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The role of networking in the sharing of knowledge and information is well documented. What is not clear, however, are the
facets of networks that best drive firm performance, and whether or not the nature of business is a factor. The purpose of this
study was to examine the effect of networking dimensions on the performance of event management ventures in Kenya. The
researcher conceptualised that performance of ventures was a function of networking dimensions such as network capability,
network structure and network dynamics. The study adopted a covariance-based confirmatory research design that sought to
confirm indicators of the four variables under study, and also to establish the causal link between networking dimensions and
venture performance. A population of 313 ventures was targeted, from which a sample of 288 proprietors was drawn. Using
Structural Equation Modelling as the principal analysis approach, the study established that networking dimensions positively and
significantly predict events venture performance. Moreover, the measurement model confirmed that the customer and learning
and growth perspectives were the main indicators of events venture performance.
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Introduction

The event management business continues to gain more
attention among scholars owing to the exponential growth
witnessed in the events industry in the recent past (Duncan
et al., 2013). It is argued that the dynamic nature of the
events sector requires good relationships that are often the
outcomes of thriving networks among entrepreneurs offering
complementary products or services. Evidence does suggest
that entrepreneurs’ ability to start and grow businesses is a
function of embeddedness in social networks (Ostgaard &
Birley, 1996, as cited in Stam, 2010, p. 625). The argument is
that besides exposing entrepreneurs to business opportunities
(Ozgen & Baron, 2007), networks also enable them to source
financial and human resources (Shane & Cable, 2002, as cited
in Stam, 2010, p. 625).

Event management is a business that is attracting a lot of
interest among entrepreneurs in Kenya. According to the
Kenya directory, Soft Kenya, a total of 111 events companies,
covering diverse fields, had been registered by 2013. This
expanded interest in events management has resulted in
suspicion and heightened competition for customers among
entrepreneurs. Such competition therefore requires that
indicators for measuring the performance of these ventures
should factor in customers’ preferences. The present study
therefore takes cognisance of the networks theory to argue
that the direction events venture performance takes is
dependant on the robustness that individual entrepreneurs’
show in terms of network structures, capability and
dynamism. The goal of this study was therefore to establish
the causal link between the three network dimensions of
capability, structure, and dynamics, and the performance of
events management ventures.

Literature review

Events and events management

Silvers (2004), defines event management as a process through
which the planning, preparation, and production of an event
is realised. Event management in Silvers’ views therefore
broadly focuses on activities such as concept, planning,
economics, communication, sponsorship, human resources,
promotion, marketing, monitoring and evaluation, logistics,
and design, among others. Silvers (2004), however, observes
that event management in contemporary society focuses
mainly on experience delivery, irrespective of the size and type
of the event. The present study, therefore, argues that event
management ventures ought to turn to networks in order to
facilitate the realisation of their goals and objectives and fulfil
guest’s needs and expectations.

Networking is viewed in extant literature as a reciprocal
“grant and receive” situation aimed at leaving all concerned
partners contented (Burg, 1998). Briderl and Preisendorfer
(1998) concur that entrepreneurs who are able to make
reference to a diversity of social networks and those who
receive support from such networks are bound to be more
successful. Johanson and Mattsson (1987) support the views
of Briderl and Preisendérfer in arguing that ventures rely on
networks with other players to enjoy resources that they would
have not been able to enjoy so easily.

In line with the arguments made with references to the
potency of networks in the realisation of events management
ventures’ goals, the present study identified network capability,
network structure, and network dynamics (Clegg et al., 2016)
as the dimensions of networks that could be used to explain
the robustness required by events management ventures to
deal with the rigours of event management and, by extension,
lead to improved performance.
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Events venture performance

Measurement of the success and performance of events
management ventures remains a matter of concern among
scholars (Langen & Garcia, 2009; Talwar et al., 2010).
Taking cognisance of the concerns of Witt (2004) regarding
the lack of consistency in variable definition, and bearing in
mind that events management ventures are mainly socially
oriented, the present study postulates that the performance
of these ventures could best be measured using the balanced
scorecard. The balanced scorecard, as cited in Margarita
(2008), was developed by Robert Kaplan and David Norton in
1992, ostensibly to measure performance on more than just
financial statements. The balanced scorecard theory noted
by Margarita (2008) envisages that financial performance
measures are ineffective for the requirements of modern
business enterprises. Consequently, the recognition by Kaplan
and Norton that besides focusing on financial performance,
business entities need to consider other performance
perspectives such as customer satisfaction, internal processes
of business processes, and growth (Margarita, 2008), becomes
ever more important.

