy. The
basic argument was that Hisgy already had a database called Pidtrace that
served the same purpose and had what they called “all the necessary
features”. The feedback the relationship project received from the quality
manager at Hisgy was that it was difficult to use Pidtrace as depicted in the
written quality improvement procedures.

The relationship project was, however, satisfied with the way in which the
third key initiative had been implemented in the MRR 2 project. This
initiative aimed at reducing the number of LTB-situations. The recent
restructuring programmes resulted in Kitron’s CIS database replacing the
1252 database as the main component database in the relationship. While the
focal firms earlier had struggled to find a way to integrate these two
databases, the new distribution of responsibilities involving Kitron Sourcing
made it possible for the firms to simplify communication and decision
making relative to LTB situations. The parties also experienced that
information sharing was improved as the CIS database made the information
sharing within the relationship more transparent. The users of the Pidtrace
and Clockwork databases were more involved in monitoring and controlling
LTB situations.

The relationship project concluded in August 2004 that the results of the
implementation of the three initiatives was that more radical changes were
needed in the way the actors managed and structured the industrialisation
process. For the relationship project group, this meant ‘throwing away the
old project plans’, and developing a new project plan that was based on the
type and amount of resources that currently were available and that would be
developed in the future.

5.3  Relationship Episode Three

5.3.1 Background

The third critical event occurred in the autumn of 2004. The relationship
project group managed to convince KDC’s top management to include
Kitron as an equal partner in a product development project called Stella 2.
The idea was that the focal firms would have shared responsibility for design
and sourcing decisions. The firms wanted radical changes and KDC were
prepared to give Kitron what they now considered to be a real opportunity to
demonstrate their design and sourcing abilities. The parties also hoped that
organising and exploiting Kitron’s design and sourcing resources early in the
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industrialisation process could reveal the potential benefits to be gained from
closer interaction between the two firms.

The relationship project group believed that including Kitron from the
beginning could provide the firms with valuable insight into the factors that
supported collaborative efforts. The firms therefore hoped that the Stella 2
project could offer insight regarding what the appropriate interaction and co-
operation should in order to improve project management and reduce overall
costs. There was a willingness to ‘test out” several of the ideas that had been
discussed within the relationship project group over the years. The firms
maintained their focus on reducing purchasing, logistics and production
costs when the product reached the production phase.

5.3.2 Discussing and reviewing the results of the partnership (Phase
one: October 2004)

The relationship project group had two meetings in October 2004 in order to
review experiences from the way joint industrialisation projects had been
managed in the past two years. Their primary concern was to evaluate to
what extent the firms had managed to achieve the overall objective of the
partnership (i.e. to confront the accepted ways of operating within their
business relationship). The dialogues in October were organised in order to
provide the focal firms with a summary as to what had been achieved so far.
Moreover, there was a need to develop a collective understanding of what
would be focused on in the future.

The relationship project group reviewed the first and second year of the
partnership separately. In doing so, they did not divide between managerial
and operational issues. It was acknowledged that the individual firms had
gone through significant changes with regard to ownership of resources and
in the ways resources were organised in-house, without this leading to
radical changes in the way resources were organised in their joint
industrialisation processes. The many restructuring programmes had,
however, led to some changes with regard to how the firms’ valued specific
resources that were controlled in-house.

The firms shared the understanding that the first year of the relationship
project had given them insight into the type of abilities and resources each
had access to®*. The bankruptcy of Metallic dominated much of the
discussions. The relationship project group was particularly satisfied with

% This was discussed in a relationship project group meeting held in October 2004
(Appendix 3/Business meeting (passive role) no. 7/15.10.04 and n0.8/25.10.07)
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the fact that they had managed to create new and open communication
channels with other members of the focal organisations. This had made the
information and communication flows much more systematic and co-
ordinated both in-house and across firm boundaries. Furthermore, top
management had been given an arena in which strategic objectives and firm-
specific concerns could be shared and discussed from a relationship
perspective.

In their reflections on the second year of the partnership, the parties focused
on how they had interacted in relation to the MRR 2 project. There was
particular emphasis on their experiences with the different key initiatives
implemented in that project. The relationship project group believed that it
needed to be more ‘hands-on’ or actively participate in the implementation
process. In this way, they could open up for the possibility to make
modifications in plans when unforeseen developments occurred®. The
second year of the partnership had also shown how open bilateral dialogues
with top managements was ‘the only’ way to avoid top managements
undertaking radical changes, which had significant effects on the resources
the relationship project group were trying to re-organise.

The focal firms also reflected on the more general developments and trends
within the industry. The relationship project group noted that their
counterparts were frequently forming alliances and partnerships in an
attempts to win large-scale development projects formed around a low-cost
industrialisation process. The focal firms had also registered how customers
were demanding reduced prices for their products and services. By studying
the external and internal conditions simultaneously, the firms were able to
conclude that any attempt to establish a project plan that allowed them to
economise on ‘all’ the resources that were available to them in-house would
most likely fail. The relationship project group therefore concluded that they
had to address questions, such as what type of resources each firm needed to
control in-house and ‘what industrialisation stages and responsibilities that
had to be handled within the focal relationship’ when trying to come up with
a new project plan for the focal relationship.

The October 2004 dialogues resulted in a renewed interest and a mutual
determination to radically change the way the industrialisation process was
organised between the firms. The relationship project group felt the pressure
to demonstrate significant results in the short-run in order to satisfy the
expectations of shareholders and top management. The group agreed that the
timing was ‘perfect’ for Kitron to demonstrate its design and sourcing

% This was discussed in a relationship project group meeting held in October 2004
(Appendix 3/Business meeting (passive role) no. 7/15.10.04 and n0.8/25.10.07)
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abilities, and to give them a real opportunity to demonstrate how their
involvement in these types of decisions could contribute to reduced
industrialisation costs®. The relationship project then decided to use the
Stella 2 project as a pilot project to test out these radical changes.

The relationship project meetings in October also resulted in the collective
decision to invest in management resources. The group felt the partnership
arrangement needed to invest in persons that had the mandate and
responsibility to supervise, control and implement radical changes in the
Stella 2 project. The group also felt that getting financially committed to the
partnership was the only way the top management would make Stella 2 a
priority. The parties then put together a control group consisting of specific
persons holding important positions in the MRR and Stella projects. The
relationship project group also made sure that two members of the group
were members of the newly formed control group. This was because these
persons had access to experience data gained from the first two years of the
relationship project. The decision to invest in a control group meant that
these persons were taken away from their daily responsibilities. The idea
was that the control group would replace the relationship project, and serve
as the new arena whereby partnership matters were to be discussed.

The development phase in Stella 2 began in January 2005. The phase was
estimated to last 12 months. The project represented a minor redesign of the
original Stella transmitter that was developed between 2000 and 2003, which
had now reached the volume production stage. A redesign meant upgrading
the transmitter’s capabilities and reducing material costs. Kitron had been
included the original Stella project for the first six months of 2002. At that
time, they built and tested prototypes together with KDC. In the Stella 2
project, however, the plan was to include Kitron at the concept stage, and
from then in the industrialisation stages (see Figure 5.9).

¥ This was concluded in a relationship project group meeting held in October 2004
(Appendix 3/Business meeting (passive role) no0.8/25.10.07)
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Figure 5.9 — The interaction between the focal firms throughout the life span of
products such as Stella 1 and 2
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5.3.3 Collectively confronting the organisation of the industrialisation

process (Phase two: November 2004)

The control group met in November 2004 to discuss how Kitron could be
included in the development phase. The group agreed that the Stella 2
project was an appropriate product for Kitron to be involved in. They
considered it a major advantage that Kitron had participated in the prototype
building and testing in the original Stella project (or Stella 1). The control
group had both a managerial and operational role. The operational role in
particular meant that they would influence the project plans and distribution
of responsibilities within Stella 2. The fact that the control group interacted
with both top management and the operational level was also considered to
be beneficial for the operational level of the Stella 2 project.

The focal firms made cost reductions their number one priority. This was
believed to be the only way to react to threats from competitors. Key
customers were suggesting that they were contemplating replacing Stella
with a cheaper product, and that high price was a major disadvantage. The
previous relationship project group representative from the Kongsberg
Group stated that the Kongsberg Group’s top management had held
meetings whereby they discussed how the corporation could re-organise the
purchasing function across its three divisions as a way to reduce purchasing
costs. Two main decision options were being considered; to outsource the
purchasing function to a third party, and to centralise the purchasing
function. The Kongsberg Group member also explained that they hoped the
experiences could provide them with insights to help them reach a
conclusion.
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The control group spent the first few weeks in November 2004 discussing
the industry conditions and how these elements affected their joint
industrialisation process. The group paid particular attention to reflecting on
how important actors in the industry were positioning themselves, how
market conditions were changing, and what the financial and technological
conditions were.

The control group then went on to collect the internal resource analysis both
firms had conducted in the first year of the relationship project. These were
then connected to the Stella 1 project. Kitron assembled a team of experts
from Kitron Hisgy, Kitron Sourcing and Kitron Development Arendal that
all had participated in Stella 1. Kitron wanted to ensure that they received
the appropriate payment for the responsibilities they handled in the Stella 2
project.

The representatives from Kitron place great emphasis on the industrialisation
stages they believed had the greatest impact on the total production costs
when Stella 2 reached the volume production stage. The control group then
studied the distinctive features related to the Stella 1 project, such as the
number of customer-specific components, LTB-situations, cost structures
and the nature of the supplier base. The group concluded that the way Stella
1 had been organised had led to considerable delays during the development
phase. These dialogues resulted in the decision to develop a new division of
responsibilities for Stella 2. The control group acknowledged that many of
the problems the firms experienced in Stella 1 were related to the way
KDC’s top management prioritised Stella in-house. For example, top
management would often prioritise projects owned by their customers in
situations were there was a lack of resources. This meant that Stella 1 was
put on hold as resources dedicated to the project were pooled out to other
projects to ensure that these projects met their deadlines.

The November meetings resulted in two important outcomes. First, the
control group managed to develop a new business contract for the Stella 2
project. This supported increased involvement from Kitron during the
development phase. The new business contract was somewhat open-ended
and implicit in the sense that the control group wanted the project to reveal
what the right amount of resources to be utilised from each business unit was
as the project progressed. The control group planned to gather and store
information regarding the total amount of time and resources spent at each
industrialisation stage by departments. The final payment for Kitron’s
contributions would therefore to a large extent be determined after the period
of twelve months.
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The second outcome was were new ideas on how to organise and link the
various development stages, departments and business functions involved in
the Stella 2 project. The discussions leading to the new project plan revealed
how the two firms approached these issues differently. For example, KDC
wanted Kitron to have the total production responsibility throughout the
entire industrialisation process, not only when the product reached the
production phase. As soon as the term “total production responsibility” came
up in these meetings, the parties began discussing what this meant. The firms
quickly realised that while the term had been frequently used between them
in numerous projects, the parties lacked a common understanding of what it
meant in ‘every day life’. This resulted in efforts to redefine various terms
specified in the business contract.

5.3.4 Developing objectives and key initiatives for the Stella 2 project
(Phase three: December 2004)

The control group continued their discussions into December 2004. They
described how and when each firm would be involved in the industrialisation
process. These dialogues resulted in the agreement to design a new ‘master
project plan’. The plan would build on new objectives and goals, a new
division of responsibilities for the entire industrialisation process, and a new
information and reporting principle describing the formal contact patterns at
the different industrialisation stages.

The firms had learned from the MRR 2 project how having vague and
unclear objectives made it difficult to pinpoint how new plans differed from
old ones. It also made it difficult for the relationship project and the MRR 2
project leaders to monitor and measure how various changes had impacted
the project. The control group had received direct orders from top
management that their efforts had to be monitored in such a way that it was
possible to detect the factors that had worked well. The control group also
agreed that they would come together after the design and development
phase in Stella 2 project had been complete to evaluate whether and how
they had achieved their objectives. The control group would register
experience data along the way so that it would be easier to transfer the Stella
‘master plan’ to other projects.

The outcomes of the November meetings were direct negotiations in
December concerning how to distribute responsibilities in Stella 2. The
control group kept these negotiations within the group, but relied on the
experience and insight of the two previous relationship project group
members. The parties wanted to radically change the way industrialisation
stages were linked and responsibilities distributed. The parties used the
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original Stella project plans as a basis for their dialogues where the fourteen
industrialisation stages were redefined and responsibilities redistributed (see
Figure 4.3 and Tables 4.2 and 4.3 for information on the original Stella
project plan).

Table 5.2 — The new distribution of responsibilities applied in the Stella 2 project

Pre- Design Volume After  sales
analysis Production | maintenance
KITRON
Kitron Now S(2) S (3,4) S(9) S (13, 14)
Sourcing Before
Kitron Now S(3,4,5 S (10, 11)
Development [ Before S (10, 11)
Arendal
Kitron Hisgy Now S (5) S (9, 11, |S(13,149)
12)
Before S (11)
KDC
Radio Now S(1,2) S(3,4,5,6,
department 7,8)
Before

Technology Now S(8)
department Before | S(1,2) S(3,4,5,6,

7,8)
Logistics Now S(2) S (11, 12)
department Before S(11,12) | S(13,14)
Operations Now
department Before S (11) S(13,14)

(Note: see Tables 4.2 and 4.3; S (1, 2, etc.) refers to the industrialisation stages)

The focal firms also wanted to implement a new project management
principle. The control group concluded that the informal communication that
hindered projects such as MRR had also to some extent had a negative
impact on the Stella 1 project. The group therefore examined the outcomes
of the single point-of-contact principle implemented in MRR 2, in order to
identify some of the factors that had hindered the principle from being
successfully implemented. The control group still believed in the principle,
but made one significant modification. They decided to hire a new project
leader from outside that would represent both firms in the project and where
each firm would paid 50 % of his/her salary. This person would be
responsible for pooling the right resources from the firms to the project, and
in this way replaced the old set-up where each firm had one project leader in
the project.
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5.3.5 Evaluating the results of the development phase of the Stella 2
project (Phase four: February 2006)

The development phase in the Stella 2 project began in January 2005 and
was completed in February 2006, two months behind schedule. The control
group met regularly during these fourteen monts to monitor and evaluate
progress, whereas as the original relationship project group was still
dissolved. The control group had close dialogues with the Stella 2 project
leader regarding the current challenges and problems. The project leader
relied on the control group’s experience and advice as to how certain issues
had to be prioritised. The operation role of the control group meant that they
sometimes would be directly involved in the project. This was in terms of
coaching the various departments and business functions as to how specific
responsibilities and conditions in the business contract had to be interpreted.

The end of the Stella 2 project in February 2006 was marked with a meeting
among the specific persons from the original relationship project group and
the control group. The group met to discuss the results, and evaluated
whether and how their objectives had been met. The group discussed these
outcomes in relation to the seven objectives formulated for Stella 2. The
parties concluded that they had obtained five out of the initial seven
objectives. These were reduced material costs, reduced the number of tests,
utilised experience data, improved quality control, implemented the single-
point-of-contact principle and reduced informal communication within the
project respectively (see Table 5.3). However, the parties had not managed
to design new test equipment for Stella and they had not managed to reduce
the time-to-market (two months delayed).

In terms of material costs, these had been reduced because the firms had
managed to design alternative components that were 30-40% cheaper then
those used in Stella 1 without altering the functionality in any major way.
The firms had achieved the second objective in that the number of tests
necessary had been reduced from eighteen to twelve in Stella 2 compared to
Stella 1. The new project leader had concluded that they could maintain the
same high quality level in the project without fewer tests. The firms also
merged two tests into one as both performed almost the same function®.
Kitron Development Arendal was responsible for the design of the test and
worked closely with the designers at KDC’s radio department in this
process.

Table 5.3 — The outcomes of the Stella 2 project

%8 Head of the Logistics department at KDC (Appendix 3/Interview no. 49/04.05.06)
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No Objective Results
1 Reduce material | The firms had designed in alternative components that
purchasing costs | reduced the material costs by 25-30%.
2 Reduce number | The number of tests was reduced from 18 to 12 compared
of tests to Stella 1.
3 Design a new The firm had not designed new test equipment for the
test equipment final testing, but instead used the one from Stella 1.
4 Use experience | The parties had used the Pidtrace database to ensure that
and marginal “bad” components were not designed in.
data
5 Improve quality | The firms established procedures for exchanging quality-
control specific information between the radio department and
the production department at Hisgy.
6 Reduce time to The firms wanted to conduct the redesign within 12
market months, but ended up using 14 months which still was
considered satisfactory.
7 Reduce informal | The parties felt that the informal contact was reduced as
communication | the parties now had to channel their formal
communication through the new project leader.
8 Implement a The single point-of-contact principle had been
single point-of- | implemented, and was considered a success.
contact principle

The achievement of the third objective was related to the firms’ ability to use
experience data produced at the factory-level during the production process
of Stella 1. The use of experience data had been a major issue in previous
projects, and the new project leader placed great emphasis on using this type
of information when performing the redesigns. This meant that the NPI
department at Kitron Hisgy and KDC’s Radio and Technology departments
would interact closely and utilise information stored in the Pidtrace database.

The control group also managed to achieve the fourth objective. This was to
implement a modified quality improvement procedure that was previously
tested out in MRR 2. KDC’s radio department and Kitron Hisgy’s
production department exchanged component and supplier performance
information. This was used by the designers in the redesign to make the
product more production-friendly. The new project leader functioned as an
important mediator and connector between these two departments and
ensured that solutions that were discussed and tested out during the
prototype building.

The firms were also satisfied with the way the fifth objective had been

approached. The feedback the project leader had received from central
individuals involved in Stella 2 led her to conclude that the informal contact
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patterns had been reduced. The parties pointed to a tighter control and
monitoring of the type of responsibilities executed at the different
industrialisation stages. They also put special emphasis on communication
and explaining the ideas behind the single point-of-contact principle to the
project members in a systematic fashion. The new project leader was also
satisfied with the way the rest of the team members had committed to the
principle. She could also rely on documented information illustrating how
much time each department had spent on the different stages.

The Stella 2 project had not resulted in the design of new test equipment that
the parties had hoped would merge four different tests into one. This
objective had been important to the control group as KDC’s top management
believed the firm needed to reduce and replace several customised tests with
those better suited to assess standardised modules and components. The
project leader decided, however, after further investigations into the nature
of Stella, that the development of such a test would have to wait because the
costs outweighed the potential benefits of replacing the once already in
place.

The focal firms did not achieve the seventh objective. This was because the
parties had failed to keep the redesign operations within the twelve months
as originally planned. However, despite the two month delays, top
management viewed the project as a success and acknowledged that the
twelve months deadline probably had been an ambitious one. The parties
therefore concluded that delays were to be expected as both the new project
leader and the project members had to learn new routines and adapt to new
ways of interacting within the focal dyad. More importantly, the delays had
not affected the planned schedule of shipments to customers.

The firms also registered that the way they had interacted within the Stella 2
project had impacted other relationships and projects connected to the firms.
The control group was informed that top management had received several
complaints from other project leaders that their products were not given the
right focus and attention. The consequence was that important resources
were pooled away from their projects to maintain the progress and meet the
needs of Stella 2. This led the parties to conclude that there was a lack of
specific types of resources that were needed at particular industrialisation
stages. This made it difficult for the firms to maintain the same activity level
at the same industrialisation stage in multiple projects simultaneously.

The firms only briefly discussed how they were to invest in resources in the
future to deal with these constraints. They also contemplated whether
specific services within the industrialisation stages were to be offered to a
limited number of customers and products, thereby adapting the total activity
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level to the total amount of resources available to the firms. The control
group further discussed whether third party providers could be included in
the industrialisation process. The discussions surrounding these unanswered
questions did not lead to any real decisions at the February meeting.

54 Conclusion

After the meeting in February 2006, the relationship project was dissolved.
The fundamental conditions that it was founded on had changed significantly
in the three and half years since it was initiated. The partnership was
dissolved gradually without a formal closure for several reasons. First, the
Kitron Group appointed a new CEO in 2004. He restructured the firm’s
resources dramatically, by altering much of the resource foundation on
which the project plan in Stella 2 was based. Secondly, the two individuals
from the focal firms who initiated the relationship project moved to another
company. These two persons had been the administrators of the relationship
project and core members of the partnership. Thirdly, the control group
reported directly to the relationship project group. Now that there were no
more meetings, much of the experiences registered and stored by the control
group were now embedded in persons located at different places in the
organisations. There were no attempts to systematically reuse what had been
done in Stella 2 within other projects.

The partnership arrangement had resulted in many positive outcomes over
the forty one months that it lasted. The firms had managed to develop formal
mechanisms that were deliberately set up to govern multi-level bilateral
communications within the relationship. Their communications had been
both operational and strategic. The sharing of individual had made their
individual decision making more aligned with what the parties were trying to
achieve within the partnership. The commitment and focus on information
sharing, discussing concerns, and confronting perceptions on a routine basis
made it possible for the firms to adapt to unforeseen changes.

