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Networking Configurationsin Professional Service Firms: How Consultants and
Auditors Develop their Social Capital

Two important features characterize high perfornreaservice organizations: As knowledge
represents their crucial resource its developmetitexchange is of major importance for the
competitiveness of the professional service firf8KP(Sarvary, 1999, Engwall & Kipping,
2002). Second, high performing service organizatguch as consultancies and audit
companies pride themselves to employ some of tret tatented and highly ambitious
graduates (Maister, 1993). In such a context, évweldpment of personal networks can been
seen as particularly important: To come up withovative solutions a consultant/auditor has
to effectively collaborate with multiple groups buas partners, clients, peers and team
members helping him/her to exploit existing knovgednd explore new approaches. At the
same time these contacts are not only instrumentgktting the job done” but also in
accelerating individual career advancement (De &ddap, 1988, Lin, Ensel & Vaughn,
1981, Marsden & Hurlbert, 1988).

When examining the role of networks and networKorgcareer success a great number of
contributions focus on the characteristics of orgaional actors’ networks: The number of
structural holes has been found to be positivdbted to career progression (Brass, 1984),
pay level (Seibert & Kraimer, 2001) or performaee@luations (Burt et al., 2000). Other
authors confirm the role of network centrality ® fositively related with workplace
performance ratings (for example Mehra et al., 200Cross & Cumming, 2004). Some of
the benefits derived from such networks includenfairand informal information exchange
regarding career planning and job opportunitiesx(Ban et al., 1991), professional support
and greater visibility with senior management (lbiae, 2001).

While research gives evidence of the overall caioluthat “individuals who cannot network
and leverage their positions in their organizatiaresunlikely to be rewarded” (Carpenter &
Wade, 2002) and such findings intuitively ring ttogoractitioners, surprisingly little is
known about how people do actually network. Whaivoeking strategies do organizational
actors actually use to develop their social capifak there different patterns of network
development and if so, what do these patternslikeR Considering that people seem to be
more or less successful in developing their saragital another closely related question is
what differentiates good networkers from bad nekers.

This study looks at how 52 professionals in thesatting and auditing industry build up their
networks over the first 18 months after being prteddo a manager position. The choice of
study participants at mid-career stage, roughlakiog those who survived the first five

years and then got promoted to manager level istcbas the assumption that this is a key
phase in a service professional’s career path sept@g a major shift in the his/her activities:
While working as a senior consultant/auditor on padicular consulting/auditing mandate at
one client company reporting to one manager leattiisgproject, the employee who has been
promoted manager is leading multiple (mostly twaehoee) projects at the same time, having
to mange multiple project teams that do the acudlt or consulting work at the client
company and report to the various partners headegg projects. The implication of this
career progression is that service professionals taenlarge their network of relationships
considerably, dealing with a maximum number ofaté#ht stakeholders: Clients and partners,
peers, mentors, team members and other extern@atepmanaging downwards as well as
upwards.



The aim of this work is twofold: In a first part vegplore what networking strategies
organizational actors employ to build up their abcapital. We define “networking strategy”
as an ensemble of activities an organisationak aiges to construct his/her network. Such a
strategy consists of a multitude of actions invadvdifferent stakeholders within and outside
the organization. Using a grounded theory appreashnalyze our extensive interview data
to describe the dimensions that characterize aarkimg strategy. We then perform a cluster
analysis to detect any distinctive networking cgafations among our sample. Findings
indicate three networking configurations: The Gartegrers, the Trade-off makers and the
Low-keys. For the first group networking seemséabway of life, they are networking
upwards as well as downwards inside and outsidedhganization. Trade-off makers
concentrate their networking activities and netwwmidstly upwards while the Low-keys
exhibit a present focused non-calculative netwaldgtrategy focusing mostly on networking
downwards.

Describing each type of networking configurationevdance our understanding of these
patterns in a second phase by examining how theeyetated to network characteristics and
social identity measures. We find that the threevaeking configurations are related to
network characteristics such as network size anditjeand social identity scores on role
clarity, co-worker integration and organizationafranitment.

Implications for further theory development as veallpractical implications for career
management in professional service organizatiomsliscussed.

Key words: Networking, PSF, configurational approach



NETWORKING CONFIGURATIONSIN PROFESSIONSAL CONFIGURATIONSIN
PROFESSIONAL SERVICE FIRMS: HOW CONSULTANTSAND AUDITORS
DEVELOP THEIR SOCIAL CAPITAL

The role of social capital has become a promitarit in management research.
Social capital as “the sum of resources, actualrasal, that accrue to an individual or a
group by virtue of possessing a durable netwonkofe or less institutionalized relationships
of mutual acquaintance and recognition”(BourdieMv&cquant, 1992) is seen to be of crucial
importance to access to information, resourcekjante, and solidarity (Adler & Kowen,
2002). Some of the benefits derived from netwonk$ude formal and informal information
exchange regarding career planning and job oppitigarfBoxman et al., 1991), professional
support and greater visibility with senior manageti{einehan, 2001). Organizational actors
have been shown to cultivate and exploit sociaitabim advance their careers (De Graaf &
Flap, 1988, Marsden & Hurlbert, 1988). Van Emmetilal. (2006) found that the

engagement in such informal and formal networksssociated with more career satisfaction.

When examining the role of networking for caragrcess a great amount of
contributions focus on the characteristics of org@ional actors’ networks: The number of
structural holes has been found to be positivdited to career progression (Brass, 1984),
pay level (Seibert & Kraimer, 2001) or performaes@luations (Burt et al., 2000). The
extent of structural holes has also been showe fodsitively correlated with an ego’s
number of contacts at higher organizational lewgigh are themselves positively correlated
with access to organisational information as weltareer sponsorship (Seibert & Kraimer,
2001, also Cross & Cummings, 2004). Job candidatese social networks include a tie to
the hiring organization negotiate larger incredasdseir initial salary offers than candidates
who do not have a tie to the organization (Seitlal.e2000). Looking at specific network

types Sparrowe and Linden (2005) find that a memlaglvice network centrality is



positively related to his/her level of influenceratwork centrality grants him/her control of
knowledge flows and information (also Salk & Brann2000). Other authors confirm
network centrality to be positively related with skplace performance ratings (for example

Mehra et al., 2001 or Cross & Cumming, 2004).

