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Abstract

This paper investigates the relationship betwestesyatic network marketing activity and network keging
performance with the objective of developing arslitgy a model of network marketing performance.

The study of networks and networking within a beseto business marketing environment has been
popularised by researchers following in the ‘nekson markets’ tradition within the IMP framework.
Networking and the practice of network marketing lgaown in popularity with firms seeking to generat
business by referral. However, little is known abthie association between network marketing agtiaitd
networking marketing performance. This study itigedes whether firms which implement a systematic
approach to network marketing achieve more posiivieomes, such as an increase in business refearal
higher market share or an increase in profitabilithen compared with firms which adopt an ad hqaragch
to network marketing. This research identifies arglores a number of factors identified as contiitguto
the strength of business networking relationshipsing the connections between systematic network
marketing activity and network marketing performanc

Data has been collected from a sample of 5000 firmthe West Midlands region of the UK. A
statistical model is being developed to summahse¢lationship between the constructs to devetoptest a
model of network marketing performance.

Keywaords: networks, relationship, embeddednessyar&ing, marketing, performance
1. Introduction

The study of social networks and the linkages betwenicro and macro ties in sociological theory
exemplified by Granovetter (1973), combined witle gharadigm of markets as an exchange typified by
Bagozzi (1975), together underpin much of the ‘aoc@twork theory’ and subsequent ‘networks in mer'ke
approach to understanding the transactional nattiréyadic network constructs 8dansson (1987). The
development of a conceptual framework to investighe linkages between network marketing activitg a
network marketing performance is based on the thebrelationships in networks described by lacabuc
(1996). This study is at the core of the networksnaarkets theorists, conceptualised in the framiewor
developed by Hakansson and Snehota (1995), pravidimethod for understanding networks within a

2



Abstract preview

marketing context. Research undertaken within tmetworks as markets’ field recognises the
interdependencies, interaction and relationshipan@ortant generic aspects of firms’ behaviour aetivork
marketing orientation &kansson (1982). This is seen as the focal firm'ssgective within the dyadic
network construct and was influential in the wigtiaf this paper and the development of a conceptaalel
explaining Network Marketing Performance.

Definitions of the term ‘Network Marketing’ are tigér homogeneous, nor consistent. The study of
networks and networking within a business marketmyironment has been popularised by researchers
following in the ‘networks in markets’ tradition thin the IMP framework. For this study, the termetWork
Marketing'’ is taken to mean the combination of tietaphor ‘network’ being a collection of ‘actorsidatheir
structural connections, in the practice of ‘mankgti defined by lacobucci (1996) as ‘network maikg?t the
study of networks in marketing practiced by ‘netkanarketers’. The practice of ‘Networking’ and tigea
of ‘Network Marketing’ as a means of generating newginess by referral, has been made fashionable by
researchers and marketing practitioners. The digfivs offered for Network Marketing are not always
distinguished from relationship or interaction netikg. In addition, the term Network Marketing (NM)not
exclusive to the practice of networking and shautd is this context be confused with pyramid sellor
multi level marketing. In the development of thappr, Network Marketing (NM) is defined as the (iacof
using business to business (B2B) networks for i@t purpose of marketing products and serviddss
definition is based on the creation, utilisatiord anaintenance of a network between firms, as sup@pdry
Gummesson (1995) and in a synthesis of marketimginelogy, by Coveillo et al (1996). However, Netko
Marketing is still ignored by many firms, possilalye to a perceived lack of accountability. It maythat the
absence of relevant performance measures can fileter from considering ‘Network Marketing’ as a
credible part of the marketing mix. The purposehis paper is to examine the factors influencingwéek
Marketing (NM) activity and their influence on Nedvk Marketing Performance (NMP).

