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ABSTRACT 

Aim of the study: This study aims to contribute to the existing knowledge on similarities and 

differences of networking styles across Europe and support either network contextualists or 

universalists with new empirical knowledge.  

Method used: A multiple case study was used in this paper. Qualitative data was gathered 

gathering from 10 interviews collected amongst experienced Swedish, Polish and Dutch 

entrepreneurs. 

Findings: Empirical findings have revealed significant differences in the networking patterns in 

the Netherlands, Sweden and Poland. Main networking motivation for Dutch entrepreneurs is 

seeking new sales opportunities, for Swedish it is the exchange of knowledge and information. 

All the entrepreneurs admitted that trust is an important component of network relationship. 

However, in Sweden trust seem to play more significant role. The empirical findings questioned 

the theory that trust can be easily transferred based on recommendations. No entrepreneur 

directly suggested that asked about trust acquisition. In Sweden informal networks are strongly 

preferred, while in the Netherlands formal network are much more popular. In Poland informal 

networks are also more popular. In the Netherlands, commercial, paid organizations may be 

extremely popular given the fact that all of the Dutch respondents participate in them, on the 

other hand in Sweden governmental networking organizations are quite common, in Poland no 

respondent have mentioned neither of them. Findings indicate that networking is still not as 

developed in Poland as it is in two other researched countries. 

Practical Implications: Common networking patterns cannot be expected in different European 

countries and background studies should be conducted before entering foreign market. There is 

still market growth opportunity for commercial networking organizations in Poland. Polish 

government should engage in more effective promotion of networking amongst entrepreneurs.  

Contribution: Empirical data confirm the contextualists approach that emphasizes the 

importance of national differences on networking and warns managers that resemblance of 

certain patterns cannot be assumed for different countries. This approach was confirmed since 

the findings exposed significant differences in several areas of networking. 

Keywords: Business networking, internationalization of business network, networking 

motivations, trust building, network type preferences, network contextualism and universalism. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Research background 

No doubt the history of networking is old. In fact, it has always been part of human activities. 

However, the first organizations that resembled modern intern-firm cooperation were most likely 

small firms collaborating in the second half of eighteenth century, where the Industrial 

Revolution hit Great Britain (Pearson & Richardson, 2001). Researchers' interest in networking 

started in the early 1970s, when an American sociologist, Granovetter, inspired academics with 

his work on strong and weak ties in society (Dodd & Patra, 2002).  

Granovetter (1973) pointed out that in the society there are weak and strong ties connecting 

people. Strong ties are the individual's close friends and family, while weak ties are the 

relationships with more distant acquaintances. Some sociologists considered weak ties 

unimportant, but Granovetter argued against that. He proposed that weak ties may connect 

individuals to each other by their common acquaintances. He referred to this phenomenon as 

bridging the weak ties, which became one of a basis for the business networking mechanisms. 

Around that time the innovative network model of organizations started to develop at the 

University of Uppsala in Sweden (Håkansson & Snehota, 2006). 

Since the beginning of „70s and for almost 45 years until now, researchers have connected 

business to networking in fields of economics, sociology, and information technology (Fleisch & 

Österle, 2000). The list of benefits of networking is long. On the level of a country‟s economy it 

leads to the diffusion of ideas and information (Granovetter, 1983); mutual learning (Baron, 

Chojkowski & Ochojski, 2012), creation of superior value (Holm, Eriksson & Johanson, 1999), 

exchange of resources (Håkansson & Snehota, 2006), increase in industry innovativeness, and as 

a result to the growth of a nation‟s prosperity and competitiveness (Porter, 1990).  
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Motivation 

Our personal experience shows that in some business cultures, such in Sweden, it is almost 

impossible to achieve any goal without networks. When companies enter new markets, they are 

in desperate need of networks in order to start developing their business (Sullivan, Mort & 

Weerawardena, 2006). Usually, people know the basic rules of functioning in their own 

environment, bigger problems occur when they jump into unfamiliar settings. They lack the 

understanding of how things are done in the new environment. And this can stop them from 

implementing the right strategies.  

Therefore we believe that better understanding of networking cultures and internalization of 

networks can significantly contribute to the success of companies that expend their business 

beyond the borders of home market. When searching for an appropriate topic for our research 

this issue was brought to us by Per-Olof Hallberg the chief of international communication at 

medium size, Swedish company Gästrike återvinnare that just started its venture in Poland. He 

stated that for small and medium company establishing network connections may be the most 

challenging task during internationalization. According to Per-Olof, because it is something that 

comes almost natural in your home country, it can be quite intimidating in foreign culture.  

This motivated as to investigate networking from the perspective of international business as 

from the beginning we search for the topic that can provide practical implications for managers. 

Problematisation 

Influenced by such advocates of importance of cultural differences in business as Hofstede, 

Hofstede & Minkov (2010) or Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner (2011) we assumed that deep 

understanding of networking behaviors and mechanisms in foreign markets would lead to bigger 

chances of success in international networking. However, there is a group of scholars arguing 

against this. They believe that entrepreneurial culture is essentially universal and differences in 

networking styles across borders are rather insignificant. They refer to themselves as 

universalists (Aldrich, Reese & Dubini, 1989). On the other hand, variform universalists and 

functional universalists are less radical. Variform universalists admit that there are common 

patterns in networking, but culture also moderates networking styles. The second group, 
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functional universalists, are convinced that it is more practical to focus on similarities, but do not 

deny existence of some differences (Klyver, Hindle & Meyer, 2008). 

Contextualists on the other hand present the contrary opinion. They emphasize the importance of 

national differences on networking and warn managers that resemblance of certain patterns 

cannot be assumed for different countries (Dodd & Patra, 2002).  

The analysis of available literature leads to the conclusion that so far the empirical findings made 

by several researchers are inconsistent. There are radical supporters of universalism, but also 

convinced advocates of conceptualism. And the scientific community is not necessarily sure 

about the dominance of one theory in comparison to others, but there are rather two emerging 

theories that compete with each other.  

The question that comes to mind while analyzing this scientific discussion is to which extend the 

choice of the analyzed countries will influence the outcome of the research. Researchers have 

argued that the importance of cultural differences was insignificant, because they were 

conducted in countries of similar cultural context (Foley, 2008), mainly Anglo-Saxon or Nordic-

protestant cultures (Dodd & Patra, 2002), but in networking the biggest differences can be seen 

between Western and Eastern world societies (Michailova & Worm, 2003). 

Therefore, we decided to focus this research solely on European countries belonging to the 

European Union (EU). As a result, we do not claim that our findings are also applicable to other 

territories. However, we believe that they can somehow  be representative to all countries of EU. 

It is due to the fact that for this study we used examples from Sweden, Poland and the 

Netherlands, which are all situated in three different parts of Europe, namely, Northern, Eastern 

and Western part of the continent.  

Delanty ( 2005) provides arguments that could help to predict the support of the universalist 

approach in Europe. According to him, as a result of unification and significant decrease of 

barriers, internationalization of business within EU became easier and more attractive. It may be 

expected for EU markets to be more similar to each other for variety of reasons, including the 

undergoing unification (Europeanization), emergence of some sort of European identity, similar 

cultural heritage and legislative standards (Delanty, 2005).  
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Therefore, the bigger context in which the networking issue is Europe is investigated in this 

study the unification and universalization of business practices in Europe including its Western, 

but also Eastern parts that have different historical backgrounds. However, the 25 years of free 

market economy and joining EU caused them to come closer to West European countries.  

In order to achieve the aim of the study we compare three different business cultures from 

Northern, Western, and Eastern Europe: Sweden, the Netherlands, and Poland. Sweden is 

somehow a home country to the network model of organization, which makes it an interesting 

case to study. The Netherlands, on the other hand is an example of a relatively small, but 

successful economy, characterized by its openness (Katzenstein, 2003).  

On the other hand, according to some authorities in fields of economy such as for example 

Konopelko‐Kiżuk (2011) in Poland business networking is definitely used less frequently than in 

Western Europe. However, her work is not scientific and can also be a signal for us. The analysis 

of the available literature, have shown that although Scandinavian countries are frequently 

studied in context of networking, there are very few studies comparing or even describing 

modern networking patterns in Eastern Europe (Birley, Cromie & Myers, 1991, Greve & Salaff, 

2003) . 

Instead of that scholars still focus on the historical context of networks transition after 1989. 

According to Stryjakiewicz (2005), in Poland networking has its own historic context, before 

1990 the centrally planned economy was characterized by a strictly planned system of links and 

interrelationship planned by the communistic government; for example the top management 

position in the biggest enterprises was appointed based on their affiliation with the communistic 

government. After 1990 many groups of influential people strived to conserve the old networks, 

in order to preserve the old way of doing things in Poland. It is not a networking in modern 

economic sense, but more an attempt to disobey the basic free market rules and to preserve the 

dominance of politics over free economy; and therefore networking can have negative 

connotations in Poland (Stryjakiewicz, 2005,: 198).  

Problem formulation 

This work aims to contribute to the existing knowledge on similarities and differences of 

networking styles across Europe and support either network contextualists or universalists with 
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new empirical study by investigating networking styles. Moreover, the desired outcome is also to 

provide practical implication to managers who feel uncertain about internalizations of their 

business networks.  

Delimitations 

One of the delimitations is the number of the countries investigated, it could be more 

representative to study more than three countries and include one of Southern Europe country as 

well, however given the time limitations and fact that it might be challenging to find sufficient 

number of respondents for empirical data we decided to focus on three countries.  

Disposition  

The study is divided into six chapters. Its structure is presented in Figure 1. After the 

introduction, the theoretical background is described. Next, the methodology is presented; 

followed by empirical findings. Two last chapters include analysis of empirical data and 

conclusions regarding the research objectives.  

Figure 1: Disposition of the Study, Source: own constructions 
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THEORY CHAPTER 

This theoretical chapter consists of four parts. First part is an attempt to introduce theories that 

help to define business networking, as understood in this paper. The second part is a summary of 

an ongoing scientific discussion between networking universalists and contextualists. The third 

part shows possible aspects of networking that can vary in different countries. Lastly, the 

presented theory is discussed and the conceptual model for this paper is explained.    

Business networking definition  

The definitions of business networking differ depending on the author and his background in 

management, marketing, IT, or sociology. Moreover, there are numerous types of formal and 

informal networks. Deeper investigation into literature leads only to the conclusion that there is 

more to discover. However, this study strives to state what the authors meant by networking and 

in which context empirical study will investigate this phenomenon.    

The network approach that made managers and scholars rethink organization‟s relationship to its 

external environment began to evolve amongst Swedish researchers in 1970s‟ in context of 

industrial companies (Johanson & Mattsson, 1987). The network approach was developed based 

on the acknowledgment that networks are unavoidable aspects of every economic activity 

(Pearson & Richardson, 2001) and every company is constantly surrounded by a net of 

continuing business and non-business relationships that can either improve or weaken its 

performance (Ritter, Wilkinson & Johnston, 2004). These relationships include strategic 

partners, other companies along value chain, suppliers, other divisions, customer market etc. 

(Fleisch & Österle, 2000). This interconnectivity system is described as network of relationships 

amongst firms (Johanson & Mattsson, 1987). 

The network theory is a part of complexity theory, because in network numerous variables 

interact, unlimited number of unique situations may occur and constant changes are natural 

(Gummesson, 2008). Therefore, network management requires sophisticated IT support 

mechanisms (Fleisch & Österle, 2000). The innovativeness of the network- model of 

organization laid in the fact that it provided a framework allowing company to better manage 

organization‟s relationship with its external environment that no longer was considered 
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uncontrollable. And because of that, it changed the viewpoint on the entire business strategy 

model (Håkansson & Snehota, 1989).  

As it was said before from the company‟s perspective, network is its net of relationships; 

however from the industry point of view, network is the coming together of a group of 

enterprises of whatever size, to use their combined talents and resources to achieve results which 

would not be possible if the enterprises operated individually (AMC, 1990; after Dean, Holmes 

& Smith, 1997). This definition adds a value creation aspect to business network and brings it 

closer to the understanding of business networking. 

The concept of value-network refers to network of firms holding different assets and 

competencies that enable its participants better react to market opportunities and create a context 

for open innovations (Konsti-Laakso, Pihkala & Kraus, 2012). Value added-partnership supports 

not only transactions but also exchange of knowledge and experience amongst the partners 

(Dennis, 2000).  

The concept of relationship is usually incorporated in the definition of network. However, the 

causality of these two variables creates certain ambiguity. Sometimes, relationship and network 

are used almost interchangeably. Often relationship is seen as a derivative of network.  Holm et 

al. (1999) show a chain between business network connection adding mutual commitment and 

dependence and resulting in value creation in the relationship. Håkansson & Snehota (2006) also 

point out that companies interact with each other and as a result relationships are developed. 

Moreover, Ritter et al. (2004) define relationship as a process where two organizations formulate 

extensive and strong social, economic and technical ties over time with a goal of achieving 

mutual benefits.  

On the other hand, there is group of researchers such as Pearson & Richardson, 2001) believe 

that relationship is prior to network. Pearson & Richardson (2001) define business networking as 

the closest and most regular type of commercial relationship between individuals and firm in the 

market place, rooted in social and cultural practice and in power. Moreover, Dennis (2000) 

describes the development of networks by stating that all companies have relationships, at some 

point they decide to strengthen some of the relationships and grow the links. It leads to 

formalization of co-operative structure, closeness and interdependency. 
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An evident conclusion is that networks and relationships are closely related. That is why, the 

relationship marketing theory developed as a part of network paradigm (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 

Morgan & Hunt (1994) define relationship marketing as establishing, developing and 

maintaining successful relationship exchange.  

In this investigation, the concepts of value network and relationship marketing are combined and 

business networking is defined as seeking and developing connections with the company‟s 

external environment with the aim of creating superior value and exposing company to greater 

business opportunities.   

Networking contextualism versus universalism 

It is crucial for understanding of the context of this study to have a closer look at the debate 

between advocates and opponents of networking universalism. The first group represents an 

opinion that networking styles are rather universal and generic, there are common patterns and 

the entrepreneurial culture goes beyond national borders. This mono-dimensional form of 

networking practice argues that the forms, structures and nature of the networking process tend 

to be the same irrespective of the environment and that they are the same in every country 

(Klyver et al., 2008).  

On the other hand, contextualists point out the differences in networking styles. They argue that 

culture and other national specifics have a great influence on networking. For practitioners it 

indicates that the same pattern of behaviors cannot be assumed for different national 

environments (Dodd & Patra, 2002). Furthermore, amongst universalists there are also less 

extreme groups such as variform universalists acknowledging that culture moderates the 

importance of networking and functional universalists that notice some cultural similarities in 

networking practice, but do not reject possible differences (Klyver et al., 2008).  