These research results seem to give evidencedearchers’ overall conclusion that
“individuals who cannot network and leverage tipgisitions in their organizations are
unlikely to be rewarded” (Carpenter & Wade, 2008)the same time such findings
intuitively ring true to practitioners when reflerd on their own experiences. Yet while the
critical role of networking for career success doeesseem to be in doubt surprisingly little is
known about how people datually network. What networking strategies dcamigational
actors actually use to develop their social capifeak there certain networking patterns we

can detect about how networking is done?

Contributions shedding some light on the questiometworking strategiesome from
three different perspectives: The contingency peatype contributes indirectly to this
guestion by pointing out some of the contingencydes to influence strategies used in
networks: Stevenson and Greenberg (2000) for exasimwed that the context - a
favourable or unfavourable political opportunityusture - as well as the network position
(peripheral or central) have a major impact foed®ining organizational actors’ influence
strategies (direct action, use of brokers or tleeaisoalitions). This perspective is however
more focused on contextual factor that may pot#yirfluence networking strategies than
with the strategies themselves. A second perspetdivching on the question of networking
strategies is research on different network tyfiemra and Hunter’s (2007) work on
networking finds that managers construct diffetgpes of networks: operational, personal,

and strategic: While operational networks help tmeamage current internal responsibilities



aiming at the accomplishment of a specific tadks gersonal networks enhance their
personal development by providing referrals, infation as well as coaching and mentoring.
Finally, strategic networking focuses on futurelldrages by making managers aware of new
business directions and the stakeholders they toeexlist aiming for maximum leverage.
Schaafsma (1997) talks about four “networking sty/lebureaucratic, participatory,
reactionary and democratic- reminding the read@lake and Mouton’s (1968) managerial
grid. Unfortunately the author only describes the timensions of agency and structure to
categorise the networking styles and assumes thaagers will be able to adopt their
networking stylesccording to the “dominant concerns and valueb®fiction and members
at different times.” The research on different typé networks implies that managers have to
use different strategies for constructing theskedht networks as each type of network
serves different situations and purposes. The pueksbw concretely organizational actors go
about constructing these different network typesiithere are different, perhaps equally
valid strategies to yield the same results resésswered. Last but not least a variety of “how
to” career guides advise people how to networkyTdmnbine anecdotal accounts of how

people network with advice prescribing certain béhars such as to “work the floor”, “get to
know people” (Williams, 2000) or to “branch out aget your name out there”. These
networking guidelines include recommendations sagchmeeting key players, going to local
events and dinners, or assisting new recruits andggcareer advice. The problem of such
guidelines is that they tend to be quite generdlranre prescriptive in terms of what is seen

as good networking behaviour than descriptive im$eof what organisational actors actually

do.

AIM OF THISSTUDY



Despite researchers’ interest in social capitdlrmetworks and practitioners’ interest
in the topic of networking one of the still unanseakey questions in this topic area is
whether there different patterns of network develept and if so, how do these patterns look
like? The aim of this study is twofold. First, wemt to explorevhat networking
configurations organizational actors employ to duwip their social capital. We define
“networking configuration” as an ensemble of a¢i®g an organisational actor uses to
construct his/her network. Such a configuration lsamlescribed as a pattern consisting of a
“multidimensional constellation of conceptuallytilist characteristics” (Meyer et al. 1993)
involving different stakeholders and actions withimd outside the organization. Considering
that people seem to be more or less successfevielaping their social capital a key question

is what differentiates good networkers from badvoekers.

In a first phase any detectable networking comfigans will be described using
attributes that reflect how organizational actoeage their relationships. In a second part
we want to enhance our understanding of these mkitvgpconfigurations by examining if

and if so how they are related to network char&ties and social identity measures.

RESEARCH DESIGN

This study looks at how professionals in the ctiimgpand auditing industry build up
their networks over the first 18 months after bgingmoted to a manager position. The
rational for choosing high performance service oizgtions to study network development is
based on two assumptions: As knowledge is the ésgurce of service organizations its
creation, further development and exchange isqaatily crucial in these industries (Sarvary,
1999, Engwall & Kipping, 2002). To come up with avative solutions in this highly
knowledge intensive business networking is seamasal for exploiting existing knowledge

as well as for exploring new knowledge and expert&wvan et al. ,2999). Collaboration with



other service professionals and presumably netdevielopment seem to be particularly
important in this context. The choice of particifsaat mid-career stage, roughly speaking
those who survived the first three to five yeard #ren got promoted to manager level is
based on the assumption that this is a key phassénvice professional’s career path.
Preliminary interviews conducted with HR employaesd partners in the auditing and
consulting industry outlined that the move fromieeronsultant or senior auditor to the role
of a project manager represents a major shiftgrogessional’s activities: While working as a
senior consultant/auditor on one particular comsglauditing mandate at one client company
reporting to one manager leading this projectstwice professional who has been promoted
manager is leading multiple (mostly two or thremjgcts at the same time, having to mange
multiple project teams that do the actual auditéeimg work at the client company and
report to the various partners heading these pmjébe advancement to the manager
position requires competency in structuring theknafrothers and leading an engagement
team (Stumpf, 1999). The implication of this cangergression is that service professionals
have to enlarge their relationships consideral#glidg with a maximum number of different
stakeholders: Peers, mentors, clients and part8armpf, 1999), managing downwards as

well as upwards.

Sample

The sample consisted of a total of 53 servicegamibnals. 16f them came from the
German offices of a global strategy consulting canyp 37 participants were employees of a
Big Four auditing firm, 15 from the company’s Lomdoffice, 22 from the New York office.
The sample was representative in terms of age, egendmber of years with the company
and areas of specialization for each company. &tligipants had been promoted to a

manager position not more than three months béfheréeginning of the study. Table 1 gives



an overview of the sample characteristics.

Data Collection

Data collection took place at two times: At time dt the beginning of the study as
participants had just been promoted to a managgtigo within the last three months and on
average 15 months later at time T2. Study partidgpaere guaranteed that all their data
would be held confidential and only aggregate-lelath reported back to their organization.
Each data gathering time T1 and T2 consisted @ireative semi-structured interview and a
network survey. Three of the authors conductedntegviews at both times, starting out to
interview all together for the first couple of inteews and then continuing interviewing in

rotating pairs.

