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Abstract

Objective: To evaluate the development and use of SLAs inlgi&@® hospital from a
client’s point of view, in order to draw conclusgon the effectiveness of SLAs and

to improve the development and use of SLAs in halspi

Methods: Based on a theoretical framework indicating thealdes that influence the
relationship between the use of a specific govereanechanisms and performance, a
new instrument was developed and applied on a coenee sample of SLA clients
from a Belgian hospital. The instrument included fbllowing constructs: Contract
Detail; Contract Flexibility; Relational Governanc&upplier Asset Specificity, Buyer
Asset Specificity, Behavioral Uncertainty, and Beriance. Data were analyzed

statistically.

Results: With the exception of the Behavioral Uncertaintyisuct, all questionnaire
constructs were internally consistent. More respoitsl were satisfied than
dissatisfied with the SLAs and service providersl amean construct scores ranged
from 4.22 (neutral) for Contract Flexibility to BZslight agreement) for Relational
Governance. Compared to the Pharmacy and the Rigdiadni SLA, the Cleaning
program SLA scored lower on the general performaofcehe service provider,

Contract Flexibility and several other constructs.

Conclusions: SLAs are useful for hospitals, as they improve p&spinsight into
processes, stimulate people to think about perfoomaneasurement and, in some

cases, also lead to improved services. The maiarddges of SLAs do not really lie



in improved relationships and better fits with otie needs, but in improved process
mapping and improved performance measurement. Tlestignnaire from this
research study proves to be a useful and reliatggument for evaluating internal

SLAs from a client’s point of view.

Keywords - Service Level Agreement (SLA), Business Servideschange,

Contractual governance, Relational governance.



I ntroduction

The use of Service Level Agreements (SLAs) is rgpigrowing. In a survey

conducted by Oblicore (2004), respondents indicaaed0-20% increase in the
number of SLAs they use and 56% of the respondexpected more SLAs in the
year ahead. SLAs are becoming increasingly pouidrprogressively more common

as a way to manage the quality of services (Blatdl&®ixon, 2003).

Even though many different definitions exist, masthors agree on the core of a SLA
(Vandaele & Gemmel, 2004) and regard a SLA as ‘greement between a service
provider and a customer in which a minimum accdptabrvice level is quantified”
(Hiles, 1994). Moreover, several common charadtesiscan be noticed in the
different definitions (Vandaele & Gemmel, 2004)fisst commonality is the bilateral
nature of the SLA, meaning that both the serviaavipler and the customer should
approve the content of the agreement and be willmgign. A second common
characteristic is the minimum acceptable servivell¢hat should be determined by
weighting the needs and wishes of the customemnag#ie needs and wishes of the
service provider (Vandaele & Gemmel, 2004). Theetagnables quantification of the
service, leading to clear performance standardbdtr the supplier and the customer
and enabling an objective assessment of the sequadity (Hiles, 1993). A final
common characteristic is the opinion that the Sl#owd be valid only for a
minimum period of time and adjusted regularly tagitcto the continuously changing

environment (Vandaele & Gemmel, 2004).

Several reasons exist for developing and using SEAst of all, by making service

providers more aware of customer needs, SLAS ensdiéce providers to better



manage customer expectations (Van Looy, Gemmel & aerdonck, 2003).

Secondly, by carefully analyzing the service preessneeded to fulfill customer
needs and by not delivering service at an unreddphigh level, SLAs could help to
optimize the allocation of scarce resources (VanyLet al., 2003). Finally, SLAs
could have a positive influence on customer retenénd the development of long-
term relationships with customers (Van Looy et aD03). Vandaele & Gemmel
(2004) classify the most essential objectives gfl@menting SLAs into four primary

and ten secondary objectives (See Table 1).

