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Abstract

In business networks, strategic actions are bealideebe guided by actors’ subjective views or
perceptions of their surroundings. Researchers twnsider these perceptions as important for
understanding network related phenomena. Despie thcognized importance, there has not been
much research aimed at developing a way to sysitestigtcapture these perceptions. The purpose
of this paper is to show how actors’ subjectivemgeof the business network can be analysed using
the research device of network pictures. This imeddy developing an empirically derived
dimensional model for capturing different aspedtsm actor’'s subjective view. Furthermore, we
explore the network picture of one respondent engXify how the developed device can be applied
and to show what may result from its usage. We #lisstrate how the research device of network
pictures allows identifying differences betweeniwlials and how there seem to be ‘types’ of ways
of perceiving the business network. This is accoshpd via a clustering analysis of 49 network
pictures from respondents within two different netks. This paper therefore represents a
methodological contribution through the developmefta tool that may change researchers’
practices in understanding business networks. Adh,sit enriches the literature on business
networks, inter-organizational cognition, and &gat decision-making. Furthermore, as a
managerial contribution it provides managers whih theans to analyse their own as well as others’
perceptions of the business network, and also poex the potential consequences of perceiving the

business environment in certain terms.
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Network Pictures as a Research Device:

Developing a Tool to Capture Actors’ Perceptions irDrganizational Networks

1. Introduction

Within the industrial network approach (Hakanssow dohanson 1992), research on industrial
systems is based on the principle that companies eanbedded in a complex network of
interconnected relationships (Axelsson and Eas@®2;1Hakansson and Snehota 1989). Researchers
that draw on this approach believe that individual$hose interacting companies (un)consciously
develop frameworks which help them to deal with tdoenplexity of the business network, thus
guiding their interactions (Mattsson 1985, 198MisTidea that actors’ actions are conditioned by
their perceptions, or cognitive schemata, is cipaskociated with basic principles of sense-making
theory (Weick 1979a). Ford et al. (2002a) suggesteaoncept of network pictures to conceptualise
this interrelation between cognition and actionbusiness networks. Although the concept of
network pictures has been used frequently in thangtiterature on business networks (D. Ford and
Redwood 2005; Mouzas et al. 2008; Oberg et al. 2B@hrmus and Henneberg 2006), it has only
infrequently been operationalised (Henneberg e2@06; Ramos 2008). There is a recognized need
to develop a way to capture individual actors’ dtge schemata on network characteristics
(Henneberg et al. 2010; Welch and Wilkinson 200%) this is the main focus of this paper.

This paper addresses the methodological challehgpeavationalizing network pictures as a research
device, i.e. a tool that once developed would allesearchers and practitioners to ‘see’ what an
actor picture of the business network is about.aMbrace this challenge by empirically deriving a
dimensional model that we believe captures, in stesyatic way, individual perceptions of the
network. Besides showing how it the model is detjvee illustrate its usage. This paper thus
represents a methodological contribution to reseayn business networks and to the intra-
organizational cognitive field: it shows how itpsssible to encapsulate actors’ views of the world,

on an inter-organizational level, with a structudihensional model. It also contributes specificall
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to the clarification and enrichment of the growilitgrature on the concept of network pictures.
Additionally, the paper embodies a managerial doation by providing managers with a tool that
allows them to better understand how they and stperceive their business network. This sensitises
them regarding the consequences of perceiving seroundings in a specific way and helps them
develop a more appropriate way of perceiving things

We begin by putting forward a discussion of theotleéical cornerstones underlying the construct of
actors’ views of the network and of network picgies a research device. A theoretical structure for
the construct of network pictures is then suggeslidds is followed by a discussion of the
methodological choices made to develop networkupist as a research device, leading to the
presentation of the dimensional model of netwodtyses that resulted from the empirical study. To
exemplify what can result from the usage of theettgyed tool, we analyse the network picture of
one individual, and as a result of a clusteringyas, four network picture structures are presgnte
In a final section we draw some conclusions onvaleality and usefulness of the developed tool,
with the main methodological, theoretical and mamed) contributions and implications of this

paper also being addressed in this concludingaecti

2. Network pictures as actors’ views of the world

For the past 20 years, research in the traditiothefindustrial network approach (Hakansson and
Johanson 1992; Hakansson and Snehota 1995) hadrpegnto achieve a better understanding of
organizational network-related issues. Businessvarét researchers have been developing new
models and considering better ways of looking atabmplexity that characterises industrial systems
(Axelsson and Easton 1992; Hakansson and Sneh8®).1Bhe importance of considering actors’
perceptions of the world to gain an understandihgusiness relationships and networks has been
frequently highlighted in the organizational netwditerature (J. Anderson et al. 1994; Mattsson
1985, 1987). Research posits that each actor hadsdiosyncratic and evolving view of the
surrounding network, interactingfi the basis of their perceptidn@dakansson and Snehota 1995,

p. 34). The relevance of managers’ cognitive stmast has only recently been conceptually
4



Abstract preview

discussed in the business network literature wiaodel of managing in networks (I. D. Ford et al.
2002a). This model suggests a close interrelatietwvéen actors’ Views of the netwotk(p. 5),
defined by the authors as network pictures, andrgichetworking activities and network outcomes.
Network pictures are said to b&hé basis for ...[actors’] perceptions of what iagpening around
them and of their actions and reactions in the oekv(p. 4). The interconnection between the
model's three elements highlights the idea that ibhsiness network is in fact a varying thing
depending on what actors’ believe it to be (I. Drd=et al. 2002a; Hakansson and Snehota 1995).
Antedating the concept of network pictures, cert@ncepts within the business network literature
referred to similar ideas. The most relevant onesewnetwork theories (Johanson and Mattsson
1992; Mattsson 2002), network horizon (J. Andersbral. 1994; Holmen and Pedersen 2003),
network maps (Borders et al. 2001), ideas or scleifvdelch and Wilkinson 2002), and network
insights (Mouzas et al. 2008). None of these caisceps nevertheless ever been used as a research
device. The concept and relevance of actors’ stibbgewiews can also be traced to other bodies of
literature, as for instance in the strategic mansayd research on competitive groups (Hodgkinson et
al. 2004; Osborne et al. 2001; Porac et al. 198%hls&rt 1989) or organizational behaviour research
(Langfield-Smith 1992; Meindl et al. 1994; Sprol81; Walsh and Fahey 1986).Concepts such as
cognitive strategic groups, cognitive maps, causabs or belief structures were frequently utilised
in these fields. The recognised importance of attaews is something that has thus recurrently
been addressed in varied areas of knowledge.

The association between the notion of network psstuand sense-making theory has recurrently
been emphasised. Organizational sense-making grtleess through which individuals try to make
sense or try to find a logic for their encompassiayking scenario by unconsciously developing
frameworks that guide their behaviour (Weick 196%hese frameworks are also known as
“cognitive structurés(Johanson and Mattsson 1992, p. 186)faarhes of referenégCantril 1941,

p. 20). Sense-making is an ongoing activity, ingbase that the developed frameworks are modified
whenever necessary, that is to say whenever thetewn individual is confronted with is not

coherent with the expectations drawn from his/mameworks (Louis 1980; Weick 1979a, 1995).
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Sense-making can be understood as encompassirtzasimaspects: Ihe proces®f sense-making,
and 2)the outcomef the sense-making process, i.e. individual fraor&s (Weick 1979b). Network
pictures are frequently referred to as organizafioretwork actors’ sense-making devices or tools
(Henneberg et al. 2006; Mouzas et al. 2008; Oberg.2006; Ramos et al. 2005; Rohrmus and
Henneberg 2006), and it corresponds to the framewwt results from sense-making. Moreover,
the interconnection between network pictures, ngkimg and network outcomes suggested in the
literature (I. D. Ford et al. 2002a) reflects #ense-making ongoing cycle and the dynamic nature
that underlies network pictures.