The first round interviews aimed to create an usid@ding about the participant’s
work and role as a manager trying to capture teyrto-day experience. We adopted an
open-ended semi-structured style to best capteradivly promoted manager’s perspective
(Spradley, 1979). The interview started with brgaéstions, such as “Could you please tell
me what you do as a project manager?” As all ppéids had only been recently promoted
we used open-ended questions to understand howahigposition differed from what the
service professionals had done before, what wergarticular challenges they were
experiencing in this new role and how they imagiteedevelop over the course of the next
year on their job. As the interviews progressedpvaded for specific points of information
and terminology (for instance, “What do you mearth®/phrase ‘managing your team

well'?”, “How do you do this, ‘keeping a good clierlationship’?”) through more structured



questions (Spradley, 1979). Particular emphasispuaen the question how they were
managing their key relationships in their profesaidife. The first round interviews lasted

each between 1 and 1,5 hours. They were all redade then transcribed.

At the end of the first interview at T1 and abtwb weeks before the second
interview at T2, participants were asked to filt austandard egocentric network survey
(Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982, Wasserman & Faust, 1984king them to list the names of the
people in their network they would consult for task/ice, innovation advice, buy-in, and
professional growth advice as well as who werertbatial and external contacts helping
them to be successful in their job. To ensure coaiplity T1 and T2 surveys were
completely identical. When filling out the survelyT2 participants were not provided with
any information about what contacts they had lis¢edhe network survey at T1. As part of
the survey participants completed an ego-networkixnand gave further information
characterising the relationship with their netwalters, e.g. the duration, length and
frequency of interaction, the location and hierarahposition of the alter, as well as
cognitive and emotional trust and closeness taliees were assessed. We used Ucinet to

plot the T1 and T2 networks for each participant.

As a consequence any network changes betweendl'T2aocould be traced back and
became part of the interview at T2. Between 14Hhaonths after the first round interview
we met again with the study participants for a sddaterview. We felt that this time span
was acceptable to assume that participants wowed had the time to settle in their job,
implying that strategies how they were managing tte¢ationships would have started to
evolve and thus their networks would have stamedketelop. An average of 15 months also

seemed to be a reasonable time span to assunstutiaiparticipants would have — if at all —
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only a very vague recollection of what they pubittteir network survey at T1, implying that

we gathered network data at two statistically ireeent events.

Interviews at T2 averaged between 1,5 and 2 hadength and were again recorded
and then transcribed verbatim for analysis. Intamg at T2 were more structured than at T1.
The overall aim of this encounter was to ask thigpants for a recollection of what they
had been doing to manage and develop the relatmsbklping them to be successful in their
job. The interview started with open questions alamy highlights during the last year such
as any major professional or personal changesmapyr achievements participants felt proud
of or any unexpected events. As the social netwlatlk from T2 was available a few days
before the second interview we used the interviewdta triangulation, i.e. we probed about
any major changes we could detect from comparipgracipant’s T1 and T2 network survey
data, for example a major change in network sizdeosity, or a shift in network membership
to understand the story behind the numbers. Emplnass placed on the root causes and
intentionality of these changes, i.e. had partitipactively brought them about and if so how
or were they “just happening”. By asking particifsato make themselves sense of the data
we were aiming to uncover any implicit knowledgeuathow they went about building their
networks and capture the actual reasoning why n&taltanges were occurring. The
interview also served as a means to uncover anyadiations or inconsistencies between
what the network data seemed to suggest and whattdrviewee was telling us, e.qg. if
according to the network survey the trust scoré wite alter went down considerably and the
interviewee told us in the second interview aboco@flict with this alter we concluded that
both data gathering methods confirmed a similangban the alter relationship, if however
the contrary was the case we probed for any exptarsa As preliminary interviews with HR
personnel and partners at the consulting and agdibmpany had found that client

interactions represented a key consideration foragers’ career advancement we asked for
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any changes in their client interactions partictpdrad recognized throughout the year, e.g.
the time they spent selling and or socializing valients but also how many new clients they

had taken on and how this had been happening.

An additional social identity survey was giverptarticipants at T2 after the second
round interview. Participants were asked to rata @ime-point Likert scale the
appropriateness of a series of items assessingrtastery (Morrison, 1993, Morrison, 2002
and Chao et al. 1994), role clarity (Rizzo, 1978 Ashford, 1986), social integration with
co-workers and clients (Morrison, 1993 and Cha®4).9and organizational commitment

(Allen & Meyer, 1990).

DATA ANALYSIS

A Grounded Theory Approach

Data analysis proceeded in three main phasesgddleof the first phase after the first
round of interviews was to identify generative edgns constituting a networking
configuration. Interview transcripts were codedtlom basis of statements referring to
networking in its widest sense. A codable statergaitally consisted of a sequence of
sentences conveying a coherent point about a nigtvgppartner (e.g. a client, or a peer) and
some action undertaken with this partner (e.gntgki client to lunch or having a drink with a
peer after work.). Following Miles and Huberman94pwe used constant iteration to create
exhaustive categories. One author read the eirstedund interview transcripts while two
other authors each read 50% of the transcriptdh Bae coded the data individually thereby
ensuring that each transcript was coded by twolpedpis process generated a variety of
first order concepts. For example, service protesss referred to “client entertainment” to

describe activities they undertook with existingiats to reinforce their client relationship.
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The authors then met to compare their categoridsagenerate labels based on a more
general description that subsumed the first ordacepts. We aggregated the categories into
generative elements (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) fackvive created labels through abstraction
resulting in a tentative network configuration franork consisting of 12 theme dimensions
(partner focus, leveraging relationships, cliemufs, selling, team focus, nurturing, peer focus,
exploration, exploitation, attitude towards netwnogk selection). The framework was shared
with the fourth researcher who had not yet beenlwed in the coding process, and who
recommended in the interests of parsimony, sevataljories be combined. Eight categories
resulted (partner focus, client focus, team fopegr focus, exploration, exploitation, attitude,
select). To assess the reliability of the categdion scheme the author who had not been
involved in the coding process independently catleddata thereby checking if the
transcripts could be cleanly coded into the eigitégories. This process suggested no new
categories and resulted in a 92% agreement rateh&oemaining statements without
agreement the authors went back to the originéstents and discussed any differences in
interpretation resulting in a clarification anddiragreement on the coding. Table 2 gives an
overview of the networking configuration dimensiodentified in the first round interview

transcripts.