Tablel

Objectives of a Service Level Agreement (Vandaelé&nmel, 2004)

Primary objectives Secondary objectives

1. Determining customer needs - Controlling corgpexpectations
- Satisfying the customer

2. Defining the necessary processes - Efficiegitlycating available resources
- Controlling costs

3. Implementing a performance - Measuring customer satisfaction

measurement system - Comparing performance with competitors

- Implementing employee rewarding system
- Justifying the budget of a department

4. Managing the relationship between - Avoiding conflicts

customer and service provider - Increasing customer retention

The first real SLA was entered into by an ICT dépant and another internal
department in the sixties (Gemmel & Vandaele, 20@jen though SLAs are
nowadays still most often used in the world of IGGLAs are increasingly used in
other service sectors as well (e.g. the real estatering and security sector). Also

hospitals are designing SLAs to manage the pravisfoservices from supporting to



care departments, because they are confronted witheasing expectations
concerning the quality of care. As this qualitygeeatly influence by supporting
services (i.e. medical imaging, technical maintagnand cleaning), which have to
optimally match the primary care processes, SLAm ba developed between
supporting and care departments to manage and iaptilie supporting services and
hereby improve the quality of care. FurthermoreASkan help optimizing the use of
scarce hospital resources, caused by an increademgand for care and

simultaneously declining financial resources.

Although the scientific and managerial importancé ®LAs is increasingly
recognized, little scientific literature on SLAsigs (Vandaele & Gemmel, 2004).
While a fairly substantial amount of literature Bewith SLAs in the world of ICT,
this literature is often very specific and cannbtegys be applied to other service
sectors. This article will therefore move in a néirection and report on a research
study concerning SLAs in the hospital sector. Tine @f this research was to evaluate
the development and use of SLAs in a Belgian hakpibm a client’s point of view,
in order to draw conclusions on the effectivenefsSbAs and to improve the

development and use of SLAs in hospitals.

Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework on which this researaldgtwas built (See Figure 1) is
based on the study of Vandaele (2007) and condedtraround two types of
governance mechanisms: contractual governance elational governance. The
framework indicates the variables that influence rslationship between the use of a

specific governance mechanism and performancenasthier words, the factors that



influence the success of the implementation of SLAss framework was developed
because it was hypothesized that one of the reasbgsSLAs have not yet often
been studied is that a theoretical framework fataustanding the working of SLAs in

B2B relationships does not yet exist.

Figurel

Theoretical Framework
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SLAs can be regarded as a governance mechanidmadoress services exchanges. In
general, two different governance mechanisms candisénguished: relational
governance and economic or contractual governa@edfith and Myers, 2005).

Whereas relational governance represents the #trefighe social norms present in

! Based on the doctorate study of Dr Darline Vand&&ternance of Business Services Exchanges: aistnlations and
Employee behaviour, Phd, 2007.



business exchanges, contractual governance stanttefdegree to which the formal
contrast is currently established the exchangeg(fsen et al., 2005). Two important
features of contractual governance are contractldg@e. the rights and obligations
included) and contract flexibility to deal with t&in factors not under the control of

the contracting units (Vandaele, 2007).

In recent research, Vandaele (2007) distinguishval schools of thought on the
interaction of relational and contractual govermanthe first is that relational norms
are substitutes for complex, explicit contracts trat the presence of one governance
mechanism can hinder and sometimes even preclhéeseed for the other (Paswa,
Dant & Lumpkin, 1998; Poppo & Zenger, 2002). Thisian is called the substitute
view. The second school of thought is the complaamgnview, which states that
formal contracting methods and relational issuaagiement each other and should
be considered simultaneously (Méllering, 2002). éding to a recent literature
review of Vandaele (2007), empirical research h#&®ady disconfirmed the

substitution view, but not the complementary vi&egpo & Zenger, 2002).

SLAs are part of contractual governance, as they ventten, formal agreements
between the service provider and the client. Bygdinked to the formal contract,
they often contribute to more contract detail andtact flexibility. However, SLAs
are also part of relational governance. The deveéop and implementation of SLAs
often contributes to improved relational norms. SL#an reduce misunderstandings
and conflicts and can help parties gaining bettsight in each others’ tasks and

responsibilities.



Antecedents of governance mechanisms

Based on Griffith and Myers (2005), Vandaele, Raaga, Gemmel and Lievens
(2007) recognize both non-economic and economit¢ofacfor determining the

positive relationship between the use of a cetaid of governance mechanism and
performance. One important non-economic factomusttand two important economic

factors are asset specificity and uncertainty.