Accordingly, the study argues that the performance of events
management ventures should seek to measure: 1) learning and
growth, captured through job satisfaction, employee turnover,
levels of specialist knowledge, and training opportunities; 2)
internal business processes focusing on activities undertaken
per function, process alignment, and process automation; 3)
customer satisfaction, customer retention, event delivery and
event quality; and 4) the financial performance captured via
return on investment (ROI), cash flow, and financial results.

Network capability and events management venture
performance

Network capability is grounded in the competency-based
theory advanced by Hunt and Lambe (2000). According to
Hunt and Lambe (as cited in Human & Naude, 2009, p. 3),
the competence-based theory is an internal factors theory that
strives to explain resource exploitation strategy development
with a view to gaining competitive advantage. Walter et
al. (2006) argue that as a higher order construct, network
capability is more important than just having networks.
Dyer and Singh (1998) define network capability as the skill
used in applying appropriate control mechanisms, common
procedures, and spearheading any required changes with a
view to creating and handling numerous connections.

Walter et al. (2006), on the other hand, conceptualise
network capability as a venture’s ability to create and make
use of external and internal relationships. They therefore
identify four constructs that may be used to measure network
capability. The first construct, coordination, connects ventures
with common interests for purposes of mutually supportive
interactions. The second construct, relational skills, focuses
on the management of relationships among businesses.
Partner knowledge, the third construct identified by Walter
and colleagues, brings stability to a firm’s position within a
network. The fourth construct, internal communication,
concentrates on the assimilation and dissemination of more
current information regarding partnerships, resources, as well
as mutual agreements between partners.

Previous studies have given inconclusive findings regarding
the effect of network capability on venture performance.

Human and Naude (2009) established that network capability
as a latent variable relates positively and significantly with firm
performance, but they failed to identify the particular firms
under consideration. Besides, the finding by the two scholars
that network capability explains a mere 22.9% of the variation
in firm performance calls for more scrutiny of this variable
in other contexts. Mitrega et al. (2017) provide evidence
that network capability has a positive influence on a firm’s
product innovation, as well as on overall firm performance
through an improved supplier relationship. Such findings are,
however, inconclusive because the study conducted by Mitrega
et al. (2017) focuses on only one setting (the automotive
parts industry). The heterogeneity experienced in events
management ventures, coupled with the inconclusive findings
leads to the postulation that

H,1: Events management venture performance is
independent of network capability.

Network structure and events management venture
performance

The network structure variable is founded in the social network
theory (Barnes, 1954), and posits that the structure of the
relationship has the potential to affect beliefs or behaviours
of an individual, group of individuals, or organisation. Hoang
and Antoncic (2003, as cited in Maina et al., 2016) define
network structure as the pattern of ties that binds different
actors. Such ties have been noted in literature to be important
in a firm’s acquisition of external resources and competitive
capabilities necessary for their operations (McEvily & Marcus,
2005; Zaheer & Bell, 2005). It is argued that due to the need
for accountability to partner business ethics, firms ought to
have network structures in place commensurate with expected
company culture (Smelser & Baltes, 2001).

The success of network structure is reportedly pegged on
resources within the network, ties between network partners,
partner characteristics and type, and the amount of trust
manifesting in partner relationships (Marsden & Campbell,
2012). Consequently, the present study conceptualised that
network structure could be aptly measured using the following
constructs: 1) type of partners drawn from among relatives,
friends, institutions, and service providers; 2) resources held by
partners; 3) strength of ties; and 4) trust among partners.