While the first four dimensions refer to a spec#takeholder group service
professionals aimed at for networking purposesouvad that study participants also referred
to a networking style in a broader sense. Theividies were not aimed at networking with a
specific stakeholder group e.g. a partner but desgran unfocused yet not aimless approach

to networking through meeting new people. Exampfesich behaviour were described as “I
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really try to participate at the office socialsBmursdays, it's not an obligation at alll,
sometimes it is boring yet you often just meetreséing and fun people working for the same
organization you had no clue they existed. And gones this is the beginning of a great
contact to have.” We labelled this behaviour “exatmn”. In contrast to “exploration” we
also found “exploitation” describing a categorybehaviour aimed at extracting something
specific out of relationships. Existing literatume professional service firms confirms the
relevance of these emerging categories in termghofare important stakeholders for
network development (see for example Linehan (2@0but the role of peers for information
exchange and Fosstenlokken et al. (2003) on tt@atmole of clients for the development of
service professionals) as well as different behaalostrategies how to network (for example
Williams (2000) on “aiming to meet as many peopdeassible” versus “highly targeted
networking” thereby referring to exploration angmitation).

While the first round of interviews aimed at dragiia picture of how the newly
promoted managers were coping with their new rotevaho were key contacts for them for
getting their job done the second round of intergid5 months later aimed at looking much
more specifically what the managers were specificiding to develop their relationships.
Based on the generative elements of networkingigorstions identified in the first phase of
analysis the goal of the second phase was to fgiemty differences in terms of networking
configurations among study participants. Our asgiompvas that with 15 to 18 months in the
manager position it would be possible to identify differences in terms of the networking
activities but also the intensity of the activitiegt managers would be exposing.

To accurately describe the networking configuraiemployed by each service
professional we undertook a second stage of cadfitige T2 interview transcripts with the
aim to develop scales for the identified dimensioha networking configuration. Two

authors read each the same half of the second toamstripts independently to extract any
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scale items for the dimensions of networking defimephase 1. The analysis of the interview
transcripts was a comprehensive process of congtaation (Miles & Huberman, 1994)
where the two researchers moved between the istetvanscripts to extract and exemplify
scales, then compared, discussed and refineditbeimediate scale results and went back
again to analyse the transcript data. We reduceddka by excerpting key portions for each
dimension of networking configuration from the tsaripts. We then summarized each
excerpt and displayed both summaries and sampkes|from the excerpts in a chart. The
emerging scales were discussed one by one wherelopmstantly compared and contrasted
data and emerging categorization schemes in oodauitd and refine the scales. If revisited
data did not fit well into a category, we reviseldefining parameters. To keep track of the
emerging scales for each networking dimension werded the scale item definitions in a
codebook (Boyatzis, 1998). Using such an evolviodebook helped us to capture the
common meaning to be represented in the esseraceattitude of observations (Locke,
2001). As we progressed though the reading ofrdrestripts the inclusion of additional data
caused us to verify and enrich, add, or disconfitmscale categories. The emergent scales
continued to be refined as we revisited the dagx#mine its fit with the scales. We
continued this process of gradual fine tuning rpléttimes until we could not find any more

refinement of the scales. Table 3 summarizes thabla scales.

Once an agreement on the scale items to be furteel was reached, the two
researchers continued coding the remaining trgstsandividually. As the second half of
interview transcripts could be coded with the dedirscale items, no new data categories

emerged. After this individual round of coding wapared scores among raters. Inter-rater
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reliability was 84%. For any cases of disagreem#r@gwo coders went back to the original
transcript and confronted the individual ratingsdach participant. After an in-depth
discussion of the transcripts we made a final agpdiecision.
Cluster Analysis

As a networking configuration can be characterizga bundle of different variables
describing the service professionals’ networkingawours we were looking for an
appropriate method to classify the participant$iwoeking profiles into coherent groups
characterized by similar patterns of networkingahatur. We did not have any prior
assumptions about important differences withinmulation of service professionals in
terms of how their networking strategies mightetifiThe use of cluster analysis to identify
any discrete categories and to classify the netwgrkonfigurations from the raw data
therefore seemed the most appropriate empiricakbgt method. As the defining variables
(clientfocus, partnerfocus, peerfocus, teamfocuglogation, exploitation, select) resulting
from the coding process used different scales,tardardized the variables (Hair et al. 1992,
Harrigan, 1985). We also checked for any interddpenies between the variables through a
correlation analysis leading to the eliminatiorttod variable “select” which was highly
correlated with the “team focus” variable. To coadiine cluster analysis (using STATA) we
followed a two step approach as recommended by rmus@uthors (see for example Hair et
al., 1992, Punj & Stewarts, 1983, Hartigan, 196d Biiligan, 1980, Ketchen & Shook,
1996): In a first phase we conducted a hierarcluleeter analysis using Ward'’s linkage to
determine the ideal number of clustets spite its’ superiority compared to other hietacal
clustering algorithms Ward’s linkage is more impgakcby the presence of outliers (Milligan,
1980). We therefore screened the data for potemtitiier participants and found one case

among the 53 study participants. This was the uansual case of a strategy consultant who

! Multiple authors have documented the superioritWard’s method among the hierarchical clustering
approaches, see for example Kuiper & Fisher, 1B¥shfield, 1976, Mojena, 1977, Milligan & 1saa@8D,
Edelbrock, 1979, Edelbrock & McLaughlin, 1980, Bayat al., 1980.
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had significantly changed her role within the compdnstead of being a “regular” strategy
consultant serving external clients this persondeaded to take on an exclusively internal
role working only on “internal projects” aimed aetpositioning and the branding of the
strategy consulting company. As a consequencepénson did not have any external client
contact anymore nor was she leading an assignmeamt tAs we felt that while still working
for a strategy consultancy her role had considgretihinged and she was not a “traditional”
strategy consultant anymore, we decided to elirsitfais outlier from the data set (see also
Punj & Stewart, 1983). Calinski’s stopping ruleveadl as the dendrogram indicated that a
three cluster solution was optimal. Once the ideahber of clusters was known we ran a k-
means cluster analysis for three clusters. Thismerarchical clustering method has been
shown to yield the most robust results as it i®regal to be least affected by outliers, error
perturbations of the distance measures or the pces# irrelevant attributes or dimensions in
the data (Punj & Stewart, 1983). The following drajepicts the three cluster groups in terms

of the defining variables.