Several researchers have included trust as a staGabr to explain exchange
governance (Joshi & Stump, 1999Yyust, in this context, can be seen as a firm’'s
belief that another company will execute actioret thill result in positive outcomes
for the firm and that this company will not takeepected actions that would result

in negative outcomes (Anderson & Narsus, 1990).

Asset specificity can be defined as the degree hmiwphysical and human assets
used in support of the transaction can be redegldgealternative uses without
sacrifice of productive value (Williamson, 1991)amsaction specific investments
can be made by either the buyer or the supplieidéHand John, 1990) and two
important types of asset specificity mentioned antaele et al. (2007) are therefore

Buyer Asset Specificity and Supplier Asset Speitific

Uncertainty, in this context, is mostly relatedetavironmental aspects (i.e. external
aspects) or behavioral aspects (i.e. internal aspéRindfleisch and Heidi, 1997).
Environmental uncertainty refers to the unprediditgbof the environment or the
inability to predict changes in the external enniment (Joshi and Stump, 1999), for

example because of market conditions such as aridedemand (Pilling et al. 1994).



Behavioral uncertainty, on the other hand, referstite unpredictability of the
exchange partner’'s behavior (Vandaele et al., 2@@d) for example, includes the
complicatedness of evaluating the service, fornmdaproduct or service standards,

and of performing objective assessments (Cannah,&000)

Framework description

Based on the antecedents from the previous patagtiag framework recognizes the
following five variables influencing the relatioriptbetween the use of a certain kind
of governance mechanism and performance or, inrotvads, influencing the
success of the implementation of SLAs: Buyer AsSpecificity; Supplier Asset
Specificity; Environmental Uncertainty; Behaviol#hcertainty, and Trust.

The development and implementation of SLAs hasngpact on these variables in
three different ways. Firstly, the development amglementation of SLAs has a
direct impact on Behavioral Uncertainty. A SLA caaduce behavioral uncertainty,
by clarifying the service levels, providing mordarmation on what, how, when and
where the service is delivered and by implement@ngerformance measurement
system. The SLA will, consequently, enable morediiye assessments and improve
the predictability of the behavior of both the oli@nd service provider. If SLAs are
able to reduce behavioral uncertainty, contractaijetontract flexibility and
relational norms can be better used in managingdlagionship between the client
and the service provider. The SLA can even be dsghas a way to make the
contract more flexible, which is very important case of high environmental

uncertainty.



Secondly, the use of a SLA will also increase thusttbetween the client and the
service provider and hereby improve relational goaece. Trust is a necessary
condition for relational governance (Macneil, 1980 can be seen as a predictor of
cooperative behavior between firms (Ring and Varvda, 1994). In the long run,
trust can also be an outcome of relational goveragiBradach & Eccles, 1989;
Johnston et al., 2004). Furthermore, trust does mwlly enhance relational
governance, but can also decrease the level ofvlmehh uncertainty in services
exchanges (Vandaele et al., 2007). In a contractlaionship, the existence of trust,
can, for example, increase accurate and timely rimfdion exchanges. The
performance of the other party, consequently, mélimore predictable and behavioral

uncertainty will decrease (Chiles and McMackin, @98and, 1972).

Thirdly, according to Gemmel & Vandaele (2004), SLwill also create more Buyer
Asset Specificity. To protect the investments fropportunistic behavior, the buyer
or client, consequently, will be stimulated to e$i&h relational norms, which will

improve relational governance and result in morsitp@ outcomes for both parties

(Gemmel & Vandaele, 2004).

In general, more asset specificity and less behalvioncertainty will create more
opportunities for using formal agreements and i@lal norms as complementary

governance mechanisms (Gemmel & Vandaele, 2004).

M ethods

Based on the theoretical framework, a new Dutclgdage questionnaire was

developed for evaluating SLAs from a client’s pafitview. To test the feasibility of
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this questionnaire, it has been applied on a safmphe the hospital AZ Sint Blasius
in Dendermonde (Belgium), which uses SLAs to déscrthe internal service

provision between different departments since 2001.

Development of the instrument
As not all aspects from the theoretical framewogkenvincluded in the questionnaire,

a new questionnaire framework was developed (SpaéR).