Networking for commercial gain is not new. Firm&aisions have always been influenced by people
(actors) connected to each other through a systdmoth formal and informal networks. Networking oge
firms to their environments and can help to findative solutions for new ways of working as leagnin
organisations Achrol and Kotler (1997, Womastkal. (1990). Business decisions are based on shared
knowledge (Swan et al 1999) and it is common fongi to participate in networking and knowledge sitar
activities Cross and Prusak (2002). Firms use Netwdarketing (NM) as a method of generating new
business opportunities Misner (1994), developed summarised as an interaction approach to business
relationships KEkansson and Snehota (1995). However, the outcorhgdiM), or Network Marketing
Performance (NWP), have rarely been examined uneatitative manner. Earlier research placed empluasi
the context of the network and the environment hicl it operates Eccles and Crane (1988, Ford (1980
Gadde and Mattsson (1987 akénsson (1982). Whilst this identified some of there qualitative issues
surrounding the interdependency and mutual bewmgfitved from the network, subsequent research has
extended the earlier dyadic studies by investigathre concept of connectedness and relationshifisnwi
markets, summarised by lacobucci (1996) and deeelopith further research by Araujo (2004), Chell
(2000), Healyet al. (2001), Mattsson (1997), Mouzasal. (2004), Ottesemt al. (2004), Pages and Shari
(2003), Stokes and Lomax (2002). These studiessiigated the nature of network relationships and
subsequent network analysis has developed from rsiaaheling the nature of interconnected actors to
recognising the interdependence of complex businglssionships, with focus increasingly placed be t
importance of understanding and managing thesdiaeships within business network&trength of
relationship is therefore seen as an importanofantdetermining the success of Network Marketiatjvity.
Relationships in business develop and evolve owee.tExisting theories of network relationships are
frequently based upon an understanding of the aaledimensions of relationship traits, such asttrus
commitment and mutual understanding. Whilst thesdias present an insight into the social aspefctheo
relationship, they often involve only simple exp@ltmry network tasks with low economic benefits. The
stronger network ties based on the interactiveraatli relationships in networks, where actors pgrdte in
collaborative activities associated with achievempnomic goals and gaining financial benefits, rae
closely identified with contemporary research iaspects of networking and relationship performaviedlin
(2005), Ritteret al. (2004), Rustt al. (2004). Relationship performance is defined agp#reeived economic
performance of the jointly acting relationship pest relative to the expectations in that netwavkilst these
studies investigated the nature of network relatigus, network performance measures have moveddsvea
more analytical assessment of relationship bendivtdence has been found of established links é&ertw
networking activities and business relationshipsifgoroving business performance Medlin (2003b}e€#n
et al. (2004), Ritter (2002), Terziovski (2003) Networgimperformance has been used as the dependent
variable for single firm and dyadic network studie$/edlin (2003a). The advantage of an economiti$as
that it offers direct performance indicators relatto commercial expectations. This suggests a emtiom
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between the strength of relationship in a netwafluencing Network marketing (NM) activity and the
economic outcomes attributable to Network Markepegormance (NMP).

The survey will target a statistically represen@atample of firms which meet the sample frame and
screening criteria, each with an equal probabditynclusion to validate the sample. The postavey is
currently being be administered in a four stagecg@se to ensure a high response rate Salant andahill
(1994). Analysis will be subject to a range of istatal testing using proprietary software. Usimgnession
analysis, a statistical model will be developedummarise the relationship between the constrogsedict
the outcome Greenfield (2002). The results wilt tae development of a Network Marketing (NM) mottel
assist in the understanding of what influences Netwlarketing Performance (NMP).

2. Conceptual Framework

The development of a conceptual framework to ingast the linkages between network marketing agtivi
and network marketing performance is based on tleery of relationships in networks suggested by
lacobucci and Hopkins (1992). This study is atdbee of the networks as markets theorists, coneéipéd in

the framework developed by Hakansson and Sneh®&b)1providing a method for understanding networks
and business relationships within a marketing ocdntResearch undertaken within the ‘networks asketar
field recognises the interdependencies, interactiod relationships as important generic aspectérrog’
behaviour and network marketing orientation Feirdl. (1998), Hikansson (1982). Therefore the paradigm of
marketing orientation linking relationships andwatks within the network environment is well estabéd.
The development of the conceptual framework appeatiSigure 1. This draws on the previous research
strands from the firm’s focal perspective, the ratnenvironment and the network atmosphere. Iniqdatr

the linkages between network relationships and odvembeddedness are examined, along with network
attractiveness and network behaviour, togetheridered to be important aspects of a firm's perspeain
Network Marketing (NM) and how this relates to Netlw Marketing Performance (NMP). The framework is
used to investigate the theoretical linkages batwisd activity and NMP.