So far, the idea of network pictures as correspando the way an actor views the surrounding
business network provided a conceptual basis (Fddd et al. 2002a). However, Ford et al. (2006)
have recently put forward a different definitioraysg that network pictures are in fach “
conceptualisation by the observer of the netwoekvsi of the participants, [...] a representational
technique that aims to capture or illustrate vieWmt specific actors have of the networked
environment within which they operatgp. 2). According to this definition, network pizes are
defined as an instrument that can be used eitheedBarchers or managers to interpret how actors
perceive their surroundings. It is important torifjathe main differences between the two
definitions that can be found in the literature foetwork pictures. When network pictures are
defined as an actor view of the world, then theylzlieved to be (unconsciously) created / used by
individuals and to result from their sense-makimgcpss in organizational networks. On the other
hand, if network pictures are defined as a resedesfce, then the concept is about a tool that once
developed (by researchers) will allow researcheds@actitioners to (consciously) create their own
picture of what an actor view of the business netwe about. Given that our research is developed
around the idea that it is possible to develop sarchnstrument, the research builds on the most
recent definition, i.e. network pictures are a aeslk device. The need to develop such a tool, or to
identify the dimensions a researcher should logktdocapture actors’ subjective perceptions, was
underlined by Welch et al. (2002). These authoasnclthat fesearch is needed to identify and

measure the key dimensions of the mental maps hysédms to understand their relations and
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network (p. 44) and also thatmore generally, there is a need to develop ways@dsuring the
dimensions of business actors’ mental models, tbedn-use or schemagWelch and Wilkinson
2002, p. 43). Mattsson (2005a, 2005b) adds one me@®on why it is important to capture actors’
perceptions. According to this author's work on performative perspective on markets’, the
development of the concept of network pictures @¢debd to an understanding of ‘practitioner
theories’, resulting in the possibilities for acades integrate these (informal) theories with the
development of (formal) theories concerning busmestworks.

There have been previous attempts to operationddeseoncept of network pictures (Henneberg et
al. 2006). These authors deconstructed actors’ arktpwictures into eight interrelated dimensions,
namely boundaries, directionality, power, time $ktaenvironment, focus, actors / resources /
activities and centre / periphery. They observed ttot every dimension included in their model was
used by every respondent in their drawing or regrgion of their surroundings. The authors
identified network pictures’ subjectivity and appriateness to specific situations, as well as their
purpose, being the reasons why there were varg@tamongst the aggregated network pictures’
composition. There is one basic principle undegythe model developed by Henneberg et al.
(2006): network pictures are defined as networkras¢nse-making tools. This assumption explains
the reason why some dimensions of the model contidb@ found in the representations provided by
respondents: some of the identified dimensions weteconsidered important by the respondents,
who therefore did not use them in their representaif the business network. However, if network
pictures were defined as a research device, thisdvmt be the case. The way an actor perceives the

surroundings would be characterised along all threedsions identified for the model.

3. Theoretically derived structure of network pictures

Companies are embedded in a network of intercoada@&lationships, being connected to all other
companies in direct or indirect ways (J. Andersbale1994; Axelsson 1992; Havila 1996; Laage-
Hellman 1989), leading some authors to claim thatd is one single network in the world. This

network encompasses every actor, resource andtaatithe world:the network (J. Anderson et al.
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1994; Easton and Araujo 1992; I. D. Ford et al. Z0)0 However, practitioners choose to ‘see’
certain aspects of the network (J. Anderson e1@94), subjectively establishing whesenetwork
begins and ends (I. D. Ford et al. 2002a; D. Foral.€2003). Reviewing the literature (J. Anderson
et al. 1994; Easton and Araujo 1992; |. D. For@letl998; Hakansson and Snehota 1995), we put
forward thata network comprises the following elements: 1) seald structure, 2) processes and 3)
positioning. Each actor may see different thingsefach of these elements, and what and how they
see it definestheir network picture. We suggest that if this set oénatnts parsimoniously
encapsulates all the things an actor may see fingnisurrounding network, then it corresponds & th
structure of network pictures, one that is theoedty derived from the existing literature on buesa

networks.

This structure forms an initial operationalisatimnthe construct of network pictures. The need to
identify this structure was mostly associated wiite need to develop an interview guide that could
then be used to collect relevant data (Krippend2®fi4). We briefly describe each of the identified
elements of network pictures:

3.1. Scale and structure of the network

The scale of a network is defined by the numberactors an individual identifies in his/her
surrounding network. An actor can only consideimmatéd number of these players (J. Anderson et
al. 1994; I. D. Ford et al. 2002a; Holmen and Pseler2001; Holmen and Pedersen 2003).The
structure or constitution of the network is defingdthe nature of the actors and resources that the
individual sees (I. D. Ford et al. 1998). Reviewthg business network literature, we identify three
dimensions that define the structure of the netwadtors’ resources, aspirations and problems (D.
Ford et al. 2003; D. Ford and Havila 2003; Hakansmad Snehota 1995). Actors resources may be
defined by their internal assets, as well as by tleéationships (Gadde et al. 2003; Hakansson and

Snehota 1995) and position occupied in the netwddhanson and Mattsson 1992; Low 1997;
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Mattsson 1987; Salmi 1996). Actors aspirations dimte one of the reasons why actors establish
relationships, that is to accomplish their goalspifations reflect actors’ expectations of sucadssf
achievement (Johanson and Mattsson 1985; WilsorJanttania 1993). Finally, one important way
of analysing how actors relate to other is throtlghidentification of problems within the network
(I. D. Ford et al. 1998): what problems and undetis actors face when purchasing and selling a
product/service and the extent they count on tb@imterpart skills to provide a solution (D. Ford
and Havila 2003).

3.2. Processes of the network

The processes of the network are about the rekdtipa that take place between the interacting
actors: the network actor bonds, resource ties aoitvity links, or substance of relationships
(Hakansson and Snehota 1995). Actor bonds are edefiony the extent to which the following
qualities can be found in a relationship (Hakansk®82; Sutton-Brady 2000): power (Hallen et al.
1991; Low 1997; Pfeffer 1981), commitment (Gundlathal. 1995; Hardwick and Ford 1986),
closeness (D. Ford 1980; Nielson 1998), trust (Mwaaor et al. 1992; Nielson 1998), cooperation (H.
Anderson and Havila 1993; Easton and Araujo 1982pectation (H. Anderson and Havila 1993;
Gross et al. 1957; Katz and Kahn 1966) and undedstg (Hallen and Sandstrom 1991). Regarding
resource ties, each company holds a resource tolemcluding technical and commercial
resources, administrative know-how and tangiblenel&s (e.g. man-power, equipment, plant and
knowledge). Resources that are transferred or foened in the network may therefore assume
distinct natures: human, informational, relatiorfalancial, organizational, legal or physical (Hunt
and Morgan 1995). Finally, activities may refledher a transfer or a transformation of resources
between actors (Hakansson and Johanson 1992).

3.3. Positioning in the network

The position a particular actor occupies in thewmogk may be determined by that actor’s
surrounding and co-existing web of actors, resowaestellation and activity patterns and by the

actor bonds, activity links and resource ties incltthat particular actor is involved in (Hakansson
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and Snehota 1995). When implementing a strategioracby mobilising other actors and their
resources, actors are looking to achieve a bettgtipn (Johanson and Mattsson 1985).

Although the three elements described above parsously encapsulate everything an actor may
see in his/her surrounding, there exists a moreulgted set of dimensions that allow capturing an
actor's perceptions in greater detail. For thissoea we carry out the empirical analysis that is

presented in the following sections.

4. Research methodology and design

Drawing on the method used by Henneberg et aDGR@ operationalize the construct of network
pictures, we propose a two-stage method to developresearch device. As a first stage, the
construct of network pictures is empirically dedvand operationalised. As a second stage, the
quality of the resulting construct is tested: tlmmstruct is used to interpret data with the aim of
assessing its capacity to capture a fairly rich \mayactor view of the network, and to capture
diversity between individuals. Presented below the choices made for the empirical research
underlying this two-stage method (Brito 1999; Easlo95).

The research draws on a social constructionistogabr (Berger and Luckmann 1966). Individuals
are defined as the primary unit of analysis (Yi®3Pas a consequence of network pictures always
being held subjectively by individuals. Forty-nirespondents were included in the data collection
and analysis, made up from individuals who playekies role in a company’s decision-making
process (e.g. CEOs and directors). Respondents seéeted from two distinct networks, expected
to present distinct features regarding their retal structure (Lambe et al. 2000). One represents
‘product network’ that is associated with a longyierelational exchange situation, including
companies connected to the production of plastitainers. All included companies were somehow
associated with a ‘hole-through-the-wall’ produatiand delivery system. Twenty-seven managers
were interviewed from this network (see table 1 figdre 2); most interviews were carried out in

during June, July and October 2005.
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Insert Table 1. and Figure 2.

The other network represents a ‘project networkfoan of short-term relational exchange. A
network of companiesvolved in a project related to the transportatsattor was selected, and
twenty-two respondents were included in this nekwisee table 2 and figure 3). All interviews took

place in March 2006.

Primary data on actors’ views was collected firgtyyvisual eliciting respondents’ representatiohs o
the network, with respondents being required toesgnt on a bland A4 sheet how they ‘see’ their
business surroundings. This technique was undezgdifny textual data to help understanding the
representations: after providing the representatiotheir network, they were asked to explain why
they had represented it in those terms. This wagptamented by a semi-structured interview based
on an interview guide developed by loosely using tiheoretically derived structure for network
pictures. The decision to combine visual and vedadh gathering techniques (Meyer 1991; Tufte
1983; Zuboff 1989) resulted from assuring a greegiability of the collected data (Denzin 1978),
and to provide researchers and respondents witlora structured and clearer idea of what was
being said (Henneberg et al. 2010).