Figure2

Questionnaire framework
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As this figure shows, the questionnaire includeel fibllowing constructs: Contract
Detail; Contract Flexibility; Relational Governan@upplier Asset Specificity; Buyer
Asset Specificity; Behavioral Uncertainty, and Beriance of the service provider.
Based on the doctorate study of Vandaele (200vgrakquestions were included for
each of these constructs. In addition, seven extestions were formulated to assess

the performance of the SLA.
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The following factors from the theoretical framewowere not included as a
guestionnaire construct: Environmental Uncertainfirust and Behavior of

employees. Environmental uncertainty was not inetutecause it was thought this
factor would not be relevant in the case of anuwat&n of one hospital with one
environment and trust was not included becausefdlci®r was thought to be highly
correlated to relational governance. Behavior ofpleyees, finally, was not

incorporated as a construct in the questionnaiexalise this would make the

guestionnaire too long and too complex.

The original questionnaire was slightly adjuste@rafliscussion with AZ Sint-Blasius
and validated by three employees of AZ Sint-Blasum® were familiarized with the
concept of SLAs. A more detailed description of dumtent and the scoring of the

guestionnaire are presented in the appendix.

Application of the instrument

The instrument was applied on a convenience saofpiiepartment heads from AZ
Sint-Blasius (i.e. clients) who, regulated througBLA, receive a service from other
departments from AZ Sint-Blasius (i.e. service jevs). The questionnaire was
distributed among 49 clients, who evaluated 8Cedéiit SLAS in total. Even though
physicians were counted as one client, the quesiom for the performance
registration SLA between physicians and the invggiating department was actually
send to a total of 28 different physicians. Thaltaumber of questionnaires that have

been distributed therefore is 107.
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Analyses
To deal with missing values, respondents with nthesn 10% missing values were
excluded from the analyses. All other missing valuesre replaced by a reasoned

estimation of the unknown score.

Reliability analyses for each of the constructseyggrformed to measure the internal
consistency of the questionnaire. The internal isteiscy reliability was considered
sufficient when Cronbach’s alpha values were etpakr greater than 0,70 (Nunally,

1978).

To analyze the associations between the differeestipnnaire constructs, Spearman
rank coefficients were calculated. Based on thewues of a study of Vandaele
(2007), it was hypothesized that Supplier AssetcBipgy would be related to
Relational Governance, Contract Detail, and Conhfréexibility and that Buyer Asset
Specificity would be related to Relational GovercenA third hypothesis, based on
the study of Vandaele (2007), was that Behavioratddtainty would be correlated to
Contract Detail, Contract Flexibility and Relatibn&overnance. According to
Vandaele (2007), Behavioral Uncertainty is neg#fiveelated to these factors.
Finally, it was also hypothesized that Contract diletvould be correlated to
Relational Governance, as Vandaele (2007) arguss‘ditailed specification of the
roles and oblifations of both partners (high cocttrdetail) helps to develop mutual
agreed norms and values in the relationship an@tpectation that the other partner

will act as agreed upon.”
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Shapiro-Wilk tests were conducted to test normstridiution of the answers and the
constructs and non-parametric tests were used wdea were non-normally
distributed. Potential differences among the déferSLAs and service providers for
which the questionnaires were filled out were eatdd using the non-parametric
Kruskall-Wallis test and Tukey’s multiple compamstest was used after significant
differences were detected. For all statistical gs&d, significance was taken at the 5%

level and SPSS 15.0 was used.

Results

Of the total of 107 questionnaires that were disted, 67 were returned at first
request or after a reminder. The total response therefore was 63%. The
distribution of the respondents over the SLAs aedvise providers that were
evaluated in the questionnaire is presented in€eT&bl Even though privacy had
clearly been guaranteed, as much as one-thirdeopédnticipants removed the front
page from the stapled questionnaire so that itccnat be determined which SLA and
service provider was evaluated in the questionnaiifee Agreements on cooled
medication SLA with the Pharmacy and the Cleanirmggam SLA with the Cleaning
department both counted for around one-fifth of évaluated SLAs and the SLA

with the Rehabilitation department for 13%.