To enrich our understanding of the meaning ottinee clusters and to validate the
criterion related validity of our cluster solutiare checked if the cluster solutions resulted in
any significant differences for non-defining vated(Punj & Stewart, 1983). We ran Scheffe
ranges for each cluster on the non-defining vaemlthese variables came from the network
surveys, the social identity survey as well asritwe-defining variable generated in the coding
process). The following table summarizes the sigaifce of differences found among the

three clusters.
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Insert Table 4 about here
An ANOVA analysis for the non-defining variablesldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984)
showed that the non-defining variables exhibitgghificant mean differences among clusters
thereby confirming criterion based validity. TaBlsummarizes the mean differences
between clusters on all variables, with the clustevariables shown first and the non-
defining validation variables shown second. Becaasd measure was standardized cluster
mean values represent the number of standard asdtom within-market group means

(set to zero).

NETWORKING CONFIGURATIONS

As table 5 indicates team focus is the only dafirvariable where we did not find any
significant differences among the clusters. Thissdoot mean that the management of the
consulting or audit team would not be an importask for all groups. As indicated by the
equal medium score for all three cluster groupstesmnagement is a pure everyday
necessity, a baseline activity without which theuld not function.

What differentiates the three clusters is whaeo#tctivities the groups focus on (or
not). As indicated in table 4 exploration and pfee&us differentiate between all clusters:
Comparing the means for each cluster the differ®ircéerms of networking configuration
become apparent. The first cluster group we namealde-off makers” are engaged in some
exploration. They are happy to meet other peoglek and enjoy new contacts, yet do not
explore with a planned agenda; a strategy we omlldpassive exploration”. In contrast, the

third cluster group we call “Game-players” exposeehaviour best characterized as
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“proactive exploration”: They are aggressively segko broaden the network. To increase
the number of encounters with contacts within dsiole the firm, they are at every party or
office event, go to seminars, talks and dinnergr&hough they do not know what exactly
this explorative behaviour will yield they purposky seek to meet lots of different partners,
clients and all sorts of people. “The more the me€rseems to be the motto. Coherent with
this high level of exploration is the finding ththe average network size of Game-players is
significantly bigger at 18 months on the job (atdi2) than for the two other groups. Also, as
indicated by the number of ties Game-players hayrefeantly higher density networks than
the two other groups. On the other hand the seclustier group of Low-keys show very little
exploration beyond their existing contacts. Theyrawst actively seeking any new contacts,
they are satisfied with the contacts they have,“argfine” with the current network.

The exploration behaviour is further reflectegarticipants focus on peer
relationships. Trade-off makers keep good neighbelationships with their peers. Low-keys
exhibit only weak or no peer relationships. Peeesnat part of their networking strategy and
thus they do not make any specific investment effobuilding peer relationships. Game-
players are building strong bonding and suppodti@iships with some peers. The peers the
Game-players network with are mostly carefully @mas Game-players have a heightened
awareness what certain peers may bring to a raekdtip. The carefully chosen peers can help
them not only for information exchange but alsovde critical resources at key instances.
“Say an audit gets pushed back for a week becheseient is not ready, these things happen,
but you have the complete team staffed to stah thi¢ audit, so you find yourself with one
senior(auditor) and two juniors. Now what happens in this caskas HR would staff them
on something else for this week. But before |1t | give a quick call to two of my buddies
(e.g. peers, in this case fellow managers) and | ask them if they are short on staff.” (Audit

manager Big Four audit company).
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Game-Playersversus Trade-off Makers

A couple of variables differentiate the Game-piayfeom the Trade-off makers. As
indicated by the mean comparisons the Game-playdribit the highest activity levels for all
stakeholders, meaning partners, clients and pagssell as the highest levels of exploration
and exploitation. Compared to both other clusteesGame-players not only have the biggest
networks but have a significantly higher numbeextiernal contacts in their networks than
the Trade-off makers at T2. Hence while Game-pkgeem to be “playing” meaning
networking all the time upwards and downwards,desind outside of the company the
Trade-off makers are clearly focused on the inaid upward for their networking activities.
Low-Keys

While Game-players and Trade-off makers both akhiplanned to calculative
attitude towards networking, the Low-keys have aimless deliberate attitude towards
networking. Their overall networking attitude camdescribed as need based meaning that
they network only in a very focused and punctuay wih a specific question or issue in
mind. Networking is therefore limited in time andsely linked to specific needs. In line
with this finding the actual exploitation behaviairLow-keys is significantly lower than for
the two other groups. They “exploit” relationshtpgyet the job done, taking advantage of
current contacts within the frame of their currentk. There is however no particular long-
term plan behind their networking, it is presermu®ed. In contrast to this members of both
other groups can be characterized either as “ptinmstworkers, meaning that they are
intentionally active networkers exhibiting a gen@@nsciousness of how networking is
important to their role well beyond the pure neaddad contact seeking. Some can even be
characterized as “instrumental” or “calculative’tmerkers. This means that the service

professional identifies “high return” occasions gabple for networking, has a clear game
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plan with target occasions for networking and assethe costs and benefits of different
networking targets and occasions.

As underlined by the means comparison Low-keysigmficantly less focused on
partners and clients compared to the two othergg.obven though their team focus is
comparable to the other groups it is interestingdtice that their efforts to actively select
team members are significantly lower than for ttzan@-players or the Trade-off makers. In
general, Low-keys choose team members from théad@iHR pool, and, if possible,
express their preference for certain individualthat pool. The two other cluster members
pursue a strategy of strong proactive selectiorammg that they actively fight to get specific
people on their assignments. This is achieved tiraworking behind the scenes, thereby
potentially going around the regular process. EXampf how to achieve this are the use of
partner authority to get specific people, througtetully developed friendly relationships
with the HR staffing personnel or through resowswaps with buddies. Also, compared to
the two other clusters Low-keys have on average héih the smallest number of other
employers before joining their current firm.