There are several arguments that support the networking contexualism. According to Michailova 

& Worm (2003) networking is a complex phenomenon, which can be approached meaningfully 

only in relation to a particular economic, political, social, historical, and cultural context. And 

examples for that are personal networks in China or Russia that are products of cultural heritage. 

Pearson & Richardson (2001) also believe that networks are integral part of every economic 

activity shaped by country specific market mechanisms, political, cultural and social influences. 



14 
 

Lastly, Foley (2008) concludes that different cultures are able to stimulate or limit networking in 

different ways. 

On the other hand, growing globalization and homogenization of markets may lead to decrease 

in differences in networking styles and universalization of networking practices. Globalization 

leads to increasing homogenization of culture. There is a flow of information and people became 

affected by the events and heroes from outside their cultural heritage (Held, 2004,: 13). The 

cultural differences do not disappear (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov, 2010), but as an effect of 

globalization next to national culture, there is another third culture developed for transnational 

communication especially in business. International standards for entrepreneurs are developed 

(Featherstone, 1990). Moreover, business education in Western Europe goes through process of 

Americanization, when student and teachers use American entrepreneurship models as a main 

source of inspirations, what also can lead to homogenization of entrepreneurship culture 

(Engwall, 2004). 

Table 1 below summarizes studies that compared networking in different national settings. This 

table illustrates the countries that have been studied, dimensions of networks and conclusions 

that researchers have made. One of the first conclusions is that Eastern Europe is understudied in 

this field. 

Table 1. Summary of the literature, source: own construction 

 

Research 

 

Countries researched Dimensions Findings and Conclusions 

Aldrich et al.  

(1989) 

United States (North 

Carolina) and Italy 

Networking activities, 

network density, 

differences between 

men and female 

entrepreneurs 

High degree of similarities 

between both countries, in 

both countries networks 

are gender dominated (it 

means that women 

networks have mainly 

female connections) 

Birley et al. 

(1991) 

Northern Ireland in 

comparison with United 

States of America, 

Sweden and Italy 

network activity, 

density, diversity and 

size 

Irish networks are smaller 

than elsewhere, but 

members put great effort 

to maintain existing 

relationships 
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Staber  & 

Aldrich 

(1995) 

Canada and United 

States (North Carolina) 

Role of friends and 

family in networks, 

length of relationships, 

use of brokers in 

assembling network 

connections 

Very similar results in 

both countries 

Freeman, & 

Ruan (1997) 

Austria, Australia, 

China, Great Britain, 

Hungary, Italy, the 

Netherlands, the United 

States and West 

Germany 

Patterns of interpersonal 

interactions and the 

ways of interaction 

Notable resemblance of 

patterns amongst the 

researched nations accept 

China 

Dodd & Patra 

(2002) 

Greece in comparison to 

other countries such as 

Canada, Japan, 

Northern Ireland, 

United Kingdom, 

United States and 

Sweden 

Representation of 

women, size of a 

network, average time 

spent on developing and 

maintaining 

relationships, average 

length of relationship, 

and average number of 

monthly meetings, the 

proportion of family and 

friends to business 

networks, network 

density, members 

closeness  

Research shows some 

generic similarities but 

also some differences; the 

same schema of behaviors 

across borders cannot be 

assumed; culture is very 

important in shaping a 

models of networking; 

support for the 

contextualists approach 

Greve & 

Salaff  (2003) 

Italy, Norway, Sweden 

and USA 

Network activities 

during three phases of 

establishing a firm, 

frequency of 

communication, 

presence of family 

members, usage of 

family connections 

Research should focus on 

similarities amongst 

nations, the patters of 

networking is the same in 

analyzed countries, but 

the size of networks and 

time dedicated to 

networking differs 

Klyver et al. 

(2008) 

20 countries located in 

Scandinavia, South 

Europe, Central Europe, 

Great Britain and the 

Balkan States. 

Entrepreneur‟s 

participation and 

activism, gender, age, 

competences, alertness, 

the importance of person 

knowing an 

entrepreneur 

Results are contrary to the 

existence of any mono-

dimensional form of 

networking practice but 

do strongly support the 

existence of both variform 

universality (culture 

moderates the importance 

of networking) and 

functional universality 

(cultural similarities in 

networking practice exist). 
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Georgiou, 

Dodd, 

Andriopoulos,  

& Gotsi, 

(2011) 

Greece, UK and Cyprus Nature of ties (family, 

friends, business, 

strangers); tie duration, 

size of the network,  

Networks are universal to 

some degree, some patters 

are moderate by country‟s 

culture 

Klyver, & 

Foley (2012) 

Danish, Native 

Hawaiian, Indigenous 

Australian 

 

Drivers for activation of 

relationships, view of 

network, role of family, 

dynamic, diversity, 

business relations, 

relations between social 

and business sphere 

The empirical results 

reveal variform 

universality of 

entrepreneurial 

networking, seven drivers 

moderate how 

entrepreneurial 

networking is practiced 

across cultures 

Schøtt, 

Cheraghi, 

Rezaei & 

Vang (2014) 

China and Denmark Private and public 

sphere networking 

(formal and informal) 

and its impact on 

innovations 

In China private 

networking dominates and 

public is limited, while in 

Denmark it is the other 

way around, in general 

private networking can 

limit innovations 

 

As it is shown in table 1 so far researchers have been mainly focusing on such aspects as network 

size, structure and composition.  

As a next step, we have analyzed the available literature on networking in order to point out 

other issues important for networking that has not yet been compared in different cultures. As a 

result three aspects have been distinguished by us: network motivations, trust building and 

preferred network types. We have noticed that, although these three aspects are pointed out us 

very crucial in networking, they were never compared in different cultural context.  

In the following part of the paper we explained why these dimensions are relevant for 

international networking according to the available literature.  Moreover, we summarize the 

current knowledge on these variables.  

Networking motivations  

Mutuality is in the heart of business networking. Mutual commitment is necessary to form a 

relationship (Holm et. al., 1999; Håkansson & Snehota, 2006; Holmlund & Törnroos, 1997, etc.). 

Interconnected companies cooperate, but they still pursue their own goals (Chetty & Holm, 
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2000; Håkansson & Snehota, 2006). And therefore the mutuality is create only if the relationship 

is somehow beneficial to both parties; and the party that does not benefit will most likely 

withdraw its commitment (Klerk & Kroon, 2007).  

Therefore, company should start networking activities by getting to know the motivation of the 

potential partners (Konsti-Laakso et al., 2012) and if an organization wants to attract potential 

network partners it should know what it can offer them.    

One of function of networking that is most commonly referred to by researchers is the 

information sharing. As it was said before, weak ties may enable companies to access to 

information that would be otherwise inaccessible for them (Granovetter, 1983). Information 

sharing can lead to many benefits such as identification and exploitation of market opportunities; 

building of market- experimental knowledge that would be difficult and costly to acquire though 

market research; facilitating the development of knowledge intensive products; acquisition of 

technical knowledge, market knowledge, ideas for new product development or service 

improvement (Sullivan Mort & Weerawardena, 2006).  

The information within the networks is transformed in multidirectional flows instead of up to the 

bottom flow characteristic for hierarchical organizations (McGregore, 2004). Moreover, the 

information can also consider threats on the market and therefore, the information sharing can 

minimalize risk, especially in foreign markets (Coviello & Munro, 1997). An important aspect of 

networks is also the fact that it can provide entrepreneurs with advises and even emotional 

support (Foley, 2008). 

Another important benefit next to the information sharing is resources sharing. Networking 

allows company to find other parties that would complement the resources that company may 

lack in exchange for resources that it is endowed with (Sullivan Mort & Weerawardena, 2006). 

This practice is also called a synergic effect of pooled resources (Chetty & Holm, 2000). 

Companies can share financial, but also organizational resources that can often minimalize risk 

and uncertainty (Chetty & Holm, 2000). 

Next the resources, companies can also seek network partners that would complement its 

competencies (Sullivan Mort & Weerawardena, 2006). Therefore, finding a trustworthy strategic 

partner is one of main benefits of networking. Partners may not only share resources and 
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competencies but even outsource part of the operation to each other (Coviello & Munro, 1997) or 

share common projects (Chetty & Holm, 2000).  

According to Konsti-Laakso et al. (2012) the ability to implement innovations by small 

companies is often limited by lack of expertise, specialization and resources. These companies 

can find the resources in their network and therefore another function of networking is enabling 

and providing the infrastructure for innovations. 

To summarize one of the greatest benefits of networking is the exposure to different types of 

opportunities that may arise in the market (Chetty & Holm, 2000). The motives to join network 

can be to access the opportunities or to find new opportunities (Martinez & Aldrich, 2011). 

Holmlund & Törnroos (1997) stated that networking can also have latent opportunities. It means 

that although currently the relationship does not provide benefits it can be beneficial in the 

future. Therefore, entrepreneurs would maintain the relationship in context of possible future 

benefits.  

Furthermore, networking can not only provide with necessary financial resources, but also 

reduce the costs, for example if companies share R&D or marketing project expenses with its 

partners (Dennis, 2000). If knowledge is shared costs of acquiring commercial information from 

the industry are significantly reduced. Moreover, the members of networks usually rely on 

morality of its partners, what can decrease the cost of contractual agreements or partners‟ control 

and monitoring. It also minimalizes the uncertainty, since people prefer to co-operate with 

individuals that they know or that of a good reputation within their network (Pearson & 

Richardson, 2001).  

On the other hand, networking can help to build trust, reputation and image within a certain 

community (Chetty & Holm, 2000) and provide legitimacy for its members (MacGregor, 2004). 

It can be essential for foreign market entry. In case of firm‟s internationalization networking can 

have a great positive impact on company‟s success (Coviello & Munro, 1997). It minimalizes the 

risk during the international market entry; especially if it comes to smaller companies that have 

limited resources. The resource shortage can be fulfilled by another company in the network 

(Sullivan Mort & Weerawardena, 2006). Table 2 presents the summary of the most important 

functions, motivation and benefits of networking.  
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Table 2. Summary of networking motivations, according to the literature, own construction 

Possible networking motivations References 

 Information sharing, access to reliable, first -

hand information, 

Granovetter (1983), McGregore (2004) 

 Identification; exploitation and access to 

market opportunities,  

Sullivan Mort & Weerawardena (2006), 

Chetty & Holm (2000), Martinez & 

Aldrich (2011) 

 Identification of treats and minimization of 

risk, 

Coviello & Munro (1997) 

 Building market knowledge, expertise and 

technical knowledge, 

Sullivan Mort & Weerawardena (2006) 

 Professional advises, inspirations, ideas and 

emotional support, 

Foley (2008) 

 Resource sharing, Sullivan Mort & Weerawardena (2006),  

Chetty & Holm (2000) 

 Complementing partners competencies Sullivan Mort & Weerawardena (2006) 

 Providing the infrastructure for innovations Konsti-Laakso et al. (2012) 

 Latent benefits that may occur in the future. Holmlund & Törnroos (1997) 

 Reducing  costs by sharing projects; Coviello & Munro (1997), Chetty & 

Holm (2000), Dennis (2000) 

 Reduce costs by minimalizing contract and 

control costs; 

Pearson & Richardson (2001) 

 

 Reducing uncertainty by working within 

trusted network;  

Pearson & Richardson (2001) 

 Building trustworthy image and legitimacy. Chetty & Holm (2000), MacGregor 

(2004) 
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Trust building 

In the process of analyzing the current literature on network relationships, trust was one of the 

elements included most frequently by the scholars. There is a common agreement amongst 

researchers that trust is an obvious and central component to every business relationship 

(Bstieler, 2006). Humans are these who enter relationships in network and that is why trust plays 

such a significant role (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Holmlund & Törnroos, 1997; De Klerk & Kroon, 

2007; Dennis, 2000); especially informal types of networks are built on trust between its 

members, since there are no other forms of governance or contracts (MacGregor, 2004).  

According to Blois (1998), trust in networking is the acceptance of vulnerability due to exposure 

to risk in the relationship and continuation of time and resources commitment despite the risk 

with confidence that at some point the gains will be greater than the risk. Moreover, Morgan & 

Hunt (1994) define trust as one party‟s confidence in exchange partner‟s reliability and integrity. 

They have classified trust and commitment as two key variables in the model of successful 

relationship marketing. 

High level of trust was found in high- performing and successful business partnerships, while 

low in low-performing collaborations (Bstieler, 2006). Usually individuals well- established 

within a network have greater access to information than one that just entered the network, 

because they are most trusted (Silversides, 2001). This is evidence that trust can not only lower 

the costs but also increase the information flow within the network (Doney, Cannon & Mullen, 

1998).  

Therefore understanding of trust and the process of trust development in business is very crucial. 

Researchers attempted to conceptualize trust in business relationships. According to Bstieler 

(2006), trust is an outcome of timely and adequate communication; shared problem solving and 

perceived fairness. On the other hand conflicts and partner‟s egoism lead to distrust. Morgan & 

Hunt (1994) also point out communication, next to shared values as a source of trust. They see 

cooperation and functional conflicts as outcomes of trust and uncertainty and opportunistic 

behaviors as factors that usually cause distrust.  

Since this study focuses on networking as seeking and developing relationships, we paid special 

attention to the trust formulation process that allows entrepreneurs to understand how they can 
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establish trust between new contacts. Doney et al. (1998) distinguished five different routes to 

trust development, which are types of cognitive processes. In every type trust results from 

different aspects. These sources of trust can be: calculative, when the trusting party calculates the 

costs and gains of a trustee in case of opportunistic behavior; prediction when truster develops 

confidence that trustee‟s behavior can be predicted; intentionality when truster evaluates 

trustee‟s motivations; capability when truster assesses trustee‟s capability to fulfill promises and 

the transference when truster transfers confidence from the trusted source on the target. In the 

last type the source of trust is the network connection. Trusters choose partners that are 

recommended to them by the source that thy are confident in. Entrepreneurs that prefer 

transference of trust will always seek opportunities within already established network.  

Furthermore, Harris & Dibben (1999) point out three different sources of trust that are somehow 

interconnected to Doney et al. (1998) model. These sources are calculus, knowledge and 

identification. First of all, calculus is a trust in the early stage of the business relationship, based 

on market economic situation and what every side of the relationship can get out of the situation.  

Second of all, knowledge trust is built over a period of interactions between individuals based on 

shared knowledge that allows making predictions about other party‟s behavior. Lastly, 

identification is a high degree trust which results from the identification with partners‟ wishes of, 

strong agreement and mutual shares of values. 

The next question is what the practical implications of these two models are. Both models were 

shown in context of international business relationship development that implies different 

understanding of trust. Zaheer & Zaheer (2006) argue that between nations the level, nature as 

well as institutional and cultural support for trust can vary and that is why, partners from 

different countries can experience asymmetric conceptions of trust to the business relationships. 