Data reduction was achieved via qualitative congeralysis (Krippendorff 2004). The first part of
this procedure consisted of analysing a sampleseérs transcripts with the help QISR NVivoa
software tool for qualitative analysis; this reedltin the identification of a coding tree. Thisetre
corresponds to an empirically derived structurenfetwork pictures, i.e. a dimensional model with
twenty-one dimensions and corresponding sub-dimassiThe resulting structure is presented in the
following section. The selected transcripts coroesled to interviews conducted in one company
from the ‘product network’, which was chosen forveleping the coding tree mainly because it was

the company where on average respondents spokefraehg and therefore it was considered the
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source of the richest data for identifying the ratvpictures dimensions. The second part of the
content analysis consisted of using the derivedngptree of network pictures for analysing the

forty-two transcripts that were not used in thé@idevelopment of the dimensional model.

5. Empirically derived model of network pictures

In this section the empirically derived structuce the construct of network pictures that resulted
from the first stage of the content data analysisresented. With the aim of establishing somerorde
into the identified dimensions, these were categariinto four groups: focus, weight, consistency
and specificity, and overall view of the surrourgin While a strong subjectivity underlay the

process if integrating subdimensions into the fdiorensions, they intuitively belonged together and

were thus clustered (see figure 4) (Krippendorfd2®. 167).

In Table 3, we present some verbal expressionsh@fseven respondents typically used when
describing their surroundings which allowed clagsd their way of perceiving the network along

the identified dimensions and corresponding subedsions.

The dimensions for the construct of network pictsuveere operationalised in the terms presented
below. The classification of respondents’ Netwoiktites was not aboutequencybut instead
aboutintensity This resulted from the following observationssgecific issue could be mentioned
more frequently by a respondent and yet it mightbethe predominant issue of his perception of
the network; also, some specific issues were ifledtby their omission in the interview and not by
explicit statements or explicit comments. Therefamstead of defining sub-dimensions in terms of

what individuals most regularly talked about, thegre described in terms of hostrongly or
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intensivelythey spoke and probably thought about somethimg. definition ofintensity resulted
from evaluating the passion or strength associaiéd each possible sub-dimension of a particular

dimension.

5.1.Dimensional Group 1 - Focus

Dimension 1.1 Actors This dimension can be used to classify how aorguoerceives the world
when it comes to selecting what they consider béieg‘focal’ actor or groups of actors. Three
possible sub-dimensions were identified for thimelsion: respondents described their surroundings
placing greater emphasis on 1) themselves, 2) erctimpany they worked for and/or 3) on the
surrounding actors.

Dimension 1.2. Processes An actor may think with greater intensity abdbe different of
element(s) of relationships. Respondents placedtgrdéocus 1) on actor bonds, 2) on resource ties
and/or 3) on activity links.

Dimension 1.3. Actors/processe#\n actor may think about his/her surroundinga ast of relevant
actors (networks as elements of scale and strjocbwf@nd in terms of relationships between those
actors (network as the element of processes). Rdepts either placed greater emphasis 1) on the
surrounding actors or/and 2) on the relationshgig/ben and with those actors.

Dimension 1.4. Actors’ featuresAn actor may think about actors more intensivelierms of some
structural features than other. Respondents plgosater emphasis on actors’ 1) resources, on their
2) aspirations or/and on their 3) problems.

Dimension 1.5. Time span An actor may think with different levels of imigty about distinct
periods of time. Respondents placed greater foros past events, 2) on present events or/and 3) on
future events.

Dimension 1.6. Function This dimension allows classifying how an acterderstands his/her
surroundings in terms of its multi-disciplinary caeter. This can be achieved by identifying whether

there is any particular function the actor placesater emphasis on. Respondents centred their
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attention 1) solely on their own function, 2) sglein someone else’s function, or 3) on several

functions. In the latter case, they do not haveretional focus.

5.2. Dimensional Group 2 - Weight:

Dimension 2.1. Normative An actor may know what should or should not le@edin his/her
surroundings so that success can be achieved indsgspractices. Respondents held a 1) normative
view or 2) a non-normative one. In some casesporagmts could be said holding a normative view
with respect to some aspects, and a non-normatieevith respect to other aspects.

Dimension 2.2. Moral- The way an actor perceives the world may extdifferent levels of an
underpinning moral philosophy. Respondents werkeeishown as having 1) a sense of what
should/should not happen in their surroundings)dnedd a view without specific moral standards.
Again, they could show different positions regagddifferent aspects of their surroundings.
Dimension 2.3. Knowing what is going okVhilst an actor may consider it important toaveare of
what is taking place in the surroundings, no maitaw much it is related to his/her activity, other
may not. Respondents considered knowing what wasgygan in their surroundings as 1) being
important or as 2) not being important. Some shodifférent positions on this matter regarding
different aspects of their surroundings.

Dimension 2.4. Internal procedures An actor may consider knowing what is going onthin’
actors (i.e. their internal processes) as mor@ss televant for their business activity. Respotsden
either chose to 1) highlight the internal procedumesociated with their own company and/or other
companies, or 2) they preferred talking mostly akedernal procedures between actors instead of

internal ones. Some spoke with the same intenbitytainternal and external processes.

5.3. Dimensional Group 3 — Specificity/Coherence:
Dimension 3.1.Coherence with board’s explicit ickgrit An actor may agree with different intensity
with the principles that the company’s board exllistates for the organization. Respondents eithe

perceived their surroundings in terms that couldsdie be 1) coherent with their company board’s
14
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explicit identity or 2) they were non-coherent wittat identity. Some respondents showed a strong
coherence with their company’s board explicit idlgndn some matters but a strong incoherence on
other matters.

Dimension 3.2. Situation specificityAn actor may think about situations or events vdiffierent
levels of detail. Respondents talked mostly abgugéeneral situations or 2) specific ones. Some
respondents spoke with the same intensity abowdrgeand specific situations.

Dimension 3.3. Actors Specificity An actor may think with distinct levels of deétabout the
surrounding actors. Respondents either talked nmismsively about 1) groups of actors or 2)
specific actors. Some respondents spoke with thne satensity about groups of actors and specific

ones.

5.4. Dimensional Group 4 — Overall View of their Boundings:

Dimension 4.1. StereotypingAn actor may use distinct forms of visual repreagan or framework

to represent the surrounding network, reflectinifedent levels of stereotyping. Respondents either
described their surroundings as a 1) network oca2kome other form of representation such as:
supply chains, chains of value or another visuahfof representation. Some respondents claimed
seeing things in a specific form (e.g. as a suppbin), but spoke in terms that could be descrdsed
those of a network or other.

Dimension 4.2.Consistency An actor may see things in a more or in a less ecehgnsively
coherent way. On a simplified basis, respondetiteeheld an overall 1) consistent view or 2) an in
conflict view. Some respondents were quite consistegarding some aspects of their description
but inconsistent regarding other aspects.

Dimension 4.3. StructurednessAn actor may perceive the world in a more or ldssctured and
organised way. Respondents showed themselves asghapredominantly 1) structured view of
their surroundings or 2) an unstructured one. Soespondents presented a very structured view
regarding some parts of their description of tseimroundings, but a very unstructured one regarding

other parts.
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Dimension 4.4. Stasis An actor may think about the network in more osldgnamic or evolving
terms. Respondents either held a 1) mainly evolview of the network or 2) a mainly static one.
Some respondents showed having a very evolving vegarding some aspects of their description
but quite static regarding other aspects.

Dimension 4.5. BroadnessBroadness is defined in this research project apesand wideness.
Broadness is therefore closely associated, amongr dhings, with the element of scale of the
network, one of the suggested elements of thetaneigve initially suggested for network pictures.
Two situations were identified: respondents eittield a 1) broad view or 2) a narrow view of the
network. Again, some respondents showed havingyalwead view regarding some aspects, but a
quite narrow view for other aspects.

Dimension 4.6. Comprehensivenessomprehensiveness is defined in this research girag the
extent of specificity and detail of knowledge orspecific issue is. No matter how broadly or
narrowly respondents’ perceived the network, thilyee viewed it 1) comprehensively or 2) non-
comprehensively. Some respondents could be saddsome things in a comprehensive way, but
other in a non-comprehensive manner.

Dimension 4.7. Conflict / Collaboration The network entails both conflict and collaboration
situations. Respondents either saw their surrogsdmostly 1) as conflict or 2) as collaboration
between actors. They could also see it as a balasaabination of both.