Networking Strategy, Social 1dentity Measures and Network Characteristics

Looking at the social identity scores Low-keysd fgnificantly stronger that they
have to work under vague directives and orders tinammther two groups and they show
consistently lower organizational commitment scok@sv-keys do less “enjoy discussing my
organization with people outside it”, they do fadignificantly weaker attachment to their
organization than the Trade-off makers and the Ggliangers and they would be significantly
less “happy to spend the rest of my career with dnganization”.

Compared to the Trade-off makers Low-keys haveeermward and downward
focus of their network: At both times, T1 and T2 LLow-keys have a significantly higher

number of staff from support functions or team mensiaff in their network suggesting that
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their networking efforts are more concentrated tolwananaging downwards. Also at T1 a
significantly higher number of people from the La&eys’ networks were from the very same
office location indicating that the immediate foafgheir networking activities was their
actual office environment but that they were lessdntact with employees from other offices
within the same country or other countries. Conangdethat the size of their network does on
average not differ from both other groups at T1 @r@bout the same size as for the Trade-off
makers at T2, we could characterize their netwagrkityle as “a small world approach”.

In comparison with the Game-players the Low-keggehsignificantly fewer people
serving them for political buy-in at T2 (3 peoplentpared to 5.5 for the Game-players).
Looking at the social integration scores it becoriear that the Low-keys feel significantly
less “comfortable around my co-workers”; “seem éddss accepted” by their co-workers and
feel significantly “less attached” to their co-werk than the Game-players. As a final
overview the characteristics of the three differdosters in terms of networking

configurations are summarized in the following &bl

VALIDATION
To check for the viability of networking configui@ans discovered with this
exploratory approach we took two steps. As sugddsgeHair et al. (1992) we carried out a
cluster analysis using a different clustering alttpon. The use of Kmedians as a clustering
algorithm resulted in three clusters of 24, 10 a8garticipants, indicating that there was a
high degree of consistency between the solutioesoi®l, to validate the clusters and to
establish the practical value of them (Ketchen &&& 1996) we used expert opinions

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In each firm we interviewadenior partner who had been an
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informant for our preliminary phase. Aiming at a@rtsg form” of qualitative validation
(Seale, 1999) we presented to them our insightatajenerative elements of networking
configurations and the three configurations we idadtified and invited them to make sense
of their own networking experiences as well as m@iyvorking patterns they had observed
during their tenure at their professional servigganization. This “external validation” (Punj
& Stewart, 1983) lasted between 1-2 hours and gée@very positive feedback with
multiple follow-up questions on additional charaistécs of the presented clusters.

Interviewees recognized the rich cluster descnystias “familiar types | have come across”.

DISCUSSION

The three networking configurations identifiedaiagh our study contribute to the
topic of social capital development in multiple wayhe study provides an empirical
grounding of networking based on rather extensimgitudinal data collection. Even though
explorative in its character it combines qualitatand quantitative data gathering approaches
allowing data triangulation. Our identification thiree networking clusters demonstrates that
there is not one way of how people network but ipldtdistinctive patterns. As this is an
explorative study it also raises an entire setugfstjons about networking in general and
specific networking configurations in particular:

As for the Low-keys a couple of important quessitiave to be raised: Low keys are
found to have worked for significantly fewer ottoempanies before joining their current
employer than the Trade-off makers and the GamgeaThis raises the question of
whether networking may be interpreted as a learpingess. One hypothesis is that
professionals may be transferring past experietimshave gained about networking at
previous employers to their new jobs. Followingtargument that networking may be a
result of experience and therefore a developm@ntaiess one hypothesis to be tested is that

the different networking configurations indicatéfelient levels of “networking proficiency”
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that may serve as a process model of networkipgdfessional service firms. The first step
of mastering the new management role is mastetgaim management before managers start
exploring and exploiting other relationships. Atiatermediate level of network mastery their
growing exploration and exploitation efforts mayrbere client or partner focused. What
seems to be a common denominator at that stagatisianagers feel that they cannot do all
at the same time but they face trade-offs how thadde their time. Growing into their new
role and becoming more skilled in network developntkey learn how to leverage and
exploit relationships. At this advanced stage nétimg has become something that they are
comfortable with. Having gained depth in their tielaships with key stakeholders they now
branch out more and more exploring on a broadde sca

There may however be an alternative explanatitie: Game-players for whom
networking seems to be a way of life may thus heawatural predisposition for “playing the
game” and be therefore be more inclined to alsdoeemther companies and environments.
The higher number of previous employers may theedbe a reflection of an individual
predisposition to establish new relationships. ghestion of antecedents is also to be raised
about two different aspects: Is it the more negadittitude towards networking that acts as a
self-fulfilling prophecy for the Low-keys resulting this group to network to a much smaller
extend than the others? Another aspect that des@rtber examination is the role of the
social identity measures: Is the fact that the lkeys show less commitment a root cause of
their passive networking behaviour or a consequehtgeir networking frustrations? Thus
on a general level, future research should she@ soare light on the old question of what
comes first, the social integration perceptiongeigng networking behaviour or the
networking behaviour having social integration canssnces.

Last but not least another set of questions tivéurexplore is what happens to people

who employ one of these strategies. What are iimgilications in terms of career
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progression? Does one configuration increase clsasfamaking it on the partner track? One
hypothesis to be tested is that the Game-playeysbmahe most successful on partner track.
Yet is may be that the networking strategy of teavtkeys must not failing per se.
Performance data to follow up on the career devetoy of the three cluster members must
be a next step to shed light on these issues. hgakiwho has left and who is still around
may indicate that service professionals of a aerthister have themselves a higher
preference for staying with the professional servion. Intermediate results seem to suggest
that the Low-keys are less committed to stay withdrganization. However the
differentiation between Game-players and Trade¥y@kers seems to be far less obvious for
this question.

In terms of practical implications an employerexsally in a knowledge intensive
industry may be fascinated by the apparent eadeedbame-players to network. A natural
first reaction may be to try to attract as manyhelse species as possible into ones company.
A word of caution may be raised: It may not necelyshe the best to have the best versed
networkers. One hypothesis to be tested in futesearch is that the species of Game-players
with their incredible ease to establish relatiopshnay also be very comfortable to establish
relationships with other employers. Being more irdMacused it may very well be that the
Trade-off makers may turn out to be the most I@yaployees.