The growing awareness of importance of trust in cross- national co-operation encourages 

researchers to investigate how trust is developed in different cultures (Doney et al., 1998). 

However, the question that comes up to our mind is to which extend trust can vary in different 

European countries that share similar cultural heritage.  

The findings of Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner (2011) provide an interesting insight to this 

discussion. They give an example of two European countries that are geographically close: the 

Netherlands and Belgium. According to their research, Belgian managers instinctively trust 
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authorities, while Dutch tend to distrust them. Moreover, in some cultures trust and confidence in 

skills is associated with achievements, while in another with age. Depending on a country, 

cogitative routes, meaning ways to achieve trust can also vary (Doney et al., 1998). Harris & 

Dibben (1999) argue that in some cultures such as for example British calculative reasons are 

enough to enter relationship and even individuals that barely know each other can start 

cooperation; while in other countries a deep level knowledge is necessary for entering into 

relationship. Moreover, some entrepreneurs would also enter relationships if they already know 

the partner very well. Therefore, in some countries people prefer to join into partnership only 

with people they already had the identification trust established before for example with their 

acquaintances. 

That is one of the reasons why  in different business cultures different amount of time should be 

spend for trust establishing, in some cultures trust parties will have semi- official meeting, when 

they would discuss their private lives, hobbies, while in another such as US they will 

immediately start discussing business (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner 2011:89 ). 

Typology of networks and network type preference 

The most evident and perhaps frequent division is made between formal and informal networks 

(Coviello & Munro, 1997; Dean et al., 1997; Chetty & Holm, 2000; De Klerk & Kroon, 2007). 

Chetty & Holm (2000) refer to formal and informal networks as originally developed network 

relationships and formal structured networks. Formal business networks that are sometimes also 

called hard networks (Dean et. al, 1997) result from deliberate decisions and an organizational 

design formulated in order to maximize effectiveness (Rank, 2008). They have a form of 

organizations that bring entrepreneurs together usually with a purpose of sharing business 

information and experience for mutual advantage (Parker, 2008).  

Formal networks usually have a form of associations that can be encouraged by different type of 

organizations including governments or corporations (Chetty & Holm, 2000). Examples of 

formal networks are networks established by governmental programs or policy interventions 

(Dean et. al, 1997; Dean et al. 1997); joint action groups or industry clusters (Chetty & Holm, 

2000), chambers of commerce, professional and trade organizations, business networking 

program organized by an independent association (Parker, 2008); and networks founded by 
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certain corporations to stimulate exchange of knowledge in the value chain (Allen, James & 

Gamlen, 2007).  

According to Parker (2008), establishment of formal networks is an attempt to formalize and 

manage the actual flow of information that traditionally goes through informal social structure. 

Contrary, informal networks result from repetitive interactions between different actors rather 

than any type of contractual agreement (Rank, 2008). Therefore, they are based on reciprocity 

and mutual trust and rather than on any sort of governance (MacGregor, 2004). Regional 

community network of firms from one industry can be an example of informal network. In this 

case community spirit indicates network‟s identity.  Companies identify them- selves as not just 

a discrete organization but a part of a larger system. These types of networks are tied, based on 

geographical closeness rather than specialization and difficult to access from outside 

(Silversides, 2001). 

Informal networks also include personal networks that are a part of informal economy. The 

history of informal networks is longer than that of formal networks are in some countries is 

deeply embedded in the countries culture and history, examples for that is blat in Russia and 

guanxi in China (Michailova & Worm, 2003). In these types of societies helping friends through 

connections is a moral and social obligation; personal networks in business are usually 

characteristic for emerging economies, but also present in Western countries (Michailova & 

Worm, 2003). However, mixing friendship with business can be considered controversial in 

some countries since friends are expected to be unmotivated by benefits that can be used beyond 

the relationship e.g., money, status (Grayson, 2007). 

Next to the most common classification of networks, other classifications have been proposed as 

well. Konsti-Laakso et al. (2012) separated networks in production from open- innovation 

networks; the first one usually requires substantial investment and as the name points out they 

are formulated between parties that share production process. On the other hand, open- 

innovation networks provide the participants with access to examine new opportunities.  

Depending on the interdependency within the network, the dominated or equal partners‟ 

networks can be distinguished (Dennis, 2000). Last but not least, if it comes to the motives that 

participants have in joining the network, there could be four types: functional that share 
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functions such as R&D, marketing or production;  intralinter that mainly leads to an exchange of 

information; intralinter that aims at resources sharing; and motivational that are based on 

exchange of knowledge and market know-how (Varadarajan & Cunninghamm, 1995).  

In summary, Dodd & Patra (2002) described three possible sources of network relationships, 

which are: membership of formal organizations; links developed in supply chain for example 

relationship with suppliers or buyers; and utilization of social contacts such as friends, 

acquaintances, family etc. Moreover, the spread of social media brought businesses additional 

source of potential business connection.  Blogs, mailing lists and professional networking sites 

such as LinkedIn became possible way of engaging into discussion with other entrepreneurs and 

expanding the number of network connections (Thew, 2008). However, the effectiveness of this 

method and its ability to build real trust amongst network partners can be disputable. Moreover, 

the important question is whether it is possible to create network connection prior to an offline 

encounter. Sullivan Mort & Weerawardena (2006) point out that professional business fair and 

conferences can be a useful tool for making and maintaining network connections.   

In our study we propose that in different countries, entrepreneurs will show different patterns of 

preferred types of networks. This assumption has been made based on the review of the 

literature. For example, according to Parker (2008), in some countries, such as the UK, formal 

business networks are not widely used by entrepreneurs; while in other countries they are not 

very popular. And Michailova & Worm (2003) point out that in some countries understanding of 

the importance of informal networks is the crucial part for succeeding in doing business. Table 3 

summarizes potential sources of business network connections including formal and informal 

networks and it is based on the analysis of the literature. 

Table 3. Sources of network connections, according to the literature presented in this sub-

chapter, source: own construction 

 

formal informal 

Formal commercial organizations with a fee 

usually paid monthly or yearly such as BNI 

International  

Current and former partners within a supply 

chain 

Government subsidized network programs  Social contacts including friends, family and 

acquaintances; 
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Industry clusters and action groups Professional events, conferences and fair 

participants;  

 

Networking programs of independent 

associations 

Professional social media, blogs, online 

communities 

Networking organizations stimulated by a 

certain corporation 

 

Regional community networks 

 

State-of-the art evaluation 

The theoretical chapter above introduced the current literature on the phenomena that are 

investigated in this work. The aim of this sub-chapter was to better understand the status of the 

theories and separate the mainstream theories from the developing ones. First of all, it is worth 

notification that in the theory chapter only peer- reviewed articles have been presented. The 

analysis of state-of-the-art will help to develop appropriate research questions, since the goal is 

to establish new theory that would add value to the current literature, validate an emerging theory 

or prof existing theory to be no longer valid. The state- of-the- art statement is presented in Table 

4 below. It helps to formulate the research questions that will allow this paper to contribute to the 

current knowledge.  

After the analysis of available literature on networking it became obvious that majority of 

researchers focus on analyzing the benefits of networking and the role networking plays in 

expanding the opportunities.  Moreover, there is an abundance of articles defining networking, 

its functions and types of networks. The theories emphasizing the role of trust and mutual 

commitment in networking are also well- established; especially, the popular model of trust and 

commitment developed by Morgan & Hunt (1994) and Håkansson & Snehota (1989) network 

view on organizations, as well as Ritter et al. (2004) value- added partnership. These theories are 

both well- excepted and well- validated.  

However, the state- of- the art evaluation points out that the scientific community is not 

necessary sure about the dominance of one theory in comparison to others. Therefore, it can be 

concluded that there are several emerging theories competing with each other. Therefore, the 

contribution of this research is that it attempts to empirically validate one of the emerging 

theories either supporting the individualism or contextualism approach.  
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State-of-the art  

Table 4. State- of-the-art statement, source: own construction 

Phenomenon 

Impact of national 

context on networking 

styles 

References Citations Share of 

validations 

Strength 

of the 

theory 

Universalism Aldrich et al.  (1989) 

Staber & Aldrich (1995) 

292 

45 

Medium 

Medium  

Emerging 

Proposal 

Functional 

Universalists 

Freeman & Ruan (1997) 

Klyver et al. (2008) 

Georgiou et al. (2011) 

58 

74 

6 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Proposal 

Proposal 

Proposal 

Variform Universalists 
Birley, Cromie & Myers 

(1991) 

 

Greve & Salaff  (2003) 

 

Klyver et al. (2008) 

 

 

Klyver & Foley (2012) 

274 

840 

74 

6 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium  

Low 

Emerging 

Emerging 

Proposal 

Proposal 

Contextualism Michailova & Worm 

(2003) 

Pearson & Richardson 

(2001) 

Dodd & Patra (2002) 

 

223 

 

65 

162 

Medium 

 

Medium 

Medium 

Emerging 

 

Proposal 

Proposal 
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Homogenization of 

entrepreneurial culture 

Engwall (2004) 24 Medium Proposal 

Phenomenon 

Trust 

References Citations Validations Strength of 

the theory 

Central role of trust in 

relationship 

development 

Morgan & Hunt (1994) 

Holmlund & Törnroos 

(1997) 

14582 

197 

High  

High 

Dominating 

Emerging 

Trust as substitute for 

contracts in informal 

networking 

MacGregor (2004) 70 Medium Emerging 

Commitment as a 

heart of relationships 

Håkansson & Snehota 

(1989) 

Morgan & Hunt (1994) 

1190 

 

14582 

High  

 

High 

Dominating 

 

Dominating 

Value-added 

partnership- role of 

mutual benefits 

Konsti-Laakso et. al. 

(2012) 

Dennis (2000) 

Ritter et al. (2004) 

19 

 

86 

480 

Low 

 

Medium 

High 

Proposal 

 

Proposal 

Dominating 

Mutual or 

complementary 

motivations 

Konsti-Laakso et al. (2012) 19 Low  Proposal 

Commitment and 

dependence 

 

Holm et al. (1999) 536 High Dominating 
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Closeness, regularity 

and independency 

Pearson & Richardson 

(2001) 

Dennis (2000) 

65 

 

86 

Low 

 

Medium 

Proposal 

 

Proposal 

 

The conceptual model and research questions 

Figure 2. Conceptual model, source: own construction 

 

The conceptual model presented in figure 2 above is a result of the analysis of the available 

literature on networking. Theories dominating in scientific community emphasize two factors 

important for a creation of relationship in business, namely mutuality and commitment. As in 

this study, we focus on the beginning stage of network relationship creation which can be called 

network connection; we investigate factors that can influence mutual interest in relationship. In 

the model we propose that only two parties who have common motives or motives that 

complement each other would be attractive for each other. Otherwise, only one or no party will 
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see a goal/ benefit of perusing the relationship. The second factor that would influence the 

mutuality is the common network type; by the common network type we understand one of the 

types of network explained in the network typology sub-chapter. The model indicates that if two 

parties will use other types of networks, although, they might have been attractive partners for 

each other, but they would never meet.  

Moreover, based on the analysis of the literature on trust development in business relationships, 

the pre-conclusion has been made that at the beginning stage of relationship development trust is 

rather a catalyst stimulating the growth of the relationship.  

The analysis of the previous research on the influence of national context on networking 

summarized in the table 1 (pp.10-12) show that until now researchers have mainly focus on more 

tangible aspects of networks such as size of the networks in different countries, its density, 

gender diversity, demographics of the participants. In this study, we want to focus on more 

interpersonal aspects that have been pointed out in the conceptual model, mainly on trust 

development, networking motivations and preferences regarding types of the networks. The 

current literature has pointed out the importance of these aspects. And therefore, it is important 

to investigate whether or not the entrepreneurs coming from three different European countries 

would tend to show more universal patterns or they would differ depending on the contexts. As a 

result of these explorations the following research question has been developed: 

Q1: Are there significant differences between the networking styles European Union? 

In order to answer that research question three following sub-questions were formulated: 

Q2: What are the main motives for Polish, Swedish and Dutch entrepreneurs to commit to 

networking? 

Q3: What is the role of trust in networking across three European countries and how trust in 

developed amongst entrepreneurs? 

Q4: What types of networks are mostly used in Poland, Sweden and the Netherlands? 
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METHODOLOGY 

In this chapter we aim to explain the methodology used to answer the research questions. 

Moreover, in this part we justify our decisions of selected methods and provide explanation of 

ethical considerations, as well as criticisms and possible limitations of chosen methods. As the 

process of methodology design may be confusing, we based this chapter on the model developed 

by Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill (2009, 108) for business research. Figure 3 presents this model 

that is also referred to as research onion. However, it is worth mentioning that we do not explain 

the research philosophy in our work and only start with research approach.  

Figure 3. Research "onion", source: Saunders et al. (2009:108) 

 

 

Research approach 

As it shown in Figure 3 Saunders et al. (2009) acknowledge two types of research approach: 

deductive as well as inductive. According to Bryman & Bell (2007) first type is based on 

presentation of theory follow by observations that aim to test this theory; while second type 

begins with observation in order to build a theory (Bryman & Bell, 2007). However, according to 

Eisenhardt (1989) some researchers would not only modify their research questions in the course 
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of their research, but also transform their approach from theory-testing to theory- building, as a 

result of unexpected findings.  

Therefore, the abductive method explained by Philipson (2013) may be more appropriate as it 

has a form of mix of these two traditional methods. Perhaps, the most fruitfully results can be 

achieved if researchers base their study on the existing theories, but also stay open to unexpected 

results. Eisenhardt (1989) and Philipson (2013) distrust researchers‟ ability to separate their 

study from their accumulated knowledge and perspective. That is why; in this study the 

abductive approach was used. This approach allows us to test the theory, but also pay attention to 

the findings that do not directly related to the theory, but may be interesting.   

Research strategy 

According to Saunders et al. (2009) the most common research strategies include experiment, 

survey, case study, action research, grounded theory, ethnography and archival research. After 

the analysis of advantages and applicability of these methods as well as the available resources 

the case study approach was decided to be appropriate for this study.  

Case study is often used to test theory or provide descriptions (Eisenhardt, 1989). The main 

advantage of this strategy is the unique opportunity to develop theory by utilizing in depth 

insights of empirical phenomena and their contexts (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). The case study 

approach may be unpopular amongst some scholars due to its limited opportunity for scientific 

generalization (Yin, 1994), but the ability to investigate the phenomena in depth and in context is 

its unquestionable advantage. Networking is a complex phenomenon. It is related to personal 

attitudes of entrepreneurs and involves such aspects as trust. Therefore, it requires closer look 

and careful explorations that case study can allow.  