The success of the Stella 2 project could be seen as the outcome of all the
interaction and co-operation that had occurred in the relationship. The formal
mechanisms that were created within Stella 2 represented a systematic way
for the firms to gather, store, distribute and use important relationship-
specific information and knowledge. The real success of the Stella 2 project
arguably was the way the focal firms managed to radically changed the way
they interacted before, during and after the project was completed. The focus
on getting important decision-makers involved in discussions not directly
confined to their responsibilities made it possible for the firms to align
decision making in a way that supported both their individual and collective
concerns. The partnership arrangement in this way marked a significant
change from the unilateral way the firms acted in the past.
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Chapter Six Case Study Analysis

6.0

In this chapter | shall use the analytical dimensions presented in the literature
review (Chapter Two, Section 2.4). With the focal dyadic business relation-
ship serving as the unit of analysis, the three main analytical dimensions
focused on are acting, interacting and outcomes. Building on the empirical
material in Chapters Four and Five, this chapter attempts to analyse the
development of the focal dyad and the partnership between the focal firms
using the same chronological structure used to case the case study. The three
main relationship episodes presented in chapter Five will also be split into
individual sub-cases in the analysis. Here the distinctive phases used to
structure each relationship episode will be applied to provide the analysis of
each episode necessary internal structure. These relationship episodes will at
the same time be viewed as part of one single case marked with seven
distinctive inter-related relationship periods (see Table 6.1). In doing so, we
acknowledge how the developments in one period connect to the develop-
ments in another, and thus shape the analytical reflections and outputs that
are possible to draw when analysing the individual relationship episodes.

Introduction

Table 6.1 — Analysis the interaction within the focal dyad chronologically
Case Periods Main issues focused on in the
Study interaction
Period One Dealing with the Metallic-bankruptcy
Relationship | (Oct — Dec 02)
Episode Period Two Developing a new concept for supplier
One (Jan — Mar 03) selection within the focal dyad
Period Three Reacting to sudden changes in the firms’
(Apr — May 03) access to sourcing resources
Period Four Dealing with the end of the MRR contract
Relationship | (Jun — Oct 03) and aligning individual problem solving
Episode Period Five A close interaction process resulting in a
Two (Nov 03 — Aug 04) | collective decision to implement concrete
initiatives in the MRR 2 project
Period Six Collective decision making resulting in
Relationship | (Sep 04 — Feb 06) | Kitron becoming an equal partner in the
Episode design and development project called Stella
Three 2. This section also includes some final
comments on the outcomes of the period six
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The thesis proposed two main research questions at the outset of the research
study (see Chapter One, Section 1.4.3) that will help frame the analysis of
each specific relationship episode. These questions were; how do firms
involved in dyadic business relationships deal with the tensions that arise
when trying to determine what actions to undertake individually and
collectively?, and how do firms’ strategic actions support and/or constrain
the way they economise on resources within a business relationship? These
questions will be used to compare and put emphasis on specific issues
revealed in the case. We now turn to the analysis of the three relationship
episodes.

6.1 Relationship Episode One

6.1.1 Dimension One — Acting

The focal firms acted individually on two main occasions during
‘Relationship Episode One’, that is, once during phase two (i.e. October
2002) and once during phase five (i.e. May 2003). The first individual acting
relates to the way the focal firms behaved when the Metallic-bankruptcy
arose in phase two. As the case study describes, there were no formal contact
and co-operation between the focal firms within the frame of the relationship
project arrangement immediately after the Metallic bankruptcy was known
(i.e. phase two). This critical event put the parties in a situation where a new
customer-specific supplier had to be selected in order for the MRR project to
maintain its progress. However, the parties failed to initiate a collective
search and supplier selection process despite having proclaimed to want to
do so in earlier dialogues and discussions prior to the situation (i.e. phase
one). It is possible to argue that both focal firms acted individually in phase
two and their collective reflections and dialogues in phase three (i.e.
December 2002), that focused on why the parties had behaved the way they
did revealed some of the factors that had led to their individual behaviour. It
is possible to argue that Kitron behaved individually during phase two as
they chose to not react to the situation and instead let their counterpart
handle the situation individually. KDC on the other hand chose to deal with
the situation by not inviting Kitron to the supplier selection process and
instead rely on in-house resources to solve the matter. One way to interpret
their behaviour in phase two is to view their individual actions as an
expression of how each firm believed they could ‘best’ organise and
economise on resources available to them at that particular point in time (i.e.
resource image layer). The fact that Kitron decided to not react to the
Metallic-situation could be interpreted as them viewing the ‘costs’ from
organising resources available to them (i.e. their unique collection of
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resources) in new ways to exceed the possible ‘gains’ thus, the best solution
for them was to maintain the existing organisation of resources related to the
supplier selection process. Put in other terms, Kitron viewed the existing
distribution of responsibilities as better than the alternative which was to get
involved in the supplier selection process. A similar reasoning could be
applied to explain why KDC decided not to invite Kitron to participate in the
supplier selection. This decision could be interpreted as them considering the
existing division of responsibilities manifested in the relationship to be built
on the ‘right mix of resources’ needed to select a new supplier, and that these
resources were to be found in-house. Put differently, they too believed that
the existing division of responsibilities was the optimal solution. In other
words, the focal firms acted individually and reached the ‘same’ conclusion
in their assessments of whether to maintain the existing division of
responsibilities (i.e. existing organisation of resources), or whether to change
it. In line with research question two, the firms’ behaviour during phase two
illustrates how heterogeneity in resource image layer can constrain firms
from economising on resources in manners that are in line with the parties’
original desires and goals. The firms’ inability to discuss, or lack of insight
into their heterogeneous views on how to make prudent use of resources in
line with their individual and collective needs, arguably constrained them
from changing the existing division of responsibilities between them.

The second individual acting that occurred during ‘Relationship Episode
One’ relates to the sudden restructuring programme that arose in phase five
(i.e. April 2003). The situation arose when KDC’s top management decided
to outsource several technical and sourcing-related resources without the
relationship project group being informed. This decision meant that the
relationship project had spent substantial time and resources during phase
four (i.e. January-March 2003) trying to devise a new division of
responsibilities for the supplier selection process on a resource basis that top
management was contemplating changing. The situation that arose could
arguably be the result of two actors within the focal dyad (i.e. KDC’s top
management and the relationship project group) operating with significantly
different resource image layers. In line with research question one, the
heterogeneity in views at different levels of the focal dyad manifested on
significantly different ideas and views on how to best economise on
resources available to the firms, was caused by the heterogeneity in the
concerns and needs that were prioritised by the individual actors. The
parties’ failure to align the official ideas and views on the types of concerns
and needs that would form the basis for actions at different levels of the
dyad, in addition to lack of communication as to how each actor planned to
make prudent use of resources, was the main source of the problems that
arose. The way the relationship project group reacted to the situation that
arose in phase five demonstrated the group’s ability to collectively react to
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problems that threatened what the parties were trying to achieve within the
partnership. In line with research guestion one, the relationship project group
dealt with the tension that arose from the individual decision-making within
the dyad by initiating and facilitating direct communications between the
two firms’ top management. Their efforts when the situation arose made it
possible for top management to discuss, influence and negotiate a new
sourcing solution that formed the basis for continuous co-operation and
adaptation in the way the two firms did joint industrialisation projects.

6.1.2 Dimension Two — Interacting

The interaction within the focal dyad between October 2002 and May 2003
can in line with Table 6.1 be split into three main periods. Each period offers
some interesting interpretations and analysis in line with research questions
one and two, which implies that this section will address both the interaction
and resource economising dimensions within these periods. Furthermore,
Figure 6.1 illustrates the specific types of interactions that describe what was
focused on in the dialogues and actions at a given point in time (i.e. in each
relationship phase). In phase three the interactions centred on how the parties
had acted and interacted in the past, that is, during phases one and two. In
phases two and five the firms focused on solving specific current problems
and/or engaging in dialogues to formulate individual and collective problem
statements. Phases one and four represented collective attempts to define
future decision options and goals, while at the same time identifying future
possibilities that would form the basis for their current actions and
interactions.

Figure 6.1 — The interaction process (specific types of interaction during
relationship episode one with emphasis on the nature of the dialogues and actions)

Interaction about Phase 3:
past dialogues and e.g. dialogues about
\30“0”5/ previous actions and
Firm A Firm B | co-operation

Interactions in order to Phase 2 and 5:
solve curcrjent %roblems e.g. problem
and needs i solving and

s stating

Phase 1 and 4:
e.g. possible future
actions and co-operation

Interaction
about future
possibilities

Illustrating departments within the focal firms
O * Modified from Jahre et al., 2006 (p.209)
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PERIOD ONE

The decision to create a relationship project group in phase one could be
interpreted as an attempt to introduce a new business unit that represented
the business relationship and that would serve as a connecter unit that
gradually broke down the invisible intra-firm communication barriers that
the firms had suffered from. However, it was not until after the relationship
project group had experienced these co-ordination problems themselves in
relation to the Metallic-situation that they were able to really sort out the
relevant factors were that constraining them from economising on resources
in new, more efficient manners. The heterogeneous perceptions and
understandings as to who has the ‘right or best resources’, what
responsibilities each firm should have in the relationship and what
fundamental economic logics, objectives and goals the partnership would
prioritise, gradually emerged as fundamental concerns that needed to be
dealt with when the group got together in phase three (i.e. December).
Experiencing the co-ordination problems first hand in relation to the
Metallic-bankruptcy and then discussing the matter collectively within the
frame of relationship project meetings in phase three, gave the group a
common arena and a fresh example to engage in collective reflections as to
what caused the problems.

A way to interpret the parties’ failure to come together in phase two to select
a new mechanical supplier could be found in the way the different
departments and business functions within KDC were connected to the focal
connecter unit. For example, the fact that the radio department was not
informed about the progress of the relationship project could mean two
things. First, it could be interpreted as a communication malfunction
between the logistics manager (i.e. B*1) part of the relationship project
group and the logistics manager (i.e. B*2) a part of the decision group, who
were both located within KDC’s logistics department. One explanation could
then be that B*1 had failed to inform B*2 about the progress and outcome of
the partnership. It could also mean that the logistics department as a whole
lacked a unified formal picture with regard to what they were trying to
achieve with the counterpart. Arguably, if this was not the case one would
expect B*2 to inform the radio department about the developments in the
partnership and presumably also try to influence the decision group to ‘look
into’ the discussions and reflections made in the partnership up till this point.

In line with research question one, the interaction during period one was
constrained from being carried out as originally intended due to the
communication malfunction between the decision group and the relationship
project group. The case illustrates the tension that this caused for the parties’
abilities to communicate and co-operate when experiencing collective
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problems. The interaction during phase three offered an opportunity for the
parties to learn how the different departments and business functions
(individuals) within the focal firms had to relate to the connector unit, and
rely on their managerial abilities to co-ordinate the efforts within the
relationship.

ECONOMISING ON RESOURCES

The dialogues and co-operation during phase three brought conflicting
perceptions and views to the surface. It revealed that the focal firms had
quite different understandings regarding the nature of certain resource
properties, and how combining these in new ways could bring added value to
the relationship. The relationship project group were systematic during phase
three in their attempt to gather, store and distribute information on common
and conflicting views obtained through the relationship project meetings. It
was this co-ordinated interaction that finally led the group to decide
collectively to spend more time on clarifying how each firm viewed their
resource accessibility, and the value and image layer connected to certain
resource-properties.

In line with research question one, the collective reflections in phase three
illustrate how the parties tried to deal with the tension that arose from
unilateral decision making. These dialogues revealed that while the firms on
one hand had reached a similar conclusion in phase 2 to maintain the ‘old’
division of responsibilities, the parties had quite differing motives and
argumentation for behaving the way they did. This aspect would be
discussed in terms of how the focal firms perceived the importance and
value to be gained from economising on existing and/or new combinations
of resources available within the relationship. As explained in the case study,
Kitron argued post-Metallic that the current financial contracts within the
relationship did not support an increased involvement in the supplier
selection process. Despite having invested substantial time and resources
during phase one trying to develop a common image layer within the
relationship that illustrated how their resources could be utilised in the focal
dyad to improve the sourcing function, Kitron ended up acting individually
on a different image layer then the one they had communicated to the
counterpart only a few months earlier. Their behaviour during phase two
showed that Kitron had not reflected on how they planned to organise and
economise on resources to support their individual and collective needs
when interacting with the counterpart during phase one. In the collective
reflections during phase three, Kitron acknowledged that they lacked
dedicated managerial resources that had the ability and mandate to pool and
organise ‘relevant’ sourcing resources to the sourcing functions confined to
the relationship. One would expect that this acknowledgement would have
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led to a decision to introduce such a resource internally or in the relationship
post-Metallic, but Kitron remained “passive’ in the sense that they left it up
to the relationship project group to come up with a new division of
responsibilities that would solve their co-ordination problems.

PERIOD TWO

The interaction during period one resulted in the collective decision to
engage in concrete dialogues regarding how to organise the supplier
selection process in the future. A common determinant that would form the
basis for the interaction during phase four (i.e. between January and March
2003) was a mutual understanding that collective reflections, confrontations,
analysis and discussions would form the basis for a new division of
responsibilities. The relationship project would throughout these months
play a crucial managerial role giving the dialogues drive and direction. Their
focus was on discussing fundamental questions such as what resources to
organise and what the motives were for organising them in a certain way in
a new supplier selection process.

The relationship project group’s decision to invite individuals outside the
original group in what has been termed ‘the extended relationship project’
represented an important change in the relationship. This decision could be
seen as a reaction to the feedback the group got in phase three, when they
had failed to inform the rest of the focal organisations about the partnership
arrangement and its developments. These individuals could now help “spread
the word’ to others and in so doing make the partnership a phenomenon that
the rest of the organisation could be committed to and feel a part of. It also
provided several departments and individuals internally with an opportunity
to meet outside their regular forums to discuss issues of cross-functional
nature. It is fair to argue that it was these inter-firm dialogues that in many
ways broke down the intra-firm invisible walls that had constrained the
relationship from achieving its objectives during phase one.

The decision to invite individuals that were not formal members of the
original group also showed that the group valued the insight, knowledge and
views held by different actors holding important positions in the
industrialisation process. The extended group would contribute to a richer
information basis built on insight into economic logics and perceptions
regarding how functionally organised sourcing-resources could be
economised on to support the total needs of their joint industrialisation
projects. Their emphasis on how different actors viewed the pros and cons
from organising and economising on resources in specific ways forced the
individual actor to confront their often functionally oriented views regarding
economic logics. It could therefore be seen as the parties’ first real collective
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attempt in the partnership to discuss how different economic logics could
support the processional inter-firm needs of the industrialisation process.

The relationship project served an important co-ordinating role during period
two. The group were systematic and conscious about their decision to
distinguish between individual intra-firm meetings and inter-firm meetings
formed as relationship project meetings. The individual intra-firm meetings
forced actors within each firm to talk amongst themselves to come up with
‘formal’ image layer that represented what the individual firm wanted the
partnership arrangement to base their interactions on. These meetings forced
each firm to reflect on the current and future concerns that were important to
them, in addition to forcing them to prioritise economic logics to be
emphasised in the decision-making. The relationship project would then
serve an important role as a ‘confronter’ that would challenge each firm’s
basic assumptions and perceptions that formed the basis for their ideas on
the best way to organise and economise on resources in the supplier
selection process.

In line with research question one, one could argue that the interaction
during phase four illustrates how the relationship project demonstrated an
ability to translate heterogeneous ideas and views on the right division of
responsibilities into collective ones. The relationship project group
demonstrated an ability to organise a mixture of intra- and inter-firm
meetings that positioned the group as a business unit, capable of bridging the
gap between departments and individuals that traditionally did not interact
directly in the relationship. The group got insight into a wide range of
operational and strategic concerns that occupied middle management on both
sides of the dyad, while at the same time taking the role as a negotiator
pushing for the creation of collective concerns to be focused on in the
partnership. The output of these dialogues was the creation of new resource
pictures that gradually would replace old obsolete pictures that were
institutionalised in the relationship, and other heterogeneous memories that
for different reasons had constrained the parties from seeing situations in a
new light. For example, the decision group had argued in phase three that
they believed Kitron lacked the abilities to select customer-specific
suppliers. They pointed to two individuals within the Kitron organisation
that used to possess such abilities, but who no longer were employed. They
also pointed to Kitron’s failure to want to participate in similar selection
processes five years ago. Furthermore, the relationship project’s ability to
transform individual concerns into collective ones and the ability to develop
detailed resource pictures, marked a major breakthrough in the partnership
arrangement. The pictures in themselves could be seen as an important
outcome of the interaction. These pictures contained more details and in-
depth illustrations compared to the PowerPoint illustrations the parties were
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used to (see phase one). The pictures described the type of resources each
firm had access to, how these were suggested organised, and the potential
pros and cons from exploiting these in the relationship.

ECONOMISING ON RESOURCES

The dialogues and discussions within the ‘extended relationship project’ in
phase four led to the creation of four main resource image layers, each
representing an alternative way the supplier selection process could be set up
in the relationship. These alternatives formed the resource basis in which the
parties collectively would decide upon how future supplier selection would
become a collective arrangement in their joint projects. It is possible to argue
that the four alternatives centred on two fundamental understandings of how
their sourcing-related resources could be organised and economised on. All
four alternatives discussed in phase four characterized Kitron’s sourcing
department as the best suited for evaluating the mercantile conditions.
However, the ones coming up with the alternatives highlighted different
aspects when describing the potential services to be rendered from using
Kitron’s sourcing department. Kitron’s quality (i.e. alternative one) and
sourcing departments (i.e. alternative two) emphasised the sourcing
department’s experience, competence in mercantile negotiations with
suppliers, routines and systems for analysing component life cycles, and
monitoring supplier performance. KDC’s radio (i.e. alternative three) and
technology (i.e. alternative four) departments, on the other hand, emphasised
the need to include production-related implications in their own internal
decision-making taking place at the design stages in order for them to be
more oriented towards impact on total costs. These perceptions could be
characterized as the parties attempting to define distinctive economic logics
on which to centre their interactions.

In line with research question two, the case study here illustrates how two
departments located within different firms could have the same views
regarding whether to change or preserve a responsibility (i.e. who is best
suited to evaluate the technical capabilities). Here Kitron’s quality
department was in agreement with KDC’s radio and technology departments
in that there was little to be gained from changing the existing division of
responsibilities. This understanding was not shared by Kitron’s sourcing
department, who suggested that Kitron’s development departments located at
Billingstad and in Oslo possessed the necessary technical competence and
experience to improve the way technical evaluations were performed within
specific component technologies such as PCBs. Kitron’s sourcing
department ability to name specific individuals within these development
firms (Oslo and Billingstad) could be interpreted as them being closer to
Kitron’s development functions compared to Kitron Hisgy’s quality
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department located in the production facilities. Kitron Hisgy’s quality
department would in turn demonstrate their in-depth insight of the
production process, and the possible ways information stored within Kitron’s
production department could improve the ways the quality conditions were
evaluated in supplier selection. The outcome of this ‘resource discussion’
was the agreement to focus on alternative three for future supplier selection.
This shows how developing common image layers within a relationship
requires dealing with the heterogeneity in image layers internally.

PERIOD THREE

KDC’s top management performed a major restructuring programme in
phase five (i.e. April) that came as a total surprise to the relationship project
group. This showed how the relationship project lacked appropriate bilateral
communication channels between them and top management. In this
particular case this communication malfunction resided in the interface
between KDC’s top management and KDC’s radio department. While the
relationship project had been aware of the need to inform top management
about the progress within the partnership, top management had failed to
inform them about their ‘strategic discussions’ and future plans. This
unilateral communication resulted in the relationship project developing new
plans concerning how to interact and economise on resources on a resource
basis top management were contemplating changing. In other words, the
relationship project had been created with the objective to come up with a
new plan on how to organise resources more efficiently, in relation to the
counterpart without having a stable reference point with regard to what
resources to include in the decision-basis.

The relationship project assumed an important ‘networking role’ in the
period after the news of the restructuring programme was known in phase
five. This networking role could be split into three characteristic interaction
processes as illustrated in figure 6.2. The first process relates to the way the
relationship project group got their members to reflect on the possible impact
the recent changes could have on the ongoing partnership arrangement in
general, and the sourcing function within the focal dyad in particular. The
networking within the group made it possible for them to develop common
image layer that reflected the problems that were to be prioritised in the
current interactions. It arguably gave the group a chance to re-state and
validate the concerns they had focused on up till this point and a chance to
re-direct their future efforts (i.e. see figure 6.2 — concern 1). In other words,
developing internal consistency within served as the basis for their collective
efforts to influence top management to pursue favourable actions viewed
from the relationship angle.
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Figure 6.2 — Illustrating the interaction within the focal dyad during period three
Relationship Project
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Networking processes: 1 (within the ‘extended’ relationship project group), 2

(between relationship project group and KDC’s top management) and 3

(between the relationship project group and Kitron’s top management).

The latter two networking processes concern the interaction between the
relationship project group and the firms’ top management. The middle
managers in the relationship project gathered, stored and distributed relevant
information to the firms’ top management in an attempt to influence them
both to pursue actions that supported what the group was trying to achieve in
the partnership. Arguably the relationship project group assumed an
important co-ordinating function in two networking processes that could be
said to occur simultaneously. The second networking concerns the
interaction between KDC’s top management and the relationship project
group, where the latter organised meetings between the two groups in an
attempt to understand the concerns and motives behind their outsourcing
plans. In doing so the relationship project group gained insight into the
concerns that were important to top management and which had to be dealt
with. It could be argued that the relationship project learned how top
management viewed the reality of the situation differently from them (see
figure 6.2 — concern 2). The relationship project also got insight into the non-
negotiable decision-criteria that KDC’s top management put forward when
selecting a new sourcing partner.

The third networking process concerns the interaction between the
relationship project group and Kitron’s top management, where the
relationship project group explained how Kitron’s candidature to become the
new sourcing partner in relation to KDC was dependent on them making
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specific changing in the way they organised their sourcing resources in-
house (Figure 6.2 — concern 3). The relationship project group became
responsible for the communications and negotiations between the firms’ top
management. Their involvement resulted in top management making
individual decisions that were in line with the collective concerns identified
within the relationship project group. The individual decision making that
top management performed supported the relationship objectives and goals
on which the partnership formed on. The networking during phase five is in
total a manifestation to the impact networking could have on firms’ ability to
solve heterogeneous problems.