Although several studies have been conducted and show
evidence of positive effects of network structure on firm
performance, most of them focus on supply network structure.
Bellamy et al. (2014), for instance, examined the influence
of supply network structure on firm innovation and reported
that structural network characteristics tended to impact
positively on firm innovation. Moreover, though networks
remain powerful metaphors in an endeavour to explain social
realities, critiques continue to decry the destruction of prior
tightly woven communities that were hitherto location specific
at the expense of individual connectedness (Wellman, 2002).
It is argued that networks in their present structure tend to
undermine productive forms of sociality (Mejias, 2006).

According to Mejias (2006), current social networks
concentrate more on the connecting nodes at the expense
of the space between the nodes. In the event management
industry, it is prudent to analogously view the proprietors as
the nodes and employees as the space between the nodes.
The question arising therefore is whether event management
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venture entrepreneurs in Kenya take cognisance of the space
between the key nodes in their networks and whether this
impacts on eventual venture performance. | think that this may
not be so and postulate as follows:

H,2: Events management venture performance is
independent of network structure.

Network dynamics and events management venture
performance

Network dynamics is embedded in the dynamic network theory
perspective. Westaby et al. (2014) contend that the dynamics
theory perspective seeks to explain the influence that social
networks may be having on business outcomes such as goal
achievement, learning, performance, and emotional attachment.
Hakansson and Waluszewski (2004) argue that dynamics
are the agents of change in business-oriented networks. As
a consequence, dynamics contribute to observed changes in
relationships within the network. Larson and Starr (as cited in
Hoang & Antoncic, 2003, p. 175) posit that through network
dynamics, networks can be viewed from the organisational
formation, structural, and network evolution perspectives.

Although network dynamics has been credited with
transformative impacts in terms of knowledge exchange
and innovation (Clegg et al., 2016), evidence suggests that
challenges exist in decoding network dynamics. Easton
(1992, as cited in Chou & Zolkiewski, 2012, p. 247) notes
that decoding network dynamics is made difficult by the
challenge of delimiting the network boundary for purposes of
research. Moreover, it is also argued that the embeddedness
and connectedness of networks make it difficult to understand
the context within which to situate network dynamics and its
causal effects (Ford & Hakansson, 2006).

Network dynamics have also been found to be limited by
topological effects such as rainfall, time variability, social rank,
network density, and triadic closure (llany et al., 2015). In
Kenya, time variability is a major factor to network dynamics in
events venture networks. Most events management ventures
do booming businesses during festive seasons, and others often
fold soon after. Triadic closure, where events management
entrepreneurs form associations with friends, and friends
of friends, is another limitation to network dynamics in the
event management industry in Kenya. Such limitations and
challenges to the delimitation of network dynamics beg the
question “has network dynamics as a dimension of networking
any impact on events management venture performance?” To
this end, the study postulates that:

H,3: Events management venture performance is
independent of network dynamics.

Research approach

The study focused on establishing the effect dimensions of
events management venture networks have on eventual
venture performance. Consequently, | assumed the positivism
paradigm that advocates for organised methods to discover
and confirm a set of probabilistic causal laws useful in
predicting patterns of human activity through precise empirical
observations of individual behaviour (Neuman, 2007). In view
of this positivist position, the study adopted the confirmatory
research design that is covariance based and focuses on the
explanation of relationships among variables (Butler, 2014).

The study targeted proprietors of events management
ventures specialising in catering, cake baking, floral
arrangements, event planning, and hiring tents, chairs,
furniture and public address systems. The study population
comprised 313 events ventures drawn from Kisumu, Nairobi,
and Uasin Gishu counties of Kenya. Bearing in mind the
number of parameters under study, and the need to avoid
overcorrection of standard errors (Yu & Muthén, 2002), a total
of 288 ventures were sampled. Study units were first stratified
according to the genre of events they specialised in, thereafter
simple random sampling using the random number approach
was used to select the required units from each genre.