FIGURE 1
Indicators of Network Marketing Performance
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Relationships are seen as a prerequisite to sdotestworking and the development of inter-firm
relationships. There has been a considerable bbdgsearch investigating the nature and developroént
relationships in networks e.g. Achrol (1997), Arster et al (1994), Hakansson and Snehota (1994Ritter
et al (2002) observe “The ability of a firm to degand manage relations with key suppliers, custsrand
other organisations is a core competence of a fiamjng a direct bearing on a firm's competitiveeagjth
and performance”. From early discussions with ettees in firms willing to collaborate on this resela
project, it became evident that it was not theti@tghip alone but the strength of the relationsbgsed on
the frequency of contact and the degree of mutuadigeficial overlap of networking activity, that ght
prove an important indicator of NM and possibly NMP

The network environment and the idea of networkd@rgpa discernable identity, atmosphere and
therefore degree of attractiveness Ford (1998hdsyesulated in the notion of the network environinesing
the enabler of network embeddedness. There is aeclmk between relationships, the degree of
embeddedness in networks and the resultant ecorewhan, as described by Granovetter (1985). Né¢wor
embeddedness is the degree to which relationshipsrabedded in a network and the resulting sociatlg
identified by Granovetter (1985) and developed Imntlund and Tornroos (1997), investigating the naif
relationships and the exchanges they encompass r@$earch built on the earlier concept of an epaader
network developed by Thorelli (1986), where memluBrgelop close relationships on the basis of recadr
and mutually supportive actions. Research also estggthat where greater attention is directed to
understanding the embedded context within whichdifalic business relationships exist, this provigssful
measures of network performance, including resotnaesferability, relationship cooperation, relasbip
commitment and network identity Anderson andkkhsson (1994). Heterogeneity in dyadic relatigushi
where actor perceptions differ has been examinedugogessive researchers Fetdal. (1998), Greve and
Salaff (2003), lkansson (1982), Holmlund and Tornroos (1997). Figslidescribe the variations in network
perspective linked to network ‘embeddedness’ wliienes having different reasons for joining the netiw
increased their perception of the value of netwmricomes as the degree of embeddedness increabenl Ac
and Kotler (1997), Medlin (2003b), Ritter (2002hehota (2003).

Described as the interactive network process wlyesietors seek to develop close relationships on the
basis of reciprocal and mutually beneficial actstwork behaviour is seen to be a reliable indicatbr
network performance Thorelli (1986). Network beloavi can be seen to have stabilising or destalglisin
consequences on the performance of the networku#inbss network is sustained by dyadic business
relationships, which by their nature are dynamid ean be heavily influenced by the perceived bahavof
actors within the dyadic structure of the netwatkengthening or weakening the network by theiividdal
actions Anderson and &dansson (1994). Network behaviour is a conditionprgcess, influenced by
individuals’ actions with in the group and the netk horizon. Behaviour is bounded by the network
environment, network rules, network traditionsatieinships and business connections. The boundagy m
not be arbitrary but patterns of network behavicam be measured against the actor’s perceptioetafonk
outcomes and network performance. This in turruerices the network identity and reputation, comgw
sense of importance and competence the networlkaagehAchrol and Kotler (1999).