Furthermore, as the aim of the study is the comparison of networking styles in different countries 

the importance of context on findings is crucial. In case studies the phenomenon is embodied in 

the context, while for example in survey strategy the ability to understand the context is limited 

(Saunders et al., 2009). 
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Cases selection 

This research strategy can have a form of single or multiple case study (Eisenhardt, 1989). Since 

the purpose of this study is to investigate the differences and similarities in networking styles 

across Europe the multiple case studies has to be implemented. 

As it was said in the introduction, entrepreneurs‟ attitudes towards networking will be 

investigated in Poland, Sweden and the Netherlands. The fact that these three countries are 

located in different part of Europe is a result of informed decision rather than random sampling. 

According to Eisenhardt (1989) diversification of responders can enhance the generalizability of 

the findings.  

 Saunders et al. (2009:213) provide an overview of sampling techniques with the main 

distinction to probability and non- probability sampling. The second type is based on the 

subjective judgment of a researcher and was used in this research. Purposive sampling was 

chosen in this study because it allows to researcher judgment to select cases that would suit the 

best in answering the research questions and it is typical for case study research strategy 

(Saunders et al., 2009:237). 

Research choice: Qualitative versus quantitative data  

In the study we use qualitative data. Qualitative data are generated by any data collection 

technique that uses non- numerical data. In contrast to quantitative data that generates and uses 

numerical data (Saunders et al., 2009, 151).  

According to Doz (2011), although qualitative techniques of research in business are rather less 

common in comparison to mainstream quantitative analysis, in some areas such as theory 

building application of qualitative method can bring very satisfactory results. Gummesson (2005) 

convinces that neither qualitative nor quantitative are superior in comparison to another, despite 

the fact that some advocates of one of the types act as antagonist towards the other. According to 

the author, quantitative data are more suitable to investigate the causality of the variables, while 

qualitative ones allow better and more complex investigation of aspects of certain phenomenon.  

Next to the qualitative data our empirical validation is based on primary data. Primary data is 

data collected for the purpose of explaining e.g. this study, whereas secondary data was 
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originally obtained to another study i.e. to answer a different research question (Bryman & Bell, 

2007).  

Moreover, Saunders et al. (2009, 151) refer to research choice as a process of selecting suitable 

type of data (qualitative vs. quantitative; secondary vs. primary), but also as a decision on either 

mixed or single data collection technique. Mono-method refers to single data collection 

technique. Multi- method uses mix of more than one data generation technique, but all data 

collected are either qualitative or quantitative. Lastly, mixed method research utilizes 

combination of qualitative and quantitative techniques. This research is an example of mono- 

method choice. 

Time horizon 

Cross- sectional study has a form of a snapshot of the phenomenon at the certain point of time, 

while longitudinal study has diary perspective, what means that data are collected more than one 

time from a certain source what gives an opportunity to observe changes and developments 

(Saunders et al. (2009, 155). 

Longitudinal time horizon has its advantages. However, in this study we focus on the current 

situation of the networking styles. The choice of cross- sectional study allows us to save time in 

which we can better investigate this phenomenon at the single time across three countries.  

The advantage of cross-sectional studies is that allows investigation of multiple cases for 

similarities and differences amongst them (Bryman & Bell, 2011). 

Data generation techniques 

Typical data collection methods for case studies are questionnaires, interviews, archives and 

observations (Eisenhardt, 1989). Yeung (1995) states that the most appropriate data collection 

method for qualitative case study research design are unstructured interviews.  

There are several channels the interview can be conducted such as phone, Internet or face-to-face 

meeting. Yeung (1995) argues that face-to-face interview is much more suitable and beneficial 

techniques for collecting data in business research that other common techniques including 

questionnaire. It is due to the fact that data collector often has a certain image in their mind, 
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however in reality things may differ, personal interview provides the flexibility to adjust the 

questions to real life events during the interview.   

In opposite, the advantages of phone interview are that can give the interviewer the opportunity 

to control the questions from his notes or from computer, what may be more practical and less 

stressful for the interviewer. Moreover, it can save the travelling costs and efforts of travelling 

the world (Bryman & Bell, 2011). As the research is conducted in Sweden, Poland and the 

Netherlands, which are, geographically close, the face- to- face interviews were conducted.  

The Table 5 introduces the interviewees together with their country of origin, industry their 

company operates in and their function. For the privacy reasons the company names have not 

been disclosed, moreover, only the initials of the interviewees have been indicated. We provide 

initials for the better understanding of the empirical finings.  

For the selection of the interviewee we used non-probability sampling common for qualitative 

research methods in form of mix of purposive and convenience sampling based on net of our 

contacts and people who agreed to be interviewed. Although according to Saunders et al. (2009) 

convenience sampling is often criticized because of its low generalizability.  

The criteria that we have applied for the interviewees was to have at least five years of 

experience in the certain market, be a native to a market what ensures that the interviewee would 

not only be aware of market practices, but also have certain cultural awareness and cultural 

software of the mind typical for people coming from the same cultural background (Hofstede et 

al., 2010). As it is presented in Table 5 the responders come from different industry sectors, what 

we consider advantage of the study. According to Eisenhardt (1989), the industry sector diversity 

amongst the responders increases chances of generalizability. It is worth noting that vast majority 

of our responders‟ works in small and medium size companies.  
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Table 5. The interviewees, source: own construction 

Country Initials Company Function 

The 

Netherlands 

J.B. Direct mailing and social media strategy 

consulting 

Managing Director 

L.J. Dutch-English translations for business 

content 

Communication Director  

T.V. Producer of car tires technology for 

large vehicles 

Owner 

Sweden P-O. H. Waste management and educational 

trainings  

Marketing and 

Communication Director 

U.L. Business incubators Managing Director 

E.H. Cluster management Market Manager 

H.F. Game engine development Project Manager 

Poland B.P. Transport Managing Director 

A.M. Human Resources Services Administrative Employee 

J.L. Re- locations and Constructions Managing Partner 

 

In the research onion presented in Figure 3 (Saunders et al., 2009) data collection method is the 

final stage of methodology design. Figure 4 below presents the summary of methodology 

designed for this study.  
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Figure 4. Summary of research methodology design, source: own construction 

 

Method criticism  

In this sub- chapter we summarize criticisms of the methods that we have used in order to 

highlight the possible threats of chosen methods.  

The mono-method research choice has been made for this study. Saunders et al. (2009, 152) 

point out that mixed and multiple research choices that combine more than one data collection 

technique and have a form of mix of qualitative and quantitative data can be very beneficial for 

study as they may provide more complex analysis than mono- method techniques.  

According to Eisenhardt (1989) one of the treats of purely qualitative analysis is that it can cause 

researcher to get carried away by vivid, but false impressions in qualitative data. Therefore, 

Eisenhardt (1989) praises the mix of two methods. In his opinion quantitative data can strengthen 

the findings made base on quantitative analysis. Also Gummesson (2005) praises merger of 

qualitative and quantitative method as both of them separately have their own limitations.  

Moreover, case study approach is considered controversial by some scholars due to the fact that 

it provides limited opportunity for scientific generalization (Yin, 1994). What is more, the usages 

of case study qualitative data can lead to construction of theories that are overly complex 

(Eisenhardt, 1989) and researchers have to focus on certain patters instead of attempting to 

capture all the details, relationships and remarks. Due to the rich and complex nature of data 

collected during qualitative data generation it becomes largely interpretative and can be 

Data collection technique 
Face- to-face, semi- structured interviews 

Time horizon 
Cross- sectional 

Research choice 
Mono- method Qualitative, primary data 

Research strategy 
Case study 

Research Approach 
Abductive 
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dependent on researchers‟ pre-assumptions. Aware of the possible pitfalls and challenges we 

entered the data collection and analysis process.  

Operationalization 

This section aims to explain how theoretical concepts are translated into measurable instruments. 

In order to better the operationalization process the research question should be reminded.  

Q1: Are there significant differences between the networking styles in Poland, Sweden and the 

Netherlands? 

We try to address this question by investigation of three aspects of networking: network 

motivation, network preferences and trust building. Therefore, the semi- structured interviews 

have been divided into three parts. In every part we investigate each element. Below we explain 

how research questions (RQ) have been translated into interview questions (Q). Due to the 

limited number of questions that we can ask it is impossible to include all the theories introduced 

in the theoretical chapter and therefore only certain theories have been selected. Table 6 below 

summarizes the operationalization from theory to research questions. 

Table 6 Operationalization, source: own construction 

Research 

question 

Interview question Motivations and comments References 

RQ2: What are 

the main 

motives for 

Polish, 

Swedish and 

Dutch 

entrepreneurs 

to commit to 

networking? 

 

Q1.What are in 

your opinion the 

biggest benefits and 

functions of 

networking? Why 

are you committed 

to networking? 

The first part of the interview 

concerns network motivations. In 

order to investigate the networking 

motivations of our respondents we ask 

Q1. We want to observe which 

motives they would mention. 

 

The list of 

possible 

network 

motivations 

based on the 

analyzed 

literature is 

presented in 

Table 2 

(pp.16). 

Q2.There are four 

types of exchange 

between networking 

partners: projects 

sharing, information, 

In Q2 we introduce four main types of 

motivations in order to see which 

categories will be chosen by 

interviewees. 

Varadarajan & 

Cunninghamm 

(1995) 
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resources or 

knowledge exchange. 

Which of these are 

most important for 

you and why? 

Q3.Do you consider 

inter-personal 

elements of 

networking such as 

support, advises or 

even friendship 

important or do you 

see networking as a 

more transactional 

process? Could you 

motivate your 

answer? 

According to the analyzed literature an 

important aspect of networks is also 

the fact that it can provide 

entrepreneurs with advises and even 

emotional support. In the IQ3 we 

investigate if these are important 

elements of networking motivation for 

our responders. 

Foley (2008) 

RQ3: What is 

the role of trust 

in networking 

across three 

European 

countries and 

how trust in 

developed 

amongst 

entrepreneurs? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q4. What is in your 

opinion role of trust 

in networking? 

In the theoretical chapter dedicated to 

trust formulation we have introduced 

several theories regarding trust 

formulation, but first we want to ask 

more general questions in order to 

investigate what are the opinions of 

the practitioners on trust in business 

networking. 

 

- 

Q5: How in your 

opinion trust in build 

between business 

people? What factors 

decide whether you 

trust potential 

partner or not? 

In some culture such as for example 

British calculative reasons are enough 

to enter relationship and even 

individuals that barely know each 

other can start cooperation; while in 

other countries a deep level 

knowledge is necessary for entering 

into relationship. Moreover, some 

entrepreneurs would also enter 

relationships if they already know the 

partner very well. 

 

Harris & 

Dibben (1999) 

Q6: Do you mind co-

operating with a new 

partner who is 

completely of your 

professional network 

if for example his 

offer is more 

attractive? 

RQ4: What Q7. As formal 

networks we 

Table 3 (pp. 21) summarizes different Table 3 (pp. 
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types of 

networks are 

mostly used in 

Poland, 

Sweden and the 

Netherlands? 

 

 

understand forms of 

networks, which are 

connected by some 

sort of contract or 

agreement; while 

informal has more of 

an unwritten 

agreement. Which 

one do you prefer 

and why? 

types of formal and informal networks 

Q7 and Q8 tries to find an answer to 

the questions regarding popularity of 

various types of networks in the 

Netherlands, Sweden and Poland. 

 

21) 

Q8.What is in your 

opinion the most 

obvious way to create 

network connection 

in Sweden (for 

example internet, 

BNI meeting, current 

friends, family, 

people you meet 

while doing 

business)? 

Q9. Do you use social 

contacts such as 

friends and family in 

your business 

network? 

The history of informal networks is 

longer than that of formal networks 

are in some countries is deeply 

embedded in the countries culture and 

history, an examples for that is blat in 

Russia and guanxi in China. In these 

types of societies helping friends 

through connections is a moral and 

social obligation; personal networks in 

business are usually characteristic for 

emerging economies, but also present 

in Western countries. Q 9 will test 

whether the respondents engage their 

private family and friends connections 

into business networking.  

 

Michailova & 

Worm (2003) 
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Q10.What is your 

opinion on use of 

LinkedIn and online 

means in 

networking; do you 

think it can be 

possible to create 

relationship and 

trust before even 

meeting people face-

to-face? 

Spread of social media brought 

businesses additional source of 

potential business connection.  Blogs, 

mailing lists and professional 

networking sites such as LinkedIn 

became possible way of engaging into 

discussion with other entrepreneurs 

and expanding the number of network 

connections. The Q10 investigates the 

extent to which is possible to establish 

network connection via Internet.  

 

Thew (2008) 

Ethical considerations 

Transparency is one of crucial qualities of an ethical research. According to Gummesson (2005), 

it is desired that reader would be able to follow actions and thoughts of the researchers. Moreover, 

the author claims that researchers should be aware of their hidden agenda which are their pre-

assumptions and restrictions that inter subjectively impact the analysis of data.  

Elements that can increase the ethical value of the research are carefully and transparent 

evaluation of sources, full report of a data, when all data are available and enclosed to readers, as 

well as including possible alternative interpretations of data (Gummesson, 2005). 

Scientific criteria 

Validity, reliability and generalizability are one of the most essential scientific criteria for 

assessing the quality of the research (Healy & Perry, 2000). According to Maxwell (1992) only if 

the research meets the criteria the results can be relied on and can provide practical implications. 

The judgment of scientific criteria of qualitative studies is usually more complicated than in case 

of quantitative studies which have more support in statistics (Maxwell, 1992). 

Below, the definitions of these criteria are presented and the explanation on how this study 

attempts to achieve them is provided.  
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First of all, validity refers to the relationship between the studied account and the phenomena in 

the real world outside of that account (Maxwell, 1992). Validity tests researchers‟ ability to 

measure the issues that they attempted to investigate (Yin, 1993). The distinction into internal 

and external validity was made.  The internal validity refers to the degree to which the researcher 

can explain that the observed correlations are causal; while external validity illustrates the ability 

to generalize the findings of the study (Yin, 1993).  

Generalizability measures the extent to which a third person could extend the findings made 

based on a particular situation or population to other persons, times or settings than those studied 

(Maxwell, 1992). Although the outcome of quantitative studies is usually more difficult to 

generalize, we believe that due to a choice of three different case studies coming from three 

geographical regions: Northern, Western and Eastern Europe, the ability to generalize the 

findings to entire area of European Union has increased.  

Second of all, a study that had met the criteria of reliability has the same outcome if they are 

replicated by another research using the same method (Neuman, 2003). One of the most common 

strategies of improving the reliability is to conduct a pre-test that would examine the 

understandability of the questions trough the feedback of respondents participating in the pre-test 

(Neuman, 2003). Therefore, we have arranged a pre-test that included three people answering 

our questions and commenting on them. Moreover, the fact that we have conducted our research 

in team of two people also increases the reliability of the findings. It is due to the fact that we 

have conducted the analysis of the data individually and then consulted the results with each 

other.  