A self-administered proprietors’ questionnaire comprising
four sections consistent with the four latent variables under
study was developed and used to collect the required
information. Data were analysed using Structural Equation
Modelling (SEM), which Chin (1998) argues is a second
generation multivariate method that allows analysis of all
variables in the model simultaneously as opposed to holding
some variables constant while examining the influence of
one, like in the case of multiple regression. The choice of
SEM for the present study was therefore informed by the
need to establish how well the conceptualised indicators
measured the four latent variables (confirmatory), as well as to
establish the causal link between the network dimensions and
venture performance (structural). Evidence shows that SEM
has previously been used for both confirmatory and causal
modelling (Amir et al., 2012). Variables were operationalised
and measured as indicated in Table 1.

The structural model

Structural equation modelling (SEM) was conducted on the
structural model to test the formulated hypotheses (Figure 1).
The SEM path model was conceptualised to show that network
dimensions impact directly on events management venture
performance.

The criterion for model evaluation was the “goodness of fit”
idea. The essence was to find out how the hypothesised structural
model fitted the sample data. Consequently, three categories of
fit indices, namely absolute, incremental, and parsimony were
employed to test the model fit. The overall fit was achieved by

Table 1: Variables — definitions and measurement

Variable Nature Indicator Measurement
Venture Endogenous  Financial performance (FP) Ordinal scale
performance  (latent) Customer performance (CP)
(VP) Learning and growth (LG)

Internal business process (IB)
Network Exogenous  Open communication (OPC) Ordinal scale
capability (Latent) Partners knowledge (PAK)
(NC) Initiating relationships (INR)

Developing relationships (DER)
Network Exogenous  Strong partners (STP) Ordinal scale
structure (Latent) Weak partners (WEP)
(NS) Resource-based partners (RBP)

Ethnic partners (ETP)
Network Exogenous  Respect (RES) Ordinal scale
dynamics (Latent) Support (SUP)
(ND) Trust (TRU)

Cooperation (COO0)
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comparing the default fit indices with the recommended indices
shown in Table 2 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).

The model was then modified as suggested by the
modification indices, if needed. The path estimates
(standardised regression weights) in the structural model and
variance explained (R? value) in the endogenous variable was
examined for causation and power.

Analysis and findings

Construct and model validation

Results of the Cronbach'’s alpha reliability test presented in Table 3
indicate that all the questionnaire items developed for measuring

Table 2: Fit indices recommended

%2sig. ydf GFI AGFI NFI RFI CFl RMSEA
p<005 <50 >090 >0.90 >0.90 0.90 0.90 0.05

Chi-square (y?); Degrees of Freedom (df); Goodness of Fit Index (GFI); Adjusted
Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI); Normed Fit Index (NFI); Relative Fit Index (RFI);
Comparative Fit Index (CFl); Root Mean Square Error Approximation (RMSEA)

Table 3: Construct reliability

Constructs Cases Items Cronbach’s alpha
Network capability 27 18 0.862
Network structure 27 17 0.855
Network dynamics 271 13 0.834
Social capital 27 10 0.834
Venture performance 271 12 0.935
1
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the constructs in question had reliability coefficients above the
recommended value of 0.7 (Butler, 2014). This indicates that the
items were consistent in measuring the constructs.

Validation structural model

After establishing and confirming the measurement model,
the next step involved validating the hypothesised structural
model. Figure 2 presents the results of the validation of the
initial structural model.

Fit indices of the initial structural model revealed that the
chi-square p-value was below 0.05. However, the other fit
indexes contravened the recommended values (y¥df = 4.140;
GFI =0.848; AGFI=0.793; NFI = 0.590; CFI=0.647; TLI = 0.582;
RMSEA = 0.108) indicating a poor fit in the initial model.

In order to achieve a better model fit, the post-hoc
modification indices suggested that the model could be
improved further. The model was therefore modified by
correlating error terms as suggested by the modification
indices (Figure 3). Results of the first modified structural model
indicated that y%/df =2.645 was within the acceptable limits,
however, the other fit indices (GFl=0.894; AGFI=0.851;
NFl=0.746; CFI=0.821; RMSEA = 0.078) were not within the
acceptable limits. Overall, the fit statistics still indicated a poor
fit between the data and the modified model.