ECONOMISING ON RESOURCES

KDC’s decision to enforce a restructuring programme could be interpreted
as the relationship project and top management making decisions on
significantly different image layers, and presumably also different
understandings regarding what the important concerns were to the firms.
While inter-firm bilateral dialogues within the relationship project during
‘period two’ had led to formal and common image layers being created
within the relationship project group, the unexpected episode in period three
revealed how the relationship still suffered from conflicting perceptions and
views between the middle management responsible for the day to day
interactions with counterparts and top management. The relationship project
group therefore ended up organising and “designing-in” resources that no
longer would be available to the firms in-house. It became an example of the
focal firms’ inability to align heterogeneous image layers internally. It is
possible to claim that KDC’s top management based their decision on a
resource basis that was different from the one the relationship project
operated with.

In relation to research question two, the case illustrates how there may be
several explanations as to why KDC’s top management decided to enforce
such a restructuring programme. One interpretation could be that top
management wanted to re-position the firm in relation to multiple
counterparts directly and indirectly connected to their industrialisation
projects. Their focus on cost reductions and change in customers’ buying
behaviour forced them to redefine their business model, which ultimately
was manifested on a relationship portfolio where the individual relationship
was characterized with a unique division of responsibilities between them
and their counterparts. The restructuring programme could therefore be seen
as the firm re-positioning themselves in the industry through redefining the
division of responsibilities in relation to multiple counterparts. Their
business model was also dependent on scale and scope economies across
multiple industrialisation projects. Top management’s decision to outsource
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specific technical and sourcing resources could therefore be interpreted as an
attempt to reduce scope of design functions performed internally, and instead
rely on their counterparts to achieve a better scale economy within these
functions that they were able to achieve themselves.

6.1.3 Dimension Three — Outcomes

A fair assumption would be that the insight top management got from the
dialogues with the relationship project group added new information and
insight influencing their strategic thinking. The connections to this
arrangement were among several factors influencing top management in
both firms to enforce individual actions during phase five that supported the
original ideas of the partnership arrangement in general, and the supplier
selection process developed in phase four in particular. This resulted in
Kitron’s decision to transform their central sourcing department into an
independent firm called Kitron Sourcing, which in turn became a decisive
factor convincing KDC to choose the Kitron Group as their new sourcing
partner. The case study does not offer detailed information regarding the
nature of the communications between the focal firms’ top management
between October 2002 and May 2003. It is, however, possible to argue that
top management’s individual decisions were connected, and could be seen as
the outcome of the multi-levelled networking process the relationship project
group initiated and co-ordinated. This networking process gave top
management insight into the operational concerns confined to the
relationship project group, and the more strategic concerns of the
counterpart’s top management. The way the relationship project gathered,
stored, distributed and actively developed common pictures regarding the
common and differing concerns occupying the different decision-makers
marked a significant change in the relationship. The networking process that
the relationship project initiated and the communications they co-ordinated
made it possible for the focal firms’ top management to broaden their
individual decision making basis.

An important outcome of the interactions between October 2002 and May
2003 was that the parties used what was learned in one period to shape their
deliberate and structured interactions in subsequent periods. This makes it
possible to describe the outcomes of the interactions in period three as the
results of a continuous learning process. Throughout the entire period, the
interacting parties were systematic in the way they used the insight gained
into the factors that supported and constrained their decision making to make
necessary adjustments in their communications. The bilateral informing and
communication was constrained by several communication barriers, which
here refers to factors that hindered the relationship project group from
organising and economising on resources in what they perceived to be
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optimal. The parties learned about the communication malfunction that
resides within the focal dyad and how it related to communications within
departments, between departments, between departments and top
management, and between the relationship project and other actors within
the mother-organisations. The parties got insight into two types of intra-firm
communication problems. The first one was revealed in period one and
concerned the communication malfunction between departments directly
involved in the industrialisation process. The second one was revealed in
period three, and showed that there was a communication malfunction
between middle management directly involved in the partnership dialogues
and the firms’ top management. An important outcome of the interaction
during these months could therefore be said to be, that the firms learned
more about the communication channels that had to be in place in order for
them to be able to perform decisions that led to an organisation of resources
that supported the relationship objectives manifested in the partnership.

Another important outcome was that the focal firms learned how conflicting
concerns and views could hinder them from organising resources in ways
that supported the economic logics confined to the industrialisation
process/relationship. The relationship project group learned how conflicting
views and concerns constrained their inability to establish an internal
consensus regarding what responsibilities the individual firm wanted to
assume in the relationship. However, the case also showed how conflicting
views can function as a catalyst in dialogues where the parties are trying to
establish a common understanding amongst multiple actors with
heterogeneous concerns, and that do not interact directly on a day-to-day
basis in the relationship. It is important to note that the relationship project
dialogues in phase four also showed how different actors within the two
focal firms could have similar views on the value of specific resource
properties, and how these could be economised on in the relationship. The
ability to combine both similar and different concerns and views in the
bilateral dialogues could therefore be said to an important outcome from
these interactions.
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6.2  Relationship Episode Two

6.2.1 Dimension One — Acting

The period referred to as ‘Relationship Episode Two’ marks itself as a
period where the focal firms would act collectively on two main occasions
within the frame of the partnership arrangement. These collective actions
would in turn highly influence the individual actions each firm would
enforce outside the relationship project group. It is fair to say that the close
dialogues emphasising problem-solving and stating within the frame of the
relationship project would highly influence the firms’ individual and
collective behaviour during these months, and it would impact on the nature
of their business relationship in many ways. The first collective acting
relates to the way the relationship project group reacted to the MRR 2
situation that arose in autumn 2003 in what here has been termed period
four. This situation arose as the original MRR contract was reaching its end
and the firms were faced with considerably reduced revenues. This contract
had been the single most important product to each firm for many years and
‘losing’ it meant that each firm had to re-evaluate how they organised their
industrialisation process in the future in order to cut costs.

The situation became even more dramatic for Kitron when they were
informed that they more than likely were not going to get the next MRR
contract related to a newer version of the radio called MRR 2. This news
triggered intense collective efforts by the relationship project group to
communicate and co-operate directly with the firms’ top management in
phase two (September and October 2003) in order to try and pinpoint the
distinctive nature of their concerns, whether and how the firms’ individual
concerns were related, and also how the different decision-alternatives could
impact on what the parties were trying to achieve within the partnership. The
way the focal firms interacted during period four would ultimately influence
and convince the firms’ top management to include the concerns of the
counterpart in their individual decision-making.

The second collective acting relates to period five (i.e. November 2003 and
August 2004). The relationship project group had managed to convince KDC
to let Kitron demonstrate its abilities to reduce costs and improve overall
project management in the MRR 2 project. The relationship project came
together in phase three (i.e. November and December 2003) to collectively
come up with a new concept for the production phase in that project. The
firms’ top management had distributed this responsibility to the relationship
project group who now would operate as one entity as opposed to giving it to
Kitron individually. The bilateral inter-firm dialogues within phase three
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resulted in the collective decision within the relationship project group to
apply three concrete initiatives to be implemented in the MRR 2. The
interaction during this period would very much determine future co-
operation and decision making within the frame of the partnership.

6.2.2 Dimension Two — Interacting

The interaction within the focal dyad between June 2003 and August 2004
contained much more intense and frequent dialogues between the focal firms
than had been the case up till this point (see Table 6.1 and Figure 6.3). The
relationship project group were systematic in their efforts to include other
individuals from the organisations in the inter-firm dialogues. The nature of
the dialogues during these months could be said to switch back and forth
between focusing on the problems and focus areas already identified in
October 2002 (i.e. expectations about future interactions) and ‘new’
concerns emerging as a result of more or less unexpected episodes in the
relationship (i.e. current challenges in need of prioritised efforts in the
current interactions). The interactions in phases one and four built on the
original concerns identified earlier in the partnership, which meant that the
focus was on developing new understandings regarding how to interact
within the dyad in relation to future industrialisation projects. The
interactions in phases two and four centred on concerns that had not been
included in the original partnership plans. The relationship project group
demonstrated its acting abilities as well as its ability to co-ordinate and
facilitate the firms’ individual acting in such a way that decisions were based
on a broader, much more relationship-oriented information basis. The group
assumed a networking role that made it possible to include the concerns of
the counterpart when performing individual decisions not directly connected
to the partnership. The interaction in these two phases could also be said to
focus on solving urgent problems and challenging situations in the short run.
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Figure 6.3 — The interaction process (specific types of interaction during
relationship episode two with emphasis on the nature of the dialogues and actions)
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PERIOD FOUR

The focal firms had several meetings in the months prior to the MRR 2
situation in what here has been called phase one (i.e. between June and
August 2003). In these dialogues the parties shared ‘strategic’ information
regarding different concerns that occupied each firm’s top management
including how they were considering positioning (i.e. acting) themselves in
the future. These reflections were somewhat speculative in the sense that the
relationship project group would address these issues without getting
confirmation from their top management that this was their formal standing.
Still, sharing ‘strategic’ information and individual concerns during this
period meant that the relationship project group had begun thinking about
different scenarios as to how each firm might position itself in order to meet
its current and future challenges connected to the MRR contract. This also
meant that the group had begun thinking about the alignment of top
managements’ (i.e. individual concerns) and the relationship project group’s
(i.e. collective concerns) long before the MRR 2 situation arose in phase two
(i.e. September 2003). Their collective planning, reflections of how the
different actors would want to act and their different decision-options made
these interactions proactive and deliberate. Their interaction during these
months could be characterized as the relationship project group trying to
develop formal problem statements describing top managements’ concerns
and views about the current and future developments. It could also be
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viewed as an attempt to predict future reactions to what the group perceived
to be the important challenges facing the firms.

The members of the relationship project group were willing to share
important, ‘strategic’ information that traditionally had been kept in-house.
The fact that the parties were willing to do so in a proactive manner
distinguished these dialogues from those previously held within the
partnership arrangement. However, their decision to want to do so could be
seen as connected to the parties’ experiences from previous interaction
episodes within the relationship where they had shared this type of
information and insight, when trying to react collectively to situations not
foreseen by the relationship project group. Their experiences from the
unilateral decision-making when the Metallic-situation arose (October
2002), their collective reflections when developing a new supplier selection
process (between January and March 2003) and their collective reactions to
the unforeseen changes following from the structuring programme (May
2003), could all be considered important happenings shaping their current
interaction. A fair assumption would then be that these previous episodes led
to a mutual understanding that sharing information and engaging in
collective reflections could contribute to making the parties more proactive
and also improve their decision-making from a relationship perspective.

The consensus within the group to want to share strategic considerations also
showed that the relationship project group operated as one business unit, and
that the group wanted their collective actions to be based on common ideas
and understandings of the reality facing the focal relationship. Their
behaviour could in other words be interpreted as the firms wanting a broader
relational information-basis to influence the type of individual and collective
strategic actions the parties considered. It could also be seen as the
relationship project “finally’ shared a mutual belief that decisions made in-
house on a firm-specific information-basis (i.e. concerns) could constrain
their ability to organise and economise on resources in the
relationship/industrialisation process in an ‘optimal manner’.

The interaction processes that the relationship project group initiated after
the news about the MRR 2 contract was known in phase two, showed that
the group was increasingly operating as a business unit with acting abilities.
The group had a united front towards the rest of the focal organisations and
they shared a common goal to solve the current challenges facing the firms.
Their behaviour during these months could easily be described as a co-
ordinated multi-levelled networking process as illustrated in Figure 6.4. It is
possible to identify three individual, yet overlapping, networking processes
manifested on distinctive bilateral communications (i.e. collective
discussions, confrontations, reflections and negotiations) initiated and co-
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ordinated by the relationship project group. Each process involved the
interaction between a unique set of individuals from the focal organisations.
What made these interactions different from those previously held within the
partnership, was that the relationship project group organised individual
meetings with only individuals from one focal firm presented in addition to
the traditional group meetings where all the members participated (see
Figure 6.4). In line with research question one, the networking initiated and
managed through the relationship project group during these months is an
example of how the parties dealt with the tensions that arose from individual
and collective decision making.

Figure 6.4 — lllustrating the interaction within the focal dyad during phase two
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Networking processes: 1 (between relationship project-members and

middle/operational level), 2 (between relationship project and top

management), and 3 (between top management and top management in the two

focal organisations).

The networking process termed number one refers to the interaction between
the relationship project group and individuals holding middle management
positions within the focal organisations. This process was initiated shortly
after the news about the MRR contract was known. The networking was
characterized with being centred on the short term ‘operational’ concerns
related to the MRR 2 contract. The way the relationship project set the
agenda in these dialogues and drew up boundaries that described what
concern-properties (i.e. financial, technical, social, practical, etc.) to focus
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on, makes it valid to characterise the direction of these communications as a
down-top-down process. This mobilised the operational and management
personnel with detailed insight into the nature of the industrialisation process
and the possible decision options and solutions to their problems.

The networking process here termed number two concerns interactions
between the relationship project and top management. This networking was
formed on the basis that the relationship project representatives from each
firm would engage in direct communication with their own top management
in order to explain the formal views of the relationship project group, and to
acquire insight into their strategic thinking and concerns. The way the
relationship project group networked had three interesting characteristics.
First, the representatives got the opportunity to present their own
interpretations of what they perceived to be the important concerns facing
the individual firm, what decision options had been discussed within the
group, and possible solutions to their perceived predicaments. Top
management on the other hand got a chance to share their views on the same
matters by giving confirmation or rejecting the views put forward by the
relationship project group. A fair assumption is, then, that these collective
confrontations made it possible for the relationship project representatives to
redefine the collective concerns on which the partnership arrangement was
manifested on.

Secondly, the way the relationship project assumed a role as information
processors and distributors, made it possible for top management to use this
information and insight to include operational and relational concerns
confined to the industrialisation process that traditionally were not included
in the decision basis. It surely gave them a chance to reflect on and include
the concerns of the counterpart in their own decision-making. It is therefore
fair to argue that the networking contributed to a broader decision basis for
top management.

Thirdly, the relationship project group put in place communication channels
between the firms’ top management that traditionally did not interact on
matters such as these. Top management got an opportunity to share their
views on operational matters, and in this way made it possible for them to
decompose their own strategic considerations into concrete guidelines as to
how the relationship project and other individuals holding middle
management positions could act to support the firm’s overall business
strategy.

The networking process termed number three refers to the direct and indirect

dialogues between the two firms’ top management. The relationship project
group assumed a mediating function where they would facilitate dialogues
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and negotiations between the two firms’ top management, where each party
got a chance to influence the other through proposing various decision
options, and their views on resources and benefits to be rendered from each
alternative solution. KDC’s top management would for instance try to
influence the counterpart to choose a production-solution they believed
would support their production needs in the future. They also put forward
specific demands that they wanted the counterpart to comply with. One
could say that it was this mediation that ultimately made it possible for
Kitron’s top management to focus their own internal dialogues and
considerations on how an important customer believed their future needs
best could be met. An important outcome of this networking process was
that Kitron’s top management decided to initiate similar dialogues with other
important customers. The fact that top management in both focal firms were
willing to put themselves in a situation where they allowed the counterpart to
share their views on matters that traditionally had been handled in-house,
marked an important change in the focal relationship. It could be interpreted
as top management “finally’ realising that their ability to position themselves
differently in the industry was dependent on their efforts to align product-
development and production processes within these types of relationships. It
also showed how mediation through networking was an important tool to
ensure such alignment.

ECONOMISING ON RESOURCES

The firms’ behaviour during period four offers interesting insights in relation
to research question two. The extensive multi-levelled interaction taking
place within the focal dyad during period four made it possible for the
relationship project group to mobilise and utilise the extensive competence,
knowledge and creativity that existed with individuals holding operational,
middle and top management positions in the mother organisations. It could
be argued that it was the networking within the relationship that activated
these organisational resources (i.e. human resources), and that it was the
relationship project group’s ability to organise communications that was the
decisive factor triggering this activation. While the networking had several
similarities to the way the parties behaved between January and March 2003
when the relationship project developed a new concept for supplier selection,
it could be argued that their ability to reproduce their networking behaviour
and learn from their previous interaction that made this resource activation
possible. This time around the networking could be said to be much more
structured and co-ordinated than in the past, but this is not to say that the
group knew in advance what outcomes would be rendered from the
organisation of these resources.
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An important event during phase three was that KDC informed Kitron that
they were seriously considering giving the MRR 2 contract to a low-cost
subcontractor in Eastern Europe. Their argument for doing so was that these
other subcontractors could help them meet their repurchasing obligations as
well as offer significantly lower production costs. This feedback showed that
the relationship project group in phase one had interacted within the group
on significantly different assumptions and understandings regarding what
was the best way to organise and economise on resources available to the
firms. It is possible to argue that the relationship project group and Kitron
had failed to convince their counterpart how investing in extensive resources
in the MRR-technology/relationship could lead to concrete cost advantages
compared to other producers as well as other potential benefits to be
rendered from choosing them over ‘traditional low cost producers’.

It is possible to argue that losing the MRR 2 contract viewed in isolation
would not have dramatic consequences on the Kitron Group revenue-wise.
Viewed from a broader ‘strategic’ perspective, however, it could be seen as
an important signal and indication that Kitron were losing their
attractiveness in the relationship despite having a partnership arrangement in
place. As the partnership arrangement was deliberately set up to try and
develop relational solutions that integrated the two organisations’ resources
more systematic and efficiently together, losing the MRR 2 project could be
interpreted as a contradictory action towards the original ideas and views
that the focal firms were working towards becoming a ‘preferred strategic
partner’ to each other. In this way, losing the contract threatened the very
basis for the partnership. For Kitron it could mean that the relationship was
heading in a direction that could hinder them from achieving central
objectives manifested in their business model, such as the ability to reuse
resources from one product/project to another and to be able to achieve scale
economies in production through high volumes within the same product-
technology. Such a standing makes it valid to question whether the original
ideas of the partnership were still intact and that the actors now operated
with alternative views®.

PERIOD FIVE

The relationship project group came together in phase three (i.e. November-
December 2003) determined to ensure collectively that Kitron got a real
opportunity to demonstrate its ability to devise a new concept for the
production phase in MRR 2. This marked an important change in a
relationship where it was KDC who traditionally formulated these types of
concepts. The way the relationship project group collectively reacted to this

* The case study does not offer information to validate or reject this view.
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‘decentralisation of power’ showed that the group now considered the
concept developments a collective challenge and responsibility confined to
their joint industrialisation process, and not something either of them should
do in isolation. Their behaviour could be interpreted as the relationship
project group believing that collective efforts were needed to avoid unilateral
decision-making. Their decision to come up with new initiatives for the
production phase in MRR 2 meant that the parties could continue focusing
their interactions on those common needs and limitations identified in the
partnership. The interaction during phase three resulted in three initiatives to
be implemented in the MRR 2 project between December 2003 and July
2004. The relationship project came together in phase four (i.e. August
2004) to collectively evaluate the results of these initiatives. The initiators
built on distinctive ways to arrange organisational and technical resources
connected to important production-related processes. Their decision to
collectively assess the outcomes of these resource organisations showed that
the parties valued common reflections and conclusions so as to determine the
outcomes that were rendered from these ‘new’ resource combinations.

ECONOMISING ON RESOURCES

The three key initiatives implemented in the MRR 2 project are in relation to
research question two a manifestation of how the focal firms, through
collective actions, attempt to make prudent use of resources available to
them. These initiatives could be viewed as distinctive interaction
programmes deliberately set up to activate specific resource properties
connected to the industrialisation process. The first one, called the single-
point-of-contact principle, could be characterized as a formalised interaction
programme that had the objective to ‘disrupt and redefine old social bonds’
that were institutionalised in the relationship, and that were believed to have
hindered the parties from organising and economising on resources in
efficient manners in the past. The principle focused on the formal contact
patterns between departments responsible for organising specific subsets of
resources mobilised at different stages in the industrialisation process.
Introducing this principle in the relationship marked a significant change, as
the parties traditionally had downplayed the importance such formal
procedures could have on their ability to be flexible enough to adapt to
unforeseen problems that may arise in the industrialisation process. The
parties had traditionally viewed their informal contact patterns as a
‘necessary evil’ needed to ensure an appropriate resource-sharing and co-
operation between departments and business functions exploring innovative
and practical solutions to problems experienced in the distinctive
industrialisation process. Furthermore, the principle could also be seen as the
parties’ first real attempt to try to depict in a formal way, how the different
actors were to interact in order to be able to activate and economise on
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resources depicted in the project plans. In other words, this principle aimed
at formulating explicit rules of conduct regarding how different actors
needed to interact in order to support the common economic logics already
identified in partnership.

The second initiative was called the quality improvement method. At first
glance this procedure could seem minor from a production point of view,
where it is possible to question whether other procedures could have been
deemed more relevant if the parties wanted to radically reduce the
production costs. However, implementing this procedure could be seen as an
indication that the focal firms were seriously also looking into the impact
interaction, not necessarily directly related to the production process, could
have on the production costs. Their decision to implement this particular
procedure and not other procedures could be seen in relation to previous
decisions within the relationship project. The parties had spent substantial
time since its beginning reflecting on how currently resource-properties
controlled within their different business units (i.e. on firm and a department
level) were organised and economised on in the production phase. Their
decision to implement the quality improvement procedure showed that the
parties also valued the important role formal interaction programme with
suppliers could have on their ability to align the product-development and
production programmes confined to their project plan.