We believe that the transparency in designing the method, presenting the methodology, 

operationalization, the background information on our respondents, their answers in the appendix 

1 as well as the analysis techniques would significantly improve the ability of another 

researchers to replicate our study and achieve comparable results.  

Data presentation and analysis 

Eisenhardt (1989) encourages researchers to overlap processes of data collection with data 

analysis. This gives a researcher more flexibility, ability to re-thinks the questions and make 

adjustments.  
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It is important not to lose the meaning of qualitative data due to intensive coding (Eisenhardt, 

1989). Analysis is a part of process of making sense of collected data (Gummesson, 2005). 

According to Gummesson (2005) there are fifteen strategies for the analysis/ interpretation of 

qualitative data. It may be too extending to describe all of them, therefore we have selected the ones 

that are applicable to this research: 

 Condescending data is a process of reduction of reducing data to make them manageable, 

this element of analysis have to avoid mistake of rejecting anomalies and exceptions;  

 The hermeneutic helix refers to a process of interpretation and re-interpretation of a data 

in which some data are brought to focus and advancement which should result in greater 

understanding of phenomena.  

 Comparison is the key to qualitative data analysis, during the constant comparison with 

past and new data patterns are formed, and then turned into concepts, categories and 

eventually theories.  

 

More specifically, for the analysis of the interviews we have implemented method explained by 

Philipson (2013) that we slightly adjusted and simplified to the requirements of our research. The 

transcription and analysis of the interviews was conducted based on the following steps: 

1. Record all the face-to-face interviews and as a next step write down (transcribe) all the 

interviews. 

2. Create a matrix in Microsoft Excel including the questions in the first column and the 

answers to each question by each respondent in the rows.  

3. Studying the answer in order to find  key words, key words are not whole sentences, but 

stand- alone statements understood independently from the whole answers (Philipson, 

2013). At this point, we also highlighted the parts of the answers that were particularly 

interesting for us even if they did not belong to any pattern. The highlighted answers 

included statements that for example challenged the existing theory and put new light on 

the theory or phenomenon. 

4. Eliminating the rest of the sentences, living only the key words separated by / signs. 
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5. Finding the common keywords and patters, putting the keywords in the second column 

after the questions and highlight whether or not this keyword was present in the answer 

of the responder.  

6. After highlighting the cells that include certain keywords deleting the word content.  

7. Moving the most frequently used key words to the top, arranging the key words 

according to its popularity 

8. Moving the columns with the interviewees to find the ones with  the most similar answers 

9. Finding a pattern of similar answers amongst the interviews  

10. Presenting the patterns and analyzing them in context of the research questions 
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EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

In this chapter empirical findings are presented. The following tables 7-16 illustrate the summary 

of the main themes and key words used by the interviewees during the conversation. In all the 

tables NL1, NL2, NL3 corresponds to Dutch responders, SE1, SE2, SE3, SE4 to Swedish and 

PL1, PL2, PL3 to Polish.  After that the composition of the main patterns is shown. In addition, 

appendix 1 presents the transcription of all the interviews reduced to the key worlds. 

Networking motivations 

The first question during the interview was: What are in your opinion the biggest benefits and 

functions of networking? Why are you committed to networking? No examples of the answers 

were provided and responders pointed out these benefits or functions that came to their minds 

first and that were most important in their view. Table 7 summarizes the answers. Meeting 

potential clients was mentioned in half of the interviews and was the most popular reason to 

commit to networking amongst entrepreneurs together with trust building, followed by 

interrelated motivations such as becoming recommended to customers and receiving information 

about industry. Recognition and reputation building came up as one of the most important 

reasons as well. As presented in table 7, all Dutch responders were focused on sales and two out 

of three Polish responders.  Almost all Swedish interviewees value information about industry, 

as well as learning and experience sharing. Additionally, the reputation building aspect was 

mentioned two times during the interviews with Polish entrepreneurs. 

Table 7 Networking motivations, source: interviews 

 

NL1 NL2 NL3 SE1 SE2 SE3 SE4 PL 1 PL2 PL3
meeting prospects 5
Trust 5

recommendations 4

industry informations 4
recommendations 3
learning and sharing 3
image, reputation 3
exchange resources 2
Cooperate 2

Formatted: Normal
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In the second question, four main areas of networking motivations: information sharing, 

knowledge sharing, project sharing and resources sharing were introduced. After that responders 

were asked which of these motivations has the most crucial meaning for them. There were small 

confusions regarding the difference between information and knowledge. Information was 

explained to be data that is acquire at certain moment about some phenomenon. Therefore, sale 

opportunity can be classified as information. On the other hand, knowledge was described as set 

of combined data and information based on experience and interpretation. An example can be 

knowledge about difficulties in entering certain foreign market. Table 8 shows the outcome of 

the second question. Knowledge sharing was the most popular motivation emphasized by 

responders, followed by information sharing. Two responders pointed out all motivations as 

equally significant. Resource sharing as well as project sharing was definitely mentioned less 

frequently.  

Table 8 Types of networking motivations, source: interviews 

 

 

In the last question of the first section regarding networking motivation, the interviewees were 

asked about their opinion on importance of more interpersonal aspect of networking, such as 

support, advises or even friendship and if they consider them crucial. Table 9 illustrates the 

answers. Only two responders considered this aspect the most important. On the other hand, the 

four interviewees said that personal aspects are either of secondary importance or not that 

important. Moreover, in the table we can see that professional advises are quite valued in 

networking. In this question no significant pattern amongst different nationalities can be 

observed. One observation is worth mentioning. Two Swedes compared network friendships to 

personal friendships. 

NL1 NL2 NL3 SE1 SE2 SE3 SE4 PL 1 PL2 PL3

knowledge
information
Project sharing
all types eqally important
new propsects and 
companies that work 
new partners
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Table 9 Interpersonal motivations, source: interviews 

 

 

Trust building 

The second section of the interviews regarded the trust in networking. We hoped to receive 

answers that would give insight into this phenomenon and better explain the source of trust. First 

of all, the responders were asked what is it their opinion about the role of trust in networking. As 

table 10 shows seven out of ten people answered that trust is one of the crucial aspects, while 

only one stated that trust is of secondary importance, but there are most crucial aspects. All of 

the Polish responders suggested that trust plays a role of facilitator during the networking 

activities. 

Table 10 the role of trust in networking, source: interviews  

 

 

In the fifth question, entrepreneurs were asked how in their opinion trust is created between 

business people and what factors decide whether you trust potential partner or not. The table 10 

NL1 NL2 NL3 SE1 SE2 SE3 SE4 PL 1 PL2 PL3

values advises

less important than 

made valuable 

emotional support

inter-personal aspects 

keep in touch with 

exchange ideas

the most important 

aspect

helps to enhance 

don’t keep direct score 

on favors

NL1 NL2 NL3 SE1 SE2 SE3 SE4 PL 1 PL2 PL3

very important issue

stimulates growth of 

distrust breaks the 

allows information 

other aspects more 
mutual connection no 

guarantee

Formatted: Normal, Left



47 
 

indicates that the half of the interviewed people pointed out consistency and the fact that trust 

can be only naturally build over time. Openness as well as personal appearance and traits such as 

politeness, friendliness or professionalism was both mentioned four times. Table 11 shows other 

sources of trust as suggested by respondents. Only one of them mentioned being recommended. 

Half of the Swedish responders emphasized openness and clearly stated intentions, while no 

other nationality mentioned them. Two out of three Polish people told about personal 

characteristics of a networking partner.  

Table 11 Ways to build trust in business, source: interviews  

 

 

The last question in this section was meant to test the importance of network recommendation in 

business. Table 12 presents the results. Seven of the interviewees stated that they do not mind co-

operating with a personal outside of their network. Seven persons were all Dutch and Polish 

responders as well as one of Swedish respondents. Swedish entrepreneurs hesitated more, two of 

them said that they strongly prefer recommended person.    

Table 12 Acceptance of partners outside the network, source: interviews 

 

 

NL1 NL2 NL3 SE1 SE2 SE3 SE4 PL 1 PL2 PL3

over time 

personal appearance 

do what   promissed

openess 

meeting face-to-face

past success of 

relationship

helping people

creating value for each 

other

referral

NL1 NL2 NL3 SE1 SE2 SE3 SE4 PL 1 PL2 PL3

Does not mind 

recommendations 

 goes for more 

favors predictable 

recommendations can 

be problematic

Formatted: Normal, Left
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Network type preferences 

The last part of the interview included four questions in which the network type preferences of 

entrepreneurs were investigated. To start with, table 13 illustrates the summary of a discussion 

on which type of networks formal or informal are more beneficial and why. In the answers we 

can clearly see that all of the Dutch entrepreneurs definitely prefer formal networks as they 

provide more tangible results than informal network that are in their opinion to focus on social 

aspects and have no clear guidelines. In opposition, Swedish respondents chosen informal 

networks, since they are more flexible and interpersonal and formal networks can be 

uncomfortable and awkward. Two out of three Polish interviewees also seem to prefer informal 

networks. 

Table 13 Formal versus informal networks, source: interviews 

 

 

Table 14 shows the summary of the answers to question 8. In this question interviewees were 

asked what is in their opinion the most obvious way to create a network connection. The most 

popular way amongst responders was attending conferences, exhibitions and similar events. 

Keep in contact with people met during work such as ex co-workers, partners in the value chain 

etc. was a second most popular answer.  This answer seems to be especially popular amongst 

Polish respondents. The second most mentioned occasion to meet network connection next to 

conferences was commercial paid networking organization such as BNI. All interviewed Dutch 

people suggested this method.  

 

NL1 NL2 NL3 SE1 SE2 SE3 SE4 PL 1 PL2 PL3

prefers formal 

if.n.= no clear rules

formal network= clear 

f.n=more tangible 

returns

appretiates both types 

formal networks= 

akward

if.n.=  more support

if.n.= more flexible

if.n.= more friendly, 

natural

not very aware of if.n.

Formatted: Normal, Left
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Table 14 Ways to create network connection, source: interviews  

 

 

The next question considered using social contacts in professional networks. Four people include 

friends and family in their professional network and another three would not mind to do so in the 

future. Four people said that they do not include personal contacts and three mentioned that it 

can be messy and problematic. There are no visible patters of differences in the answers amongst 

different nationalities.  

Table 15 including family and friends in professional network, source: interviews  

 

 

In the last question, the ability to create network relationship and trust on internet before even 

meeting people face-to-face. All of Dutch and Polish responders clearly said that in their opinion 

trust cannot be crated on internet. Interestingly, three out of four Swedish entrepreneurs 

expressed their opinion that creating connection might be possible. If it comes to LinkedIn, 

NL1 NL2 NL3 SE1 SE2 SE3 SE4 PL 1 PL2 PL3

conferences, 

exibitionhs, trade fairs 

commercial, paid 

organizations

ex-workers, partners, 

customers 

local government 

initiatives

business club 

meeting groups

friends, family

Internet

industry clusters and 

organizations

Includes friends and 

family

Does not include 

either

Considers it 

problematic

may include in the 

future

recommendation but 

no business

No family but only 

friends

Formatted: Normal, Left

Formatted: Normal, Left



50 
 

several responders mentioned that it is rather tool for re-connecting, maintaining existing 

relationships than to initiate a new connection. It was suggested that online discussions and 

forums can be better to achieve this. 

Table 16 Networking on internet, source: interviews  

 

 

Networking in the Netherlands 

“Meeting new people means meeting potential clients” 

Interviewee, Communication Director, 

 Translating company, the Netherlands 

In general, Dutch entrepreneurs seem to treat networking more transactional than other 

nations. The evidences for that are that all interviewees mentioned meeting potential 

customers, receiving new sales opportunities as main networking motivations. Dutch 

entrepreneurs seem to very clearly connect networking with increase in sales. They point 

out receiving information as crucial element of networking, but understand information as a 

signal that there can be potential sale. One of the interviewee said: Information and 

knowledge exchange are the most important as they provide my company with new leads 

and attractive opportunities.  And another stated: Information if the key to success in B2B 

world when I sale can decide about survival of new company. The third interviewee added: I 

threat networking as part of my work and a way to find new prospects and sales.   

L. to re-connect  but no 

trust cannot be 

created online

connection cannot be 

created online 

con. and trust can be 

created online

L. lacks ability to 

create c.

possible on online 

forums

Fb better  tool than 

LinkedIn 
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The answers to questions about personal aspects of networking are in line with this 

tendency, as two out of three Dutch responders suggested that advises and support are of 

secondary importance for them.  

However, there are some other benefits that are noticeable in the answers of Dutch 

entrepreneurs. Trust is definitely one of them. Dutch respondent from an advertising 

industry says: I had no experience on sales and no network in the B-to-B segment. At start 

nobody knew me, so why would anyone come to me with his business. By doing what I had 

promised: deliver on time, at the right quality and time with a fair price people started to 

know and trust me. Another person says: In my experience, networking is a trust builder. If 

a member of my network organization has built a certain level of trust with me, it is easier 

for him or her to refer me to someone within his network. 

To summarize, trust building is one of the networking motivations. Furthermore, in question 

about the role of trust in networking every answer mentioned relative significance of this 

aspect. It is worth mentioning that all Dutch respondents mentioned that trust is only created 

over time as a result of consistent high performance of networking partner. Their opinion 

can be summarizing by the statement made by one of the interviewee who said: By working 

together successfully, you build trust naturally. 

Theory chapter have suggested that is some cases trust can be transformed by 

recommendations. Therefore, we decided to investigate the influence of recommendations. 

Based on the empirical findings, in the Netherlands, the power of recommendation is 

somehow limited. This conclusion can be made based on the fact that all three business 

people have stated that they would not mind to co-operate with completely unknown 

business partner, although, one of them pointed out fact that then business would take 

longer since he would need more time to get to know each other. The statement:  I would 

prefer recommended person. Although, I usually go for more attractive offer shows the 

attitude of Dutch entrepreneurs towards referrals. One of the responders has suggested that 

trust can be transformed by referral. And another shown her skepticism by saying: A mutual 

connection is no guarantee that things will go smoothly or that they won’t negotiate the 

price down to an unreasonable amount! 
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Another argument supporting the statement that Dutch entrepreneurs treat networking more 

transactional than others is that all three of them strongly prefer formal networks, while vast 

majority of Polish and Swedish responders pointed out benefits of informal networks.  

Dutch person said: I use both kinds of networks, but when I do compare both then I it is 

clear that most of the new business comes from the formal network. The advantages of 

formal networks according to Dutch people were: more tangible results, more visible returns 

on networking activities, clear structure and guidelines, less hesitancy, more pressure to 

contribute and less emphasis on the social aspect.  