Dimension 4.8. Actors as Providers for..Aetors provide services of diverse nature to défdr
actors. Respondents saw the surrounding actorsoagders for 1) customised solutions or 2) for
standardised products/services. Some respondertsiyel actors as providers of both customised
and standardised products.

Several of these dimensions are overlapping witlatwias been previously mentioned in the
business network literature. This is the case,ef@mple, for the following dimensions: focus on
actors (D. Ford et al. 2003; Hakansson and FordR0én processes (I. D. Ford et al. 2002b;
Hakansson and Snehota 1995), on actors/processe&ndérson et al. 1994; Hakansson and

Johanson 1992; Mattsson 1985), on function (Ea$8@b), and focus on time span (D. Ford 1980;
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Hakansson 1982; Ravald and Gronroos 1990). Itss die case for the dimensions of normative
weight (Johanson and Mattsson 1992; Mattsson 200#)erence with the company’s explicit
identity (Hakansson and Johanson 1992; Mattssob)l@®erall stereotyping (Gadde et al. 2003;
Hakansson 1982; Mattsson 1987), overall broadnaedscamprehensiveness (J. Anderson et al.
1994; 1. D. Ford et al. 2002a; Holmen and Pedeg#1; Wilkinson and Young 2002) and overall
conflict/cooperation (I. D. Ford et al. 2002a; Doré et al. 2003). On the other hand, some of the
dimensions included in the structure of networkypies have not yet been discussed in the business
network literature (e.g. dimensions of moral wejgihterall consistency and structuredeness). In the
following section, we illustrate what can resulbrfr using this structure by analysing the network

picture of one particular respondent.

6. Using the research device of network pictures

The structure of network pictures in terms of theehsional model was used to interpret how
respondents perceived their surroundings. The n&tpicture of one individual is presented in this
section, serving two purposes. First, it provideslastration of how to use the research device of
network pictures, thus showing that an actor pergef his/her surroundings can be captured in a
structured way. Second, it demonstrates what caschrved with the application of the tool, thus
exemplifying what may result from trying to undewsi how actors perceive their business
surroundings.

The network picture briefly described and interpdein this section is from a respondent who had
been the international technical director for apprately three years at a company in the ‘product
network’, company Alpha. This company was a rigidsfic container producer, with a hole-
through-the-wall production and distribution systdfor a full description and understanding of this
respondent’s network picture, a detailed analysiseach of the twenty-one network pictures
dimensions would be necessary. Due to parsimongiderations, a summary table with the main
characteristics for this respondent’s network pietis presented instead (see table 4); for each

dimension, the sub-dimensions that were found tos&leent to his perception of the business
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network were highlighted. This is followed by adalission of the most unexpected and exemplary

findings for this respondent.

Using the tool has revealed many things that migdtconsidered as common-sense and quite
obvious. Nevertheless, it also brought other figdito the fore that could not have been identified

without it, namely the two key findings set outde!

6.1 A rich description of a network picture

Table 4 reveals how this director unconsciously Baasurroundings in network terms: he perceived
the interconnectedness of the surrounding reldtipss thought about actors and relationships his
company was not directly involved with, and pereeéivactors’ positioning as being dependent on
other actor business activity and strategic pasiig. As a result of seeing his surroundings irhsuc
terms, this director may be expected to be abledémtify potential threats and opportunities
associated with the surrounding interconnectedness.

The dimensional model also showed how the managjdrehdynamic view of the world, perceiving
actors and processes as evolving throughout tiregated about how things used to be in the past
and what they had become. Amongst other issuesptiee in evolving terms about the situation in
the sector and the role of external forces, anditatadationships with other entities of diverseunat

He would thus be expected to show openness towthelsidea of scanning and interpreting
information which may challenge his current framewa\ greater reluctance to change might be
expected if he saw the world in static terms.

The device of network pictures also revealed how director perceived relationships in terms of
human bonding, talking very frequently and inteegivabout relationships’ social atmosphere. He
therefore represented relationships mostly as npattef social interaction between companies and

particular individuals. This director apparentlyotight about relationships in a simplified and
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restricted way, rarely describing them as coordmabf activities or joint development of resources
He hardly ever spoke about any relationship in seohall three of the dimensions: actor bonds,
activity links and resource ties. Given that adionding on which the manager focussed are a key
aspect in the definition of the way actors perceind interact with each other, this respondent may
have an advantage in relation to other directors miay not place as much focus on actor bonding.
On the other hand, an incomplete view of relatigrsimay result in misjudgements when it comes
to managing (in) relationships.

The tool of network pictures exposed how this mandgld a broad and comprehensive view of the
network. The respondent talked about several aeodsprocesses that his company was directly
involved with, including private and public orgaaions. Apart from talking about numerous actors,
he also discussed the distinct relations with aetiveen those actors. He spoke comprehensively
about specific actors, relationships, and the se&eeing the world with such wide scope may
reflect a good capacity to identify further oppaities and threats in the world. It may also be the
case that given the considerable broadness ofiéweg of the world, he may have been prevented
from focusing on what really matters. Moreover, ihgva rich view of the surroundings may reflect
the possibility of interacting and taking decisiansa more ‘informed’ way. It may also indicate a
stronger capacity to identify opportunities andcetis from the surrounding world.

One other aspect which came out quite clearly veas this manager frequently simplified reality;
this might be a technique that helped him to da#l somplexity. For example, he claimed to see a
supply chain when he described a network. A suppbin is considered a traditional stereotyped
framework of business relationships, a much lesspéex way of representing what goes on between
business actors than that obtained via a networgppetive. Given his apparent awareness of the
world’s complexity, he may have claimed to see @pbuchain to gain a sense of control over what
was going on in the surroundings, as well as aeseh$ocus. Moreover, this may be related to his
professional socialisation. Furthermore, it mayalseociated with the attempts by the company he

works for to institutionalise this stereotyped asuinplified view of its business and inter-
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organizational relationships. Finally, seeing tie¢éwork as a supply chain may be related to what is

considered the norm in this sector of plastic coets.

6.2. Contradictory outcomes in the way the respamtdeerceives the world

Using the tool of network pictures to interpretsthirector’s beliefs also resulted in a set of tdie
contradictions. That is, outcomes that went agawlsat business network theory or previous
research on cognitive science would posit. Thesetradictions differ from the notion of
inconsistency associated with dimension €£ar(sistency where contradictory statements occurred
at different points in the same interview. Some negi@s of the contradictions found for this
respondent are set out below.

To begin with, according to an early study on delecperception by Dearborn and Simon (1958),
there is a relation between managers’ functionaa avork experiences and their understanding of
business situations. In the pioneer study condubtethese authors, when asked to think about a
problem from a company-wide perspective, managéiewved having a selective perception
conditioned by their functional areas, perceivimiely or mainly the aspects of the situation that
were associated to the activities and aims of tthegartments. Managers’ perceptions could thus be
expected to be conditioned by their functional sré@ougherty 1992; Hambrick and Mason 1984;
Hodgkinson and Johnson 1994; Lawrence and Lors6i)1€onsidering this identified departmental
bias underlying managers’ problem identificatiore acknowledged several contradictions for this
director's network picture. Firstly, given thatgshnanager’'s main function was in the technical area
of project development, he was expected to plastamger emphasis on resource ties and activity
links and not so much on actor bonding. As an “outfunction” (Miles and Snow 1978) the
technical area of project development emphasizesathrand the search for new field opportunities
and is responsible for supervising and adjustirglpcts and markets. As such, this function could be
expected to imply a strong activity linkage andotese tying between parties. Another unexpected
outcome concerned the focus the manager placedfferedt time periods. Although he appeared to

have a clear view of what was going on his surrcuggland was involved mainly in a function that
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conditioned relationships and the company’s stiatetjrection, he was also sometimes quite
tentative and non committal with regards to what waing to happen in the future, reflecting a
limited emphasis on output in the company’s sgat@Hambrick and Mason 1984). Given the high
responsibly that his role implies it would be exXeécthat strategic planning for the future would be
in the forefront of his mind. These contradictiamroborate with some of the findings by Walsh’s
(1988) on selectivity and selective perception.sTauthor replicated and extended Dearborn and
Simon’s empirical study to find that contrary toavthose authors had reported, only some managers
held belief structures that could be said beingdd@ned by their functional area work experience.
Walsh (1988) found that some managers that showethdy a strong functional-area orientation
within their belief structures were working in dfdient area from that reflected in their orierdaati
additionally, there was not much evidence of “phrakinformation processing” (p. 888), with
managers being able to identify problems and uenration from domains that were diverse from
those functions that they were directly involvedhki This seems to be the situation for the director
whose network picture we are discussing. It mayctee that, and as Walsh (1988) suggested, this
manager’s belief structure is conditioned by himpany’s strong culture, or by the other functions
that he has been exposed to throughout his lifengck and Mason 1984), or it can even be
conditioned by some training sessions he has atendhis would explain some of the
inconsistencies described above.