The third initiative termed a LTB-methodology came after similar reflections
and investigations as described above. This particular procedure could be
viewed as an attempt to implement formal interaction principles centring on
how the parties could deal with the time challenges confined to their
sourcing processes. The LTB-situations arose due to poor information-
gathering, storing and distribution with particular challenges being related to
how the parties are informed too late when the availability in specific-
components is reduced considerably. This in turn impacts onthe access and
cost of material to the production process. It could therefore be argued that
the procedure describes how the parties can gather, store and distribute
information in a more proactive fashion, while at the same time offering
guidelines as to how the actors are to interact to be able to economise on
these ‘informational resources’. The principle could in addition be seen as an
attempt to solve information-sharing challenges through a formal interaction
programme in a situation where appropriate technical systems are lacking in
order to distribute this type of information in a systematic way.
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6.2.3 Dimension Three — Outcomes

The relationship project group met in August 2004 to conduct collective
assessments of the way the three initiatives had been implemented in the
MRR 2 project. An important outcome of the interaction in relation to the
MRR 2 project was that the parties learned how important the distinctive
interaction programmes were when activating and rendering the outcomes
they longed for. Despite having experienced difficulties in implementing the
three key initiatives in accordance with the original plans, one could argue
that the focal firms learned how actor level behaviour had to be aligned with
plans on how to organise and economise on resources available within the
relationship.

The feedback the relationship project got from the MRR 2 project-leaders in
August 2004 led them to conclude that their inability to include important
resource-properties in the decision-basis, and unforeseen changes in their
collection of resources, constrained the parties from implementing the
initiatives in their original form. To illustrate this, the second initiative could
be highlighted. The outcome of key initiative two is also a great example of
how what might seem as a minor change in the firms’ access to resources
(i.e. resource collection), can have significant effects on firms’ abilities to
copy and organise specific subsets of resources. The same goes for two
resources that may ‘look the same’. The focal firms wanted to render the
same type of ‘satisfactory’ outcomes that they had produced in the past but
failed to see how these ‘unique’ outcomes were a result of the distinctive
interaction programme involving specific individuals and the social bonds
between them. These interactions came to activate the distinctive resource-
properties the parties had identified and wanted to economise. This came to
show how top management and the relationship project had failed to capture
the heterogeneous features that resided in these unique subsets of resource
constellations. Still, it is equally fair to say that it was difficult for the parties
to know in advance what made the quality procedure function well at Kitron
Kongsberg, and the unique resources features that these procedures were
manifested on.

The focal firms’ inability to implement the initiatives in their original form
could also be said to be related to the way standardisation is perceived within
the focal dyad, and whether it is possible to standardise and copy processes
where the same resource properties are designed and combined in uniquely
different resource constellations (i.e. business processes). The results of
these initiatives raise several interesting questions such as ‘what processes
can be standardised’ (i.e. what resource combinations can be copied) and
‘what the appropriate level of standardisation is in these types of processes’.
These questions were not answered during the August dialogues but would
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become subject to collective confronting and negotiations in later meetings
within the partnership. The failure to implement the new quality
improvement procedure in initiative two, for example, could therefore be
seen as the outcome of contradictory views and hesitation to ‘put down in
writing” how procedures and resource combinations that had rendered
desirable outcomes in the past could be copied and organised in other parts
of the relationship.

6.3  Relationship Episode Three

6.3.1 Dimension One — Acting

The focal firms acted collectively on numerous occasions during
‘Relationship Episode Three’. These efforts were triggered by the collective
decision in phase one (i.e. October 2004) to radically change the division of
responsibilities within the relationship, and to use the Stella 2 project as a
pilot case to demonstrate the positive outcomes these changes could render.
Arguably, the firms’ experiences from the two years since the partnership
was established, now convinced the parties that Kitron needed a real
opportunity to demonstrate its ability to radically improve the production
function and reduce costs if they were given the chance to influence the
design decisions believed to have most impact on the production function. In
order to ensure this, the firms chose to invest in common managerial
resources in the Stella 2 project that were put in place to monitor and control
that the Stella 2 project was radically changed in line with their wishes. This
decision formed the basis for other purposeful efforts within the relationship
in the months that followed, and close co-operation, frequent dialogues, and
collective decision making quickly became the norm within the relationship.

The parties demonstrated throughout ‘Relationship Episode Three’ that the
firms’® ability to interact strategically in relation to and within the Stella 2
project demanded that their actions were co-ordinated and monitored
collectively within the frame of the relationship. These interactions were
formed on collective efforts to develop and manage a common image layer
illustrating how resources were to be organised, and the potential outcomes
to be rendered from specific resource combinations. This image layer in turn
formed the basis for the division of responsibilities that the parties ended up
implementing in the relationship. Furthermore, their common concerns and
their ability to translate these into ideas and plans so as to interact to deal
with these concerns should be seen as the outcomes of the parties’ previous
efforts. The relationship episode as a whole, reveals some interesting
insights into the factors that support and/or constrain firms from interacting
in ways that support what the parties perceive to be a satisfactory use of
resources within the relationship.
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6.3.2 Dimension Two — Interacting

The interaction within the focal dyad between October 2004 and February
2006 can be split into two main periods characterized with four distinctive
phases (see Table 6.1 and Figure 6.5). Phases one and four were manifested
on bilateral dialogues about the past episodes and developments occurring
within and outside the focal dyad. In phase one the parties reviewed the
previous dialogues and actions within the relationship project up tills this
point. In phase four the parties evaluated the outcomes of the Stella 2 project
and the actions and dialogues on which this project was formed on. The
insight from phase one, plus the immediate and prioritised concerns
emphasised in the current dialogues, formed the basis for the parties’
individual and collective decision-making in phase two. Their collective
discussions and reflections within the relationship in phase two meant
reviewing the current industry conditions, trends and other conditions facing
the firms. In phase three, the focal firms then discussed the possible future
developments in an attempt to include expected future problems and needs in
the problem statements defined in phase two. The process in which the focal
firms interacted in relation to Stella 2 could very much be described as a
circular one, where the group began the dialogues by focusing on previous
developments (i.e. actions and outcomes) (i.e. phase), current problem-
solving and statements deemed relevant in phase two, reflections and
discussions about possible future problems and needs and how to relate to
these, then implementation of the Stella 2 project before collectively
assessing whether and how they had managed to achieve the objectives and
goals formulated for that particular project.

171



Figure 6.5 — The interaction process (specific types of interaction during
relationship episode three with emphasis on the nature of the dialogues and actions)
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PERIOD SIX

The interaction during phase one (October 2004) built on a collective interest
to review and summarise what the parties had achieved and learned in the
two years since the partnership had been established. These dialogues
showed how the relationship project gradually, throughout the years, had
acquired a position within each firm as a quasi-organisation with
influencing, negotiating, informing and decision-making abilities. The fact
that the group had made conscious efforts to gather, store and distribute
important relationship-specific information along the way meant that much
of the perceived progress and ‘positive’ outcomes of the arrangement not
only resided within this one group of individuals, but with the numerous
individuals who had been included in the dialogues and co-operation along
the way. Their decision to review the past could therefore be viewed as an
attempt to ‘gather’ what these individuals collectively had learned and
developed.

There are several ways to interpret the motives that formed the focal firms’
mutual interest to collectively review the past. First, it could be
acknowledged as the parties wanting to avoid misunderstandings and
suboptimal decision-making due to unclear communications and
heterogeneous perceptions that they had experienced on other occasions
within the partnership. Secondly, it could be interpreted as the relationship
group wanting consensus within the group regarding what was learned, and
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how to use this insight to form the basis for their collective dialogues and co-
operation. Thirdly, it could be seen as an indication that the group was
focused on identifying the factors that had supported their partnership
objectives, and that reflecting on these collectively was deemed an
appropriate way to ensure that they focused their efforts on the ‘successful
initiatives’ in order to ‘reproduce’ certain outcomes in the future .

The way these meetings were organised could be characterized as a planned
and structured learning process. The relationship project group decided up
front that these dialogues would form the basis for the way future meetings
and efforts within the partnership were to be set up. The parties defined early
in the process what they wanted these meetings to produce and how the
outcomes were to be used. This marked an important change in the
partnership. It is possible to interpret their approach as the group wanting to
create a common understanding of the “history’ before discussing the future.
The way the parties focused on their individual subjective understandings
regarding critical episodes experienced in the partnership not only
contributed to the group as a whole becoming more conscious about what
they had achieved, it also gave each individual a chance to defend and
confront individual truths and heterogeneous memories thereby potentially
avoiding a major problem area that had constrained their collective decision
making and co-operation in the past. Their approach followed in the tradition
of their post-Metallic interactions, but was slightly different this time around
in that the parties decided upfront that what was learned would form the
basis for bringing new ideas to the table on how to interact in the future.

In phase two (i.e. November 2004) the relationship project group made a
radical decision that would significantly alter the way the interaction within
the partnership would be organised in the future. The relationship project
group decided to invest in a control group that would replace them and
become responsible for the official dialogues and decisions within the
partnership. They put together a group of individuals who held important
managerial positions in projects such as MRR and Stella, but who at the
same time possessed technical insight and competence related to central
industrialisation functions. These individuals were now given the mandate to
radically change the way the industrialisation process was organised, but the
group would interact and base decisions on the original goals of the
partnership. The relationship project group made a conscious choice to
include two of their members in the control group. This decision probably
contributed to the rapid progress and the planned manner in which the group
went about the task of developing a new concept for the industrialisation
process.
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The way the control group interacted in phase two had several important
characteristics. First, the control group wanted to confront both the set of
activities performed in the industrialisation process, and the division of
responsibilities at the same time. This made it possible for them to reflect on
how resources available to the firms could be organised and economised on
at the specific industrialisation stages the firms individually or collectively
were involved in. Their focus on interaction between departments as a way
to plan and control project governance could be seen as an attempt to
activate organisational and technical resources through departmental
interaction programmes. Furthermore, as each industrialisation stage was
studied in detail individually and in combination the group got a chance to
reflect and decide upon how specific industrialisation stages (i.e. activities)
and business processes (i.e. chain of activities) would be defined and
organised in the future. Having the original Stella project as a point of
departure for their collective confronting gave the parties a stable reference
point providing them with a chance to pinpoint whether specific stages had
to be outsourced to others, or performed in-house. It also enabled them to
identify and discuss what the relevant individual and common economic
logics were to the firms.

Secondly, the control group made a choice to reflect on and discuss
individual views regarding the current and expected future industry
conditions, and reflect on how these impacted on the nature of their
relationship. Both elements became the basis for their attempts to (re)define
what the relevant economic logics were in the individual firm. These
economic logics were devised through a process where both internal and
external conditions were considered. Furthermore, the ability to share and
confront individual understandings and views in turn formed the basis for
their reflections on what the common economic logics to be prioritised in the
relationship would be. Their orientation towards understanding how
important individuals not directly involved in the day-to-day interactions of
the partnership viewed the same matters, showed that the group had learned
from previous interactions within the partnership. It could be interpreted as
the control group believing that they needed to align individual concerns in
the relationship in order to ensure that different actors behaved in a way that
supported the common economic logics.

ECONOMISING ON RESOURCES

The interaction within the focal relationship in period six represented a
major breakthrough in the way the parties approached economising on
resources within the relationship. The parties had previously primarily
focused on how to organise resources differently without confronting the
way the chain of activities was performed, or the way the actors were to
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interact ‘on a daily basis’ in order to use resources as depicted in their plans.
The interaction during period six resulted in new ideas on how actors,
activities and resources were to be organised differently in the relationships
and in projects such as the Stella 2 project. Still, this three-folded orientation
centred on the overall objective; to organise and economise on resources in a
more ‘optimal’ manner.

The resource discussions in phase one provided the parties with the
opportunity to collectively assess whether and how the resource basis had
changed in nature over the recent years. At the same time it gave them a
chance to reflect on their achievements from their deliberate and planned
individual and collective actions. In other words, the bilateral dialogues
contributed to a common picture being created regarding the status quo. The
relationship project meetings in particular became a way for the parties to
collectively reflect and agree on whether and how specific factors and
conditions had changed, and how these impacted on the type of resources
available to the firms. It gave them a chance to restate the objectives of the
partnership in order to ensure that these were still valid, and to be certain that
the focal firms were on the same page. Furthermore, the parties focused on
the changes that had been made with regard to investments in new resources
and their collective initiatives performed within the partnership, all of which
potentially changed their resource basis. A fair assumption is that these
reflections gave the parties a chance to update their perceptions and common
objectives regarding what the important concerns were, and the appropriate
ways resources would have to be organised to support their current and
future needs.

The focal firms’ ability to create common resource pictures within the
relationship can be identified as a central factor contributing to their
collective decisions in phases two and three. Their orientation towards the
important episodes experienced in the partnership enabled the parties to
delimit the type of resource properties and combinations that were focused
on in the discussions. The relationship project group’s ability to focus on
specific subsets of resources when engaging in a collective learning process,
contributed to focused dialogues and reflections regarding the type of
outcomes specific resource combinations could render. These outcomes
became an important component when the parties identified and described
the nature of specific economic logics to be prioritised in the relationship. It
is therefore fair to say that reviewing old resource combination, and the
outcomes these rendered, provided the parties with insight into the nature of
specific subsets of resources, new ideas on how resources could be
combined in the future and concrete initiatives on how to activate the
different resource types in relation to the industrialisation process.
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The focal firms and the relationship project group introduced two important
organisational resources that would impact on the way resources would be
activated in the relationship; the control group and a new project leader in
the Stella 2 project. These resources could be characterized as business units
confined to the partnership arrangement and the focal relationship, and were
deliberately set up to control and connect the way other organisational
resources were adapted within the Stella 2 project. The control group and the
new project leader represented organisational resources in the form of
business units with the ability, mandate and responsibility to ensure that
other organisational and technical resources were economised on in
accordance with the new project plan and division of responsibilities.
Introducing these resources could therefore be seen as a deliberate attempt to
put in place governance mechanisms in the form of organisational resources
with the acting and activation abilities, and that would co-ordinate the
resource interaction within the focal dyad.

The control group made two important decisions that would contribute to a
common resource picture being created within the focal relationship. The
first decision refers to the way they decided to study the original Stella 1
project in detail and use it as the basis for their discussions of how to
organise the Stella 2 project. The old industrialisation process became
subject to collective confronting. The fact that the industrialisation stages
were discussed individually, and as a chain of activities, also meant that the
issues such as economic logics to be prioritised and the division of
responsibilities within the relationship could be connected to stable, well
known reference points. The control group ended up focusing on how the
responsibility for these stages was distributed among the firms and
departments involved in the industrialisation process.

This could be interpreted as an important reason why the new project plans
for the Stella 2 project focused on the adaptation of organisational resources,
and not so much on how technical resources were to be organised and used
in the process. The parties had previously experienced how important
appropriate communicational channels between firms and departments were
to their ability to enforce individual and collective decisions that support the
common objectives defined for the focal relationship. Their decision to
introduce a new communication and information channel in the Stella 2
project in the form of a single-point-of-contact principle could be interpreted
as an attempt to co-ordinate resource activation confined to different
industrialisation stages. This initiative could be seen as an interaction
programme aiming at coordinating the decision making and planning across
industrialisation stages, but should not be seen as a programme depicting in a
detailed way how each firm and department had to interact on a daily basis
relative to their operational industrialisation responsibilities.
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Their decision to invest in a control group could be seen as an attempt to
introduce a business unit working in the borderline between the relationship
project group responsible for the strategic thinking, and the project leader
responsible for the operational tasks confined to the industrialisation process.
The control group and project leader were positioned closer to the
operational core of the relationship, where the control group would interact
closely with individuals holding middle management positions (i.e. on a
departmental level), whereas the project leader was responsible for the day-
to-day operations and management of the operational personnel directly
involved in the industrialisation process. The firms’ decision to invest in
such resources could be interpreted as the relationship project group now
acknowledging that it was not enough for them to make plans and evaluate
the end results afterwards if the parties wanted radical changes to be long-
lasting and effective. It is therefore possible to argue that the focal firms’
approach to strategising changed into one where the parties now saw the
need to impose managerial resources capable of making necessary
modifications in plans as concerns, conditions and new information received
and experienced. Their decision to not define in detail the amount of
resources to be economised on in the Stella 2 project plan beforehand
supports the notions that the parties assumed an adaptive and explorative
approach to strategising where the organisation of resources would be
determined as the project progressed over time. This too represented a new
attitude to basic project governance in the relationship.

177



Figure 6.6 — lllustrating the resource interaction within the focal dyad during
period one
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The control group and the Stella 2 project leader would manage the formal
interaction confined to the focal relationship and the Stella 2 project. One
could argue that they each were governing two distinctive interaction
processes as depicted in Figure 6.5. The way these two business units
governed the communicational channels with their counterparts could be
said to follow in the tradition of the relationship project. The two business
units assumed an important role as resource activators and would rely
heavily on a series of mechanisms deliberately set up to govern the
interaction between especially the organisational resources. The control
group that was responsible for the interaction with middle management,
could be said to take part in discussions related to solving questions such as
who should do what, when and how in the relationship. They measured the
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firms® use of resources in the Stella 2 project with the intention to use this
insight to determine afterwards how resources had been economised on in
the relationship.

The Stella 2 project leader also relied on specific resource activation
mechanisms that could be said to centre on executing an interaction
programme that aligned the different departments and individuals
participating in the operational responsibilities of the project. The way these
mechanisms were defined by the control group before the industrialisation
process was begun makes it possible to call them planned and deliberate.
The first one refers to the new project structure manifested on a new Master
Project Plan. The need to have such a plan in place, could be interpreted as
an indication that the focal firms had learned from their past efforts where
other actors had failed to see how the new ideas on how to organise the
industrialisation process differed from the old ones. Their attempts to put the
new ideas in explicit formulations could then be seen as a reaction to these
past problems. The second mechanism concerns the single point of contact
principle. A minor adjustment was made to the principle that was tested out
in the MRR 2 project, but this time around the co-ordination between the
focal firms was altered through having one main project leader responsible
for the inter-firm alignment. The third activation mechanism then refers to
the specific objectives formulated for the project. In addition to serving an
important function as a tool needed to map and later evaluate the results of
the firms’ efforts, they also could be seen as guiding stars put in place to
guide and help the Stella 2 participants to see the type of behaviour that
needed to be prioritised in order to support the common overall goals of the
project.

6.3.3 Dimension Three — Outcomes

The outcomes of the economising efforts performed within the focal
relationship during the period here termed ‘Relationship Episode Three’ can
be split into two equally important parts; economising within the Stella 2
project and economising outside the Stella 2 project but within the focal
dyad. The first part relates to the firms’ deliberate actions and interactions in
relation to the Stella 2 project, and the resources and benefits rendered in
that project. As the case study reveals, the focal firms managed to achieve
most of the objectives and goals defined for the Stella 2 project and the
parties concluded that the project had been a major success. The parties had
managed to develop formal resource activation mechanisms and common
ideas on how to adapt organisational resources, and how to govern
interaction between the different actors ultimately improving the manner in
which resources were economised on within the focal relationship. The
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success of the Stella 2 project demonstrated that the parties had managed to
achieve the operational cost objectives that they long had hoped for and that
were defined at the outset of the partnership.

The collective evaluations of the Stella 2 project after the design and
development period was completed also revealed how the economising
within Stella 2 had constrained the firms’ economising on resources in other
projects. One explanation to this problem could be found in the way
resources were defined, resource combinations analysed and the Stella 2
project plan set up. The control group had relied heavily on detailed resource
identifications and analysis that centred on the collective needs of the focal
relationship without spending time on mapping similar needs in other
projects. It is possible to argue that the relationship project’s main focus had
been to ensure an alignment of individual concerns in relation to the Stella 2
project without being occupied with alignment across other projects
connected to the firms™. This could mean that the resources available to the
firms were valued and their importance defined on a narrow concern basis
where only the concerns of the focal dyad with respect to Stella 2 were
considered and prioritised. Thus, the Stella 2 project was built on specific
issues that did not include considerations of the effects this project and
related decisions could have on actors not directly involved in the ongoing
partnership. In other words, the parties had a dyadic perspective on
achieving the ‘optimal’ combination of resources within the organisations,
and in doing so lacked a more holistic approach in both the resource
identifications and analysis as well as when developing the new project
plans.

“0 See Figure 6.5 where it is illustrated how the firms had defined and later would
interact on the same concern basis.
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Figure 6.7 — lllustrating the resource interaction within the focal dyad during
period one
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One way to interpret the ‘negative’ impact the Stella 2 project had on other
projects within the focal organisations relates to the idea that the different
projects had each their own distinctive concerns requiring a certain level of
adaptation in resources in-house in order to succeed (see Figure 6.6). One
could argue that the focal firms lacked an organisational governance
mechanism affiliating inter-project interaction and co-operation and a
business unit internally that aligned individual concerns across business
units. While it has been noted that the focal firms in the past had experienced
that projects such as the Stella 1 project and the MRR 1 project had suffered
extensive costs and delays due to top management prioritising other projects
internally, this time around the same problems arose for other parties
involved in the relationship. In retrospect, one could suggest that the parties
should have engaged in internal discussions within each firm prior to the
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Stella 2 project to ensure that multiple internal project plans were aligned
from a resource organisation and economising perspective. The insight the
firms obtained from the Stella 2 project was valuable in terms of reveal the
complexity the parties had to deal with when organising resources across
projects. The way the parties interact strategically in relation to the Stella 2
project, where modifications in planes and decision-making was the outcome
of close dialogues and negotiations, could now be transferred onto other
projects and relationships. The challenge, however, remained how to include
multiple relationships and internal actors involved in different projects in the
discussions to find the most optimal way to organise and economise on
resources.