The idea of network attractiveness being a desrablality from a firm's focal perspective is an
established social phenomena, recognised withiralsgoups or networks as a prelude to social auéon
Granovetter (1973). The conceptualisation of thérenment of the firm as being socially bounded hasn
questioned in organisation theory and resourcerabpee theory Miles and Snow (1986). However, digwi
on this research, Anderson andkansson (1994) stressed the importance of sodralciveness in dyadic
business relationships and the environment in whigly operate. This idea was endorsed by Gadde and
Mattsson (1987) and whilst these researchers gesestdhe social exchange perspective on dyadatioels
and social exchange networks, all agree that exygheglationships are contingent on network attvaotss.

A firm's network perspective provides the contert freviewing prospective network identity and the
perceived attractiveness (or repulsiveness) ofxahange partner, or network of connected businagsgrs
Hakansson and Snehota (1989). The concept of netwttriactiveness being influenced by network
relationships, network embeddedness and networavibalr within the overall network environment, ees

as the focal firm’s perspective within the dyadetwork construct and was influential in the devetept of
the NM conceptual framework in Figure 1.

3. Conceptual Model
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The notion of network competence and network peréorce, being the outcomes of networking activiy, i
conceptualised by Ritter (2002) as a firm spedifiaracteristic, seen as a two dimensional constnachely
task execution and qualifications. The resultsiofilar research found network competence to beetyos
linked with market orientation and a firm’'s overaiiccess Carsocet al. (1995), Freist al. (2003), Medlin
(2003a), Medlin (2003b), Ritteet al. (2004). The dyadic nature of network relationshigisere actor
perceptions differ, presents a problem for resemsclseeking a quantifiable approach relying on Emp
aggregation to analyse actor constructs. Medlir03BD offers an insight into network performanceeoias
upon firms’ perceptions within a single and muttvél framework, defining relationship performanse“he
perceived economic performance of the jointly agtielationship parties, relative to the expectationthat
network”, introducing relationship performance &g tdependant variable in dyadic studies. The nétwor
concepts and outcomes exist within a network enwirent and together influence the nature of the odw
exchange from a network perspective. The netwosksnarkets approach to understanding the variety of
resources that can be exchanged has been summiritsmbbucci (1996), as a set of relationshipsetias
upon a number of exchanges, of which the finaramal economic exchange is perhaps the most obunoars i
business context to measure the economic valudeofnetwork relationship. The financial benefitsaof
network relationship are a major factor in desagbinetworking success Dennis (2000). The positive
outcomes of networking activity identified by Mclghlin and Horan (2000) also suggest that the firghnc
aspects of a networking relationship are a majctofecontributing to networking success. Howevieg, short
term nature of economic considerations alone maybeoa long term indicator of network marketing
performance and wider measures involving networkpetence Ritter (2002) have been sought. As atresul
posit that Network Marketing Performance (NMP) epdndent on the concept of network attractiveness,
networking behaviour, the degree of embeddedness samngth of relationship. This has led to the
development of the conceptual model at Figure 2.

FIGURE 2
Conceptual Model
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The dyadic nature of network relationships whereraperceptions differ, can present a problem for
researchers seeking a quantifiable approach retyingimple aggregation to analyse actor constrivesllin
(2003b) provides a view of network performance Hagpon firms' perceptions within a single and multi
level framework, introducing relationship or netkiog performance as the dependant variable in dyadi
studies. The network marketing indicators identifeove in Figure 2 and as described below, prothde
basis for analysing and measuring the impact ofd¢livity on NMP.

Network Attractiveness

The idea of networks having a discernable idenatynosphere and therefore degree of attractiveagss
described by Ford (1998), is encapsulated in thmmaf the network environment and the resultiogial
bonds and inherent attractiveness suggested ediietGranovetter (1985). The notion of network
‘attractiveness’ is recognised as being problenizizause of the interconnectedness of the termsusiding
phrases like network environment and network atmesgp in Holmlund and Tornroos (1997) but firms
appreciating the relative attractiveness of embdduktworks perceive distinct differences in reatietwork
performance Ritteet al. (2004). Attractiveness is recognised to be an mapb constituent in network
identity and can lead to other actors’ initiatitesestablish a relationship, akin to social attcactind social
network ties Granovetter (1973). This is supporbgdrespondents who had a clear perspective on what
constituted an ‘attractive’ network and its likalppact on business performance outcomes. Basetheon t
findings of this research, | put forward my firgbposition:

P:: Greater network attractiveness will have a pesitimpact on network marketing performance.