Furthermore, previous research developed on th&erbif knowledge structure at the individual
level, shows that variations in experience resuldifferences in schema content (Fiske et al. 1983;
Larkin et al. 1980; Wagner 1987): individuals withore experience hold more extensive and
detailed schemata than those with less experidnggy{o and Carroll 1985). Because this manager

had been in the business for a considerable pefitiche, he was therefore expected to hold a more

! 1t is worth pointing out that there was also néveless some evidence that supported the ideadnaagers’ functional
orientations conditioned to a certain extent thmdtief structures. For example it was found thabfagers with a
marketing belief structure identified more externm@nagement problems and requested more externsgament
information than managers in the human relationsgemeralists groups” ( Walsh, 1988, p. 888).
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complete view of relationships and describe theteims of their three dimensions (i.e. actor bonds,
activity links and resource) and not simply or niyaas actor bonds.

The features of network pictures indicated in thevipus paragraphs as contradictory with previous
research on cognitive science were also found twohé&adictory with the IMP theory. Regarding the
dimension Focus on Processes, one of the underlgie@s of the AAR Model (Hakansson and
Johanson 1992) is that actor bonds, activity liakd resource ties are a useful set of descripfors o
relationships when taken together. Relationshipsbatieved to be “not single dimensional and the
business marketer needs to analyse them multi-ciimeally” (I. D. Ford et al. 2002b, p. 44). All
relationships integrate to a greater or lesseméxiteo the three mentioned dimensions, and treee |
strong interdependence between them (D. Ford e2(dl3; Hakansson and Snehota 1995). This
manager was thus expected to perceive relationstsgzeing three-dimensional. The contradiction
found for the dimension Focus on Time Spam, can laéssaid contradictory with the IMP Theory.
Relationships are made up by a series of episadeslving exchange and adaptation processes
between the engaged parties along the severakstagievelopment of a relationship (D. Ford 1980;
Hakansson 1982; Johanson and Mattsson 1987). Ha#ehadtion that takes place within a
relationship is thus merely one episode of the glatelationship (D. Ford 1980; Ravald and
Gronroos 1990). Relationships’ continuity is freqte considered a fundamental pre-condition for
relationship exchange and development (HakanssdrSarhota 1995) and it reflects their dynamic
nature. This respondent was thus expected to sheatay interest in what was going to happen in the
future in his surrounding business network.

A different type of contradiction arose in that ttespondent claimed to see things in a particular
way, but the analysis of the interview showed #&ediint perspective. For example, he claimed that
he held a strong functional focus, believing thatwew of his surroundings was strongly influenced
by his function in the company. However, he emergedaving quite a multi-disciplinary view of
things, one that was not conditioned by any pddrciunction. Furthermore, he claimed that he was
not interested in holding a comprehensive view batwvas going on in the national arena of his

company, because as he stated he was based dhtgideuntry and he preferred to rely on others to
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know what was going on in that context. Howeverthatsame time the research device was able to
show that he held a comprehensive view of his sugngs, wanting to know in breadth what was
going on. Moreover, he claimed to see the worldaasupply-chain, but spoke in terms that we
interpreted as what could be described as those rdtwork. This respondent’s network picture
revealed itself to be of a complex and ever-chapdgorm. The sense-making process is one of
constant ongoing resolution with its subjectifiocatiobjectification-subjectification activitigBerger

and Luckmann 1966; I. D. Ford et al. 2002a; Henrgebeal. 2006; Weick 1979al);is about reflections, as
the result of the dynamic nature of the sense-ngakimcesses and of the changeable nature of
human beings. The fact that there were substastrgtadictions in his responses reinforces the idea
of his world being in permanent flux, in that thesere many areas of his involvement where
resolution of day-to-day issues were seen to bgadmg. That is, it is argued that where a snapshot
such as this manager’s interview captures unredopreenomena, the very fact that these need
resolving exposes the dynamic nature of the sdoati.e. it is fundamentally about shifting
perceptions.

Above we have described some of the counterintiimd contradictory outcomes that were
observed for this manager. It would now be impdrtanunderstand the reasons why they exist.
Although some of the possible reasons for thesenahies have been suggested above, it is beyond

the scope of this research project to cover thes@y more detail.

7. Structures of network pictures

To demonstrate that the developed dimensional tsteidor the network pictures research tool
allows for identifying diversity (and also similgy) between individuals’ perceptions, we carried ou
a cluster analysis of the 49 network pictures terte obtained in the two networks. We also wanted
to show that the single network picture presenteave does not represent an outlier but instead
were characteristic of a common cluster of netwmture structures. The clustering analysis was
carried out with the help ddPSSIn order to apply a cluster analysis we codeddat; binary

variables were used (i.e. a sub-dimension foundxgmession in the respondent’s network pictures,
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or it did not). The binary variables for each sulnehsion were combined into a dimensional score,
called a category. This category represents thetstie of salient sub-dimensions within a specific
network picture dimension. Thus, quantitative datathe clustering was obtained by converting
each respondent’s network picture into a set dgmaies, one for each dimension. Hierarchical
cluster analysis was applied based on averagegakatween-group linkage by SPSS. By the use of
the dendrogram generated as the result of theeclastalysis, four clusters of respondents were
identified, i.e. a grouping of respondents thatcpeted the business network in similar terms. Two
of the clusters included the majority of respondgine. Cluster 1 and Cluster 2). For each cluster,

the dominant features of the network pictures deatified (see table 5).

In this table, the crosses mark the features of/ordt pictures (for each dimension) that were most
commonly identified for respondents within one tdusEach row of crosses for each dimension,
represent a specific category that was used foclirstering. When there is one row of crosses per
dimension, it means that there was one sole dominay for respondents to perceive their
surrounding network along this dimension. Howewersome cases, there are more than a single
column of crosses for the same cluster, meaningthieme was more than one way of perceiving
things commonly found for that specific clusteror Example, for Cluster 2 in table 5, there areghr
dominant categories for the dimension Focus on i&ctbhe first row of three crosses indicates that
some of the network pictures in this cluster shalieace of all three sub-dimensions. The second
row of two crosses, for the sub-dimensions of FamusThemselves and Focus on the Company,
indicates that another set of respondents of alistecus solely on these two sub-dimensions. The
third dominant set of salient sub-dimensions isesented by the last row of two crosses, indicating
greater focus of the Company and on the Surroundihgse multiple dominant categories for the

dimension of Focus on Actors contrast with the lgiipminant category for the dimension of Focus
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on processes in the same Cluster 2. In this cabg 00e category, i.e. salience on Actor Bonds and
Activity Links characterises the network picturaghis cluster.

Some of the characteristics of network picturesewfeund commonly across all clusters, with most
respondents considering actors’ internal processgmrtant (sub-dimension 2.4.1), holding a
consistent (sub-dimension 4.2.1), structured (soiedsion 4.3.1), and evolving view (sub-
dimension 4.4.1), and also perceiving actors asigeos for customised solutions (sub-dimension
4.8.1). Thus, these five sub-dimensions and cooredipg dimensions could not be used to
differentiate respondents (see grey areas in &gble

Network pictures from Cluster 1 were mostly asseciawith respondents from the ‘product
network’, and it included around 30% of all respenis. Network pictures included in this cluster
could be characterised as frequently focusing gamebusly on themselves and on the company, or
on the company and on the surrounding. In eithee,cthe company was at the centre of their
descriptions, reflecting a relatively egocentriewi These respondents apparently thought about
relationships mostly as actor bonds, and percevmir surroundings commonly in terms of
processes between actors. They thought more inpsabout past and present events than about
future ones, and in most cases did not exhibilevaat functional focus. They held a significantly
normative view of things, speaking frequently abimuplicit rules that were developed through out
time in their company and network. Their view diot rome across as having a significant moral
weight, frequently talking in economic terms abisstes that would be expected to be underlined by
moral aspects. They commonly spoke about spedtiiatoons instead of general ones, and they
could be said holding a comprehensive view of tiseirroundings. Commonly, they perceived
relationships in terms of power and conflict. Gitea summary of described features, we define this
as aCluster of Industry Embedded View$e respondent whose network picture was exereglih

the previous section is included in this clustexiny a good example of the features of network
pictures that were commonly associated with thigigrof respondents.