The second and final modified structural model (Figure 4)
was developed by allowing the suggested error terms to be
correlated. The results yielded an excellent fit of the model to
the data. Fit indices of this final modified structural model were
as follows: chi-square statistic value of 131.099 with 82 degrees
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Abbreviations: COO: Coordination; CP: Customer; DER: Developing relationships; ETP: Ethnic partners; FP: Financial performance; IB: Internal
business; INR: Initiating relationships; LG: Learning and growth; NC: Network capability; ND: Network dynamics; NS: Network structure; OPC: Open
communication; PAK: Partner knowledge; RBP: Resource-based partners; RES: Respect; STP: Strong partners; SUP: Support; TRU: Trust; VP: Venture

performance; WEP: Weak partners

Figure 1: Proposed structural model
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Figure 3: First modified structural model
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Abbreviations: COO: Coordination; CP: Customer; DER: Developing relationships;
ETP: Ethnic partners; FP: Financial performance; IB: Internal business; INR: Initiating
relationships; LG: Learning and growth; NC: Network capability; ND: Network
dynamics; NS: Network structure; OPC: Open communication; PAK: Partner
knowledge; RBP: Resource-based partners; RES: Respect; STP: Strong partners;
SUP: Support; TRU: Trust; VP: Venture performance; WEP: Weak partners

Figure 4: Final structural model

of freedom was statistically significant. The other fit indices
were as follows: y%/df =1.599; GFl=0.946; AGFI=0.910;
NFI = 0.870; CFlI = 0.945; RMSEA = 0.047. This indicated a good
fit between the data and the final modified structural model.
This model was considered to be the final model since there
were no further modification indices suggested.

Results of hypotheses testing

Hypothesis H,1 postulated independence between events
venture performance and network capability. Regression
weights shown in Table 4 indicate that network capability is
a positive and significant predictor of venture performance
(B=0.451, p<0.05). The postulation was therefore not
supported by the data. The standardised regression weight
suggests that an increase of 1 standard deviation in network
capability is likely to result in an increase of 0.451 standard
deviations in venture performance.

Hypothesis H,2 postulated independence between events
venture performance and network structure. The regression
weights revealed that network structure was a positive and
significant predictor of events management venture performance
(3 =0.533, p<0.05). Consequently, the postulation that events
venture performance is independent of network structure was
not supported. An increase of 1 standard deviation in network
structure is likely to lead to a corresponding increase of 0.533
standard deviations in venture performance.

Table 4: Regression weights (default model)

Estimate SE CR p

0.451 0.159 6.138 0.027
0.533 0.169 6.454 p < 0.001
0.630 0.158 7.469 p < 0.001

Hypothesis H,3 postulated independence between events
venture performance and network dynamics. The regression
weights shown in Table 4 reveal that network dynamics
positively and significantly predicts the performance of events
management ventures (B =0.630, p <0.05). The postulation
that events venture performance is independent of network
dynamics was not supported and the researcher concluded
that an increase of 1 standard deviation in network dynamics
was likely to occasion an increase of 0.630 standard deviations
in events venture performance.

Discussion

The study findings show that the network dimensions of
capability, structure and dynamics influences performance of
events management ventures directly and in a positive way. The
findings reflect and support other findings reported in extant
literature. For instance, the finding that network structure is
a positive and significant predictor of venture performance is
consistent with findings showing that network structure is a
crucial competitive strategy that can be adopted by firms to
enhance flow of resources (Goce, 2009; Yan & Liu, 2012). This
in essence implies that events management ventures stand to
be more competitive if they invest in trust, and partnership
with potential competitors with a view to sharing resources.
The finding in the present study showing that network
structure has a positive effect on venture performance,
however, contradicts findings by Teng (2007) that partnerships
are often complicated by a lack of suitable partners and
complexities in decision-making. The contradiction could,
however, be due to a difference in study contexts or a
difference in approaches, and warrants further research in
the area. Partner type also emerges as a potential source of
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contradiction in study findings. Oviatt and McDougall (2005)
argue that establishing strong ties with friends has the potential
to improve venture performance. However, they caution that
ties with relatives may not be beneficial since they often hang
around entrepreneurs and may not provide innovative ideas.