When asked about what types of networks they participate in Dutch entrepreneurs seem to 

be quite active in different types such as the most popular paid networking organizations, 

but also conferences and networking groups.  

If it comes to the opinion on using friends and family in professional life, the opinions are 

divided from: Sure, whenever possible, but that is more delicate, because you want to give 

extra effort to do things even better; to simply No.  

Last but not least, the relationship to trust and connection created on internet is very similar 

amongst them; they do not believe that it is possible without meeting face-to-face. They use 

LinkedIn to re- connect with people or check-someone-out, not to meet new people. 

Networking in Sweden 

“Good networks are built with good relationships and often on personal relationships that have 

been built up during a period of time. (…) The stronger individual network you have the stronger 

and safer journey you have in the business world.  ” 

Interviewee, Managing Director, 

Business incubators, Sweden 

The Swedish approach to networking seems to be even more oriented towards the relationship 

than Dutch. One indication of this is the frequency with which word relationship have been used 

by Sweden respondents. This word was mentioned 11 times in the whole transcription of the 



53 
 

interviews from which 5 times by Swedish interviewees. Moreover, in the first question 

considering the main motives to commit to networking no one directly referred to sales 

opportunities or even recommendations. Instead of those entrepreneurs have mentioned such 

motives as: insights and information, favors and preferential treatment, knowledge about how 

your own business is seen and who are biggest competitors, learning, advises, experience sharing 

and risk minimization. These advantages will perhaps often lead to sales somehow, but the 

analysis of he answers to the first questions indicates more heterogeneous motivations. 

In line with this in the second question three out of four respondents have chosen knowledge 

sharing above other motives such as receiving information, resources sharing or project sharing. 

According to one of the respondents the ultimate goal in the professional conversations is to 

stimulate the knowledge flow. For Swedish entrepreneurs knowledge was important as it 

provides you with both know-how and failures/successes of others that you can use to avoid 

problems going forward. In addition, one of the respondents warns that in order to gain mutual 

benefits from networking the knowledge has to be exchanged, but often there is only fine line 

between sharing too much and just enough.  

Figure 8 (pp. 46) also indicates that interpersonal aspects are very important for Swedish 

respondents. However, all of them have slightly different views on friendship in networking. One 

person stated that friendship comes naturally over time in network relationship. Another 

respondent said that it is always beneficial if network connection goes together with friendship 

since it a foundation that leads to even stronger connection and other aspects such as knowledge 

sharing, projects sharing etc. became easier because the trust is already build. Noteworthy, we 

found one of the answers particularly interesting. Respondent from game software industry said: 

I believe that they (network relationships) are highly comparable to other relationships such as 

friendship. I have problems seeing it as a transactional process as it suggests that there are two 

parties or opposite sides and that the transaction needs to be mutually beneficial every time it 

takes place. In an inter-personal relationship on the other hand, the people involved don’t keep 

direct score on favors and benefits gained. This statement empathize view on network 

connection as professional friendship rather that set of transactions. 
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If it comes to the role of trust, it was described as absolutely crucial; building block of every 

relationship and the strategic importance of this element were confirmed. Asked about trust 

building Swedish entrepreneurs mentioned such factors as openness and clearly stated intentions 

as well as acting in line with the promises. Two of the respondents mentioned that it is developed 

over time, what is similar to Dutch answers, another interviewee stated that trust is built between 

people and creation of trust depend on the ability of individual to build trustworthy image what is 

in line with answers of Polish respondents. Moreover, one of the respondents said that in his 

opinion trust is an outcome of relationship in which value is created for both parties. He added 

the goal is to make business profit with as little risk as possible for everyone involved. Strong 

business relationships are built upon successful examples for example when you have been 

successful in one or more businesses. Interestingly no Swedish person points out 

recommendations as a source of trust.  

When asked about co-operation with a person outside of professional network most of Swedish 

people interviewed clearly hesitate about the answer more than Dutch. Majority of Dutch 

respondents said that it is not problematic, while Swedish said that they would prefer person 

from their network or at least recommended to them. The conclusion from the answers is that 

Swedish respondents would carefully consider the attractiveness of the offer against the 

trustworthiness of the partner, and they would go for the offer outside the network only if it is 

much more attractive. 

Furthermore, three out of four Swedish respondents strongly prefer informal networks what is 

definitely contradictory to what Dutch respondents told us. Swedes choose informal networks 

because they are more flexible, friendly, comfortable and inter-personal. One of the respondents 

said that the main role of informal networks is to contribute to find connections that may became 

informal in the future. Only one of Swedes responding pointed out that formal networks are more 

effective as the costs and structure force people to act. This argument was often use by Dutch.  

Swedish respondents prefer formal networks and especially point out the importance of personal 

network of entrepreneur consisting of for example ex- co-workers and partners. However, they 

also mentioned formal networks that they participate such as governmental and commercial 

organizations. Majority of the interviewee were skeptical about including friends and family in 
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professional network as it is easy to damage family or friendship relationships by putting 

business within it. I would be too afraid that something bad would happen in our business and 

that would reflect on our friendship. It is just messy! However, two of the respondents said that 

he does not mind to include friends. Including family was not practiced by interviewee from 

Sweden.  

Lastly, Swedish entrepreneurs had a similar opinion about LinkedIn to Dutch. They stated that 

this platform fails to be effective way to create network connection from scratch. One person 

even suggested Facebook as more personal and another online forums and discussions as it 

provides true knowledge about person‟s competences and interest. On the other hand, Swedes 

were not as skeptical as Dutch if it comes to creating network connection online. One of them 

said that it is possible, but takes truly a lot of time for internet connection to be included in 

personal network. Another person stated that although he believes that connection can be created 

he is too old for that and personally prefers face-to-face conversation. Last but not least, there 

was one personal enthusiastic about internet relationship who said:  I believe in online forums 

and discussion. I think they work because you get to talk about stuff that interest you and it is 

very easy to find people with the same interest. That is how the connection is created. I know 

people for more than 10 years that I never met offline, but I often exchange information with, 

since I know that I can trust them. 

Networking in Poland 

 

“In Poland networking is often misunderstood or only associated with job seeking. However, I 

started to notice the other side of networking which is very beneficial for business.” 

Interviewee, Administrative employee, 

HR Services, Poland 

As a last step we present the analysis of interviewed conducted in Poland. Two out of three 

respondents mentioned getting new leads, sales, recommendations and getting new customers 

asked about networking motivations. One of them stated that other benefits lead to this ultimate 

goal. These results are in line with answers of Dutch interviews. Building image of trustworthy 
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and effective entrepreneur was also mentioned twice what indicates that it might be one of 

crucial networking motivations. Asked about the main type of networking motivations 

entrepreneurs were divided, each person emphasized another aspect.  

If it comes to personal relationship in the networking, one of the entrepreneurs told us that he 

considers it as an issue of secondary importance. While two other said that it is very crucial, if 

not the most important issue. An interviewee form transport company said: I like it much better if 

it (networking) comes naturally and is based on friendly relationship rather than only 

transaction. Another person from HR Service concluded Personal aspects of networking such as 

professional advises or the ability to discuss certain professional issues may be the most 

important for me and the reason why I commit to networking. (…) I really appreciate the 

opportunity to discuss certain issues with other professionals. 

The same as Swedish and Dutch respondents, Polish interviewee confirmed that trust is very 

important in networking.  For them trust allows connection to grow and information to be shared, 

since valuable information can be exchange only amongst trusted people. It is worth mentioning 

that although the Polish answers regarding networking motivations had very few comments in 

common, the opinion on role of trust are very similar amongst all three interviewee. One of the 

respondents asked how trust is build is business answered:  Trust is built over time based on 

previous positive experience. I do not see any other way how trust can be created. Two other 

person stated that openness, politeness, professionalism and friendliness lead to trust and that 

certain image in the industry that entrepreneur has creates trust. Lastly, one of the experts from 

HR department said i also think that some people are in general more trusted than other just by 

the way they act or their personality. As I work in HR services I meet many people and I always 

believed that soft skills are the most crucial and important in any situation. The ability to be 

trusted in one of these.  

Again nobody mentioned recommendation as a source of trust. Moreover, the respondents asked 

if they would mind working with new partner outside their network, they all clearly stated that it 

is not a problem for them if the offer is more attractive what is in line with the answers of Dutch 

entrepreneurs, but they are even skeptical towards recommendations. The answers suggest that 

Polish people feel that contracts protect them from wrong- doings and that sometimes it is even 
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more problematical to co-operate with a recommended person as the relationship that you have 

with the person who recommended them may be depended on your co-operation. 

According to the empirical findings, informal networks also seem to be more popular in Poland. 

Polish responders pointed out that Informal networks give entrepreneur more support, ability to 

discuss various issue, exchange ideas etc. Only one interviewed Polish person said that both 

networks can be suitable for different reasons; while two others definitely opted for informal 

networks. One Polish interviewee said that she does not participate in any formal network as she 

did not hear much about these types of networks. Another respondent explained that he has only 

few people in his informal network, but they are close with each other and occasionally socialize, 

it would feel awkward for me to join any sort of organization where people pay money to enter 

network- he said.  

The same to respondents who opted for informal networks said that the most obvious ways to 

create network connection in Poland are existing and ex- work colleagues, customers, partners, 

providers, people from my industry etc. The third person mentioned business conferences. 

Answers to the question about including friends in the network were also divided. One person 

regularly does it, another is not exactly fun of this practice and the third one would not mind to 

do so in the future.  

Two out of three respondents use LinkedIn although they are negative about its ability to create 

network connection as well. All of the interviewees confirmed that, in their opinion, trust cannot 

be created online before meeting face-to-face.  
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Patterns finding 

In order to summarize and better understand the empirical data, we have brought the interviews 

that answered the interview questions closer to each other in the matrix. As a result some of the 

patterns became visible in the matrix. We have found 32 patterns that are presented below in the 

table 17. As it can be seen in the table there are no extremely popular patterns or many repeating 

series of patterns instead of that there are only certain groups of the same answers such as in the 

pattern 1, 2, 4 or 10. Moreover, some patterns are the results of lack of the interest in certain 

keywords. Examples of these are pattern 7, 9, 13 or 24.  

Several patterns such as pattern 1, 2, 4, 5 or 10 suggest that there are common key words 

amongst respondents coming from one country. Table 18 explains what the patterns indicates.  

 

Table 17 Patterns, source: own construction
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Table 18, Summary of the patterns, source: own construction 

Pattern 

number 

Information 

1 Meeting potential clients is one of the main motives amongst Dutch and Polish respondents 

2 All Dutch entrepreneurs mentioned getting referred as their motive 

3 All Dutch entrepreneurs have similar types of motivations  
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4 Recommendations are popular motivations amongst all Dutch respondents 

5 Industry information, learning and sharing is considered crucial motivation amongst Swedes 

6 Swedish respondents point out knowledge sharing as the most important type of motivations 

7 New prospects, partners, resources sharing is considered less important by majority of the 

respondents who prefer information and knowledge sharing 

8 Professional advises are valued by some entrepreneurs  

9 Dutch entrepreneurs care less about the inter-personal aspects 

10 Trust is considered very important by most of the respondents especially from the 

Netherlands and Sweden 

11 The opinion that trust can only be created over time is popular amongst respondents 

12 & 13 Creating value for each other, helping people and past successes of the relationships were all 

mentioned only by single respondents 

14 Dutch and Polish respondents do not mind co-operating with partners outside of their 

networks 

15 Formal networks are definitely preferred by the Dutch respondents 

16 Formal networks are not popular amongst Swedish respondents 

17 Informal networks are preferred amongst Swedish respondents 

18 &19 Dutch respondents do not appreciate informal networks 

20 Polish respondent do not appreciate formal networks 

21 Conferences and paid organizations are popular way to create network connection amongst 

Dutch entrepreneurs 

22 &23 Ex- coworkers and partners met amongst value chain are popular way to create network 

connection amongst Polish and Swedish entrepreneurs 

24 Industry clusters and internet are neglected networking tool amongst some entrepreneurs 

25 There are several networking types that are unpopular in Poland  

26 & 27 Many entrepreneurs do not include family or friends in their professional network 

28 & 29 Polish and Dutch entrepreneurs do not believe that trust can be created online 

30 Dutch entrepreneurs do not consider LinkedIn a suitable tool to make network connection 

31 Dutch entrepreneurs somehow believe that trust can be created online 

32 Majority of do not consider LinkedIn a suitable tool to make network connection 
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ANALYSIS 

In this chapter empirical data are analyzed. The analysis is constructed around the issue of 

contextualism and individualism in networking style. We start the analysis with examining the 

outcome of the interviews in three areas that are central issues of the research questions, namely: 

networking motivations, trust building and network type preferences. In order to prepare for the 

conclusion part, we compare the empirical data to the theory introduced in the second chapter of 

this paper.  

Networking motivations 

The empirical data has revealed that certain networking motivations are particularly popular 

amongst entrepreneurs. Moreover, we observed that there are significant differences amongst 

three analyzed nations if it comes to the networking motivations.  

The most frequently mentioned motivations were opportunity to meet potential customers, trust 

recommendations, industry information and learning and sharing. It is in line with the studies of 

Granovetter (1983), Sullivan Mort & Weerawardena (2006), McGregore (2004), Coviello & 

Munro (1997 ) who all emphasized information flow and access to reliable knowledge and 

market opportunities as one of the most important motivations to commit to networking.   

On the other hand some of the aspects that researchers have emphasized in the work were find 

less popular amongst our respondents, for example resources exchange described by Chetty & 

Holm (2000) were only mentioned by two respondents and co-operation pointed out by  Coviello 

& Munro (1997) as well. Additionally, some of the motivations that were introduced by scholars 

were not mentioned by any of our interviewee.  

If the answers of the interviews coming from different countries are analyzed it became clear that 

Dutch respondents are definitely oriented towards tangible sales results as they mention such a 

aspects as sales, meeting new potential customers and being recommended to customers. In fact 

all Dutch respondents spoke about these issues. On the other hand, Swedish respondents were 

less focus on sales and more on industry information and knowledge sharing (both mentioned by 

three out of four interviewees). Polish respondents were also interested in meeting potential 

customers similar to Dutch, but another interesting fact is that two out of three Polish 
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respondents told about legitimacy and image building function of networking, while only one 

person from both Netherlands and Sweden have mentioned that.  Trust was found relatively 

important for four respondents coming from different countries.  