Most respondents from Cluster 2 were from the gebpetwork’; this cluster included about 47% of

respondents. Very commonly, respondents focuseth@mselves and on the company. There was
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also a considerable number of respondents that gavtar importance to themselves, the company
and their surroundings, and other that focuses Isameously on the company and on themselves.
Again, the company was at the centre of respondeietscriptions. They frequently described
relationships in terms of actors bonds and actiViitks, reflecting a more complete view of
relationships than the one commonly found for @usfi. They generally perceived their
surroundings mostly in terms of processes. The mntyjgave a similar emphasis to past, present and
future events, as well as to actors’ problems, uess and aspirations. Again, this reflects a more
complete view than the one associated to Clust@iriost every respondent held a normative view
of their surroundings, frequently talking about koip rules that could be found in the contractual
terms regarding relationships. They showed a stsmmge of should, again talking about what was
explicitly described in the contract as the advisabr desirable practices. They commonly
considered important knowing what was going orhairtsurroundings. These respondents regularly
spoke with the same intensity about specific antegd situations, speaking most of the times about
specific actors. They frequently described the aurdings as a network, but it was also quite
common for respondents to show holding stereotypeds. Most had a comprehensive and broad
view of their surroundings and they perceived tine¢ainding as a result from both power and also
collaboration. Because most respondents seemeelyostrongly on what was established by
contractual terms to define what they saw aroureimthwe define Cluster 2 as tl@&uster of
Contractual Based Views

Respondents from Cluster 3 and from Cluster 4 sspried the remaining 23% of respondents. Most
respondents included in these two clusters held cae negocentric view, focusing either on
themselves or on the company. They frequently pexderelationships in terms of actor bonds,
placing great emphasis on processes. They prefepeaking about specific situations and in most
cases, held what could be described as a non-cbeysie view of their surroundings. This was
defined as th€luster of Egocentric Viewdlost respondents from Cluster 4 held internatigraed
functions in their companies. They held a more detepview of relationships than those from

Cluster 3, perceiving them in most cases not amtgrms of actor bonds, but also activity linksl Al
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respondents focused mostly on their own functiast, considering important knowing what was
going on in the surrounding. They held in most sasestereotyped view of their surroundings and
could be said as having a narrow view. This wasathatheCluster of Function Oriented Views

It therefore seems that tiduster of Industry Embedded Viearsd theClusterof Contractual Based
Views include respondents that may be said having a roomeplete view of their surroundings,
focusing on several aspects for each identifiededsions and holding comprehensive and/or broad
views of their surroundings. Respondents from tlwe temaining clusters, i.e., th€luster of
Egocentric Viewsand theCluster of Function Oriented Viewpresent what can be classified as a
simplified view of the business network, holding egocentric view centred mostly on themselves,
focusing mostly on their own functions and holdimgn comprehensive and/or narrow views. It is
not the aim of this paper to try to understand tb@sons underlying these differences between
groups, but instead to point out that there arkedihces and that there are certain ‘types’ of ofay
perceiving things. It could well be that these a@lifinces between clusters (and similarities within
them) are associated with some contextual factush as those of individuals’ features (e.g.
experience in the business), features of the corapge.g. positioning) or of the networks (e.g.

importance given to formalisation).

8. Conclusions and implications

Our model and analyses demonstrates that it islpes®r researchers to capture in a systematic
way how network actors perceive their surroundingée developed a research device as a
dimensional model that allows researchers accohmptisthis aim. Moreover, to illustrate what may
result from using this tool, we explored the netwpicture of one particular individual. In addition
we presented the structures of network pictures thsulted from using the research device to
interpret respondents’ perceptions of the busimefeork to demonstrate that the device allows
identifying differences and commonalities betweemrdividuals. The clustering also allowed

identifying five dimensions of the developed modeat did not reflect significant differences
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between respondents. The empirically derived siractor a tool to capture network pictures can
thus be initially deemed to be robust.

8.1. Contributions

The paper reflects a methodological contributiothi@ sense that a research device was developed
which can be used to improve research in businessonk. In addition, we have identified what
researchers ought to look for so as to get an stateding of ‘practitioner theories’ (Mattsson 2005a
2005b), providing researchers with the possibildyintegrate those (informal) theories into their
(formal) theories. This paper also reflects a dbation for the business network literature by
translating actors’ views into something that can daptured and used by researchers in their
research. The contribution of this paper is thusconfined to business marketing area but also adds
towards knowledge development in the cognitive ral@eand organizational behaviour fields of
research. It also makes a significant contributionthe area of strategic management, e.g. by
providing a way to analyse the consequences ofsbiving similar/dissimilar ways of perceiving
things, thus assisting in guiding top-managemeamge towards optimal alignment for decision-
making.

The paper also reflects a managerial contributitiy practitioners being enabled to understand how
they (and others) perceive the business networlgaRéng their decision-making processes
managers may now, for example, understand whetieee tis an optimal way of perceiving the
network considering the aims they want to achidey may also identify when a specific way of
perceiving things can be better than other (e.gerwis it better to have a broader or narrower
perspective of the network).

8.2 Limitations and Implications for Further Research

One of the most important limitations of this studBsults from the decision to consider only
individuals from two specific networks. Such pautarity does not allow therefore a generalisation
of the findings. However, this does not detractrfrthe fact that a tool has been devised where
previously none did exist. Therefore, further reslkacan take up and modify/improve the

dimensional model. One other limitation, also agged with the exploratory nature of the paper, is
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that there was no attempt made to develop interssiifes to analyse the collected data. Future
research should address the aspects of an actews which are ‘ossified’ into his/her frameworks

and thus are not susceptible to change. Furtherrtft@empact of different levels of commonality or

diversity in the way actors from one company or nagvork perceive the world could be analysed,
for example with regard to the overall effect omfpenance (e.g. decision-making performance or
networking outcomes). It would be important to explwhether there are any contextual factors that
condition the way actors perceive the world, thasild be done as a further development of the

clustering that was carried out in this paper.
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Figure 1

Theoretically derived structure of network pictures
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Figure 2.

Companies and direct relationships included irfpgheduct network’
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Table 1

Respondents from the ‘product network’

‘Hole-Through-Wall’:

Company’s Name

Function in the Company

PROVIDERS FOR
‘HOLE- THROUGHT
-THE-WALL'

Alpha

. Commercial Director (PT)

. Commercial Director and KAM (IT)

. Operations Director

. RM Purchasing Director

. LPTD Director (R&D)

. International Technical Director

. Technology Director

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Beta 1. CEO (and all other)
Gamma 1. Financial Director
2. International Director
3. Production Director
Lambda 1. In-Plant Director
SUPPLIERS OF Delta 1. CEO
PROVIDERS 2. Logistics Director
FOR ‘HOLE- 3. Production Director
THROUGHT-THE Zeta 1. CEO
WALL’ 2. Commercial Director
3. Production Director
CLIENTS OF Theta 1. Production Director
‘HOLE- Kappa 1. Production Director
THROUGHT-THE Sigma 1. Production Director
WALL’ Omega 1. CEO
2. Commercial Director
3. Financial Director
4. Production Director
5. IT Director
Omicron 1. Commercial Director
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Table 2
Respondents from the ‘project network’

PROJECT: | Company’s Name

Function in the Company

PROVIDERS Chestnut

. CEO

. Construction Coordinator

. Planning and Controlling Director

. Commercial/Contractual Director

. Technical Director

Willow

CEO

. Planning Director

. Commercial Director

. Production Director

Aspen

. CEO

. Project Director

. Operations Director

Hazel

. CEO

. Production Director

Pine

. CEO

. General Coordinator

Elm

. CEO

. Operations Director

. Technical Director

CLIENT Oak

. Operations Director
. Communication & Image Director
. Infra-Structures & Production Director
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Figure 4.

Overview of the dimensional model of Network Pietsir
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Table 3.
Examples of typical sentences used by respondegitpérceived the world in certain terms
Dimension Sub- lllustration
Dimensions
11 111 “... I do not have any relations with this company.”
Actors Themselves “...my clients are also supplied by my competitors.

1.1.2 “...our strategy is... ".

Company . “We are increasingly looking for sectors where we ganw...”.

1.1.3 “...for me is my competition and can’t leave thamaf my sight...”.

Surrounding . “We are within this Universe."

1.2. 1.21 . “... | maintain a personal relationship, but it imore an exchange of
Processes Actor Bonds information on a personal level...".
. “That supplier's facilities are very near and thés a huge advantage fg
us....".

1.2.2. . “...we have a Key Account Manager...

Activity Links . “...there are rehearsals for raw materlals

1.2.3. . “...since we supply in a just-in-time regime...".

Resource Ties | . “...we have some cross-relations in the technolagga. ”

1.3 131 “...they have the typical problems that other compann thls country have!:

Actors / Actors great lack of organization, personnel training Isvare low..