Networking Behaviour

Networking behaviour is described as the interactietwork process whereby actors seek to devetse cl
relationships on the basis of reciprocal and mutuléneficial actions Thorelli (1986). The natureda
behaviour within the dyadic relationship is chagased by length of relationship, frequency of eeht
network competence, commitment, trust, experiemcehe social bonds which affect networking behaviou
Behaviour conditions the mutual interactions betwaetors in a network and defines the nature ofittaelic
relationship Fordet al. (2003). Networking behaviour is considered to beel@ble indicator of network
marketing performance Ritter (2002) and is likely have a positive impact on network marketing
performance. The idea of reciprocal networking bahaal traits resulting in shared networking
opportunities is widely accepted by participantsthis study. Based on these findings, | put forwarg
second proposition:

P,: Stronger networking behaviour will have a positimpact on network marketing performance.

Degree of Embeddedness

The degree to which an actor firm is embedded ietavork relates to the linkages of economic actod
outcomes, the actors’ dyadic relations and the allvestructural, economic and social dimensions raf t
network Holmlund and Tornroos (1997). The importand ‘embeddedness’ in actor network relations is
recognised by Hakansson (1987) with the extentsoiifluence on networking outcomes dependent en th
nature of the relationships between actor firms @@t commitment to create positive outcomes. Noekw
embeddedness is the subject of a considerable dfoddsearch into network relationships Greve andfa
(2003), Hakansson and Snehota (1995), Holmlund and Tornr@®97, Ritteret al. (2004), Young and
Wilkinson (2004). Based on the evidence suggedipgsitive impact when linking network embeddedness
and relationships with network marketing outconhgmit forward my third proposition:

P;: Greater network embeddedness will have a positipact on network marketing performance.

Strength of Relationship

Relationships in networks is recognised as a afifactor in how people in firms interact with eamther and

is central to marketing performance lacobucci (3998ucial to the idea of a network relationshiisadic
co-operation, avoiding conflict and creating an iemmment of trust, mutual benefit and what lacolucc
(1996) terms as ‘positively valanced influencets@s, creating high performance dyads that wilinf the
core of the networks in which they are located’e Btonomic value of relationships in networks is\plex
but critical to understanding the potential thecpered benefits of the relationship Fadal. (2003). The
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resultant discussion is centred on ‘managing n&twelationships’ with the emphasis on hub firms and
strategic network alliances Rittetral. (2004). The extent to which firms are able to ‘g relationships’ is
the subject of continuing research, with opposiieyve attributed to the difference between intergiand
unintentional networking Moller and Svahn (2003)véh that respondents to this survey have an active
interest in networking outcomes derived from depieg business relationships, the suggestion tihahger
relationships will have a positive influence ofwetking marketing performance forms the basis offouwyth
proposition:

P,: Stronger networking relationships will have aipes impact on network marketing performance.

Network Marketing Performance (NMP)

The notion that Network Marketing (NM) will havepmsitive impact on Network Marketing Performance
(NMP) is at the core of this research proposal @adides the background to this study to develaptast a
model of network marketing performance. NMP is astnict that is thought to have a positive impatt o
business performance as suggested by Medlin (2@08)will influence business outcomes, such as the
number of referrals, volume of new business, satesket share and profitability. This research eiamine