The sudden end to the partnership arrangement and the relationship project
in its original form in 2006 makes it possible to question whether the parties
really achieved one of the original overall objectives, which was to develop a
new way to do industrialisation projects within projects overall. Developing
a Master Plan and experiences on how to economise on resources in an
optimal way was from the beginning stated to be an important goal. An
interesting question that arose is whether and how the parties were able to
reuse what had been learned in future projects now that the central planners
and actors within the partnership had left the focal organisations and
therefore no longer met in this formal forum. The relationship project
representatives were the central actors within the relationship, and one could
argue that probably the single most important outcome of the arrangement
was that these individuals were able to create a way for the focal firms to
interact strategically with a counterpart. This marked a major change in the
way the parties approach inter-firm strategising. The question that is left
unanswered is whether the strategising approach that the parties had learned
over the years the partnership lasted still resided with the remaining
individuals presented in the firms, or if losing the central actors changed its
nature in major ways constraining them from reproducing the interaction in
the future.
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Chapter Seven Discussion and implications

7.0 Introduction

This chapter discusses some of the important implications of the thesis. It
was noted in Chapter Three Methodology that the way the empirical material
is structured or ‘cased” will highly influence what is seen in the case, and
subsequently also influence the type of analytical outputs that are gained.
Pedersen (1996, p. 199) argues that the frame of reference whether it be
empirical, theoretical or analytical-driven will often make it meaningless to
propose conclusions where the basic understanding is that these conclusions
are a consequence of the way the questions are raised, rather then the actual
nature of the questions themselves. With this in mind | will attempt to
discuss possible theoretical and managerial implications of the study. The
analytical framework presented in Chapter Two will not only provide the
frame in which these implications will be discussed, it also highly influences
and steers the type of implications that it is possible to draw (Ibid., p. 199).
Pedersen (1996) therefore suggests that one discuss the implications rather
then the conclusions as a way to avoid this problem.

It was argued in the introduction to this thesis that the overall objective with
the study was to contribute to the Relationship Strategy perspective within
the INA. This objective was articulated as an attempt to say something
meaningful about what constitutes strategy/strategic action/strategising
within the INA paradigm. The term ‘interacting strategically’ was introduced
as an umbrella term where strategy is viewed as an interactive and dynamic
process that goes on between firms within the frame of business
relationships. It was also assumed that each relationship is characterized by
having its own distinctive strategic content. The implications that are drawn
from the case study analysis build on the idea that strategy as content and
process are inter-twined elements that are difficult to separate, and that one
therefore needs to discuss these two dimensions of strategy in a circular and
inter-twined manner. The outcome of strategy is then viewed as the changes
that occur in the business relationship between firms. Here a basic
understanding is that outcomes are subjective to interpretation and are a
result of how the interacting parties view the effects the firms’ strategic
behaviour has on the connections between them. We will now present and
discuss the theoretical and managerial implications of the study in Sections
7.1 and 7.2 respectively.
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7.1  Theoretical implications

The case study analysis reveals two important implications in relation to the
main research questions and issues proposed at the outset of this thesis. The
first implication termed ‘purposeful networking’ refers to the manner in
which the focal firms throughout the entire case study used multi-levelled
and multi-faceted interactions (i.e. dialogues, discussions, negotiations,
influencing, etc.) deliberately to solve both their individual and collective
problems, and meet certain needs. The case study findings reveal how the
relationship project group used networking systematically as a way to
develop common image layers depicting how the parties collectively
believed they needed to interact to support common goals, and to affiliate
inter-firm organisation of resources that contributed to certain economising
outcomes that were in line with their individual and collective needs. The
second implication has been called “purposeful interaction programmes’ and
refers to the focal firms’ deliberate attempts in relationship episode two and
three to put in place interaction procedures supported by specific resource
activation mechanisms that had the objective to guide the parties’
interactions in ways believed to activate and thus also produce certain
economising outcomes.

The two implications have in common that they shed light on the process
where firms deal with the tension that can arise when trying to decide what
actions to do individually and collectively, while trying to co-operate and
interact strategically within a business relationship. They also address some
of the underlying factors that support and/or constrain firms from enforcing
strategic actions that support an improved economising on resources within
their business relationship. In line with the INA it was argued at the outset of
this study that there is a natural connection between the way actors interact
within a business relationship and their ability to economise on resources in
that same relationship (Gadde et al., 2003; Ford et al., 2003). The term
economising on resources was then defined as actors’ deliberate attempts to
make prudent use of specific resources available to them, and where a
common understanding in the INA is the idea that passive and fragmented
resources become activated through the interaction that takes place on the
actor level of business relationships (Jahre et al., 2006; Hakansson and
Waluszewski, 2002). The two implications identified in this study address
this connection, and giving them special attention is believed to offer some
interesting theoretical contributions to the Relationship Strategy Approach
within the INA.
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7.1.1 Purposeful networking

The first implication is termed ‘purposeful networking’. The term
networking is used in the INA literature about all the social interaction
processes firms are involved in (Ford et al., 2003). The case study analysis
identifies how the firms’ networking builds on multi-faceted and multi-
levelled communication processes within and between the firms that form
the basis for their co-operation, negotiations, influencing, information-
sharing, decision-making, etc. The term purposeful networking then refers to
the manner in which the focal firms initiate and try to manage networking
processes that are deliberately set up to solve specific problems, and manage
heterogeneous needs identified in the business relationship. The case study
analysis reveals how specific groups of actors became responsible for
managing specific purposeful networking processes. These actors were
bound through a common interest and commitment to solving their
individual and collective problems through close and co-managed dialogues.
It was their approach to problem-solving, interaction and co-operation that
gave these individuals a common purpose rather then the actual
commonalities in problems and needs focused on in the interaction between
the different actors.

The term ‘networking’ is used in the INA as an umbrella term referring to
interaction between actors that are bound through formal and informal
communications and where the networking is problem driven (lbid.). The
networking actors are constrained by their limitations in knowledge and
insight into the views, understandings and concerns of others (Snehota,
1990). The case study analysis supports the idea that networking within and
between organisations can be multi-faceted and multi-levelled and
fragmented with overlapping subprocesses amongst those involved (see also
Hakansson and Sharma, 1996). The case study analysis demonstrates how
the relationship project group, control group and Stella 2 project leader
acquired a position in the business relationship as managers responsible for
the purposeful networking initiated within the frame of the partnership
arrangement. These managers co-operated with and interacted with each
other and with the rest of the focal organisations in ways that makes it
possible to refer to them as ‘networking ambassadors’ (i.e. the networking
initiated and managed by actors who shared a common purpose), who
represented the relationship when interacting with the mother organisations.

These groups were, in line with the original ideas behind the partnership,
given the mandate and responsibility to confront and change the way the
firms did industrialisation projects together (see Chapter Four). This
basically meant that their co-managed networking was formed on the overall
objective to support communication and decision-making within the firms in
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ways that made the functional oriented firms more process and relationship
oriented. Their ability to initiate and manage communications with
numerous individuals and departments at different levels of the
organisations, led to the creation of new communication channels (i.e.
contact pattern) that would bound the multiple actors together. These
communication channels provided different decision-makers with important
information and insight. It became the arena where heterogeneous views and
understandings could be communicated, interpreted and confronted. The
case study illustrates how the firms systematically tried to manage
heterogeneous information and knowledge in ways that co-ordinates and
integrates multiple efforts performed within the broader business
relationship. The networking ambassadors used the information and
knowledge that was gathered, stored, structured and distributed in the
networking process to influence other decision-makers, and to manage and
align individual and collective decision making in ways that they believed
would support the achievement of specific relationship objectives and goals.

The case study demonstrates how the networking ambassadors would spend
substantial amounts of time trying to manage heterogeneous views and
understandings through the networking process. The INA literature
introduces the term network pictures as an umbrella term describing the
subjective mental representations (Henneberg et al., 2003). Furthermore,
Ford et al. (2003) treat network picture and networking as highly inter-
twined topics that are difficult to discuss and treat as detached entities when
trying to understand strategy. The case study analysis reveals how the focal
firms treated the purposeful networking as a strategic arena where
commonalities and differences in network pictures were dealt with. The
information and knowledge acquired through the networking process, and
the insight the parties got into the heterogeneous views and understandings
within the firms, formed the basis for the networking ambassadors’ attempts
to define and frame specific network pictures used to express meaning.

The case study analysis provides numerous examples on how the
management of heterogeneous network pictures formed the basis for their
purposeful attempts to influence, negotiate, learn, co-operate, decide, etc.
Sometimes these communications were initiated with the objective to solve
specific problems the groups had defined at the outset of the dialogues (i.e.
defined partnership objectives and goals), whereas in other cases the groups
responded to problems and needs identified through the interactions with
others. These communications provided the various decision-makers within
the focal dyad with access to heterogeneous network pictures regarding
tactical and strategic concerns, problems, needs, etc., which contributed to a
much broader and more heterogeneous decision basis. It also led to the
creation of new collective ideas, where the actors through interaction and co-
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operation could propose, confront and select ideas to be considered in the
problem solving. This was for instance the case in relationship episode two
when the purposeful networking performed by the networking ambassadors
resulted in three key initiatives to be tested out in the MRR 2 project.

The case study findings support the idea that strategising requires that actors
balance the interplay between purposeful networking and managing network
picture as an inter-related part of the everyday interactions within and
between firms. The case study findings also reveal some of the challenging
aspects related to how firms manage heterogeneity in the image layer that
exists within the business relationship, and which forms the basis for
individual and collective decision-making and interaction. The way the
network picture and image layer is dealt with through the networking
process gives the focal business relationship a distinctive strategic content at
a given point in time, but this content is also subject to change as firms learn
and develop new meaning over time. The way heterogeneous network
pictures and image layers were managed through the social interaction
within the relationship, has been identified as the decisive factor influencing
their ability to direct strategic actions at the focal dyad and/or their ability to
interact strategically with the counterpart. The study therefore supports the
idea that the interplay between purposeful networking and managing
network picture is what ultimately sets the strategic direction for firms
involved in business relationships, and also shapes the nature of the strategic
interactions the parties end up performing.

7.1.1.1 Strategic direction within dyads

A common understanding within the INA literature is the idea that the way
actors define and manage their subjective mental representations is of
importance to their strategising (Holmen and Pedersen, 2003; Henneberg et
al., 2004, p. 408). The network pictures and image layer concepts represent
both a conscious and unconscious mental picture with a distinctive content,
which is then a result of the actor’s total information, knowledge and insight
at a given point in time (i.e. what the actor ‘knows’) (see Hakansson and
Waluszewski, 2002; Shehota, 1990). The nature of these network pictures
and image layers is therefore something that constitutes the firms’
networking base (Ford et al., 2003). In line with the idea that these
perceptions form the basis for their individual and collective actions, then
firms are challenged with having to manage heterogeneity in network views
and understandings when interacting within the relationship (see Figure 7.1).
The case study shows how the network ambassadors systematically tried to
manage in relation to limitations and opportunities identified in the
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relationship, through purposeful attempts to manage the parties’ individual

realities and develop consensus concerning collective realities.

Figure 7.1 — Managing network pictures through networking within dyads

Firm A Dyadic Relationship Firm B
Confronting individual realities

Developing shared reality

Image layer | Image layer
Networking
Meaning balsis Meaning
Interaction
I - Managing communications
Individual Collective Individual
Network Picture Network Picture Network Picture

* The term image layer is in Figure 7.2 embedded in the network picture concept.

The properties that constitute network picture (i.e. content) and image layer
could arguably be said to represent the way actors create meaning and thus
also how they make sense of the direction (i.e. objectives, goals, focus areas,
problems, challenges, limitations, opportunities, etc.) they want the
organisation or relationship to develop. This direction is made up of the type
of problems identified and prioritised in the current problem solving and the
actors’ assessments of what needs to be done today in order to achieve
certain favourable outcomes or positions in the future (Henders, 1992;
Johanson and Mattsson, 1988, 1992). The management of individual and
collective image layers within dyads demand that firms pay attention to
heterogeneity in both the properties of resources, and the type of resources
rendered after enforcing specific strategic actions altering the resource ties
between firms. These elements would imply that the term strategic direction
viewed within the frame of dyadic business relationships is manifested on
the way heterogeneous network pictures and image layers are managed
within the interaction process. The case study findings support this
understanding of the term strategic direction, where the interactive and
dynamic nature of a relationship implies that firms will act and interact at
each point in time in ways it believes will give certain desirable outcomes in
the future.

A common understanding within the INA is the idea that collective meaning

is often needed in order to support interaction and joint efforts within
business relationships (Mouzas, 2001; Ford et al., 2003; Henneberg et al.,
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2004, p. 411). The case study demonstrates how powerful collective
meaning could be for firms’ ability to act and interact consistently within a
relationship. The case study findings illustrate how the networking
ambassadors used collective meaning as a tool to perform collective actions,
and to influence other decision-makers within the focal organisations to
pursue actions and interactions believed to support common objectives and
goals deemed relevant for the focal relationship. The case study also shows
how managing and developing collective meaning is important when trying
to deal with the limitations and opportunities that reside with heterogeneity
in network pictures. The networking ambassadors had, right from the
beginning, a deep commitment to want to understand the behavioural
patterns within the relationships (i.e. why the parties acted and interacted the
way they did). They quickly assumed a position in the firms as managers of
heterogeneous meaning and their purposeful acts allowed them to align
heterogeneous realities identified in the relationship into collective realities.
If interaction is considered the central co-ordination mechanism with the
INA literature and co-operation the norm, then case study demonstrates how
collective meaning is critical in order to affiliate co-ordination and co-
operation (see Gadde et al., 2003). It is also an important strategic basis for
firms trying to direct and re-direct actions over time in ways believed to
develop the organisation or relationship in a desired strategic direction. The
case study demonstrates how the collective meaning amongst the networking
ambassadors formed the basis for several purposeful acts performed within
the relationship, that contribute to an improved economising on resources in
their joint industrialisation projects.

The case study findings reveal how the networking ambassadors enforced
five purposeful acts that were initiated and executed within the frame of their
purposeful networking. These acts concerned the way they chose to manage
heterogeneous network pictures in general, and meaning in particular, as the
basis for their interactions and co-ordination efforts. The case study also
shows how this networking can have important effects on firms’ ability to
align and adapt heterogeneous network pictures, prioritise problems, needs,
objectives and goals in the short and long term, assess what the relevant
current network picture properties are (i.e. decide what pictures are old (and
obsolete) and new features to be focused on), and ultimately assess and
determine what actions to do individually and collectively in order for their
individual and collective problems to be dealt with.

The first purposeful act has to do with the firms’ deliberate attempts to
define network pictures and meaning illustrating their formal individual and
collective views and understandings at a specific point in time. These efforts
also included initiatives to define what others were trying to say (e.g. their
strategic concerns, problems, needs, etc.), and then communicate and
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distribute their interpretations to other actors involved in the relationship.
The parties achieved this by using the networking process as the arena where
heterogeneous definitions could be questioned and verified. It provided a
basis for clarifications and negotiations as to what the relevant network
picture properties would be. It also contributed to a common language (i.e. a
way to formulate and communicate network picture properties and meaning)
being created within the relationship concerning the strategic direction, and
actions performed and desired outcomes pursued in the strategy process. The
case study shows how this act provided numerous individuals involved in the
relationship with a common ground to base their actions and interactions on,
without necessarily needing collective pictures or consensus regarding
meaning to achieve co-ordination. It contributed to reduced uncertainty
regarding the purpose of the co-operation and partnership, which for instance
was exemplified in the case study in the firms’ post-Metallic interactions,
where the parties experienced first hand how different objectives and goals
focused on at different levels of the dyad, constrained them from
implementing changes in the relationship.

The second purposeful act concerns their decision to develop and maintain
collective meaning within the focal dyad as the basis for collective actions.
The partnership was formed on an agreement to co-operate on strategic
issues. The formal nature of the partnership arrangement was, in addition to
having the support of top management, built on a mutual orientation and
commitment to engage in frequent bilateral dialogues within the relationship
project group to create consensus regarding the meaning behind their
individual and collective purposeful acts. The INA points out how network
pictures have a unique content that can be defined and communicated in
‘formal and explicit’ manners both orally and in writing (i.e. how actors
“say” they view the world and what actors “say” is important to them)
(Henneberg et al., 2004). The case study shows how these dialogues
replaced the need to have detailed written documents describing how the
parties were to interact or how actions were to be performed. As the
networking ambassadors got insight into new problems and needs through
their interactions with the rest of the focal organisations, their assessment of
meaning was constantly going through minor and major changes. The
relationship project group demonstrated an ability to set the direction of the
relationship and make necessary adjustments along the way.

They relied on the relationship project meetings as the facilitator that would
support bilateral inter-firm dialogues. These meetings gave the parties a
common arena where they collectively could determine when to keep certain
original network picture properties focused on the partnership intact and
when to define new ones when new situations and problems required this.
The case study shows how the original ideas and objectives of the
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partnership arrangement were constantly confronted and replaced with new
ideas and objectives. Some of these objectives and ideas became gradually
institutionalised in the relationship and functioned as guiding stars providing
long-term direction for those involved in the interactions. Others went
through minor and major adjustments at each point in time.

The third purposeful act has to do with the firms’ ability to define pictures of
the status quo (i.e. how they viewed the current situation, problem, needs,
etc.), which basically refers to those factors that constitute the firms’
strategic reality. The case study findings provide several examples as to how
the internal inconsistency regarding the status quo often led to inconsistent
behaviour and individual actions within the focal dyad, constraining what the
networking ambassadors where trying to achieve. However, the networking
ambassadors managed to use the internal inconsistency to develop collective
meaning regarding the status quo. The did this through regularly defining
and updating a specific set of network picture properties that would function
as formal and collective pictures within the relationship, and that would form
the basis for actions and interactions of others directly or indirectly involved
in the focal business relationship. The case study shows how the formal
pictures within the partnership arrangement had to be redefined several times
over time, which meant that the status quo was an evolutionary phenomenon.
The collective meaning amongst the networking ambassadors allowed them
to tackle deviations from the perceived status quo, and to consider necessary
changes in the formal pictures when experiencing minor and major changes
in the network conditions of the focal dyad. As a consequence of the
evolving status quo, so too did the desired outcomes (i.e. objectives, goals,
desired outcomes) have to be redefined (i.e. perceptions of the future desired
position). The case study illustrates how different actors can have both
differing pictures of the status quo, which also constrain them from viewing
the achievement of outcomes in a unified way.

The fourth purposeful act concerns the networking ambassadors’ decision to
continuously confront individual and collective network pictures, as this
allowed them to reassess their strategic reality when needed. The case study
shows how the focal firms made several attempts in the pre-partnership
dialogues to try to develop common views as to how they should co-operate
and interact within the relationships. These dialogues were held on multiple
levels of the relationship with little co-ordination amongst the different
actors participating in the interactions. However, it was not until networking
ambassadors collectively assessed the problems related to the unilateral way
the Metallic-situation was handled, that they understood the underlying
factors constraining co-ordination and co-operation. The parties made an
important decision to use the relationship project meetings as the arena
where they, collectively, would try to make sense of the factors that hindered

191



the desired changes from being implemented in the relationship. The
networking ambassadors experienced how communication malfunctions
internally and externally were the result of the heterogeneous understandings
of the meaning behind the partnership. They also experienced how having a
collective meaning between the networking ambassadors was not enough as
each firm, department and business function often tended to deviate from
expected plans and actions. This experience triggered the creation of new
routines where the relationship project meetings became a common ground
for problem assessments, and evaluation of possible solutions.

The ambassadors’ ability to confront the individual realities led to deeper
insight into the heterogeneous pictures that formed the basis for firms’ past
decisions and current decision options. The continuous confrontation formed
a platform in which the parties collectively would determine whether
specific network pictures had become obsolete given the current reality of
the firms. The confrontation post-Metallic is an example of this where the
parties experienced how some actors were constrained from viewing the
current reality in the right light due to memories and experiences that
clouded their judgement. The case also reveals how developing collective
meaning through changing the perceptions of others is not a straightforward
process, but a process that involves the parties convincing each other
through demonstrating how certain elements should be changed. It was not
until two years into the partnership when the firms co-operated in the Stella
2 project that the product developer was convinced that the subcontractor
could assume new responsibilities in the industrialisation process. In many
ways, the case study as a whole is in itself a manifestation of how difficult it
is to maintain a collective meaning and purpose, and that re-addressing
questions such as ‘what can you do for me’, ‘how can you do this for me’,
and ‘what is in it for me’ is a never ending process (see Hakansson et al.,
1976; Ford et al, 1986; Wilkinson and Young, 1994; Turnbull et al., 1996;
Johansson and Mattsson, 1988, 1992).

The fifth purposeful act concerns the networking ambassadors’ decision and
ability to frame heterogeneous and evolving network pictures through setting
boundaries, delimiting and prioritising specific network picture properties
reflecting the relevant strategic reality in the current interaction. This
framing meant deciding which historical, current and expected future
episodes and network picture properties were to be included in the current
network picture content. The case study demonstrates how the networking
ambassadors systematically set out to draw boundaries to the network
pictures that were communicated in the networking process. In line with the
INA, some parts of actors’ network pictures is a matter of choice and is
dependent on how the actor chooses to view and tackle a situation at each
point in time (Jahre et al., 2006). The need to delimit network pictures into
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meaningful strategic realities is something authors such as Holmen and
Pedersen (2003) recommend firms do. Their basic argument is that firms
need to set boundaries to their networking pictures in order to focus on the
most important counterparts and network conditions in the strategy process
(Ibid.). The case study analysis shows how the focal firms in similar ways
tried to set boundaries to the memories and experiences from past
interactions and select a few properties to focus on in the current interaction.
It also meant identifying potential futuristic developments formulated in the
form of scenarios that the parties believed in, and thus were deemed relevant
to the current decision-making. The way network pictures were framed could
be viewed as a filtering process where substantial information and
knowledge would be narrowed down into specific network picture properties
to be prioritised both in the creation of meaning and problem-solving. In line
with the idea that meaning is a matter of choice, then the case illustrates how
the networking ambassadors used bilateral dialogues and co-managed
networking processes as the arena where the framing and filtering gave the
current interaction focus.