Reflecting about the passive situation of the LUays another practical implication
highlighted by Subramaniam & Youndt (2005) can bawkd from this research: “An
organization's efforts at hiring, training, workstgn, and other human resource management
activities may need to focus not only on shoringhgr employees' functional or specific
technological skills/expertise, but also on develggheir abilities to network, collaborate,
and share information and knowledge.” Professisaalice firms may not only have to look

into supporting their employees to develop thetioeking capabilities but they may have to

25



realize that the support mechanisms to put in pha@ag have to be tailored to the networking
configuration an employee exhibits.
Limits

While we think that this research makes a contidimuto shed more light on the
guestion of how people develop their social cagitalmber of limitations have to be
recognized: This research is focusing only on sererganizations and is so far limited to
two professions, consulting and audit. Furtheraegeon other industries will be necessary

to confirm the validity of the findings in a diffent context.

Also, other variables that we have not considaretis study may have an influence
on organizational actors’ networking behavior: Bt#riand Negro (2006) showed that the
status of organizational team members is relatédedevel of exploration taking place in
teams (high exploration at low and high statusllbu¢ less exploration at medium status
level). Cross et al. (2005) differentiate in theategorization of networks between customized
response networks appropriate for settings were jpatblems and solutions are ambiguous
(needed in strategy consulting) from modular resparetworks where components of a
problem and solution are known but the combinatioeequence of those components is not
yet known (needed in law firms). The type of indysind service sector may therefore

require different types of network formation/devwitent.

Last but not least we cannot make a statement geoformance implications of
network configurations. Future research has tdéstaif and if so which network

configurations may be more appropriate to make ipartner track.
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TABLE 1.
Sample Characteristics

Company Consulting Audit 1| Audit 2
(Germany) (London) (New York)

# participants 16 15 22

# female participants 2 7 6

Average age 31.9 28.0 28.8

# vyears with the3 5 5

company
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ABLE 2:

Dimensions of Networking Configurations

=

Variable Description Examples
Client focus | Activities aiming to - Client entertainment activities, e.g.
enhance the relationship taking the client to lunch, dinner, sport @
with existing or potential| cultural events
clients - Selling activities, e.g. presenting
proposals for consulting/auditing project
Peer focus Activities aiming to - Doing social activities together, e.g. pu

enhance the relationship
with peers within the
company

parties

- Doing favours e.g. swapping resource
for a client mandate

- Seeking peer advice whom to recruit if
project team

Uy

nto

Partner focus

Activities aiming to
enhance the relationship
with partners the
manager works with or
may work with in the
future

- Doing social activities together, e.g.
playing on the same football team

- “Selling oneself” e.g. presenting yours
as an expert in a subject area the partng
covering

p|f
Br s

Team focus Activities aiming to - Mentoring team members, e.g. giving
enhance the relationshig them career advice
with existing or - Doing social activities, e.g. taking tean
potentially future team | members to lunch or dinner
members

Exploration Describes activities - Going to a company social event with
aiming at maximizing the the aim to meet as many new people ag
number of new possible and broaden the network
relationships, seeking to
broaden the network,

“exploring possibilities”

Exploitation | Describes activities - Going to a company social event with
aimed at intensifying the aim to talk to x about topic y
selected relationships,
striving for depth

Attitude Describes a general - Networking is a great way to meet new
perception about the people, have fun and develop
topic of networking professionally

Select Describes how staff for| - HR assigns staff on projects

consulting/audit
assignments is recruited

- Partners intervene to nominate certain
individuals for a project assignment
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TABLE 3:

Variable Scales
Variable Scale | Definitions
Attitude (towards| 0-4 | 0 Passive, emergent: The respondent does not report any effo

networking)

to go to events for networking purposes, she/lsethet network
build on its own, respondent only reacts if drawrokthers

1 Only need based: The respondent happens to actively netw
but seems to do this only on a need basis, venyskxat and
punctual networking, limited in time, with an extiepal and
specific purpose in mind

2 Active/lbaseline: The respondent is a casual networker, that|i

generally active, yet without any pre-planningshe/
opportunistically would seize opportunities wheaytipresent
themselves

3 Planned: This is a conscious networker, intentionally agtiv
though no reference to any specific plans or cates, it can
be inferred that the respondent knows what she#rgsato do
and why she/he is networking, general consciousoiesbere
they should go

4 Instrumental/calculative: There is an explicit reference to
concrete plans and actions for networking who twaek with
an when; The professional identifies “high retuoctasions and
people, has a clear game plan with targeted evitrgg pre-plan,
create or target occasions and can assess theaodstenefits of
different networking targets, occasions and stiateg

Select

0-2

0 No selection effort: Let somebody else (partner, HR) decide
who will be allocated to the job, go with what heen given to
you.

1 Some selection: Choosing team members from the available
pool; express your preference from a pool thavalable
including getting information through the grapevitiee baseline
2 Strong proactive selection: Actively chasing/fighting to get
specific people e.g. implicit deals, through partaethority, HR
contacts, swaps with buddies, working behind tlemss,
potentially going against/around the regular preagsrefusing
pre-allocated team members

Partner focus,
client focus,

team focus

1-5

0 Nofocus: The respondent’s networking is not focused os th
target population or he/she is ignoring this tapmulation.
Networking with this population is only a logicalrtsequence of
the job but the respondent does not focus on them

1 Light/peripheral focus: This target population is not an
important target for the respondent’s networkintivaees

2 Needed to get job done: The respondent needs the target on
to get the work done and is not particularly focugsttention on
them; the respondent only realizes the target'omapce
whenever there is a problem

3 Subservient focus: The respondent’s focus on this populatio

=]

Is subservient to another target of networkingt{pay, client or
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team), baseline

4 One of the main tar gets for networking: it enjoys focused
attention to this target

5 Primary focus: This population is the primary target for
networking; it implies a focused and intense aitento this
target

Peer focus

0-2

0 Weak or no peer relationships: Peers are not part of the
networking strategy, no specific investment efforbuilding
peer relationships

1 Keeping good neighbour relationships: Baseline, part of the
firm’s social norms

2 Very strong relationships. Building strong bonding/support
relationships with some peers

Exploration

0-2

0 No exploration beyond existing networks: Does not go
beyond the existing contacts, not actively seekieyy contacts,
satisfied with the contacts they have, “are finéhWocused on
the current network

1 Some exploration: The respondent is happy to meet other
people, seek and enjoy new contacts, yet not wilarmned
agenda; “passive exploration”

2 Therespondent isaggressively seeking to broaden the
network: Increase number of encounters with contacts beigg
at every party/event; actively, purposefully inlarmed manner
seeks to meet lots of new contacts within or oetsine firm, e.g.
seminars, talks, parties, dinners; “proactive esgilon”; “the
more the merrier”; The respondent is trying to eshtots of
different partners, projects, clients without agise objective.
His/her objective is to “meet lots of people ort'geur name out
there”.