the strengths and the constraints associated viitR.N

Linking NM activity with measures of NMP is suffubevith difficulty. Marketing as a business
discipline, has been slow to adopt standard messoirgperformance compared to finance or production
Lehmann (2004). Marketing has tended to focus dessa@esults, market share and measures of customer
satisfaction but rarely the impact of marketingigsiens on the overall financial performance andraquity
of the firm Rustet al. (2004). Recognising the difficulties of obtainingeaningful financial performance
measures from firms, led to the realisation thathkrceived financial and economic benefits of pnetimg
were likely to offer a realistic view of networkimgerformance Chell (2000) and Medlin (2003), allegvfor
a direct comparison between NM activity and NMPadtdition to analysing the nature of the dyadievoek
constructs within the business to business netwaiketing environment, it is important to assessrthture
and performance of relationships in the networkid&1§2000), McLoughlin and Horan (2000), O'Donretll
al. (2001), Ottesemt al. (2004), Tongue (2004). Whilst there is circumstrdvidence linking NM activity
with business performance, relatively few reseagtave sought to quantify the benefits of disdelma
NMP. The difficulty associated with measuring tix¢éeat of networking activity within network constts is
confirmed by Chell (2000) and supported by Den83d0Q). Meanwhile McLoughlan and Horan (2000) and
Medlin (2003) see financial aspects of the netwet&tionship as a major factor in describing anésuoeing
network performance.

4. Method

The proposed research method is based on a segmrsicess Sekaran (1992). Establishing a systemati
approach is also considered important to ensursistemcy of data across geographic and marketrsecto
lacobucci and Churchill (2002). The decision tdisgia quantitative research methodology based larga-
scale cross-sectional mail survey of firms withidedined geographical area, is driven by the neetbliate
multivariate data for analysis in order to identifyjkages between formalised network marketing pduces
and network marketing effectiveness. The operatiooacepts will be defined in terms of clear measuo
test the validity of the developed hypotheses Brymaad Cramer (1999).The principal method of data
collection is by mail survey. The unit of analyssndividual firms, segmented by geographic lomatisize
and business sector. Researched firms will be sesdes a continuum of Network Marketing (NM) adies.
Establishing a systematic approach is considergubiitant to ensure consistency of data across geloigra
and market sectors lacobucci and Churchill (200Rhe decision to utilise a quantitative research
methodology based on a large-scale cross-sectinsiilsurvey of firms within a defined geographiaata, is
driven by the need to collate multivariate datadaalysis in order to identify linkages betweemfalised
NM procedures and NMP. The geographic area chasahé survey is the West Midlands Region of the UK
with a diverse economy based on urban and rurargmnges. The West Midlands has a population of
5,365,400 (9% of the GB total), with 197,592 regyistl firms employing 2,376,374 staff, statisticempded

by Sutherland (2007). Manufacturing is still im@ont to the region employing 18,998, but 49% of eypks
are now employed in the service sector, represgriianking, insurance, financial services, propaitgd
business services, health care, social work andatidn. The region’s capital city is Birmingham kvia
population of 1 million people, Source: ONS (2007).
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Twenty depth interviews have been conducted witmdiwhich meet the sample frame criteria at
Director/Chief Executive level. The interviews wesemi-structured and designed around the four relsed
areas of networking competence. The purpose wealigate the survey approach and to provide opmrati
insight into the research area. Each intervieweg evecouraged to nominate additional respondents imho
their opinion, had experience of business to bgsimeetworking and could add knowledge and informed
opinion to the survey, using snowball samplingetatews lasted for 60-90 minutes and were recowdtl
the permission of the respondents for transcripaiber the interview. This followed the persondéimiewing
process recommended by Alreck and Settle (199%mRhis, the survey questionnaire was developed and
pre-tested for ease of comprehension and compleifing a pre-test method suggested by tdualt (1982).