Processes ..it is an interesting company, with good healtthich has been growing b
making acquisitions of other companies or growingteywn means....".

1.3.2 . “We have a very balanced relationship with supglie”.

Processes “...in operational terms, they have inbound logisti which traditionally
consists in bringing trucks with plastic containéism a faraway location, which
suppliers are faraway...”.

1.4 1.4.1 . “That company’s major resources are the old ieflaes since they are vefy

Actors’ Resources well positioned in the market... old relations, goodtacts...”.

Features . “They are technologically advanced and enjoy amage of technological
ability, quality...”.

1.4.2 . “They wanted to have a larger market share, havimgested enormously in

Problems their facilities”.

“...they want to go through a restructuring processdretnot able to.”.

143 “...they are arrogant, inflexible, and technically dist, with high costs...".

Aspirations . “This company can't understand that there are angyroblems between the
Portuguese and the Spanish market.”

15 151 . “l remember some situation from the past...”.
Time Span Past Events “...In those times, it was a family owned, typic&gniliar...”.

152 “... at this moment [...] we are increasing the capati

Present Events | . “Nowadays, the final customer is probably the ¢mat influences the most...".

153 “... potentially we will have to be very flexible to meene the situations...”.

Future Events . “... as the company grows, it's natural that therél Wwe a need to increas
financial control...”.

1.6 1.6.1 Commercial Directors would typically used expressisnch as:

Function Own Function . “Competitors are interesting first of all becaugts important to know you
enemy to win the battle.”
The RM (Ram Materials) Purchasing Director on the esamatter said, fo
example:
. “I don't have a clue if there are relations betwebents. [...] That is very, very
far away from this business area...”.

1.6.2 Commercial Directors would say things such as:

Others’ “...we are in strategic relations with our transpamd convey system supplie

Functions raw materials, equipment and machinery.

The RM Purchasing Director used expressions suiilag/s:
“... was a very interesting project and innovatimgechnological terms.”
2.1 211 . “To renew the contracts, we have to do two things:haee to be competitiv|
Normative Normative which means having low prices (reflecting a sexyg)riend to guarantee hig
quality.”
“...has to be very strong as a business partner...".
21.2 “...and that is more or less how we behave...”.
Non Normative | . “Typically, what we do is...".
2.2 221 . “We always pay on time; we are not a company tlwesdnot do what it ha|
Moral Moral agreed...”.
“... butit's a “job for the boys”...".
222 . “l do consider it important that we are once agaiiithin this recycling world
Just a View because our survival goes through there...".

172}

“... and anyway | do not worry much about our enmir@ental impact...”.
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23
Know Going on

231 . "...we don't know enough about what competitorsduoimg.”

Important . "... be in the lead of what is happening, to dirdiat is important for the
company...”.

2.3.2 . “Me, relations with suppliers, | am very distant...”

Not Important

. “I don't have a clue if there are relations betwegients...”.

2.4
Internal
Procedures

3.1
Coherence with
Board Identity

241

. “They try not to be dependent on internal scistregarding technologies...”.

Relevant . “...we don't produce and then stock it and transgort then deliver; instead,
we produce and deliver immediately.”

242

Non Relevant

3.11 . “We know how to choose the best solution on bebfatfur clients: we are

Coherent specialists”.
. “...we do things because we believe in them.”

3.1.2 . “...and the Group is much more formally structutkdn it is willing to admit.”

Non Coherent

. “And even our CEOs are everything except low peadihd therefore, there is a
certain tendency for stars at our company! Pershnat's not my style since I'n
generally low profile but here, we are compelled, ae'tc.. ”.

=

[}

3.2 3.21 . “In the past, this industry had many players (draad medium size companig¢s
Situation General that easily invested in this kind of technology apdoduced plastig
Specificity containers)...”.
. “...before plastic replaced PVC, there were many iqyaproblems in
production due to the poor quality of raw materials...
3.2.2 . “For example, we conducted a study of a modifaatfor a material of a
Specific container”.
. “Once, this competitor had to lower their pric@®tmuch because of us...".
3.3 3.3.1 “Consumers want environmentally friendly containeasd increasingly|
Actor Specific. Groups attractive containers.”
“...many multinationals were led into reviewing theindustrial units’
configurations....”.
3.3.2 . “But this also happens, like with these 3 spedifients, in which we take ip
Specific whatever it is necessary to do directly from thekating...”.
. “... and the clients all need a "lifting" (changirigeir image or reformulating
and shaping) every 3 or 4 years. This client isialsly not one example.”
4.1 41.1 . “...our strategic positioning depends on the posisi of these companies.”
Stereotype Network . “...there is a very strong interconnection in afl this, in such a way that th
containers that we produce are according to whatstheety expects from us.”
4.1.2 . "If we had what we call a supply chain, it is québvious that this company |s
Supply Chain nowadays a seriously important player...".
or Other . “This is the value chain of a typical multinateinwvhich has business in home
or body care, typically our clients.”
4.2 421 . “...itis also an industry of small series.” andight now, our company has th
Consistency Consistent right formula: very flexible, [...] with a very low pgmid...".
. “The way we relate to these companies is also frctfan with their Latin and
Saxon base, respectively” and “our trend is to bacim more formal with this
client than with that one...”.
422 . “There is not really a motive for drawing the coamy in the middle; it's more

[¢)

Not Coherent

an emotional issue...” and “I think that in termsiofportance, the multinational
companies are also the ones who have a bigger cgpaaiinfluence the
others...”.
. “I know about relations with suppliers... even thisek | visited two trying to
understand what they are doing...” and “...I am notesuf | am the mos
appropriate person to tell you about the relatione have with suppliers.).
because [...] here, it is the director of the plaatal the person responsible for
the purchases... [...] that has relations with them.”

D

4.3 43.1 ."Our company is inserted into a group of servicegppliers related tg

Structuredness Structured containers. [...] | can draw the different companikattwe fundamentally hav
relations with, which are different multi-nationalfiat we work for. Our
company supplies the containers in a partnershigime. [...] These
multinationals are also supplied by our competitosho are in the market and
who are important players worldwide...".

432 “Imagine!!! | forgot to include the competitora my drawing...”.

Unstructured .“...and therefore | question myself: “where am | gpito place competition),
suppliers and others on this piece of paper? Ansl ifidue to the fact that far
me, in a certain moment in time, they all havedarbthe first line.”

4.4 441 . “In the past, this industry had many players anowadays the same that
Stasis Evolving happens in the other industries is taking placehwdncentration trends...”.
. “Consumers are increasingly environmentally awarel they are sensitive to
prices.”
4.4.2 . “I have some difficulty in describing the relatighip with this client but surely
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Collaboration

Static it hasn’t changed much from 5 years to this pdrt...
. “In the relation with this client, and in Portugahere is nothing new... It's like
a wedding: a very cold relationship since everythisglefined, the boundaries
are perfectly established...”.
45 451 . “...what the raw material suppliers try to do is obwsly to convince us to buy
Broadness Broad but they go to these companies (the clients) wititinional presentations...”.
. “...typical multinationals which have business imi@or body care, typically
our clients. [...]... support activities such as pursimg, technical ang
technological support, finance, IT and others, sashhuman resources [...],
bringing trucks with plastic containers from a far@mocations...".
452 . “l am very ignorant in this area and | haven't dxe worried with recycling
Narrow matters, legal issues or lobbying. On a day to biasis, | don't deal with this.”
. “The company, then the clients (which here ar® alesignated by partners).|.
[...] We have the suppliers here to this side... [..digbt to include the
competitors in my drawing... ".
4.6 46.1 . “It's a relation that... since | have arrived this company, it has been through
Comprehensiveness Comprehensive | several stages. Nowadays, it is going through acdiffistage because for what |
understood, it is designated as a commodity antishaorrying.”
. “Technology suppliers usually try to focus on artular specialisation [...].
And they try to develop their competitiveness fa¢to the maximum: it's
obviously the prices of the equipment and the ntat&ehnology and thei
performance in terms of costs and productivity.”
4.6.2 “l don't know about concrete situations but | imagithat it must be like that
Non with my client. It's a relationship at two levels...".
Comprehensive | . “I am not able to say much about them. | knowt thay are very strong in the
segment where our company works...".
4.7 4.7.1 . “... sometimes, we also win and it feels great bedttiragg competitor. But the
Conflict Conflict / often win...”".
Or Collaboration Power . “Raw material suppliers are world giants from theroistry area and we try to
get into their radar by concentrating our purchagin”.
4.7.2 . “Our company supplies the containers in a parsiép regime. We have an

honest and open relationship with our partners...”.
. “...what | can do for them and what they can dorfa.”