7.1.1.2 Strategic interaction within dyads

The somewhat unanswered questions in the INA literature relating to
networking and strategy, is how firms deal with the interactive and adaptive
nature of interaction processes (Hakansson and Sharma, 1996, p. 118). The
way the time dimension is managed in particular seems somewhat
ambiguous, especially when it comes to how firms are able to manage
heterogeneous network pictures (i.e. subjective interpretations, views and
understandings) that are continuously developing as a consequence of
interaction. The open-ended nature of these network pictures then implies
that firms may have certain input network pictures going into these
interaction processes, and as their assessments of meaning and concerns are
communicated and/or confronted, the parties’ individual and collective
network pictures may be subject to change. A common idea in the INA
literature is that a change in network pictures should command a revision of
the concerns that occupy firms (Snehota, 1990). Arguably, the same
reasoning also applies to the discussion image layer, which implies that
actors’ ideas and understandings regarding the nature of resources and the
outcomes that can be rendered from combining them in certain ways, is also
subject to change as a consequence of the interaction process. Furthermore,
the networking between firms can enable firms to revise their network
pictures as new information and insight is obtained and/or as the firms learn
new things (Ibid.).
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The case provides examples on how the interaction between focal firms can
lead to new information and knowledge being exchanged. which alters their
network picture without this necessarily leading to changes in the way the
firms choose to define individual and collective meaning (i.e. the same
strategic concerns before and after the interaction process has occurred). The
case also provides examples illustrating how interaction can lead to specific
network picture properties being altered, which in turn may result in ‘new’
strategic concerns (i.e. objectives, goals, problems, challenges, etc.) being
‘produced’ (see Figure 7.2).

Figure 7.2 — Managing organic network pictures and image layer through
interaction

Pre-Interaction Current-Interaction Post-Interaction

Time 0 Time 1 Time 2
Input Network Picture Input Network Picture
Image layer Image layer
A\ 4

Interaction process (communications)
between firms A and B

Predefined goals and

Predefined goals and ambitions unchanged
ambitions

New goals and
ambitions devised
* The term image layer is in Figure 7.2 embedded in the network picture concept.

The organic and dynamic nature of networking makes it valid to question
how firms deal with organic network pictures and image layers. The case
study demonstrates how the focal firms, through their networking
ambassadors, tried to develop arenas (i.e. meetings) where bilateral
communications where the norm, but where unilateral communications
performed outside these meetings could be brought to the table and
discussed, confronted, interpreted and translated into common assessments
of meaning. Both the unilateral and bilateral communications are equally
important when trying to characterise what constitutes the strategic direction
of the focal relationship. However, the networking ambassadors’ ability to
set up and manage meetings where both the unilateral and bilateral
communications were transformed into common meaning, not only reduced
uncertainty regarding the meaning behind certain concepts, decisions, and
episodes, it also enabled the firms to continuously re-check whether their
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individual behaviour was consistent with their common objectives and goals.
The case study demonstrates how commonalities in problems and strategic
concerns are not essential in order for unilateral and bilateral
communications to be managed, to support a common strategic direction.
The essential aspect is whether heterogeneous problems can be interpreted
and divided into individual and collective meaning depicting how each
actor’s strategic concerns can be aligned in ways that support different
problem-solving processes occurring in the dyad simultaneously.

The purposeful networking that the networking ambassadors initiated and
developed at different points in time in the partnership, gradually led to new
communication channels being created within the dyad. These channels
transcended the vast formal and informal contact patterns already in place.
The new channel was manifested on the problem-solving processes that were
co-ordinated through the networking ambassadors. These communications
involved multiple actors within the focal dyad participating in the problem-
solving and the strategic discussions at different points in time. The open-
ended bilateral nature of these communications also meant that other actors
than the networking ambassadors could throw in whatever problems and
concerns that occupied them, but it was up to the networking ambassadors to
try and co-ordinate the different subprocesses in ways that supported the
strategic direction of the focal dyad. These communications developed into
new contact patterns that gradually left a ‘blueprint’ in the organisations
where those involved in the networking developed common views on the
reality surrounding the partnership arrangement and focal dyad, and how
they individually and collectively could support the partnership. Those
involved in the process developed shared memories and experiences from
the arrangement that connected them together. This blueprint could very
much be viewed as the outcome of the purposeful networking or of a
collective learning process. The ones participating in the networking got
access to the strategic thoughts and concerns of others that traditionally were
unavailable to them. This experience triggered further interaction and
involvement as the parties got access to information and insight needed to
solve their individual problems and needs. Having the continuously evolving
contact pattern in place, framed by the partnership arrangement, undoubtedly
made the individual actor and decision-maker more relationship oriented.

It was argued earlier in this chapter that firms try to act purposefully within a
business relationship in line with the strategic direction set for that
relationship. This strategic direction gives each relationship a distinctive
strategic content that is the outcome of the purposeful acts and interactions
pursued, and the way heterogeneous network pictures are transformed into
shared strategic reality, collective meaning and strategic concerns prioritised
in the relationship. In line with the INA literature, this strategic direction is
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subject to change as firms experience changing network conditions (Canning
and Brennan, 2004) and experience and learn new things (Snehota, 1990).
As the network picture develops, as a consequence of the interaction, so too
are managers expected to reconsider the strategic options pursued in the
relationship (Hakansson and Sharma, 1996). The case study findings
demonstrate how the firms’ ability to reassess and redirect their joint
strategic direction was a function of the way they were able to use the open-
ended nature of their purposeful networking to confront and develop new
shared reality, new collective meaning and redefined strategic concerns.
Their ability to do so was something that ultimately would determine how
they were able to manage ‘adaptive response’ to changing network
conditions (i.e. changing internal and external business conditions).

The term adaptive response is here used to describe the way the focal firms
tried to redirect the strategic direction of the relationship when experiencing
new problems and strategic issues from their interactions with others, forcing
them to prioritise problems and issues differently in the current purposeful
communications and decision-making. This is in line with the INA that
advocates that one understands the strategy process to be a process where
strategic options are derived through interaction processes as interactive
choices, and that these “options are tried out and interpreted rather than
conceived a priori” (Hakansson and Snehota, 2000, p. 45). The way the focal
firms interacted strategically through the networking ambassadors is an
example of how firms, through close communications and collective
problem solving could prioritise relevant strategic concerns differently in a
specific point in time. This meant that they dealt with predefined goals and
ambitions that were outdated or no longer considered important enough to be
prioritised in the current interactions. The purposeful networking that the
focal firms initiated illustrates how the firms tried to manage interactive
choices and predefined decision options through consciously using what is
learned and what is known in the pre-interactions to solve the current
problems occupying others. The case shows how that which the firms
thought was possible or important coming into the current interaction, and
thus also the relevant decision options, changed as a consequence of what
was learned from the interaction. The case study offers several examples that
reveal how the networking ambassadors made deliberate attempts to redefine
their strategic direction, in order to adapt to other important problems and
processes outside the boundaries of their purposeful networking.

The case study reveals how the network ambassadors tried to steer the
direction of the strategic actions and interactions within the relationship
through purposeful attempts to influence how decisions were made within
the focal dyad. The case study analysis illustrates how the networking
ambassadors tried to influence each other and other decision-makers within
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their organisations to pursue decisions they believed would support the
generic economic logics and common objectives defined for the business
relationship. This influencing was formed on the current problems prioritised
in the interaction at a given point in time, and the influencing the firms
ended up pursuing should be viewed as the outcome of purposeful attempts
to find out whas is possible and desirable given the nature of the situation at
each point in time (see Hakansson and Sharma, 1996). Their influencing
follows in the INA tradition where influencing is perceived as a strategic act
that can enable firms to change their relationship connections through
proposing dominating network picture (i.e. network theories) (Johanson and
Mattsson, 1988, 1992). The case study demonstrates how the networking
ambassadors used the new contact patterns deliberately to influence other
decision-makers within the dyad.

The case study shows how the influencing occurred in a number of different
ways. The influencing the networking ambassadors performed collectively
towards the firms’ top management in order to persuade them to consider
alternative decision options, was demonstrated in relationship episode one
where the influencing resulted in Kitron being chosen as the new sourcing
partner to KDC. It was also the case when the parties managed to convince
KDC to choose Kitron as their main subcontractor in the MRR 2 project.
These examples show how the networking ambassadors relied on both
planned and organic influencing performed interactively as part of the
overall networking taking place within the relationship. Sometimes the
influencing was a result of well-planned influencing tactics where the parties
would prepare various arguments and tactics before interacting (see
Hakansson et al., 1976), whereas at other times the influencing was more
reactive and a response to arguments (i.e. problems, demands, etc.) and
decision options proposed in current interaction at a specific point in time
(Ford et al., 2003).

The case study shows how the management of adaptive response and
purposeful influencing became important and powerful managerial tools that
formed the basis for the firms’ ability to pursue strategic actions believed to
deal with the limitations and opportunities of the focal dyad. The case study
analysis reveals how the focal firms managed to achieve co-ordinated
actions in two ways. First, the parties achieved co-ordination through
communicating, convincing and negotiating various decision options, which
ultimately led to individual network pictures being transformed into
collective ones. This common ground was built on common objectives,
goals, problems, needs, etc. identified in the interactions, where the outcome
could be some sort of consensus regarding the actions the firms had to
perform individually and collectively in order to support their common
objectives and goals (see Figure 7.3 — alternative 1). The case study reveals
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how it was essential to the firms that they were able to co-ordinate
fragmented influencing processes in order for them to align individual
decision-making within the dyad.

Secondly, the case shows how the focal firms managed to achieve co-
ordinated actions without direct communications and interactions between
the decision makers. The networking ambassadors played an important co-
ordinating role through the purposeful influencing they performed in relation
to the other decision makers within the organisations. Their communications
with these other actors build on conscious attempts to share information and
insight into the problems , needs, perceived decision options, objectives, etc.
of various actors. The case study analysis reveals how these communications
broaden the decision basis for the individual actor, in that multiple concerns
and views were included in the analysis and reflections. This resulted in co-
ordinated individual decision-making through direct negotiations that the
networking ambassadors set up, and indirectly through the insight they got
into the decision options of others (see Figure 7.3 — alternative 2).

Figure 7.3 — The focus on co-ordinated actions within a business relationship

Collective actions Firm A Co-ordinated individual
actions

, /.

Firm A

/ Firm B ) / .

. Interaction Firm B
Interaction

Alt. 1) Developing collective interaction Alt. 2) Co-ordinating individual action

[ ] Actions

The case study results demonstrate how the firms’ ability to pursue strategic
action and to manage strategic direction and interaction was dependent on
the way strategic options and outcomes were managed in the purposeful
networking. The first aspect concerns the management of real options or
strategic options. The management of real option is in the INA literature
often viewed as a critical element in the strategy process (Ford et al., 2003).
Mouzas (2001) states that finding and doing what is possible is an essential
element in strategising and that firms need to reflect on and consider “real
options that best reflect the organisations’ strengths and their capacities
derived from network memberships” (p. 1). The case study demonstrates
how the focal firms struggled to devise and manage real options that
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supported the overall strategic direction of the focal relationship, due to the
heterogeneous views that existed within the focal dyad as to what the ‘best
real options’ were to the firm/relationship. This led to inconsistent and unco-
ordinated decision-making that constrained the focal dyad. The networking
ambassadors approached this problem by engaging in purposeful networking
with multiple actors on multiple levels of the relationship to discuss the best
real options from different perspectives. This allowed actors holding
different positions to reflect on what were the best real options while
simultaneously considering possible limitations and opportunities. The
firms® decision to introduce a control group could be interpreted as an
attempt to put in place a managerial unit that was close enough to the
operational business processes to identify real options for actors responsible
for the execution of operational activities. The control group translated the
strategic options devised on the top management level into operational
business practice that operational employees could understand and
implement. The success of the Stella 2 project demonstrates how the
management of real options is something that should occur at multiple levels
of the relationship in order for consistency in strategic direction within the
dyad to be possible. The firms’ ability to co-ordinate various assessments of
real option made it possible for them to affiliate multi-levelled strategic
interaction within the dyad.

The second aspect concerns the management of outcomes (i.e. network
outcomes) (see also Ford et al., 2003). Hakansson and Sharma (1996) argue
that adaptations are required in the way actors relate to the outcomes. This is
the case for outcomes following on from their deliberate and conscious
attempts to change certain relational connections. The authors’ basic
argument is that these adaptations have strategic importance if the changed
elements impact what is focused on in the interaction process (lbid.). The
case study demonstrates how the networking between firms frequently builds
on dialogues where the parties try to assess the effects of their actions and
interactions on the focal business relationship. The networking ambassadors
would make deliberate attempts to gather information on how different
actors perceived the potential effects on the relationship from specific
strategic actions, and then evaluate after the fact how the same actors
perceived the outcomes. This was for instance the case in relation to the
MRR 2 situation, when the relationship project group introduced three
initiatives in the MRR 2 project with certain expectations and then evaluated
the outcomes collectively in relationship project meetings. An essential
factor that made it possible for them to assume such a role was the
relationship project group’s ability to gather and store information and
experiences systematically, and then use this insight to judge various
outcomes. The meetings prior to the Stella 2 project (i.e. relationship episode
three) were for instance deliberately set up to review the past performance of
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the partnership in the two years since it was established. Another example is
their decision to have two members from the relationship project present in
the control group, which showed how the parties wanted to reuse
information, insight and experience from earlier actions and their effects
when acting and evaluation of future performance.

The case study also demonstrates how challenging it can be to manage in
relation to outcomes that are revealed at different points in time and which
makes it difficult to pinpoint the factors causing the effects. Mouzas (2001)
address the fact that it is problematic for firms to determine what actions to
pursue today in order to achieve specific “unknown” outcomes in the future
due to the lack of control in the conditions that these actions are based on.
The author therefore suggests that organisations have a certain level of
flexibility in the their strategic approach, including their assessment of
outcomes (Mouzas, 2001, p. 2). A problem area that the focal firms
experienced with their multiple restructuring programmes for instance, in the
years prior to the partnership arrangement, was that the many organisational
changes had not led to the desired changes in the way resources were
organised and economised on in the industrialisation process. A common
understanding within the relationship project group was that the ‘perceived
changes’ resided only in the minds of top management and not in the rest of
the organisations. The relationship project based their view on the argument
that the way industrialisation activities were carried out in the relationship
remained more or less unchanged.

The relationship experienced other problems with evaluating the outcomes
when enforcing three initiatives in the MRR 2 project before discovering that
several of the resources that these initiatives were based on had been
significantly altered (i.e. resources were outsourced or re-organised). This
made it quite difficult for them to assess whether the initiatives had worked
as planned, and it was equally difficult to identify those factors potentially
supporting or constraining the implementation process. The decision to have
the control group in place in the Stella 2 project could be interpreted as the
networking ambassadors not being convinced that it was sufficient for them
to make plans, implement and then evaluate the outcomes after the fact. The
control group was there to consider real options along the way in the
implementation, and make necessary adjustments when experiencing
changing network conditions. The networking ambassadors also worked
purposefully throughout the duration of the partnership to identify factors
potentially affecting implementation of various initiatives. Their approach
could be interpreted as acknowledging that the factors that constituting the
best initiatives, plans or actions is dependent on what is known at a given
point in time, and that the firms are dependent on using insight about
outcomes actively and continuously in the current strategic interaction.
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7.1.2 Purposeful interaction programmes

The second implication is termed ‘purposeful interaction programmes’. The
term interaction programme is here used about specific guidelines, routines
and principles depicting how different actors (i.e. firms, departments and
individuals) directly and indirectly involved in the focal business
relationship (i.e. industrialisation process), need to interact in order to
support the prevailing strategic direction within the focal business
relationship. The case study findings reveal how the focal firms implemented
several purposeful interaction programmes in the Stella 2 project. These
programmes were commonly somewhat open-ended and confined to specific
types of interactions within the relationship. The programmes were
introduced by the networking ambassadors (see Section 7.1.1) who devised
explicit and formal interpretations and explanations as to how they believed
actors holding different positions within the relationship needed to interact in
order to support the focal firms’ strategising. They relied on both oral
presentations and written documentation to explain to these actors how they
needed to interact as part of their day-to-day operations, and the programmes
represent deliberate attempts to activate and economise on specific subsets
of resources prioritised in the focal business relationship.

The networking ambassadors introduced four interaction programmes that
were directed and implemented at different levels of the dyad simultaneously
in relation to the Stella 2 project. Their decision to do so could be interpreted
as the parties emphasising the need to co-ordinate and manage purposeful
interactions between the top, middle and operational levels of the dyad, in
order for the different initiatives to have the desired effects on the way
resources were economised on in the industrialisation process. The parties
came up with these programmes after testing out similar initiatives in other
projects such as MRR and MRR 2, but the ones introduced in the Stella 2
project were believed to be much more adapted to the overall strategic
direction and objectives/goals set for the focal dyad. The interaction
programmes centred on solving important problem areas identified in the
relationship/partnership in the period prior to the Stella 2 project, where the
overall objective always had been to improve the way on which resources
were economised. In this way, these initiatives could be viewed as
deliberately setting out to achieve specific economising effects from
distinctive subsets of resources emphasised in the strategic direction of the
firms. Arguably, these programmes became the first real attempt in the
relationship to devise management principles that centred on how actor level
interaction could affiliate an improved economising on resources opposed to
previous restructuring programmes, where interaction on the actor level
remained more or less unchanged despite the frequent changes in the way
resources were organised.
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The interaction programmes served an ‘adaptive function’ in the
industrialisation process. The Interaction Approach in the INA stresses how
firms can implement various adaptation mechanisms deliberately set up to
affiliate the management of effective exchange between firms (Hakansson,
1982). Gadde et al. (2003) stress that achieving exchange effectiveness is
what strategy is all about. The case study findings demonstrate how the focal
firms relied on specific resource activation mechanisms to affiliate
adaptation. Using theoretical terms from the INA means that these resource
activation mechanisms where put in place to adapt the different actor
levelled interaction confined to the purposeful interaction programmes, and
affiliate interactions believed to improve the way specific subsets of
resources were economised on in the relationship. These elements are
illustrated in Figure 7.4 which is a model adapted from Johanson and
Mattsson (1988). The case study findings, when it comes to the results of the
Stella 2 project, indicate that the firms® purposeful interaction programmes
produced the desired outcomes for this one dyad in relation to the specific
objectives and goals defined at the outset of the project. The findings also
indicate that the failure to relate these programmes to other programmes
confined to the firms (i.e. other industrialisation projects, other relationships
and other counterparts) meant that the Stella 2 project produced other
negative results elsewhere in the focal organisations. We will now discuss
the nature of the purposeful interaction programmes and resource activation
mechanisms introduced at the actor level, and the implications these had on
the firms’ ability to economise on specific subsets of resources.

Figure 7.4 —Managing purposeful interaction programmes within dyads

Exchange Exchange Exchange
relationships relationships relationships
Actor Focal Eocal Actor
Firm A Firm B
Interaction
between Actors
Control Control Control Control
Economising
on resources
v A 4 A 4 A 4
Resources Resources Resources Resources
Interdependence Interdependence Interdependence

(Adapted from Johanson and Mattsson, 1988, p. 185)
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7.1.2.1 Actor interaction within dyadic business relationships

The INA literature stresses the idea that firms need to manage the social
interaction between actors in order for them to be able to make prudent use
of resources (i.e. economising on resources) within their control (i.e. a part
of their resource collection) (Jahre et al., 2006). This implies that it is the
nature of these social interactions that ultimately enables firms to activate
and use resources that per nature are passive and fragmented entities (Ford et
al., 1986; Ford et al., 2003; Hakansson and Snehota, 1989, 1995; Hakansson
and Waluszewski, 2002). The first generation interaction model in INA
describes the interaction between firms as a process that can be multi-faceted
and multi-levelled in nature, and where firms rely on both organisational and
technical adaptations in order to affiliate effective exchange of products and
services between them (Hakansson, 1982; IMP, 1982). The adaptations are
considered necessary for firms to handle the interdependencies that exist
between firms in relation to the way resources are organised and economised
on in joint business processes between them (Ford, 1980; Johanson and
Mattsson, 1988; Hakansson and Johanson, 1993; Ford and Hé&kansson,
2006). They are also deemed critical in order for firms to effectively utilise
their functional-oriented internal resources, as well as resources accessed
through their relationships with others in the more process-oriented co-
managed business exchange processes that constitute business exchange. It
is the social interaction in the form of heterogeneous communications that
ensures necessary control and predictability in the exchange process, and
that enables firms to make prudent use of their resource collections across
multiple exchange processes simultaneously.

The basis for the interaction programmes was the networking ambassadors’
deliberate breakdown of the overall strategic direction of the focal dyad into
meaningful ideas, views and interaction principles as to how the operational
problems and needs of the focal dyad could be dealt with. The interaction
programmes could then be viewed as an attempt to operationalise the higher
level strategic directions and plans into concrete ideas as to how the middle
and lower-levelled actors could support this direction. The parties achieved
this by breaking down and translating the strategic direction into a more
operational direction using terminologies that they believed could help guide
those directly involved in the industrialisation process to pursue the ‘right’
actions and interactions. The open-ended nature of these programmes
implies that what is right in a given situation is very much situation-specific
and so the purpose behind the interaction programmes was to help the actors
and decision-makers judge how best to support the firms’ strategic direction.
This implies that the programmes offer descriptive explanations that could
steer and influence decision-makers to pursue individual and collective
actions that supported the important economic logics identified in the
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business relationship. The nature of these programmes also provided a basis
for problem-solving, and discussing differences in opinions as to how to
solve specific problems. Each interaction process was then selected based on
how the parties believed their interaction could lead to the economising of
specific subsets of resources, while dealing with the important limitations
and opportunities identified in the relationship. The four interaction
programmes identified in the case study could be called the control group,
single-point-of-contact principle, quality improvement procedure and the
LTB procedure.