Data Collection

The principal method of data collection is by nmilvey, with an optional on-line web based questiine,
supplemented by telephone interviews. The procepssitivist and empirical in nature, designedetst each
construct in a deductive approach to aid the dewedémt of the survey and improve its reliability.eTh
principle survey instrument is a structured questire. Respondents identified by job title andifess
sector, will be supplemented where appropriatengusi multi-level ‘snowball sampling’ techniqgue Dawe
(1987, Dawes and Lee (1996) to increase partiapand response by identifying other influentiainmbers

of networking groups. By focusing attention on kieg role players, or ‘actors’ in a network, it da@ argued
that these individuals, being influential, enhanbe effectiveness the network and will thereforaed ad
knowledge to the study Cross and Prusak (2002). idéetification of key informants and the issue key
informant competence Phillips (1981), has beenestdd in the survey design by ensuring informanetsit
CEO or senior executive level identified by jobletit years of service, membership of networking
organisations and by personal networking experieBgeusing a series of multi-stage sampling teched
through a combination of depth interview and postalvey and telephone, the ‘snowball sampling’ pssc
will identify others in the network and producerass-validated list of respondents and networks might
otherwise be difficult to access Moriarty and Spakn(1984). Participants identified in the deptteiview
pilot survey, confirmed the firms’ characteristidhe degree to which they are involved with network
marketing activities, membership of networking greutimescales, the degree to which they are enalgedd
the perception of relative ‘quality’ within the mairks and their experience of the outcomes. The saivey
will target a statistically representative sampte5000 firms which meet the sample frame and séngen
criteria, each with an equal probability of inclusito validate the sample Bryman and Cramer (1999,
Creswell (2003, Greenfield (2002). The postal symél be administered in a four stage processrsuee a
high response rate Salant and Dillman (1994). W major phases of data collection are; 20 in-depth
interviews with Directors of firms acknowledgedlie ‘active networkers’ followed by the large scalail-
survey addressed to named executives, with theropfian on-line survey to access respondents ewittail
address information.

Data Analysis

Measures and scales for each of the key constmitithe developed to test the emerging hypotheses.
Individual perceptions of network marketing perfamoe will vary within individual firms and that the
measures will need to reflect this variance, regg that respondents may be aware and involved in
different aspects of the network marketing procésseries of indicators will be identified for eaoh the
constructs to be developed from the propositiontradtiveness P Behaviour B, Embeddedness;P
Relationship B Analysis will be subject to a range of statistitaedting using proprietary software. Using
regression analysis, a statistical model will beetigped to summarise the relationship between dhstoucts

to predict the outcome Greenfield (2002). The teswlll test the development of a network marketingdel
which will assist in the understanding of what didintes Network Marketing Performance.

5. Discussion

Initial findings from the 20 depth interviews infoed the subsequent development of the survey
gquestionnaire. The terminology was ‘operationaligedassist respondents’ understanding, for exartipde
term ‘embeddedness’ was replaced with the phrastvorking group membership’, which following the
guidelines suggested by Alreck and Settle (1998)pldied the questionnaire language and improveel t
respondents’ understanding and reduced the timéreehjto complete the questionnaire, in line witk pre-
test survey process Huetal. (1982). The main survey instrument, the questioan& designed for OCR
(optical character recognition) with a mix of Likéf point scaled questions and single answer qresti
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supplemented with a limited number of descriptivesveers to complete the 38 questions. The survey is
anonymous and is administered by a mail fulfiimeotise to comply with the Data Protection Act anal th
Market Research Society code of conduct.

The sample frame screening process requires rdsptmto be a member of one or more business
networking group, networking club professional asastion or professional institution. This is to are that
respondents have sufficient working knowledge af business to business networking environment and
processes to be able to contribute to the survdgasnformants. This was tested during the deptérview
phase and assisted in refining the networking testogy used in the questionnaire. A large sample is
required to capture the wide range of businessar&talubs and professional organisations in thgeiaarea,
the West Midlands Region in the UK with nearly W) registered firms, where a sample of 2.5% 010500
named executives in all types of firm should prevadcomprehensive picture of networking activitythva
desired response rate of 10%. The survey encounagkiple responses from different actors withie game
firm to corroborate evidence of network marketimgj\daty. Survey results will be analysed during 800ith
findings available from later in the year. The gsé is part of a PhD project conducted by the@uth
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