Validation of the instrument

With Cronbach’s alphas ranging from 0.726 for CaatrFlexibility to 0.931 for
Relational Governance, all constructs except tHeaBeral Uncertainty construct had
sufficient to high internal consistency reliabilittfhe Cronbach’s alpha of the

Behavioral Uncertainty constructi$0.168) was too low and does not indicate
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sufficient internal consistency reliability. Thephh of this construct could, however,

increase to 0.733 if Question 3.8, 3.9 and 3.11ldvba eliminated.

Table?2

Evaluated Service Level Agreements

Service provider: SLA Number %
Cleaning: cleaning program 13 19
Pharmacy: agreements on cooled medication 15 22
Invoicing/Rating: performance registration 5 8
Central sterilization: availability alarm call- seze 1 2
Rehabilitation: accessibility; responsibilitiesqteest; 9 13

indications; reaction time; progress of treatment

Food service: agreements on collaboration 1 2
Unknown 23 34
Total 67 100

Many moderately to strong significant correlatiomsre found between the different
constructs. As was hypothesized, Supplier Assetcibgey was correlated to
Relational Governance, Contract Detail and Contr&texibility; Behavioral

Uncertainty to Contract Detail and Relational gonarce, and Contract Detail to
Relational Governance. No significant correlatiamsre, however, found between
Buyer Asset Specificity and respectively Contractdil, Contract Flexibility and

Relational Governance and between Behavioral Uaicgytand Contract Flexibility.
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The confirmed and disconfirmed correlations areiafiged in Figure 7. The normal
arrows in this figure represent the confirmed arel gtriped arrows the disconfirmed
relations. The dotted arrows, finally, representra@xelations that were not yet
indicated in the theoretical framework. For examplevery strong new correlation
was found between Buyer and Supplier Asset Spéyifitn addition, Behavioral

Uncertainty and Supplier Asset Specificity appearetto be only indirectly, but also

directly related to Performance.

Figure3

Confirmed relations in questionnaire framework
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Outcomes of the instrument
According to the Shapiro-Wilk test for normalityatd were not normally distributed.

Non-parametric tests were therefore conducted.

Respondents could score each item with a numbereleet 1 (strongly disagree) and

7 (strongly agree). Table 3 reports the mean scoreshe different constructs in
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general and for the three SLAs that had a largeiginmumber of respondents for a
more detailed analysis (i.e. the Cleaning, Pharmaay Rehabilitation SLA). The
general scores ranged from 4.22 (neutral opinionjtfe Contract Flexibility scale to
5.28 (slight agreement) for the Relational Govecearscale. According to the
Kruskall Wallis test of variance, the Cleaning pang SLA scored significantly
lower on Contract Flexibility than the Pharmacy dhd Rehabilitation SLA and on

Performance of the service provider than the Réitatinn SLA.

Table3

Outcomes of the questionnaire constructs

Scale General Cleaning Pharmacy Rehabilitation
1-7)

Contract Detail 5.26 5.27 5.34 5.43

Contract Flexibility 4.22 3.55 4.61 5.00
Relational Governance 5.28 4.81 5.48 5.76
Supplier Asset Specificity  4.73 4.68 451 5.55

Buyer Asset Specificity 4.34 4.28 4.39 4.79
Behavioral Uncertainty 5.15 4.98 5.52 4.97
Performance 5.03 4.46 5.24 6.00

Table 4 reports the mean scores for Question 4.4.7p asking for respondents’
opinion on the performance of the SLA. With the eptoon of Question 4.2 and 4.4,
for which a more neutral mean score around 4 wéaird, respondents on average
only slightly agreed with the questions from seattib (mean scores around 5). The
Skewness statistics from Table 5, however, indickewness to the left for all

guestions except Question 4.2 and 4.4. This mdetighe mass of the distribution is
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concentrated on the right of the distribution figsir representing the more positive
outcomes. The positive Skewness statistics for @ure<l.2 and 4.4, on the other
hand, indicate that more respondents scored theeequestions negative than

positive.