Varadarajan & Cunninghamm (1995) have introduced four main types of motivations: 

information sharing, knowledge sharing, and project sharing and information sharing. According 

to our findings information and knowledge sharing were definitely more crucial motive for the 

respondents. However, Swedish respondents were more interested in knowledge; while Dutch 

preferred information.  Moreover, According to Foley ( 2008) an important aspect of networks is 

also the fact that it can provide entrepreneurs with advises and even emotional support. In this 

matter there are no very clear patterns amongst respondents coming from different countries, but 

it is noticeable that Swedes are more likely to treat network relationships similar to friendship, 

while Dutch see it more as a transaction. Polish entrepreneurs were also likely to strengthen the 

network connection to some form of relationship close to personal friendship.  

The answers to the questions regarding the networking motivations have revealed several 

significant differences. Therefore in this aspect empirical findings support the contextualism 

approach, popular amongst researchers and advocated by for example Dodd & Patra (2002), 

Pearson & Richardson (2001) or Michailova & Worm (2003). There are some similirities that 

might have suggested the support of variform universalism or functional universalism. However, 

we decided that there are definitely more clear differences than similarities and therefore our 

empirical findings about networking motivations support the networking contextualism.  

The differences in networking motivations indicate that it is crucial for managers who enter new 

markets to discuss their motivations with the partner from another country. And if managers 

want to attract potential partners from another country they should conduct some form of 

research on the types of motivations that are important for the entrepreneurs in this market. It is 

due to the fact that researchers point out that mutuality is necessary for any business relationship 

to be created,  since every party always pursue their own goals (Holm et. al., 1999; Håkansson & 

Snehota, 2006; Holmlund & Törnroos, 1997).  And the party that does not benefit will most 

likely withdraw its commitment (Klerk & Kroon, 2007). 
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Trust building 

Bstieler (2006) points out that there is a common agreement amongst researchers that trust is an 

obvious and central component to every business relationship. This statement was also 

confirmed by our empirical findings. All the respondents have declared that trust is somehow 

important to them and majority stated that it is one of the crucial issues as it stimulates the 

strengthening of the network connections and it is necessary to allow information flow.  

However, in line with Zaheer & Zaheer (2006), our findings have revealed that between nations 

the level, nature as well as institutional and cultural support for trust can vary and that is why, 

partners from different countries can experience asymmetric conceptions of trust to the business 

relationships. Swedish entrepreneurs are more sensitive for the trust building process and 

perhaps need more time before the trust can be established. They show strong preference of 

trusted partner coming from inside of their network.  

On the other hand, Polish and Dutch entrepreneurs pointed out the importance of trust, but when 

asked if they would mind to co-operate with a person outside of their network if the offer is more 

attractive they said that they would not mind. It is due to the fact that in some culture such as for 

example British calculative reasons are enough to enter relationship and even individuals that 

barely know each other can start cooperation; while in other countries a deep level knowledge is 

necessary for entering into relationship. Moreover, some entrepreneurs would also enter 

relationships if they already know the partner very well (Harris & Dibben, 1999). 

Network type preferences 

If it comes to the network preferences, there are the most significant differences between the 

nationalities. In this issue Polish and Swedish entrepreneurs seem to be closer to each other. 

Three out of four Swedish respondents strongly believe that informal network are more 

comfortable and practical that informal. Also all three of Polish respondents preferred informal 

networks. On the other hand, for exactly the opposite reasons Dutch people preferred formal 

networks as the one which provide the more tangible results.  

According to Thew (2008), spread of social media brought businesses additional source of 

potential business connection.  Blogs, mailing lists and professional networking sites such as 
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LinkedIn became possible way of engaging into discussion with other entrepreneurs and 

expanding the number of network connections. However, our findings show that the ability of 

LinkedIn and another internet tools to be suitable networking place is very limited. In fact, Polish 

and Dutch respondents clearly said that it is impossible to create trust and relationship online and 

Swedish respondents were very skeptical whether it is possible or not. 

Networking universalism versus contextualism 

The empirical data collected during the interviews suggest that there are some common patterns 

amongst all the nationalities or at least amongst two nationalities. It was observed that all the 

interviews stated that information and different types of industry knowledge are more important 

that such a aspects as project and resources sharing. Moreover, vast majority of the respondents 

was against the statement that it is possible to create a network connection or trust online.  

However, the majority of the questions have revealed significant differences amongst 

respondents as well as certain patterns amongst different nationalities. Therefore, the results 

reject the mono-dimensional form of networking practice that has several strong advocates such 

as Klyver et al. (2008) who claim that the forms, structures and nature of the networking process 

tend to be the same irrespective of the environment and that they are the same in every country 

or Aldrich et al.  (1989) who believe in high degree of similarities in networking styles. Aldrich 

et al.  (1989) stated that the differences in networking styles are so small that they cannot be able 

to significantly influence international entrepreneurship. However, our findings indicate 

differently.  

Our findings are in line with Dodd & Patra (2002) claiming that culture and other national 

specifics have a great influence on networking. For practitioners it indicates that the same pattern 

of behaviors cannot be assumed for different national environments and therefore in the 

conclusion part we also encourage practitioners to investigate the networking styles in the 

country they attempt to internationalize.  

Last, the outcome of primary data analysis has rejected the notion of Engwall (2004) saying that 

European entrepreneurial culture went through process of Americanization which led to the 

homogenization. Our findings have shown that significant differences still exists. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

In the last chapter we present conclusion that have been made as a result of analysis of theory 

and empirical findings coming from the interviews. Based on that we answer the research 

questions stated after the theory chapter, describe what type of contribution this paper made to 

the available literature on networking and provide the readers with managerial implications. 

Moreover, we introduce some areas for a further research and limitations to our paper. 

Answering the research questions 

In order to provide clear answer to research question as well as three sub- questions it is wise to 

start with repeating all the questions.  

Q1: Are there significant differences between the networking styles in European Union 

In order to answer that research question three following sub-questions were formulated: 

Q2: What are the main motives for Polish, Swedish and Dutch entrepreneurs to commit to 

networking?  

Q3: What is the role of trust in networking across three European countries and how trust in 

developed amongst entrepreneurs? 

Q4: What types of networks are mostly used in Poland, Sweden and the Netherlands? 

Q1: As explained in the previous chapter, there are some noticeable differences in the 

networking styles between Poland, Sweden and the Netherlands. Answering the sub-questions 

would explain why we draw this conclusion.  

Q2: Based on the interviews, Dutch responders strongly focus on seeking new sales opportunities 

while networking, for majority of Polish responders it is also the main concern. Meanwhile, all 

of the Swedish respondents said knowledge and experiences exchange are the most crucial 

aspects. Moreover, in Sweden risk minimization was found to be of significant importance and in 

Poland ability to build trustworthy image.  
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Q3: All the entrepreneurs admitted that trust is an important component of network relationship. 

However, based on the answers in Sweden trust seem to play the most significant role. Dutch 

entrepreneurs believe that trust can be only created based on successful relationship development 

over time. In Sweden openness about intentions and towards information sharing was quite 

popular trait of trusted people, in Poland personal characteristics and professional appearance 

may be crucial. The empirical findings questioned the theory that trust can be easily transferred 

based on recommendations. No entrepreneur suggested that. Swedes seem to be more concern 

about co-operating with a partner inside their network, Dutch and Polish would probably prefer 

better offer. 

Q4: In Sweden informal networks are strongly preferred, while in the Netherlands formal 

network are much more popular. Interestingly, Dutch people seem to appreciate the 

characteristics of formal networks that Swedish dislike and vice versa.  In Poland informal 

networks are also more popular and the answers indicate that some of the respondents are not 

that familiar with formal networking organizations. For example, in the Netherlands, commercial 

paid organizations may be popular given the fact that all the respondents participate in them, on 

the other hand in Sweden governmental networking organizations are quite common, in Poland 

no respondent have mentioned neither of them.  

In Poland the most common form of networking was informal business contacts such as ex- co- 

workers, customers and partners. One of the respondents stated that some people in Poland 

associate networking only with job seeking. These factors indicate that networking is still not as 

developed in Poland as it is in two other research countries. 

The relationship of the respondents to LinkedIn is similar in all countries, although this platform 

has proven to be slightly less popular in Poland. Majority of the respondents believe that 

LinkedIn is suitable to re-connect with old colleagues, but not to create new network connection. 

Moreover, all respondents were skeptical about the ability to create trust on internet; however 

some Swedes expressed their opinion that it may be possible over very long period of time. 
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Reflections and concluding remarks 

In the analysis and conclusion part we looked at the results and tried to find common patterns 

amongst interviewees from one nation. After that we compared common patterns from three 

countries with each other. As a result, we found similarities and several significant differences. 

However, we also notices that in some questions the answers of people representing one 

nationality were very different. In some cases, Swedish respondent provided answer more similar 

to one from Dutch respondent that to another Swede. It may indicate that for in networking 

factors such as individual characteristics, attitudes, experiences of the person and its personality 

would have impact on the networking styles more than its national background. An example for 

that is the question about including friends and family in professional networks that have 

provided very various answers amongst three research countries. 

Contribution 

As stated in the introductory chapter, this study aimed to contribute to the scientific discussion 

on the influence of national culture on networking styles. As a result of the research, gathered 

empirical data confirm the contextualists approach that emphasizes the importance of national 

differences on networking and warns managers that resemblance of certain patterns cannot be 

assumed for different countries. This approach was confirmed since the findings exposed 

significant differences in several areas of networking.  

Managerial implications  

There are several managerial implications resulting from the findings of the research. First of all, 

managers who plan to expand their business from one to another country of European Union 

cannot expect that the networking styles and practices will be the same. Contradictory, they 

should be prepared to experience some significant differences especially concerning networking 

motivations and channel preferences.  

The outcome of this study warns managers that they need to conduct background research on 

networking styles in Europe if they want to increase their chances to succeed in the foreign 

market.  
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Moreover, especially for the businesses that want to expend to the Netherlands, Sweden or 

Poland this research may be helpful in providing information about local networking practices. 

For example, if company goes to do business in the Netherlands, perhaps it should focus on 

presenting fast and tangible results it can provide to its potential partner in order to encourage 

them to co-operate. It also may be wise to use formal networking channels. In Sweden it may 

take longer to develop relationship and informal channels can be more effective. 

The research has revealed benefits of networking and therefore, Polish entrepreneurs who are not 

that active in different networking activities as Swedish and Dutch may want to expand their 

networking horizons especially regarding formal networking organizations. 

It may be wise for networking organizations such as BNI to promote networking in Poland as 

this market of significant size may still have an opportunity to grow. For governmental 

institutions it may be wise to promote networking in Poland as well, since it was proven to be 

very beneficial for economy.  

Limitations and further research  

We encourage further research on networking styles since we acknowledge the limited ability of 

our findings to be generalizable given the number of interviewed people from every country. 

Moreover, we somehow failed to get insights into the issue of trust building in networking. There 

are still many questions that should be answered and confirmed regarding this issue. We received 

answers that trust plays significant role and that it is created naturally over time, however, 

question that are still unanswered is How to influence trust at the same beginning of the 

relationship? Perhaps, research solely focusing on the issue of trust development could provide 

with interesting finings.  

Doubtlessly, the number of interviewed people is a limitation to our study. It is difficult to 

generalize the findings to entire population of for example Polish entrepreneurs based only on 

three people interviewed. The limited number of respondents is caused by the difficulties to find 

entrepreneurs that would be willing to participate in the interview.  

Lastly, we would like to encourage further research in the area of international entrepreneurial 

networking as we acknowledge that there are still many aspects that should be studied in this 
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context. In order to further strengthen the support of contextualism approach more reliable and 

valid empirical findings are necessary. And perhaps is order to provide new light on this issue 

and improve the generalizability of the future findings qualitative studies should be conducted.  
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Appendix 1, The summary of the interviews (reduced to the key concepts), source:  own 

construction 

 Q1.What are in your opinion the biggest 

benefits and functions of networking? 

Why are you committed to networking? 

Q2.There are four types of exchange between 

networking partners: projects sharing, 

information, resources or knowledge exchange. 

Which of these are most important for you and 

why? 

NL1 No experience on sales/ nobody knew me/ I 

had no track-record, so why would anyone 

come to me with his business/ people now 

know me and trust us/ get information about 

our competitors and sales-opportunities/ 

work together with identical businesses to 

have a better position in the field i.e. 

purchase together. 

Information and knowledge exchange are the most 

important provide my company with new leads 

and attractive opportunities/ Project sharing/ 

partner that would bear part of the costs. 

NL2 Trust builder/certain trust level which creates 

willingness „to help someone‟/ became 

recommended to other businesses/ refer me 

to someone within his network. 

Information is the key to success in B2B  when 

one sale can decide about survival/ very 

impressive and unexpected results I found new 

partners, distribution centers etc./ power of 

information 

NL3 Meeting potential clients, people connected 

to potential clients/ I‟m not all that 

committed/ I‟m not convinced that spending 

a lot of time doing networking is all that 

helpful. 

Find new prospects and sales. 

SE1 mutual benefit that it brings/ leadership is 

about building and nurturing relationships/ 

trust through openness/  insight and 

information / favors and preferential 

treatment/ gain both knowledge about my 

own business which gives me the ability to 

make better and more informed decisions/ 

favors, better results and preferential 

knowledge in the ”Lessons learned” / know-how 

and failures/successes of others/  reinforce your 

process/belief/ avoid problems 
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treatment from my peers and partners. 

SE2 Provide information/ provide my with job 

opportunities/ nice to have people in your 

field who are passionate about the same 

stuff/ learning new stuff/ learn and teach as 

well. 

Knowledge sharing/ exchange information/ the 

main goal is to stimulate the knowledge flow/ 

break through or big findings/ shared throughout 

the whole industry. 

SE3 your competition and listen to who they 

believe is you biggest competitor/ share 

experiences/  learn from another/  big sized 

companies doesn‟t have to network in the 

same extent as small sized companies/  

experience/ achieve your goal faster/ share 

the risk with parts of your network/  increase  

visibility and the probability of selling your 

products to others. 

an advantage from your network everyone needs 

to share something from each company/ a win-win 

situation for everybody/ thin line between telling 

to much and sharing just enough information. 

SE4 More opportunities that probably with less 

risk/ people in it that you trust / that can give 

you advice/ advantages when it comes to 

business. 

All these functions are equally important /share 

projects, resources, information and knowledge. 

PL1 Getting new leads, sales and 

recommendations/ the other motivations 

such as building of an image etc. lead to this 

one ultimate goal. 

all of these reasons may be very important 

depending on actual situation 

PL2 Building trust, image of an effective 

entrepreneur, getting new customers. 

Information about potential customers 

PL3 Job seeking/ people who are hired trough 

recommendations are often mistrusted or 

considered less capable/ exchange their 

resources and co-operate on projects/ ability 

to discuss issues that interest me with other 

professionals who are also interested in 

them. 

the opportunity to share project 

 Q3.Do you consider inter-personal Q4. What is in your opinion role of trust in 
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elements of networking such as support, 

advises or even friendship important or do 

you see networking as a more 

transactional process? Could you motivate 

your answer? 

networking? 