Salaff et al. (2003) argue that strong ties among ventures
with similar ethnicity provide the advantage of ease of access
to business networks. Indeed, ethnic affiliation has become
a common feature in Kenya with entrepreneurs hoping to
capitalise on the ethnic network. The implication then is that
despite network structure having a positive and significant
impact on venture performance the type of partnership and
the strength of the ties will no doubt define the structure
of the network and its eventual effectiveness. It is therefore
incumbent upon events management entrepreneurs to
interrogate such considerations when forming networks.

The finding alluding to network capability as having a
positive and significant effect on events management ventures
lends support to others (Walter et al., 2006; Human & Naude
2009). The finding in the present study therefore underscores
the need for events management proprietors to focus more on
network capabilities in order to enhance their performance. It
has been documented that network capability at company level
promotes behaviour geared towards networks orientations
and can support performance of a superior nature (Kale et al.,
2002; Walter et al., 2006).

Implications drawn from the finding regarding network
capability is that events management ventures in Kenya should
look to draw upon their ability to develop and use inter-venture
relationships for the purpose of gaining a competitive
advantage. This can further be enhanced when ventures
display open communication, hone their skills in coordination
and relationships, and also increase their partner knowledge.
Indeed, it has been argued that good partner knowledge and
relationships enhance venture pro-activity (Kim & Aldrich, 2005).

The positive and significant relationship between network
dynamics and venture performance provides a new front
for looking at network dynamics in relation to company
performance. It is imperative to note that little or no evidence
exists extolling the impacts of network dynamics as a network
dimension on performance. On the contrary, existing studies
have tended to address network dynamics in the realm of the
dynamic interplay between network structures and rules of
engagement (Dagnino et al.,, 2016). | contend that dynamic
networks targeting associations, interactions and individuals
or corporate responsibility have the potential to maintain their
network position and in consequence, increase information
acquisition and access to complementary resources.

On the basis of the findings made, it can be concluded
that events management ventures represent occasions for
entrepreneurs to join hands and form networks through which
they can interact among themselves. The heterogeneity in
events ventures is such that the performance of such ventures
is mainly hinged on the customer and the learning and growth
perspectives of performance. The study therefore confirms
that events venture entrepreneurs stand to see improved
performance in their ventures if they exploit opportunities
for sharing knowledge by forming alliances. Alliances so
formed should focus more on structures, partner capability
and dynamism, which are crucial dimensions in networks, and
impact positively on the performance of these ventures.

References

Amir, A., Mehdi, K. & Anuar, M.K. (2012). Structural Equation
Modelling Vs Multiple Regression. Engineering Science and
Technology: An International Journal, 2(2), 326-329.

Barnes, J. (1954). Class and committees in a Norwegian
island parish. Human Relations, 7(1), 39-58. https:doi.
org/10.1177/001872675400700102

Bellamy, M. A., Ghosh, S., & Hora, M. (2014). The influence
of supply network structure on firm innovation. Journal of
Operations Management, 32(6), 357-373. https:doi.org/10.1016/j.
jom.2014.06.004

Briderl, J., & Preisendorfer, P. (1998). Network support and the
success of newly founded business. Small Business Economics, 10(3),
213-225. https:doi.org/10.1023/A:1007997102930

Burg, B. (1998). Endless Referrals: Network your Everyday Contacts into
Sales. Richmond: McGraw-Hill Professional Book Group.