Table4

Outcomes of Question 4.1-4.7: performance of tha& SL

Scale General Cleaning Phar macy Rehabilitation
1-7)
4.1 In general, we are very satisfied with the St& 5.05 4.62 5.14 5.38

developed with this internal service provider

4.2  The relationship with this internal service 4.19 4.31 4.21 413
provider has improved since the use of the SLA

4.3 The SLA is really used in the service provision 4.80 477 4.79 4.63
4.4 Since the development and use of the SLA, the 4.17 4.08 4.07 4.25
service provision is better geared to the needs of
our service
45 Since the development and use of the SLA, we 4.66 5.38 4.00 5.00
gained better insight into the process of service
provision
4.6 Since the development and use of the SLA, it is4.73 5.08 457 4.75

clearer how the service of the service provider

should be evaluated

4.7 Both parties stick to the agreements that are  5.14 477 4.86 5.38
established in the SLA
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Table5

Skewness statistics for Question 4.1-4.7

Statistic Std. Error

4.1 -0.430 0.311
4.2 0.483 0.311
4.3 -0.199 0.311
4.4 0.203 0.311
45 -0.284 0.311
4.6 -0.243 0.311
4.7 -0.319 0.311
Discussion

This study was performed against the backgrounth@fincreasing interest using

SLAs in the hospital sector. In this study, the elegment and use of SLAs in a
Belgian hospital were evaluated from a client’snpaif view and the feasibility of a
newly developed instrument was assessed. The qguoeatie was based on a
theoretical framework (Vandaele, 2007), indicatithg factors that influence the
success of the implementation of SLAs and includee following constructs:

Contract Detail; Contract Flexibility; Relationab@rnance; Buyer Asset Specificity;
Supplier Asset Specificity; Behavioral Uncertaingnd Performance of the service
provider. The questionnaire was applied on a coewee sample of SLA clients
from the Belgian hospital AZ Sint-Blasius, who weasked to fill out 107

guestionnaires, 67 of which were returned.
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The newly developed questionnaire proves to beefuliand reliable instrument for
evaluating the effectiveness of SLAs from a clismidint of view. With the exception
of the Buyer Asset Specificity construct, all quashaire constructs were sufficiently
or even highly internally consistent. FurthermotBe Buyer Asset Specificity
construct could also become sufficiently reliabiléhree questions (Q3.8, Q3.9 and

Q3.11) would be eliminated.

The theoretical framework, on which the questiormaias based, was also to a great
extend confirmed. The Buyer Asset Specificity camst was the only construct for
which none of the expected correlations were fodrds can possibly be explained
by the fact that this construct had very low intdroonsistency reliability. Another
possible explanation could be the extra correlatlmat was found between Buyer
Asset Specificity and Supplier Asset Specificitye though Buyer Asset Specificity
was not directly related to Contract Detail, Codatrdlexibility and Relational
Governance, it was indirectly related to thesediacthrough its correlation with
Supplier Asset Specificity, which appeared to beyv&rong. Even though it was
expected that lower Contract Flexibility could beplained by higher Behavioral
Uncertainty, no correlation was found between Bé&ral Uncertainty and Contract
Flexibility. While the Rehabilitation and the Cléag SLA had an almost similar
score on Behavioral Uncertainty, the Contract ity of the Cleaning SLA was

much lower.

The internal service provision in AZ Sint-Blasiusosed lowest on Contract

Flexibility and highest on Relational Governancecele though, on first sight,

respondents were only slightly more satisfied thesatisfied with the performance
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of the SLA, the negative Skewness statistics oftngogstions indicated that more
respondents scored positive than negative. Mogtoretents are satisfied with the
SLA and have the opinion the SLA is really useth& service provision. In addition,

most respondents have the opinion that both pastiek to the agreements and that
the development and use of the SLA caused themato lgetter insight into the

process of service provision and into how to evaluie service of the service
provider. The positive Skewness statistic of Questd.2 and 4.4, on the other hand,
indicate that respondents on average indeed hadtsahopinion on the influence the
SLA has had on the relationship with the serviaavjgter and on the degree to which
the service is geared to clients needs. Based esethesults, it could be concluded
that the main advantages of SLAs do not reallyiniemproved relationships and

better fits with clients’ needs, but in improvedopess mapping and improved
performance measurement. SLAs seem to give a besight into the processes and
cause people to think about performance measureriéet advantages, in other

words, have more to do with the development thdh thie use of SLAs.