NL1 valuable friendships/ values advises and 

support/ I  try to mentally support young 

entrepreneurs/ to expand sales  is definitely 

my primary concern 

one of the most important issues/ When I know 

someone but I do not trust him I will not do 

business with him or recommend him to others. 

NL2 Inter- personal aspects important/ commit to 

networking just to keep in touch with 

business people who have similar interest / I 

simply did not want to completely isolate 

myself from business world. 

Very important/ face-to-face, they know who they 

are dealing with/ share experiences and you have 

the chance to let people know who you are. 

NL3 More transactional/ I like to spend time with 

people and exchange ideas or even socialize, 

the sales aspect is crucial. 

some role/ other aspects which are equally or even 

more important/  better to work with trusted 

partner/ trust more people recommended by 

another person from my network,   connection are 

no guarantee that things will go smoothly or that 

they won‟t negotiate the price down to an 

unreasonable amount! 

SE1 value it/ networking is essentially 

establishing an inter-personal relationship/ 

highly comparable to other relationships 

such as friendship/ problems seeing it as a 

transactional process/ transaction needs to be 

mutually beneficial/ In an inter-personal 

relationship on the other hand, the people 

involved don‟t keep direct score on favors 

and benefits gained. 

Trust is the building block of relationship/ to be 

open/ trust can also be established by consistency 

or predictability. 

SE2 Friendship aspect is the most important/ a 

foundation / stronger connection and other 

aspects such as knowledge sharing, projects 

important/ sometimes it is wise to stay hostile 

towards the other party 
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sharing etc. became easier because the trust 

is already build /Emotional support is not the 

key but it definitely adds some value. 

SE3 I would say that I am looking for other 

aspects while networking than emotional 

support and advises/ professional advises 

from experienced entrepreneurs are valuable 

for me. 

Absolutely crucial/ There has to be someone who 

has the strength to summon all of the companies 

together for meetings within the network. 

SE4 professional advises from trusted people are 

very important to me/ friendship - a side 

effect of networking 

Trust is extremely important to maintain the 

relationship within the network. 

PL1 Secondary reason to commit to networking. Trust stimulates the growth of network 

connections/ If something would negatively 

influence the level of trust the connection will be 

broken. 

PL2 I like it much better if it comes naturally and 

is based on friendly relationship rather than 

only transaction. 

Without trust I would not continue the 

relationship/ my professional network is quite 

small, but very close/ some information have a 

high value and therefore, it requires high level of 

trust. 

PL3 Ability to discuss certain professional issues 

may be the most important for me/ the 

reason why I commit to networking/ I really 

appreciate the opportunity to discuss certain 

issues with other professionals. 

Trust is a catalizator that allows information 

flows/ sort of a fuel for networking. 

 Q5: How in your opinion trust in build 

between business people? What factors 

decide whether you trust potential partner 

or not? 

Q6: Do you mind co-operating with a new 

partner who is completely of your professional 

network if for example his offer is more 

attractive? 

NL1 Do what you have promised/  

Help the other/ do not charge full price 

/Helping someone often gives something in 

return 

No/ get to know that person before we would enter 

contract/ person/ recommended to me I would 

need less time to build trust.  I would prefer 

recommended person.  I usually go for more 
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attractive offer. 

NL2 referral from others/  a long standing 

business relationship/people judge each other 

fairly quickly so how you make your first 

appearance is important/ Especially  as you 

do not get to see the other person for a longer 

period of time. 

No, not really. 

NL3 met someone in person, you tend to trust 

them/ fine to do assignments for people I 

don‟t know/By working together 

successfully, you build trust naturally. 

No, I do it frequently. 

SE1 Openness, making sure your agenda is 

known and shared/ agenda of the other 

person known/ open about what it wants to 

achieve/ act consistently and predictably 

with said agenda/   history of misuse of 

mistrust. 

Depending on the offer/opportunity/ I favor 

predictable results and what is known to give 

favorable results (i.e. people in my network) rather 

than trusting someone new based solely on the 

merits of the offer. 

SE2 Naturally over time/ open attitude toward 

sharing/ very protective of their information- 

more difficult to trust. 

If the offer is more attractive I would not mind. 

SE3 be present and get to know the people behind 

the companies/ get to know the persons/ trust 

is built between people and I don‟t believe 

it‟s enough with meeting trough Skype for 

example. 

Tight network makes it easier to get a 

recommendation/ A recommendation from outside 

the network is also good but you are more careful 

and suspicious and make more controls than from 

a recommendation within the network. 

SE4 Creating value for each other/ Especially in 

the long run as trust isn‟t built overnight/ 

trust is built upon giving and taking/ The 

goal is to make business profit with as little 

risk as possible/ Strong business 

relationships are built upon successful 

examples for example when you have been 

successful in one or more businesses. 

If you are t make business with a potential partner 

that‟s outside from your network/ you don‟t know 

the person that is behind the company/ a lot harder 

to start a collaboration/ my business network I try 

to challenge once in a while by letting someone 

new in, beginning with small orders/assignments/ 

if the result is god I slowly increase the 

collaboration according to making it stronger. 
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PL1 Openness, politeness, professionalism and 

friendliness. 

No/ sometimes it is even more problematical to 

co-operate with a recommended person as the 

relationship that you have with the person who 

recommended them may be depended on your co-

operation. 

PL2 Over time/ previous positive experience/ no 

other way how trust can be created. 

No/ the most important for me are the price and 

the quality of service/ contracts that can help me 

to avoid wrong doing from partners. 

PL3 people that have a certain image already for 

example years of experience in the industry/ 

the ability to trust is a personal trait of every 

personal/ more or less trusting people/ 

people often have their own criteria for trust/ 

some people are in general more trusted than 

other just by the way they act or their 

personality/ soft skills -ability to be trusted in 

one of these. 

No, I would not mind. I very often co-operate with 

people that are outside of my network. 

 Q7. As formal networks we understand 

forms of networks, which are connected 

by some sort of contract or agreement; 

while informal has more of an unwritten 

agreement. Which one do you prefer and 

why? 

Q8.What is in your opinion the most obvious 

way to create network connection in Sweden 

(for example internet, BNI meeting, current 

friends, family, people you meet while doing 

business)? 

NL1 use both kinds of networks/ most of the new 

business comes from the formal network/  

more formal- the return on networking 

activities are more visible/ In  informal 

networks more hesitancy/  in formal people 

seem to know very good how all the system 

works- you help someone to be helped in the 

future/ formal network provides more 

recommendations/ informal network it is 

much a coincidence when I am 

More networks/ BNI and NAC- business club 

(business club associated with  football club)/ the 

most useful/ the most turnover/ get new customers 

in this way. 
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recommended. 

NL2 prefer more formal networks, otherwise it is 

more like a Friday afternoon drink in a bar/ 

Informal networks  focused on the social 

element/ whereas formal networking forces 

the participant to contribute or stay in the 

office. 

Formal commercial organizations/ exhibitions/ 

trade missions. 

NL3 Written agreements always safer, I prefer 

that. 

Networking events/ paid organizations/ courses 

given by the Starters Center, Brabants Genoegen 

(dinners where you meet a new group everytime 

you change courses)/ meeting groups (for 

instance, one that meets once a month to discuss 

marketing issues)/ International conferences/fairs/ 

contacts you meet via other business contacts. 

SE1 Prefer the informal networks and inter-

personal relationships/ Written agreements 

don‟t have any room for negotiations/wiggle 

room/ people are often more flexible when 

you talk to them. 

various social gatherings for people in the 

business/ physically showing up in person, talking 

to people/ through friends, family and co-workers 

would be best/  face-to-face contact is the most 

effective way to establish contact. 

SE2 Prefer informal/seems more friendly and 

natural/ I found formal business clubs 

uncomfortable and sort of awkward. 

Internet/ conferences, visits, playing back and 

forth within the company, ex- coworkers etc. 

SE3 good to have something in print  if anything 

goes wrong or if some of the parties doesn‟t 

deliver/  no money involved in an informal 

network and therefore none administrative 

costs/ you can be in the informal network 

without involving so much time or effort/ but 

it creates development opportunities/ the 

cooperation between the companies becomes 

harder because you don‟t know them very 

well/ hard to have a structure within the 

informal network 

BNI meetings or conferences/ 

Sometimes you are forced to join a network 

especially in small communities in Sweden, if you 

are not in the network you will not be able to sell 

there/ the network in the municipality where I 

want to sell my products and see what they offer 

and what networks they cooperate with/  look on 

your competitors and see what networks they are 

in/ we participate in several paid network 

organizations such as  

Avfall Sverige, Expertgroups for Naturvårdsverket 
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etc. 

SE4 Formal networks to broaden your informal 

networks/ The informal networks used in a 

practical way/ more valuable. 

meetings organized by formal networks to create 

informal network/ All business  individuals  have 

to have a strong individual network/ The stronger 

individual network you have the stronger and safer 

journey you have in the business world/ Formal 

networks that we participate in are for example 

Mid Swedish Chamber of Commerce, a couple of 

CEO networks, a couple of steering committees in 

the public system and in some strategically picked 

boards. 

PL1 Formal and informal networks for different 

reasons/both may lead to sales/ Informal give 

entrepreneur more support, ability to discuss 

some issue/Formal networks aim at findings 

partners for common projects. 

The easiest way may be participating in the 

business conferences such as for example 

Business Networking Congree in Warsaw. People 

who participate in these types of events are open 

for discussions and keen in expanding their 

business horizons. 

PL2 I prefer Informal networks /group of friendly 

entrepreneurs/ not exactly friends/ like to 

help each other and advise in difficult 

situations/ would feel awkward for me to 

join any sort of organization where people 

pay money to enter network. 

I think that it is very important to maintain contact 

with all the people that I met during doing 

business, especially old customers, partners, 

providers and people from my industry as I never 

know from where new opportunity may arise. 

PL3 Not participate in any formal network/ may 

consider it in the future/ did not hear much 

about these types of networks. 

Existing and ex- work colleagues, customers, 

partners etc. 

 Q9. Do you use social contacts such as 

friends and family in your business 

network? 

Q10.What is your opinion on use of LinkedIn 

and online means in networking; do you think 

it can be possible to create relationship and 

trust before even meeting people face-to-face? 

NL1 Sure, whenever possible, but that is more 

delicate, because you want to give extra 

effort to do things even better. 

We use LinkedIn to re-connect with people we 

used to know. (Old business partners, co-students) 

and share information. I do not think that you get 
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trust online. 

NL2 No. No, even though I am a LinkedIn premium user – 

I think it is very superficial. I am a participant in 

various groups which are covered in Spam. I think 

LinkedIn is a way to „check someone out‟ – who 

they are and where they are coming from with 

what experience 

NL3 No. I may in the future, though. Yes, but only once I have met the person first or 

done an assignment for them (so with a certain 

amount of email/telephone communication, and 

after being paid!). If I get “blind” invitations 

(someone I do not know), I usually decline or at 

least suggest a meeting. 

SE1 Yes I do. I make sure to keep in contact with 

former co-workers and friends in my 

industry. I also seek to include more people 

that I come in contact with through family, 

but that happens rarely. 

No. I think Facebook is a better tool for my 

network as it draws more on the social and inter-

personal connection. I think LinkedIn lacks an 

established and explicit way of networking – With 

that I mean that you are able to browse and add 

interesting people to your LinkedIn – But then to 

establish a relationship/add them to your network 

you have to resort to the built in email function of 

LinkedIn. I think LinkedIn is better at maintaining 

your already established network as it updates you 

on changes, promotions, changes in work etc. 

SE2 No I don‟t. It is easy to damage family or 

friendship relationships by putting business 

within it. I would be to afraid that something 

bad would happen in our business and that 

would reflect on our friendship. It is just 

messy! 

Yes, I believe relationship and trust can be created 

only based on online connection due to common 

interests. If it comes to LinkedIn I am skeptical. 

LinkedIn is a very formal process of gathering 

people. It tries to put the offline, sort of natural 

networks into structures and formalize it what I do 

not like that much. However, I believe in online 

forums and discussion. I think they work because 

you get to talk about stuff that interest you and it 
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is very easy to find people with the same interest. 

That is how the connection is created. I know 

people for more than 10 years that I never met 

offline, but I often exchange information with, 

since I know that I can trust them.  It is worth 

noticing that although I value people met on 

internet I think that connections made in the real 

life are even more valuable. 

SE3 Yes but I try to avoid it. But I will help my 

friends sometimes, for example if I know 

that a company is searching for a new 

company that will print their flyers I will 

recommend my friends business. But I would 

never do business with my friends or family 

directly with the company I am working for 

as it can easily go wrong. 

I am too old for it, I believe that you can create a 

personal relations and trust through internet but 

I‟m too old for it. I want the personal contact 

through in real life conversations or phone 

contact, I‟m not so active on LinkedIn and internet 

overall, but I believe it‟s the future.  All the 

business relationships that I have have been 

created through personal encounters and meeting 

but for the future generation I believe that you can 

create a business network. 

SE4 A few friends are in my individual network 

but nobody within the family. 

LinkedIn has a good collection of individuals 

where you can for their certain skills or 

qualifications but it takes a lot of work and time 

before it becomes a strong contact in your 

individual network. 

PL1 Usually, I am not a huge fan of this and 

mixing business with friendship, but if I 

would know that my friend needs some help 

and he is responsible I would not hesitate to 

help him by including in my network. 

I prefer GoldenLine which is Polish- speaking 

website similar to LinkedIn, I have my profile on 

LinkedIn, and however, I do not see it frequently. 

It is less popular in Poland. GoldenLine is less 

formal and allows asking questions and 

discussion. LinkedIn is not that useful for me. I 

like to participate in online discussions with other 

entrepreneurs sometimes. I can't say that I do it 

frequently. In my opinion, it is impossible to 

create trust without meeting person and having 

conversation, therefore, I am quite reserve towards 
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internet acquaintances. 

PL2 Yes, I include my family and my friends I do not commit to networking on internet. 

Although sometimes I think that I should… I 

come from an older generation and I am not use to 

doing everything online and that's why I am n 

advocate of more traditional means of 

communication between business people. 

PL3 No, but I would not mind to do it if there 

would be an opportunity. I do not like people 

who push their family or friends into 

business based on nepotism, but if my friend 

would ask me to recommend him or her and 

I would know that he is a good candidate I 

would be happy to do so. 

I doubt about the ability of social media to build 

trust. Personally, I use LinkedIn and I visit it 

sometimes, but it is more for maintaining existing 

contact than for meeting new people. In my 

opinion trust or connection cannot be built only 

online by such a means as for example InMail. 
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