Butler, R. G. (2014). Exploratory vs Confirmatory Research. Butler
Scientifics. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/267058525
Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-
of-fit indexes for testing measurement invariance. Structural
Equation Modeling, 9(2), 233-255. https://doi.org/10.1207/

S15328007SEM0902_5

Chin, W. (1998). The partial least squares approach for structural
equation modeling. In G. A. Marcoulides (ed.), Modern Methods
for Business Research. (pp. 295-336). Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Clegg, S., Josserand, E., Mehra, A., & Pitsis, T. S. (2016). The
transformative power of network dynamics: A research
agenda. Organization Studies, 37(3), 277-291. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/0170840616629047

Dagnino, G. B., Levanti, G., & Mocciaro Li Destri, A. (2016). Structural
dynamics and intentional governance in strategic interorganizational
network evolution: A multilevel approach. Organization Studies,
37(3), 349-373. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840615625706

Duncan, T., Scott, D. G., & Baum, T. (2013). The mobilities of hospitality
work: An exploration of issues and debates. Annals of Tourism
Research, 41, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2012.10.004

Dyer, J. H., & Singh, H. (1998). The relational view: Cooperative strategy
and sources of interorganizational competitive advantage. Academy
of Management Review, 23(4), 660-679. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.1998.1255632

Easton, G. (1992). Industrial networks: a review. In B. Axelsson & G.
Easton (eds), Industrial networks: a new view of reality. (pp. 3-27).
London: Routledge.

Ford, D., & Hakansson, H. (2006). IMP — Some things achieved: Much
more to do. European Journal of Marketing, 40(3/4), 248-258.
https://doi.org/10.1108/030905606 10648039

Goce, A. (2009). Competitive Strategy, Alliance Networks, and
firm performance. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Kentucky,
Lexington

Hakansson, H., & Waluszewski, A. (2004). Conclusions: Reinterpreting
the four Ps. In H. Hakansson (ed.), Rethinking marketing: Developing
a new understanding of markets. (pp. 249-262). Chichester: John
Wiley & Sons.

Hoang, H., & Antoncic, B. (2003). Network-based research in
entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(2), 165-187.
https://doi.org/10.1016/50883-9026(02)00081-2

Human, G., & Naude, P. (2009). Exploring the relationship between
network competence, network capability and firm performance: A
resource-based perspective in an emerging economy. Management
Dynamics: Journal of the Southern African Institute for Management
Scientists, 18(1), 2-14.

Hunt, S. D., & Lambe, C. J. (2000). Marketing's contribution to
business strategy: Marketing orientation, relationship marketing and
resource-advantage theory. International Journal of Management
Reviews, 2(1), 17-43. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2370.00029



54

Korir

llany, A., Booms, A. S., & Holekamp, K. E. (2015). Topological effects
of network structure on long-term social network dynamics in a wild
mammal. Ecology Letters, 18(7), 687-695. https://doi.org/10.1111/
ele.12447

Johanson, J., & Mattsson, L.-G. (1987). Interorganizational relations
in industrial systems: A network approach compared with a
transaction cost approach. International Studies of Management &
Organization, 17(1), 34-195. https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.19
87.11656444

Kale, P., Dyer, J. H., & Singh, H. (2002). Alliance capability, stock
market response, and long term alliance success: The role of the
alliance function. Strategic Management Journal, 23(8), 747-767.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.248

Kim, P. H., & Aldrich, H. E. (2005). Social capital and entrepreneurship.
Boston: Now Publisher.

Langen, F., & Garcia, B. (2009). Measuring Impacts of Cultural Events.
Impacts 08 — The Liverpool Model, European Capital of Culture
Research Programme. www.impacts08.net

Maina, J. N., Marwa, S. M., Wiguchu, M. & Riro, G. K. (2016). Network
relationships and firm performance an empirical study of Kenyan
manufacturing firms. International Journal of Economics, Commerce
and Management, 4(3), 258-272.

Margarita, . (2008). The Balanced Scorecard Method: From theory to
practice. Intellectual Economics, 1(3), 18-28.