Exploitation

0-5

0 Not exploiting: No declared objective to opportunistically
extract value from some key relationships in thisvoek

1: Awareness that it may be important to extract vélos some
relationships, but the respondent chooses not tcadrmnot do so
2 Just getting the job done: The respondent is taking advantag
of current contacts within frame of the current kvaith the
objective of getting the job done, no particulargeerm plan
behind this; this is present focused

3: Present focused; actively extracting value/benéfois
current contacts for higher performance now, oging, being
the best so extracting more value

4 Exploiting relationshipsfor the future: Clear objective to
exploit relationships for further career advancengeayond the
current project) aiming for partnership within fhifessional
firm (career track and promotion oriented)

5 Effectively extracting value: Elaborate and precise planw
to exploit relationships for the future; clear extiion of value
from the relationship in terms of getting political
support/extracting key information/getting accesstitical
resources from the key contact, very conscious hioreon;

ye

future gain beyond the success of the current giroje
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GRAPH 1:
Defining Cluster Variables
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TABLE 4:
Significant Differences Between Clusters (from Scheffe Ranges)

Cluster 1:
Trade-off makers

Cluster 2: Low keys

Cluster 2: Low
keys

attitude, explore,
exploit, partnerfocus,
leverage, select,
peerfocus, clientfocus,
otherfirms, staffT1,
staffT2, officeT1,
Brolel5,
Dcommitmentl,
Dcommitment2,
Dcommitment4,
orgcommitment

Cluster 3:
Game-players

explore, peerfocus,
sizeT2, outsideT2,
sizeT2, tiesT2

attitude, explore, exploit,
partnerfocus, clientfocus, leverage
select, peerfocus, clientfocus,
otherfirms, sizeT2, buyinT2,
Brolel5, Cintegrationcoworkersl,
Cintegrationcoworkers2,
Cintegrationcoworkers3,
Dcommitmentl, Dcommitment2,
Dcommitment4, orgcommitment,
sizeT2, tiesT2
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Cluster Mean Comparisons

TABLE 5:

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
Std. Std. Std.

Defining variables Mean Dev. Mean Dev. Mean Dev. F
Explore 0.96 0.21 0.18 0.40 2.00 0.00 228.44***
Exploit 3.65 1.03 2.18 1.17 4.06 1.21 9.98**
Partnerfocus 4.26 0.62 2.91 0.83 4.33 0.59 19.12%**
Clientfocus 3.65 1.03 2.18 1.17 4.06 1.21 3.75*
Peerfocus 0.96 0.21 0.18 0.40 2.00 0.00 228.44***
Teamfocus 2.87 0.55 3.09 0.83 2.94 0.73 0.4
Validation variables
Select 3.04 1.07 1.36 1.12 3.39 0.92 14.34***
Other firms 1.48 0.51 0.73 0.47 1.61 0.50 11.77*
Attitude 3.04 1.07 1.36 1.12 3.39 0.92 14.34***
StaffT1 0.73 1.67 2.91 3.45 1.28 1.96 3.49*
OfficeT1 1.04 1.77 2.36 1.69 1.39 1.29 2.54*
SizeT2 13.61 3.45 12.55 6.15 18.28 7.27 4.85*
BuyinTime2 4.05 2.13 3.00 2.05 5.50 2.53 4.49*
OutsideT2 2.26 2.30 3.64 3.61 4.89 4.19 3.16*
TiesT2 78.30 44.62 87.00 104.26 | 166.65 140.24 |4.29*
Role clarity 2.43 0.90 3.30 0.95 2.50 0.99 3.22*
Integration co-workers 2.17 0.98 2.60 0.70 1.67 0.77 4.02*
Organizational commitment 1 | 3.13 0.87 2.10 0.74 3.67 1.03 9.59**
Organizational commitment4 | 2.13 0.87 2.80 1.03 2.06 0.87 4.13*
Organizational commitment
total 0.00 0.66 -0.70 0.87 0.27 0.70 5.95*
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TABLE 6:

Summary of Cluster Characteristics

Cluster name

Description

Examples from the interview
transcripts

3: The Game-
players. Networking
as a way of life

- Aware, conscious, proactive,
calculative and instrumental
networking approach

- Depth (exploitation) and breat
(exploration)

- Internal (networking with
partners, team members, peers
and external (networking with
clients and other externals)

- Biggest network size

“Networks are a means to anoth
end: To make yourself more

hclient, this is how you get
attention.”

“You have to know how to play
)the game. It’ all about playing th
game.”

“If I know that X [i.e. a specific
partner] is at the social, | go there t
talk to him about the new project |
want to work on.”

“Not every partner is equally
important, there is a hierarchy amo
them and you want to target the mq
influential ones.”

1: The Trade-off
makers

- Upwards focus on partners ar
clients

- Some exploration, some
exploitation

d'l understand that fii.e.
networking] is important. It's a give
and take and it's part of my job.”
“You cannot be at every event and
meet everybody, you have to make
choice of who is the most importan
this is what | do.”

2: TheLow-keys

- More negative attitude about
networking: Networking as
artificial or “false”.

- Networking is need based,
present focused

- Low on exploration and
exploitation

- Focused downwards on the
team

- Social integration measures:
Lower role clarity, lower co-
worker integration, lower

"l don't like the falseness offite.
networking]all.”

“I would only seek thenii.e.
contact with more senior managers
in relation to a problem.”

“l actually spend quite some tim
with my team. It is very importan
to make sure that they know tha
am around if they have question
or if something goes wrong.”

organizational commitment

visible, you have to land the best

er
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