4.8
Actors as
Provider for...

112

112

48.1 . “They weren't able to understand that their progudidn't suit us and ther

Customized were other producers who would.”

Offers . “...the equipment and plants are increasingly ted changes can b
introduced in a rapid way.”

48.2 . “We don't have much necessity to influence thieeeshey provide a standard

Standard Offers

product.”
.“... but also multi-client plants; this sometimes deslthem to have competitiye
advantages, because it takes complexity out ofetfla¢gionship and they are abl
to supply clients which volumes do not justify floiraplant solutiofi.

[¢)
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Table 4.
Abstr

Summary classification of the respondent’s network picture (Note: salieglimensions are highlighte

DIMENSIONAL
GROUP 1
Focus

DIMENSION 1.1
ACTORS
Predominant Focus orCompan:

1.1.1.

On ThemselveEXTERNAL OBSERVER, RELEVANCE OF PAST EXP

and Surrounding

1.1.2.

On the Compan®TRONG “WE” ORIENTATION

DIMENSION 1.2
PROCESSES
Predominant Focus on
Actor Bonds

1.1.3.

On Surrounding®ATIONAL CONTEXT AND IMPORTANCE OF THE F

1.2.1.

Actor BondSINTER-PERSONAL AND SOCIAL AWARENESS

1.2.2.

Activity Links:*HOLE -THROUGH-THE-WALL" IMPLICT TIES

DIMENSION 1.3
ACTORS / PROCESSES
Focus on Both Actors and

Processes

1.2.3.

Resource TieBAILY AND PROJECT RELATED ACTIVITY LINKS

1.3.1.

ActorsTHE SURROUNDING AS A SET OF RELEVANT ENTITIE!

1.3.2.

RelationshipslULTI -DIMENSIONAL VIEW ON RELATIONSHIPS

DIMENSION 1.4
ACTORS’' FEATURES
Focus on Actors’ Resources

1.4.1.

ResourceMPORTANCE OF KNOWING WHAT ACTORS’ RESOURCI

and Problems

1.4.2.

ProblemsRELEVANCE OF UNDERSTANDING ACTORS’ PROBLEM

1.4.3.

AspirationsACTORS’ ASPIRATIONS AS A SECONDARY MATTE

DIMENSION 1.5
TIME SPAN
Predominant Focus on Past 4
and Present

15.1.

Past EventsEXPERIENCE DRAWN

15.2.

Present EventstVING THE PRESENT

153.

Future Event®WEAK SPECULATIVE THINKING

DIMENSION 1.6
FUNCTION

1.6.1.

Own Function:OOKING THROUGH HIS OWN FUNCTION'S LENS

No Focus on a Particular
Function

1.6.2.

Others’ FunctiorRELEVANCE OF OTHER PEOPLE’S FUNCTIONS

1.6.3.

No Functional Focus

DIMENSIONAL
GROUP 2
Weight

<

DIMENSION 2.1
NORMATIVE
Normative Weight

2.1.1.

NormativeA PRESPCRIPTIVE PERSPECTIVI

2.1.2.

Non-NormativeNOT STRONGLY DESCRIPTIVE

\

DIMENSION 2.2
MORAL
Just a View

/

DIMENSION 2.3
KNOWING WHAT GOES ON
The Importance of Being
Aware

2.2.1.

Sense of ShoullOT LOOKING AT SURRCUNDING THROUGH "ETHI(

/\

2.2.2.

Just a ViewBUSINESS ORIENTEL

2.3.1.

ImportantTHE RELEVANCE OF AWARENES¢REGARDING WHAT IS

2.3.2.

Not ImportantONLY FEW THINGS AS NOT RELEVANT1

DIMENSION 2.4
INTERNAL PROCEDURES
Non Relevance of
Companies’ InternalProc

ANAN

2.4.1.

RelevantWEAK FOCUS ON COMPANIES INTERNAL PROCEDURES

2.4.2.

Non-RelevantlO RELEVANT HIGHLIGHT ON COMPANIES’ INTERN/
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DIMENSION 3.1

COHERENCE BOARD'’S
IDENTITY

3.1.1. CoherenffOTAL COHERENESS WITHBOARD'’S EXPLICIT IDENTITY

Coherent

3.1.2. Not CoherentlO SIGNS OF LACK OF COHERENCE WITH THE BOARD'S

DIMENSIONAL
GROUP 3
Specificity/

(|

DIMENSION 3.2

SITUATION SPECIFICITY
Specific Situations

3.2.1. General SituationBINDING SIMILARITIES BETWEEN DIVERSE SITUATIC

3.2.2. Specific SituationSITUATION DRIVEN AND COMPREHENSIVE USE OF

DIMENSION 3.3

ACTOR SPECIFICITY
Groups of Actors and

3.3.1. Groups of ActorsDENTIFYING COMMONALITIES BETWEEN ACTORS

Specific Actors

3.3.2. Specific ActorsRELEVANCE OF SPECIFIC ACTOR¢

DIMENSION4.1

STEREOTYPE

4.1.1. A NetworkUNAWARENESSTHAT SEES THE SURROUNDINGS INTERM

Seeing a Network and
claiming to see a Supply Chain

4.1.2. Supply Chain/OtheELAIMING TO SEE A SUPPLY CHAIN

DIMENSION 4.2
CONSISTENCY

- 4.2.1. ConsistenOVERALL CONSISTENT VIEW

Consistent andnconsistent

| 4.2.2. In ConflictADOPTING A DOUBTFUL “HUMBLE” POSITIONING

DIMENSION 4.3
STRUCTUREDNESS

4.3.1. StructuredSTRONGLY STRUCTURED VIEW

Structured

4.3.2. UnstructuredlO SIGNS OF AN UNSTRUCTURED VIEW

DIMENSIONAL
GROUP 4
Overall View of

DIMENSION 4.4
STASIS

4.4.1. EvolvingA STRONGLY DYNAMIC PERSPECTIVE

A AN AHA N A

Evolving

4.4.2. StaticNO SIGNSOF A STATIC VIEW

DIMENSION 4.5
BROADNESS

4.5.1. BroadWIDE SCOPE

Broad

4.5.2. NarrowNO INDICATORS OF A NARROW SIGHTED VIEW

DIMENSION 4.6

4.6.1. Comprehensiv®lICH AND DETAILED DESCRIPTIONS OF THE SURROUI

AN N

COMPREHENSIVENESS -
> Comprehensive 4.6.2.. Non ComprehensivéddON SPECIFIC INFO ON NON RELEVANT ACTORS
DIMENSION 4.7 4.7.1. Power / ConflictA VIEW PREDOMINANTELY DRAWN ON POWER RELAT
CONFLICT OR 1
COLLABORATION 4.7.2. CooperatiorCOOPERATION AS A NATURAL PROCESS BETWEEN PAR
Power / Conflic

DIMENSION 4.8
ACTORS AS PROVIDERS
FOR
Customized Problem Solutions

\

- 4.8.1. Customized Offer®REVAILING VIEW OF A CUSTOMIZED OFFER
4.8.2Standardized OfferBSIGNIFICANT STANDARDIZED OFFER
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Table 5.

Predominant network picture features of each cluster of respondentsdiégtsub-dimensions did not

differentiate between clusters)

Network Pictures Dimensions Clusterl | Cluster 2 | Cluster 3 | Cluster 4
Dimensional Actors On Him/Herself X X X X
Group 1. On the Company X X X X X
FOCuUsS On Surrounding X | X X
Processes Actor Bonds X X X X
Activity Links X X
Resource Ties
Actors’ Features Resources X
Problems X X
Aspirations X
Actors Vs Processes Focus on Actors
Focus on Processes X X X
Time Focus Past Events X X
Present Event X X X
Future Events X
Functional Focus Own Function X X
Other's Function(s) X
Dimensional Normative Normative X X X
Group 2. Reference
WEIGHT Moral Sense of Should X
Just a View X X X
Knowing what Important X X X
Goes on Not Important X
Internal Procedures Relevant X X X X
Not Relevant
Dimensional Coherent with Board'’s Coherent X X X X
Group 3. Identity Non Coherent
SPECIFICITY [Situational Specificity General Situations X
/ COHERENCE Specific Situations X X X
Actor Specificity Groups of Actors
Specific Actors X
Dimensional Stereotype A Network X X
Group 4. A Supply Chain/Oth X X X
OVERALL Consistency Consistent X X X X
VIEW OF In Conflict
SURROUND Structuredeness Structured X X X X
Unstructured
Stasis Evolving X X X X
Static
Broadness Broad X
Narrow X
Comprehensiveness Comprehensive X X
Non Comprehensive X
Conflict/Coolaboration Power/Conflict X X X
Collaboration X X
Actors as providers for... Customised Offers X X X X

Standadised Offers
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