Marsden, P. V., & Campbell, K. E. (2012). Reflections on conceptualizing
and measuring tie strength. Social Forces, 91(1), 17-23. https://doi.
0rg/10.1093/sf/s0s112

McEvily, B., & Marcus, A. (2005). Embedded ties and the acquisition
of competitive capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, 26(11),
1033-1055. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.484

Mejias, U. A. (2006). The tyranny of nodes: Towards a critique of social
network theories. https://blog.ulisesmejias.com

Mitrega, M., Forkmann, S., Zaefarian, G., & Henneberg, S. (2017).
Networking capability in supplier relationships and its impact on
product innovation and firm performance. International Journal of
Operations & Production Management, 37(5), 577-606. https://doi.
org/10.1108/1JOPM-11-2014-0517

Neuman, W. L. (2007). Social Research Methods: Qualitative and
Quantitative Approaches. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Ostgaard, T. A. & Birley, S. (1996). New venture growth and personal
networks. Journal of Business Research, 36(1), 37-50. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/0148-2963(95)00161-1

Oviatt B. M. & McDougall P. P. (2005). Defining international
entrepreneurship and modeling the speed of internationalization.
Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 29(5), 537-553.

Ozgen, E., & Baron, R. (2007). Social sources of information in
opportunity recognition: Effects of mentors, industry networks and
professional forums. Journal of Business Venturing, 22(2), 174-192.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2005.12.001

Salaff, J., Greve, A., Wong, S.-L., & Ping, L. X. L. (2003). Ethnic
entrepreneurship, social networks and the enclave. In Yeoh, B.,
Charney, M. W., & Tong, C. K. (eds), Approaching Transnationalism:
Transnational Societies, Multicultural Contacts, and Imaginings of
Home, pp. 61-82. Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers. https:/doi.
0rg/10.1007/978-1-4419-9220-8_4

Shane, S., & Cable, D. (2002). Network ties, reputation and the
financing of new ventures. Management Science, 48(3), 364-381.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.48.3.364.7731

Silvers, J. (2004). Professional Event Coordination (The Wiley Event
Management Series). Marwah: Wiley.

Smelser, N. J., & Baltes, P. B. (2001). International Encyclopedia of the
Social & Behavioral Sciences. Exeter: Cambridge University Press.
Stam, W. (2010). Industry event participation and network brokerage
among entrepreneurial ventures. Journal of Management Studies,
47(4), 625-653. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00909.x

Talwar, R., Hancock, T., Yeomans, G. & Padgett, P. (2010), Convention
2020: the future of exhibitions, meetings and events. www.
fastfuture.com

Teng, B-S. (2007). Corporate entrepreneurship activities through
strategic alliances: A resource-based approach toward competitive
advantage. Journal of Management Studies, 44(1), 119-142.

Walter, A., Auer, M., & Ritter, T. (2006). The impact of network
capabilities and entrepreneurial orientation on university spin-off
performance. Journal of Business Venturing, 21(4), 541-567. https:./
doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2005.02.005

Wellman, B. (2002). Little boxes, glocalization, and networked
individualism. http://Awww.chass.utoronto,ca/wellman/publicationss/
littleboxes/littlebox. https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-45636-8_2

Westaby, J. D., Pfaff, D. L., & Redding, N. (2014). Psychology and
social networks: A dynamic network theory perspective. American
Psychologist, 69(3), 269-284. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036106

Witt, P. (2004). Entrepreneurs’ networks and the success of start-ups.
Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 16(5), 391-412.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0898562042000188423

Yang, C., & Liu, H-M. (2012). Boosting firm performance via enterprise
agility and network structure. Management Decision, 50(6),
1022-1044. https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741211238319

Yu, C.-Y., & Muthén, B. (2002). Evaluating cutoff criteria of model
fit indices for latent variable models with binary and continuous
outcomes. Doctoral dissertation, University of California, Los
Angeles. http://www.statmodel.com/download/Yudissertation.pdf

Zaheer, A., & Bell, G. G. (2005). Benefiting from network position:
Firm capabilities, structural holes, and performance. Strategic
Management Journal, 26(9), 809-825. https://doi.org/10.1002/
sm;j.482