The case shows how the limitation and handling problems experienced in the
partnership arrangement became essential for the way the interaction
programmes were selected and set up. The focal firms used their experiences
from previous industrialisation projects to identify those factors that
supported and/or constrained the economising on specific subsets of
resources focused on in the strategising. This implies that specific
relationship connections (i.e. actor bonds and resource ties) were identified
and prioritised because they these were essential for capturing specific
economic benefits (see for instance Ritter, 2000). The element of adaptation
became essential to the management of these connections in the way the
actor level and resource layers of the relationship were connected (see for
instance Hakansson and Snehota, 1995). It was also important in terms of the
way the actor level interaction was co-ordinated at different levels of the
relationship structure (i.e. top, - middle, - and lower level management
level). This was contrary to previous efforts in the partnership where the
parties had failed to include multi-levelled interaction and actor/resource
connections in the analysis and thus also in the initiatives implemented. In
other words, the four interaction programmes commonly had been
purposefully put in place to improve co-ordination and integration between
different actors involved in the business relationship.

The first programme refers to the control group, which in itself represents an
attempt to do something about the way the vertical adaptation within the
focal business relationship was managed. The group was established in order
to co-ordinate and improve top managements’ ability to transform and
translate strategic actions into interaction processes that had the desired
effects on the way the operational process of the business relationship was
carried out. They would work in the borderline between top management
and the operational level, basically ensuring that the operational level had
the necessary support and direction to execute plans and manage the Stella 2
project in ways which would render the outcomes defined at the outset of the
project. The group would not replace the middle management in the
relationship, but would enhance their abilities due to their affiliations with
the relationship project group/partnership arrangement. This meant they
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focused on specific communications within the firm, that is, those involving
strategic issues and actions believed to impact on the performance of the
Stella 2 project. Having this group in place also ensured that the Stella 2
project could utilise the vast experience and competence acquired in the
partnership arrangement up till this point, as two members of the group
previously were former members of the relationship project group. The firms
shared a common belief that having these new contact patterns in place was
necessary in order for the group to function as mediator and facilitator in the
relationship enabling the operational level to tap into resources and abilities
of the group, whereas top management received support to direct and
redirect actions needed to support the Stella 2 project. In line with the INA
that views adaptations as an investment process, the control group as an
adaptation mechanism is in itself an investment (Hakansson, 1982; Johanson
and Mattsson, 1985, 1988, 1992). It could also be seen as the outcome of an
investment process in the way the firms’ invested both time and resources
when testing out earlier versions of the Stella-2 initiatives in the MRR and
MRR 2 projects.

The second, third and fourth interaction programmes (i.e. single-point-of-
contact principle, quality improvement procedure and the LTB procedure)
were to be implemented at the operational level in line with the day-to-day
business activities of the industrialisation process of Stella 2. Their
operational focus came after experiencing that the strategic direction set on
the top management level often lacked the necessary operational impact,
which challenged the firms to reassess how strategic objectives, goals, needs,
etc. could be translated into an operational business practice. These
programmes had a strong focus on the operational connections between the
firms (i.e. how the parties organised and economised on resources in their
joint industrialisation process) and could be viewed as purposeful acts
designed to change the way actors at the operational level carried out their
responsibilities. The firms reviewed the way the chain of activities had been
carried out between the firms in the past and used this insight as the basis for
identifying specific operational connections. The principles and procedures
they ended up implementing were then formed on a collective meaning and
purpose concerning how actors needed to behave. This is in line with what
Zerrillo and Raina (1996, p. 207) recommend firms do. This implies that the
programmes could be termed a decision making process (Hakansson, 1982:
Ford et al., 1986; Ford et al., 1996). These programmes could also have been
called ‘relating programme’ as they were set up to steer social interaction
and decision-making through influencing the relational atmosphere (i.e. the
attitudes, views) deemed relevant to problem solving, communication and
co-operation. These efforts meant that the firms could change
institutionalised behaviour within the relationship that the parties no longer
wanted to nurture. In line with Hakansson and Sharma (1996, p. 117) one
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could argue that these initiatives contributed to giving the operational levels
of the relationship a strategic content.

The interaction programmes were devised after the networking ambassadors
had reflected on the operational needs, as well as the limitations and
handling problems identified in the MRR and MRR 2 projects. Still, as the
case study findings demonstrate, the outcome of the Stella 2 project revealed
one main factor constraining the firms from efficiently using their resource
collection from an aggregated firm/relationship level. The findings indicate
that the focal firms could have benefited from having purposeful initiatives
aimed at co-ordinating between the multiple interaction programmes taking
place within the firms (i.e. across projects and relationships). Their ongoing
strategising suffered from the fact that they lacked communication systems
that improved the way resources were adapted across multiple projects
simultaneously.

The case study findings also identify several factors that support the firms
economising on resources within the dyad. The first factor concerns the
firms’ ability to devise plans on how to interact and economise on resources
while focusing on specific facets of the business relationship. They managed
to do this, while simultaneously maintaining an evolutionary approach to
interaction and problem-solving in other areas of their business. The second
factor concerns their decision not to define beforehand the amount of
resources to be put into the different interaction programmes. In doing so,
the parties could learn more about the unique qualities to be rendered from
combining and using resources in specific ways. The third factor has to do
with their decision to keep these interaction programmes open-ended and to
utilise information and insight acquired organically to make necessary
adjustments in their plans along the way. The forth factor refers to their
decision to recruit a project leader to the Stella 2 project from outside the
focal organisations. This ensured that the one individual responsible for
implementing the new changes was unbiased when it came to making
decisions that could ensure that the functional-oriented firms prioritised the
problems, decision options and processes believed to support the
achievement of goals and objectives of the industrialisation process.

7.1.2.2 Economising on resources within dyadic business relationships

The INA literature on resources builds on the view that resources have
interactive effects when combined with other resources (Hakansson and
Waluszewski, 2002, p. 32). The general idea is that resources have hidden
qualities and that these can be revealed, when combining resources in new
ways, which subsequently enables firms to render new valuable resource
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outcomes (Ibid.). The case study demonstrates how the focal firms had tested
out different ways to organise resources through their many restructuring
programmes with the objective to economise on resources more effectively.
This involved efforts to copy specific subsets of resources (i.e. quality
improvement procedure in the MRR 2 project) or trying out new
combinations (i.e. the MRR-project). Prenkert and Hallen (2006) point out
that the importance and value of resources is dependent on firms’ ability to
meet certain expectations. Mittild and Jarvelin (2001) consider the
management of expectations to be a critical factor in a firms’ strategising
process. In line with the original ideas of Penrose (1959), this would imply
that the ability to render new services from new resource combinations is
challenging when firms have different understandings of the value of single
or combined resources, as well as different expectations of the potential
outcomes from using them.

In theoretical INA terms, the case study illustrates how the focal firms
struggled to render specific resource outcomes despite frequent attempts to
organise resources in new ways. This showed how problematic it was for
them to adapt the functional oriented resources to the process oriented
business relationship. The case study reveals several factors causing these
problems. First, the differences in resource meaning concerning the
importance and value of specific resources for the firms individually and
collectively, seemed to be a problem area. Secondly, the differences in
resource terminologies impacted on the way resources were economised
through inconsistent behaviour in the interaction between the firms. Thirdly,
while the interaction within the focal dyad produced new knowledge and
insight about the value of resources and their characteristics, the parties
struggled to create common meaning about the value of resources. The focal
firms seemed to struggle with the question of value for whom throughout the
entire duration of the partnership.

The case study demonstrates how the focal firms responded to the problems
by trying to translate their shared reality into a common resource reference
basis (i.e. develop a unified view of what resources and services they wanted
to render). This included efforts to prioritise short and long term resource
objectives, goals and problems where focusing on common economic logics
confined to the industrialisation process was believed to improve the control
of the outcomes. Furthermore, the focal firms implemented several resource
activation mechanisms purposefully put in place to trigger the economisation
of specific subsets of resources identified in the business relationship. The
term ‘resource activation’ mechanism refers to mechanisms used by actors in
order to affiliate purposeful organisation and economising on resources.
These mechanisms depicted to the interacting parties how each of them had
to relate to the other in order to support specific economic logics identified
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in the business relationship. These economic logics represent specific views
and understandings as to the type of outcomes that could be rendered from
organising and economising on resources in specific ways. Typically, these
economic logics functioned as guiding stars that explained why actors
needed to interact in a certain way, and the outcomes these interactions were
meant to generate.

The case study findings identify three main resource activation mechanisms;
a new master project plan, a plan illustrating the new division of
responsibilities in Stella 2 and new plan describing the common objectives
and goals to be applied in the Stella 2 project. All three mechanisms describe
to the actors involved in the project how certain connections within the
relationship were to be handled (see also Hakansson and Sharma, 1996, p.
117). Through these plans, the firms managed to communicate to those
involved how each had to behave in order prioritise those elements deemed
important to the control group. The plans provided boundaries through
defining a selected number of key network picture properties that each actor
was expected to prioritise. The Stella 2 project then is an example of how
formally planned strategies and plans can function well on a periodic basis
(see Canning and Brennan, 2004).

The master project plan, the new division of responsibilities and the new
collective objectives and goals defined for the Stella 2 project were all the
outcome of the firms’ efforts to develop collective meaning. Heterogeneous
network pictures had previous led to co-ordination and integration problems
as the focal firms often misunderstood each other when setting up business
contracts, when co-operating in the industrialisation process and when trying
to co-ordinate and integrate resources across firm boundaries. The case study
shows how, for instance, the term ‘total production responsibility’ was a
concept that was often used in the relationship, but where different actors
had quite different understandings of what this ‘really’ meant. This was
revealed in relationship episode three where the firms in their pre Stella 2
project dialogues experienced communication problems when devising a
new division of responsibilities between them. This experience led to
frequent dialogues to clarify its meaning and several institutionalised
terminologies that were and outdated were discussed. As the mechanism
provided the participants with direction and purpose, arguably, these
mechanisms had positive effects on the problematic informal contact
patterns that were institutionalised in the relationship and that previous had
been identified as a major problem area. However, it is fair to say that it was
the way the firms combined the actor-levelled interaction programs and
resource activation mechanisms that led to the success in Stella 2.
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7.2 Managerial implications

The managerial or practical implications it is possible to draw from the case
study findings are many. Some implications are directly confined to the case
study findings and are ‘easily identifiable’ in the analysis, whereas others
come in the form of specific subjective opinions, reflections and
interpretations related to the researcher’s own learning process from the
study. The managerial implications focused on in this section build on the
idea that managing and developing strategic direction is critical to the way
firms are able to economise on resources available to them effectively when
carrying out the exchange of products and services vis-a-vis counterparts
(see Figure 7.5). As the case study findings demonstrate, the focal firms
were challenged with developing an aggregated/overall strategic direction
for the individual firm that dealt with problems and needs confined to
individual and multiple business relationships simultaneously. The basic
argument proposed here is that the firms’ ability to develop and manage
strategic direction and achieve their desired economising outcomes, was
very much connected to the way they prioritised and developed products,
services and business relationships. This argument will be discussed in terms
of the impact it has on the firms’ ability to make prudent use of resources
available to the firms. In line with Figure 7.5, four implications will now be
discussed, each related to the following ideas: (1) the organisation of
resources, (2) purposeful networking, (3) purposeful interaction programme
and (4) resource activation mechanism.
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Figure 7.5 — Managing strategic direction within networks

Strategic Direction
Prioritised products and services and development of these
Prioritised business relationships and development of these

A\ 4
Resource collection:
Organisation and
technical resources

1

A 4

Purposeful networking _| 2 29— Purposeful networking
across multiple business Adaptation within a single firm
relationships

Purposeful interaction _| 3 | Interaction | 3 = Purposeful interaction
Programmes across Programmes within a
multiple relationships single relationship
Resource activation — 2 Resource 4 |— Resource activation
mechanisms across utilisation mechanisms within a
multiple relationships single relationship

\4

Economising on resources; where the overall strategic goal is to achieve
effective exchange of products and services between firms

The case study findings demonstrate how both focal firms struggled for
many years prior to the partnership arrangement with organising and
economising on the vast amounts of resources available to them following
their insourcing initiatives, acquisitions and mergers. The outcomes of the
Stella 2 project also showed that while Stella 2 in isolation had been built on
what the focal firms’ perceived to be an optimal organisation of resources,
other projects and relationships connected to the firms were constrained
from economising on resources in accordance with their plans. In this way,
the case study shows how searching for an optimal way to organise and
economise on resources is a challenging and continuous process. A basic
argument proposed here is that the firms’ ability to organise and economise
on resources was very much tied to the way they prioritised and developed
products and services, and business relationships.
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The first practical implication then refers to the problems of managing
heterogeneity in products and services offered to customers. It is possible to
argue that the focal firms’ strategy (i.e. strategic direction) was manifested
on a business model where the firms were to offer clients customised
products and services and that the heterogeneity in technologies,
competence, skills, components/material, logistics structure, etc. confined to
the individual product, made it difficult to develop standardised solutions
across projects and business relationships. Such standardisation has often
been viewed as a prerequisite for achieving economies of scale, scope and
integration. Their strategy to want to control and own a good proportion of
the necessary resources in-house resulted in a heterogeneous collection of
resources within and between firms. This made it difficult to obtain the
benefits related to high volumes (components/material), using what is
learned in one project in another, reusing technologies and modules
developed across projects, repetitive activities and routines, etc. The
uniqueness with each customised product meant that the firms also had to
collaborate with multiple counterparts (i.e. suppliers, competitors, partners,
etc.) in order to fulfil their “total solution provider obligations’, which also
put the firms in a situation where they had to manage and solve multi-faceted
problems with multiple counterparts. It is therefore possible to argue that the
firms would have benefited from prioritising specific products, services and
business relationships and becoming much more conscious about the
resources they chose to invest in internally and with counterparts. The need
to standardise the level of involvement (i.e. functions) the firms have across
multiple relationships, is another way to achieve economies of scale and
scope within specific functions and activities.

The case study findings reveal how the focal firms throughout the duration
of the partnership arrangement developed a systematic way to network with
each other, especially related to solving problems perceived to be important
to their joint industrialisation projects. This networking was multi-levelled
and multi-faceted, but primarily confined to individuals within the focal
relationship. Although one would expect that the firms were also involved in
other forms of social interaction processes with other counterparts, it is
possible to argue that networking purposefully in similar ways with other
actors could have made it possible for the firms to redefine their business
model in ways that supported objectives such as economies of scale, scope
and integration. The case study findings demonstrate how purposeful
networking produces important insights that can help the firms select which
products, services and relationships to prioritise and develop further.

The second implication then concerns how purposeful networking can

provide the firms with important information and insight needed to develop
real options along the way that adjust the firms’ strategic direction when this
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is required. In the networking processes the firms learn more about the
problems and needs of the counterparts as well as how they fit with the focal
firms’ own problem-solving processes and needs. This insight could also
help the firms to assess the nature of the resources of others and thus also
help them decide what the appropriate level of involvement would be in each
relationship. As achieving standardisation was a major problem for the focal
firms, then looking into the commonalities across business relationships in
both problems and needs could help the firms remove those relationships,
products and services that do not support their strategic objectives. The basic
argument is therefore that purposeful networking in relation to multiple
counterparts needs to become co-ordinated in some dimensions internally in
order to become an integrated part of the firms’ strategising process.

The focal firms tested out several purposeful interaction programmes in the
MRR 2 and the Stella 2 projects. The outcomes of the Stella 2 project
revealed that the firms lacked co-ordination mechanisms that integrated
various interaction programmes across projects and business relationships.
The third practical implication then concerns the need to implement similar
purposeful interaction programmes across projects/relationships, and to set
up routines and procedures that co-ordinate programmes which could
constrain projects from executing their individual plans. As an example,
implementing purposeful interaction programmes such as the LTB procedure
and the quality improvement procedure in all their joint projects would
undoubtedly help the focal firms work more systematically towards
suppliers.

The fourth practical implication refers to the resource activation mechanisms
and their importance to the firms’ ability to activate and use fragmented and
passive resources available to them. As the case study demonstrates, the
focal firms often relied on resource presentations and illustrations
communicated orally or in writing when negotiating business contracts,
dividing the work between them and developing project plans. The problems
with these presentations were that they often lacked the necessary level of
detail needed to understand and identify, for instance, where in the
organisations individuals possessing certain abilities (i.e. competence, skills,
knowledge, experience, know how, etc.) were located. The case study
findings clearly demonstrate how the firms would have benefited from
developing formal routines depicting how resource identification processes
should be set up and communicated, and how to develop a new business
practice describing the properties of distinctive resources. Now that the
implications have been discussed, some final remarks will be provided as a
conclusion to the study.
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7.3 Final remarks

It was argued at the outset of this thesis that the researcher was interested in
how firms involved in business relationships interact with each other in a
strategic manner, while dealing with the limitations and opportunities that
exist within industrial networks. The idea of strategy was perceived as a
relationship activity opposed to an independent firm activity. This meant that
strategy was studied as a two-sided process within the setting of a dyadic
business relationship. After reviewing the idea of strategy within the INA
literature, several ‘gaps’ were identified which motivated this researcher to
investigate the underlying factors that support and constrain firms from
developing coherent relationship strategies vis-a-vis others (i.e. strategies
that improve the way resources are organised and economised on within
business relationships). As firms are require to act purposefully and devise
plans to get them from A to B, then studying strategy as an organic,
interactive bilateral process between firms made sense. It provided an
interesting starting point to examine how firms deal with the challenges of
having to cope in a developing world where the actors are embedded into a
business environment, and where multiple actors are trying to cope and act
purposefully simultaneously. We will now offer some final remarks to the
study.

7.3.1 What is the main finding of the thesis?

The case study findings describe the intricate process that constitutes
strategising (i.e. strategic behaviour, strategic action and/or strategy
process). In line with the basic arguments proposed at the outset of the study,
firms® strategising can be viewed as a process that takes places within
business relationships. It is an interactive and dynamic process between
counterparts, and firms’ ability to act deliberately in relation to each other
very much depends on how they relate to individual actions performed
within and outside the frame of individual interaction processes (i.e. actions
performed by others). The study shows that firms’ ability to act purposefully
is dependent on how they co-ordinate individual decision-making and pursue
collective decision-making deemed relevant to solving their individual and
collective problems and needs. The purposeful networking and purposeful
interaction programmes that the focal firms put in place represent two
strategic acts that contributed to an improved co-ordination within the
business relationship, both in terms of the way actions were carried out and
managed, and in the way the firms were able to organise and economise on
resources. These two strategic acts are in themselves a manifestation of the
firms® attempts to interact strategically within a business relationship. It
made it possible for the parties to develop and manage heterogeneity in
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perceived real options, adapt to changes in the underlying network
conditions, and manage heterogeneous and continuously evolving images of
what would be the appropriate way to economise on resources. The
interaction initiated and managed by the networking ambassadors became
the arena where the parties collectively would try to deal with the tension
that can arise when individual counterparts try to manage their enterprise
purposefully in relation to multiple counterparts. The purposeful networking
and interaction programmes then made it possible for the firms to be organic
and dynamic in their strategic orientation. It also provided them with an
arena to align ideas and initiatives as to how to better improve the
management of their actor-level interaction in ways that activated specific
subsets of resources prioritised in their strategic thinking.

7.3.2 What are the main theoretical contributions of the thesis?

The strategy process in the INA refers to strategic behaviour where the
actors relate their original ideas, objectives and plans confined to single
strategy processes to other strategy processes taking place within the broader
frame of the mother organisation, single business relationship or multiple
relationships connected to the firms. The nature of the single strategy
process is such that the ones involved in the process are primarily concerned
with solving the problems and meeting the needs they considered to be
important to them (i.e. in line with their network context). The heterogeneity
in network pictures or resource image layer then implies that the individual
actor involved in strategy processes will be constrained by their position in
the mother organisation, single business relationship or network. The
outcome of the case study shows how the firms managed to achieve their
agreed-upon objectives three years into the partnership, but the case also
shows how other strategising processes performed outside the frame of this
single strategising process had been constrained by this success. This implies
that there is a need to co-ordinate multiple interactive strategising processes
in order for firms to really be able to make prudent use of resources available
in an ‘optimal’ and co-ordinated manner across multiple relationships.

The study shows how purposeful networking and interaction programmes
initiated, developed and managed by networking ambassadors may enable
firms to achieve alignment within a single strategising process, as well as
between multiple strategising processes connected to firms. The purposeful
networking that the networking ambassadors initiated provided multiple
decision-makers within the mother organisation with valuable insight into
the problems, real options and plans being devised and implemented
throughout the organisation. The study demonstrates how the networking
ambassadors in many ways can improve central management’s ability to
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develop coherent strategies internally and vise-a-vise others. The role of the
networking ambassadors played offers some interesting insight into the
process that can allow firms to develop or maintain their network position.
The influencing, confronting, negotiating and decision-making that these
actors initiated and managed ultimately made it possible for them to pursue
acts that resulted in changes in the connections between firms. The case
study illustrates how this is possible when both sides of the dyad
individually and collectively are actively trying to support such changes.
This insight contributes to the network position approach to strategy in the
way change in roles occur through purposeful acts.