The Cleaning Program SLA scored significantly lowleain the other two SLAs on
Contract Flexibility and than the Rehabilitation Sbn Performance of the service
provider. Even though not statistically significatlie Cleaning Program SLA also
scored lower on Contract Detail, Relational Govangaand Buyer Asset Specificity,
especially when compared to the Rehabiliation SOAerall, it could be concluded
that the Cleaning Program SLA performed worse ti@nother two SLAs and that
there might be something wrong with the CleaninggPam SLA. The lower

performance of the Cleaning Program SLA is notljike be explained by the

characteristics of the service. Looking at the ltsdor the questions asking for other
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characteristics of the service, no real differenbesveen the different SLAs can

namely be found.

This study has its strengths and limitations. Sjtles include the moderately high
response rate and the relatively high reliabilify toe questionnaire. Limitations
include the unequal distribution of the respondestsr the different SLAs. Only
three SLAs had a large enough number of respondents more detailed analysis.

Another limitation is the posttest-only researchkige.

Conclusion

The objective of this research was to evaluatedtheelopment and use of SLAs in a
Belgian hospital from a client’'s point of view. B& important conclusions can be
drawn. Firstly, it can be concluded that the stinSLAS is easier and on first sight

more advantageous during the negotiation and dpnedat phase than during the
implementation phase. Secondly, it can be concludaddifferences in effectiveness
can exist between the different types of service$ SLAs within one hospital or

organization, implying that different services daarn from each others’ successes
and failures. Last but definitely not least, it danconcluded that SLAs are certainly
useful for hospitals. SLAs improve people’s insightprocesses, let people think

about performance measurement and, in some cédsesead to improved services.

Directionsfor futureresearch

Translation of the questionnaire into other langsas desirable in order to enable
international comparisons. Further research isetbee recommended to explore the

psychometric characteristics of the questionnalmemtranslated into other languages
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with use of the so called forward-backward proced{@ull et al., 2002). Another
recommendation is to apply the questionnaire ituaon where both a pretest and a

posttest can be carried out.

Managerial implications

Based on the neutral to slightly high median scoresll scales, AZ Sint-Blasius is
recommended to keep on improving the SLAs and #wice exchange between
internal departments in order to obtain higher esan the future. Special attention
should be paid to Contract Flexibility and BuyersAs Specificity, for which lower

outcomes were obtained.

Special attention should also be paid to the Chea8LA, which obtained lower
outcomes than the other evaluated SLAs, especiaityh regard to Contract
Flexibility. The less successful outcomes of tHea@ing SLA did not surprise AZ
Sint-Blasius, as it already observed a generabdisnt with the provider of cleaning
services among its clients. According to AZ Sina8us, this dissatisfaction is mainly
caused by the unilateral nature of the negotiatihiad have taken place for the
Cleaning SLA in the past. Clients were not muclolwed in the negotiations on the
indicators laid down in this SLA. The lower scoré the Cleaning SLA on the
Contract Flexibility scale was also recognized by Bint-Blasius, as clients have
never been able to negotiate more cleaning houds the provider of cleaning

services never deviated from the existing SLA.

In this article, we provide a useful and reliabtstiument for evaluating hospital

SLAs from a client’s point of view. AZ Sint-Blasiwnd other hospitals using SLAs
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are recommended to use this instrument on a repalse. Comparing questionnaire
results over time can give important informatiom fimproving SLAs and service

provision.
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Appendix: Questionnaire content and scoring instructions

Questionnaire constructs

= Contract Detail: question 1.1-1.9

Contract Flexibility: question 1.10-1.14

= Relational Governance: question 2.1-2.9

= Supplier Asset Specificity: question 3.1-3.5

= Buyer Asset Specificity: question 3.6-3.11

= Behavioral Uncertainty: question 3.12-3.15

= Performance of the service provider: question 531-5

= Performance of the SLA: question 4.1-4.7

Scoring instructions

Whereas some items in the questionnaire are wosdedhat agreement reflects
satisfaction with the SLA and service provisionhest items are worded so that
agreement reflects dissatisfaction. In order taes@dl items in such a way that high
scores reflect satisfaction with the SLA, the arairesponse values of Question 2.2;
3.8; 3.9; 3.14 should be scored in the opposite Way example, an original response

value of 1 should be scored as a 7 and an origésglonse value of 2 as a 6.

More information
For more information on this Dutch-language questire, please contact the

corresponding author.