The role the networking ambassadors played also revealed some of the
fundamental conditions that need to be in place for firms to really be able to
develop effective exchange processes. In line with the relationship strategy
approach, the effectiveness is exchange processes is then the result of how
both sides perceive the outcomes rendered from certain resource
combinations, and their collective efforts to support common objectives. The
parties’ ability to achieve internal effectiveness is then dependent on how the
counterpart participates in efforts to support common adaptation objectives
defined for the focal dyad and to support the counterpart in achieving their
intra-firm adaptation objectives.

Furthermore, the networking ambassadors’ ability to initiate and manage
purposeful networking and interaction programmes provided the parties with
a necessary link between managing networking pictures in strategy, and their
ability to activate certain subsets of resources that could render desired
economising outcomes. In line with the network picture approach to
strategy, these strategic acts helped steer actor-level interaction within the
business relationship through the way real options and interactive choices
were devised and managed at each point in time. All in all the networking
ambassadors as a connecter unit and their strategic acts, adds to our
understanding of how firms can deal with the problematic and challenging
aspects of interacting strategically in relation to others.

7.3.3 Under what circumstances do the findings most apply?

The case study findings must be seen in light of the fundamental conditions
of the partnership arrangement. The focal firms had continuously defined
and modified the ideas describing the purpose of their arrangement and what
the perceived changes required to change the way they did industrialisation
projects together. The relationship project group (i.e. networking
ambassadors), who were responsible for managing the partnership, made
great efforts to develop internal consensus within the group. They were also
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keen to share tactical and strategic information, knowledge and insight
regarding their individual problems and needs as well as the perceived real
options deemed relevant at each point in time. Furthermore, having the
support of top management and having the mandate to test out new solutions
in the relationship, also appear to be important conditions for the parties’
collective efforts. Equally important was the fact that the firms had a shared
understanding to confront both the original and new ideas continuously, and
use what was learned in the interaction process to determine what the
appropriate acts at a given point in time. All these aspects were important
factors that help explain why and how the firms’ interacted strategically in
the way they did.

7.3.4 Under what circumstances could these findings not apply?

The findings would most likely not be equally applicable under other
circumstances. For example, the findings would arguably not be applicable
in situations where firms treat strategy as a plan characterized as a linear
process where the perceived acts and outcomes are defined at the outset of
the process without conscious reflections and considerations a long the way
whether or not the plan is still valid. The plans and strategic thought process
can not be treated as a strategic arrangement, but something that demands
that the fundamental conditions these plans are built on are confronted and
monitored on a regular basis. The study illustrates how the focal firms
treated the strategy process as a dynamic and circular process, where both
the original ideas of the strategy and the activities pursued along the way
changed in nature when the parties experienced and learned new things.
While the strategy process was characterized with certain pre planned
activities that the firms would address and deal with a long the way, they
would often redefine their original plans and the nature of their activities as a
result of their continuous reflections and analysis of the fundamental
conditions on which these plans are built on. In the same way, the findings
are not applicable in situations where strategy is viewed as an independent
firm activity opposed to a relationship activity. The findings show how the
firms® ability to co-ordinate efforts and implement changes in the
relationship was very much dependent on their ability to develop common
ideas and views within the relationship, and translate and communicate these
to other actors within the mother organisations. The open communication
channels to multiple actors connected to the focal dyad, and emphasis on the
acts of others, must be highlighted as important parameters contributing to
their ability to achieve alignment within the dyad.
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7.3.5 Suggestions for future research

It would be interesting for future research to investigate other forms of
networking arrangements that firms use purposefully in strategising
processes. It is also possible for future research projects to be set up in the
form of a pilot project, where the researcher could study how connected
organisations deliberately can put in place networking ambassadors to co-
ordinate between multiple strategising processes occurring within and in
connection to the firms. It is important to note that many organisations have
specific business units responsible for the strategic planning and managing
the implementation of such plans. The way networking ambassadors is
defined in this thesis differs from such groups in that the networking
ambassadors are individuals that come from multiple firms, departments and
business functions who meet outside their regular day to day functions. A
closer look at how such networking ambassadors use purposeful networking
and interaction programmes deliberately to achieve some level of control
and alignment in the strategy process, could undoubtedly enhance our
understanding of how tactics such as influencing, negotiating, and decision-
making lead to changes in the firms connections vis-a-vis others.
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Appendix 1 — Various Interview Guides

The researcher relied on different interview schemes. These were adapted to
the specific respondents’ position in the focal dyad, and knowledge about the
common and specific themes focused on at a given point in time. | will now
offer two examples of interview guides used in the study.

Example One — Interview Guide from Relationship Episode One

COMMON THEMES

Respondents from both focal firms were asked the same questions in order to
map similarities and differences in; perceptions of the nature of the Metallic-
situation, how the parties dealt with the situation, and possible alternative
ways to solve similar situations in the future, etc.

1. How did you/your department view the Metallic-situation?
2. How did you understand/view the problems and challenges that arose
and the actions needed to be taken to solve the matters?

3. How did you and your department relate to these problems/challenges?

4. How did you act in relation to the situation?

5. How was the situation handled and how you were involved in the
problem solving?

6. What would in your opinion be the best solution to the problems?

7. What resources do the focal firms have that could have been mobilised
to solve the situation at hand?

8. Why did KDC handle the situation alone?

9. Why did not Kitron get involved in the supplier selection process?

10. If the focal firms were to select a new customer-specific supplier
collectively in the future, what departments and individuals would have
to be involved in the process?

11. How do you perceive the role of the relationship project group in matters
such as these?

12. What are the pros and cons with the current supplier selection process in
the focal dyad?

13. What are the pros and cons with changing the current supplier selection
process?

14. What is needed to change the current supplier selection process
concerning customer-specific suppliers?

15. How do you perceive Kitron’s abilities to select a customer-specific
supplier at the time when Fiast was chosen? Note: Some of the responses
the respondents gave to this question is summarised in Tables 1 and 2 on
the next page.
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Table 1:

KDC’s perceptions about Kitron’s abilities to select a new sub-supplier at the time when Fiast was chosen

1. Prior to 2. Post Fiast
: Top Technician Quality Design Purchaser Logistics
choosing : L
manager Technology | manager engineer Logistics manager
Fiast Radio dept dept Quality Radio dept dept Logistics dept
individually dept
Mercantile conditions No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Technical capabilities No No Yes No No No No
Quality conditions No No Yes No No No No

Table 2: Kitron’s perceptions about their own abilities to select a new sub-supplier at the time when Fiast was chosen
1. Prior to 2. Post Fiast
choosing i _ i _
) Top Sourcing Quality Purchaser Design Production
Fiast manager manager manager Kitron engineer leader
individually Kitron Sourcing Kitron Kongsberg Kitron Kitron
ASA dept Arendal Development Kongsberg
Billingstad
Mercantile conditions Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Technical capabilities Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No
Quality conditions Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
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Example 2 — Interview Guide from Relationship Episode Two

COMMON THEMES

Respondents from both focal firms were asked the same questions in order to
map similarities and differences in; perceptions of the nature of the MRR
situation, how the parties suggested they deal with the situation, what they
perceived the potential outcomes to be from the different decision options,
etc.

1. How do you/your department characterise the challenges connected to
the end of the MRR contract?

2. What implications do you think these challenges could have on each
firm and the focal relationship?

3. What real options do consider to be the most relevant at this point and
which actions do you consider to be the best for a) your firm and b) the
focal relationship?

4. How do you think top management will act/react to the end of the MRR
contract?

5. How do you think the relationship project group will react to the end of
the MRR contract?

6. What do you consider the implications to be for the focal relationship
and the ongoing partnership arrangement from the various decision
options mentioned here?

SPECIFIC THEMES
The respondents were chosen based on their direct involvement in the MRR
1 and 2 projects

7. What is you role in the MRR project?

8. Are you directly or indirectly involved in the communications now
taking place within the relationship project group?

9. How are you involved in the process of solving the MRR challenges?

10. What solutions can you think of that could solve the MRR-2 challenges?

11. What advantages and disadvantages are there for a) each firm and b) for
the focal relationship from the different solutions?

12. What actions does each firm need to consider in order for the
relationship project group to succeed with their objectives for the
partnership?

13. What outcomes do expect could come from these actions for a) each
firm and b) for the relationship?

14. How do you the counterpart will respond to the actions each firms’ top
management could end up performing?
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Example 3 — Interview Guide from Relationship Episode Three

COMMON THEMES

The respondents were chosen based on their involvement in the Stella 1 and
2 projects, and their knowledge about the challenges facing the joint
industrialisation projects within the focal dyad.

1. What is the nature of the Stella 1 project?

2. How would you describe the way in which the Stella 1 project was set
up and the project organised between phases 2 and 3?

3. What are the important interfaces in Stella 1 and how are these
connected?

4. How did the firms manage adaptation within the Stella 1 project?

5. What are the most important success and problem areas in Stella 1?

SPECIFIC THEMES

The respondents were chosen based on their direct involvement in the Stella
1 and 2 projects

6. What are the changes made in Stella 2 compared to Stella 2?

7. What is the nature of your position and function in the Stella 1 and 2
projects?

8. What are your experiences within initiatives tried out in the MRR-1 and
2 projects and what initiatives do you suggest become implemented in
Stella 2?

9. What are the important problems and challenges in Stella 2?

10. What should the overall objectives and goals be in the Stella 2 project?

11. How are these objectives and goals connected to the purpose of the
partnership arrangement?

12. What are the important interfaces that need to be focused on in the Stella
2 project? (in phase 1, 2, 3, and 4)

13. How does the relationship project group, control group and Stella 2
project leader need to interact in order to support the objectives of the
partnership arrangement and to meet the needs of the Stella 2 project?

14. How do the different actors need to communicate and co-operate in
order to make the project management more transparent and timely?

15. How do you view the nature of the changes made in Stella 2 compared
to Stella 1?

16. How do you view the potential benefits to be gained from changing the
division of responsibilities in the focal dyad?
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Appendix 2 — Overview of the primary and
secondary data used

PRIMARY DATA

Background | Relationship | Relationship | Relationship
to the case episode one episode two | episode three
study

Interviews

Face-to- 13 20 17 13

face

Interviews

Telephone 3 2 2 3

Business

Meetings _ 3 2 1

Feedback

Meetings _ 2 3 6

* Note: The common and specific themes focused on in the interviews have overlapping
features which makes it difficult to place them into the categories above. The categorisation is
therefore made based on the main focus of each interview in line with (a) background to the
case study, (b) relationship episode one, (c) relationship episode two and (d) relationship
episode three.

SECONDARY DATA

Annual reports: from 1995 — 2006 (both firms)

Project plans: industrialisation process charts and documentation, business
contracts, documents describing the restructuring programmes (plans,
change process, outcomes), board documents, business meetings
documentation

Strategy plans: formal and official documents available to the public,
formal but unofficial documents (work in progress, or unfinished templates),
formal but disclosed information and documents only available to a few
senior managers

Information from websites such as: www.Kitron.com,
www.kongsberg.com, www.isuppli.com and many others
(www.futureelectronics.com, etc.)
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Appendix 3 — List of interviews undertaken and meetings attended

FACE-TO-FACE INTERVIEWS

Number | Date Firm Department Business Function Chapter

1 050504 KDC Logistics Purchaser CH5; (RE-2)

2 240504 KDC Technology Configuration Management CH5; (RE-2)

3 030504 KDC Operations Project Manager (Stella 1) CH5; (RE-2)

4 190504 KDC Technology Quality supervisor CH5; (RE-2)

5 190504 KDC Technology Configuration Management CH5; (RE-2)

6 040504 KDC Radio System design CH4

7 240504 KDC Radio Senior leader and department chief CHS5; (RE-2)
transmission

8 240504 KDC Operations Top Manager 1 CH4

9 240504 KDC Radio Hardware designer CH5; (RE-2)

10 050504 KDC Radio Software designer CH5; (RE-2)

11 140504 KDC Technology Component sourcing CH4;CHS5; (RE-3)

12 070504 Kitron Hisgy Production Top Manager 1 CH4;CH5

13 060504 Kitron Hisgy NPI Project leader CH5; (RE-1)

14 070504 Kitron Hisgy Production Key Account Manager CH4;CH5 (RE-1) and

(RE-2)
15 060504 Corporate Central Quotation Manager CH4;CHS5 (RE-3)

Sourcing/Kitron

224




Sourcing AS

16 280504 Kitron Development Test developer CH4;CH5 (RE-2)
Development
Arenedal
17 280504 Kitron Hisgy NPI Project leader CH4; CH5 (RE-2)
18 110204 KDC Radio Senior leader and department chief of | CH4; CH5 (RE-1)
design & industrialisation
19 300104 Kitron Corporate Senior manager defence segment CH4; CH5 (RE-1)
20 200204 Kitron Hisgy Quality Quality supervisor CH5; (RE-1)
21 190204 Kitron Hisgy Logistics Purchaser CH4; CH5; (RE-1)
22 240204 Kitron Kongsberg Logistics Purchaser CH5; (RE-1)
23 230204 Kitron Development Designer CHS5; (RE-1)
Development
Billingstad
24 290104 Kitron Hisgy Logistics Purchaser CHS5; (RE-1)
25 010304 KDC Technology Senior Quality Supervisor CH5; (RE-1)
26 290104 Corporate Central Quotation Manager CH4;CH5 (RE-1)
Sourcing/Kitron
Sourcing AS
27 290104 Kitron Hisgy Production Test engineer CH4; CH5 (RE-1)
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28 260204 KDC Technology Sourcing Engineer CH5; (RE-1)

29 240204 Kitron Kongsberg Production Production leader CH5; (RE-1)

30 130204 KDC Technology Component designer CH5; (RE-1)

31 160104 Kitron Kongsberg Production Key Account Manager CH4;

32 160104 Kitron Kongsberg Production Test engineer CH4;

33 260204 Kitron Kongsherg Production Quality chief CH5; (RE-1)

34 190204 Kitron Hisgy Production Production leader CH4

35 290104 Kitron Hisgy Production Key Account Manager CHS5; (RE-1)

36 200204 Kitron Hisgy Production Test engineer CHS5; (RE-1)

37 281103 KDC Logistics Key Account Manager CH4; CH5 (RE-1)

38 281103 KDC Logistics Head of the Logistics dept CH4; CH5 (RE-1)

39 120204 KDC Radio Head of the Radio dept CH4; CH5 (RE-1) and
(RE-2)

40 230204 KDC Logistics Key Account Manager/purchasing CH5; (RE-1)

41 240204 Kitron Kongsberg Production Test engineer CH5; (RE-1)

42 190204 Kitron Kongsberg Logistics Purchaser CH5; (RE-1) and (RE-
2)

43 250204 KDC Logistics Head of the Logistics dept CH5; (RE-1) and (RE-
2)

44 090402 Kitron Oslo Logistics Head of the Logistics dept CH4
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45 101102 Future Electronics | Sales Head of the Norwegian Office CH4
46 240502 Kitron Oslo Logistics Head of the Logistics dept CH4
47 230802 Corporate Sourcing Senior Sourcing Manager CH4
48 281002 Corporate Sourcing Senior Sourcing Manager CH4
49 220406 Kitron Developer Senior Engineer CH5; (RE-3)
Development
Billingstad
50 130303 Corporate Sourcing Senior Sourcing Manager CH5: (RE-1)
51 080603 Kitron Kongsberg | Administration | Customer Manager CH: (RE-2)
52 150303 Corporate Sourcing Senior Sourcing Manager CH5: (RE-1)
53 111003 Kitron Hisgy Accounting Financial officer CH4;
54 060604 KDC Accounting Financial officer CH4;
55 060604 KDC Accounting Financial officer CH4; CH5; (RE-3)
56 050503 Corporate Sourcing Senior Sourcing Manager CH5: (RE-1)
57 111003 Kitron Hisgy Production Project Manager CH5: (RE-2)
58 111003 Kitron Hisgy Production Production Leader CH5: (RE-2)
59 210503 Corporate Sourcing Senior Sourcing Manager CH5: (RE-1)
60 111003 Kitron Hisgy Production Test engineer CH5: (RE-2)
61 020104 Kitron Hisgy Production Production/mounting CH5: (RE-2)
62 020104 Kitron Hisgy Production Customer Manager CH5: (RE-2)
63 060904 Kitron Hisgy Top Senior Manager CH5: (RE-2)
Management
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS

Number | Date Firm Department | Business Function Chapter
1 100504 | Kitron NPI Project leader CH5; (RE-3)
2 081004 | Kitron Corporate Logistics and Sourcing director | CH4; CH5 (RE-3)
3 100904 | KDC Logistics Head of the Logistics dept CH4;CHS5; (RE-2)
4 241004 | Kitron Corporate Quotation Manager CH5; (RE-2)
5 280404 | KDC Logistics Head of the Logistics dept CH4;CHS5; (RE-2)
6 100503 | Kitron Corporate Logistics and Sourcing director | CH4
7 271102 | Future Sales Head of the Sales department CH4;
Electronics
8 230103 | Future Sales Head of the Sales department CH4
Electronics
9 220206 | Kitron Corporate Logistics and Sourcing director | CH5; (RE-3)
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BUSINESS MEETINGS (FEEDBACK MEETING/ACTIVE ROLE)

Number | Date Firm Department Business Function Chapter
1 130504 | Relationship Kitron; Corporate Director Sourcing CH5; (RE-1),(Re-2) and (RE-3)
project-meeting KDC:; Logistics Head of Logistics
(feedback) KDA; Finance Financial Manager
BI; Inst. Strategy and Logistics PhD student & professor
& Inst. Marketing
2 160604 | Relationship Kitron; Corporate Director Sourcing CHS5; (RE-2)
project-meeting | KDC; Logistics Head of Logistics
(feedback) KDA; Finance Financial Manager
BI; Inst. Strategy and Logistics PhD student & professor
& Inst. Marketing
3 040204 | Relationship Kitron; Corporate Director Sourcing CH 5; (RE-1) and (RE-2)
project meeting KDC; Logistics Head of Logistics
(feedback) KDA; Finance Financial Manager
BI; Inst. Strategy and Logistics PhD student &
4 020304 | Relationship Kitron; Corporate Director Sourcing CH4;CH5 (RE-1)
project meeting KDC:; Logistics Head of Logistics
(feedback) KDA; Finance Financial Manager
BI; Inst. Strategy and Logistics PhD student & professor
& Inst. Marketing
5 131003 | Relationship Kitron; Corporate Director Sourcing CH5; (RE-2)
project meeting KDC; Logistics Head of Logistics
(active role) BI; Inst. Strategy and Logistics PhD student & professor
& Inst. Marketing
6 151204 | Relationship Kitron; Corporate Director Sourcing CHS5; (RE-3)

project meeting
(active role)

KDC; Logistics
BI; Inst. Strategy and Logistics

Head of Logistics
PhD student

BUSINESS MEETINGS (PASSIVE ROLE)
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Number | Date Firm(s) Department(s) Chapter
1 020604 | KDC & Kitron Kitron; NPI, Production, Development: CHS5; (RE-3)
“Relationship project” KDC; Radio, Technology, Logistics & Operations
2 061004 | Kitron Kitron; NPI, Production, Development, Sourcing CH5; (RE-3)
3 081204 | KDC & Kitron Kitron; Corporate, Production, Development CHS5; (RE-3)
“Relationship project” KDC; Radio, Operations
4 100504 | Kitron Kitron; Corporate, Sourcing, Head of Kitron Hisgy CH5; (RE-3)
5 100504 | KDC & Kitron Kitron; Corporate (3 persons), Head of Kitron Hisgy, CHS5; (RE-3)
“Relationship project” Sourcing, Production
KDC; Radio, Logistics, Operations
6 280504 | Kitron Kitron: Corporate, Head of Kitron Hisgy, Sourcing (2 CH5; (RE-2)
persons), Production
7 101203 | KDC & Kitron Kitron; Corporate (3 persons), Head of Kitron Hisay, CH5; (RE-2)
“Relationship project” Sourcing, Production
KDC; Radio, Logistics, Operations
8 021103 | KDC & Kitron Kitron: Corporate, Head of Kitron Hisgy, Sourcing, CHS5; (RE-2)
“Relationship project” Production
KDC; Logistics
KDA; Finance
9 050503 | KDC & Kitron Kitron: Corporate, Head of Kitron Hisgy, Sourcing, CH5; (RE-1)
“Relationship project” Production
KDC; Logistics
KDA; Finance
10 140104 | KDC KDC; Logistics, Operations, Radio CHS5; (RE-1) and (RE-2)
11 090205 | KDC & Kitron Kitron: Development CHS5; (RE-3)

“Relationship project”
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Appendix 4 — The decision making process

Illustration of the processes used when selecting customer-specific
suppliers: This procedure was use by the decision group from KDC when
they selected Fiast (their own description of the process they went through).

THE DECISION PROCESS - STEP BY STEP
» Define problem — and determine goals for the evaluation process
0 What challenges are we facing?
0 What progress-plan is desired and possible?
» Establish an Decision-Group
0 What competence and skills is needed in the group?
0 Where does this competence and skills exist?
0 What roles should the different group members have?
» Determine decision criteria
0 What do we want to achieve?
0 What is needed to achieve those goals and objectives?
0 What are the critical elements for the process, product and for
the firm’s economic setting?
» Determine cooperative and communicative channels and principles
0 Internal interfaces
o External interfaces
o0 Determine roles and define responsibilities between the
different actors
» Decision
0 Who provides the proposition (or suggested decision)?
0 Whose opinion counts the most between the different group
members?
0 Who makes the decision?
> Establish supplier contact and negotiate supplier contract
o0 Determine the different parameters in the contract that are
relevant for how the relationship is managed in different
situations
o Determine specific details in the supplier contract that are
important to KDC and its other relationships (such as for
Kitron ASA)
> Supplier supervision and relationship management
o0  Who will be involved in this internally and externally?
o How will the different actors be involved?
0 What motivations or arguments underline these choices?
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