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Abstract:

This study attempts to offer an outward-looking insight of the extent the knowledge
management and value creation developed within professional organizations that is
perceived to be able to influence networking behaviors and organizational performance.

By using the Structural Equation Model (SEM) with AMOS, and conducting survey with non-
probability sampling techniques of 300 law firms in several cities in Indonesia, the study
proposed the networking capability as the mediating variable of the relationship between
relational capability and marketing performance.

The findings showed that the firms being capable of providing specific services according to
the needs of customers and building closeness through business networking are more likely
to improve the marketing performance. This study offers the original application of the
concept of networking capability and relational capability in professional service-based
firms.
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1. Introduction

Changes in business strategies as a result of globalization has led to a higher level of
competition which drives companies to master wider market and opportunities.
Even though globalization promotes more widely competition between a company
and the competitors coming from all over the world, hypercompetition is actually a
result of the dynamics of strategy maneuver among companies in the market,
characterized by fast growing competition based on price-quality positioning, know-
how creation and development of the first-mover advantage. Hence, companies
become more difficult to maintain and control their market due to the very
strong competition and unpredictable markets resulted from hypercompetition, a
condition in which the assumption of market stability is replaced by instability and
constant changes (Sirmon et. al., 2011; Vovchenko et al., 2017; Thalassinos et al.,
2011; Liapis et al., 2013; Firescu and Popescu, 2015; Sultanova and Chechina, 2016;
Thalassinos et al., 2011).

The condition requires companies to be more actively involved in an ongoing basis
in creating a competitive advantage. In the context of service firms, the
development of networking likely encourages a firm’s ability to get its customer
trust and improves the profitability (Luo, Hsu, and Liu, 2008; Gorina,
2016). Basically, the more the competitors, the more the options the customers
choose among the products suitable with their expectation. Hence, service-
based firms should emphasize on the competitive advantage strategies and have the
sufficient ability to offer a specific service according to the customer’s expectation.

Of many previous studies revealing the networking capability as one of the main
core competencies of the company (Ritter,Wilkinson and Johnston, 2004; Walter,
Auer and Ritter, 2006), only a few have focused on the conceptualization and
examination of the relationship between networking capability and relational
capability (Jarratt, 2004), alliance ability (Kale, Dyer and Singh, 2002; Draulans,
aand Volberda, 2003), and the capability identification needed to manage strategic
networking (Moller, Rajala and Svahn, 2005’; Pociovalisteanu and Thalassinos,
2008).

Garbarino and Johnson (1999) state that relational capability are less effective to
influence the organizational performance. In addition, the higher trust of customers
may not be actually able to drive the organizational performance. Hence, a company
needs such a strong networking between organization and the customer that
it ultimately advances its performance. In examining the relationship between
networking and performance in the field of service marketing, Bowen and
Shoemaker (1998) and Hoffman and Ingram (1992) show that customer trust is an
important determinant which drives customers to maintain their relationship with the
service providers. Sirmon et al. (2011) state that the service competitiveness is likely
achieved if the company successfully formulates and implements the value creating
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strategy. Furthermore, Terziovski (2003) reveal that business networkingis of
significant relationship with business performance.

This study attempts to reveal the effect of relational capability, value
creation, marketing knowledge, and marketing performance by exploring mainly the
mediating role of networking capability to fulfill the above-mentioned theoritical
gap. The law firms was selected as the research object because this business is
typically organized by a network of partners entrusting completely their legal
case. Moreover, the law firm business represents clients, networking development,
business assistance, and other supports related to the creation of business advantage.

The study of networking capability of such a firm employing the professional jobs,
such as lawyers, accountants, financial experts, and doctors is highly attracted to
examine, due to the characteristics of personal job affected by socioeconomic
background, gender, attitudes and extroversion significantly influenced the
involvement in networking behaviors (Forret and Dougherty, 2001). Instead of
emphasizing on the inward-looking view of networking behaviors of professional
jobs, however, this study attempts to offer an outward-looking insight of the extent
the knowledge management and value creation developed within professional
organization influence networking behaviors of the company, and thereby affecting
on the organizational performance.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses
2.1 The Effect of Relational Capability on Marketing Performance

The relational capability, a concept of business relationship management that has
been a highly attractive issue both for companies and scholars, focus specifically
on the importance of company internal capabilities in shaping the performance of
joint activities with external partners and customers (Capaldo, 2007; Jacob, 2006;
Balboni, Bortoluzzi and Grandinetti, 2013; Thalassinos and Liapis 2014).
Relational capability, largely considered similar to the trust, refers to the ability of a
company to choose external partners and maintain well established relationships
using appropriate administrative mechanisms (Johnson and Sohi, 2003). Here, the
concept of relational capability is associated with what matters need to be done and
maintained by the organization to create a harmonious relationship with the
customer. Relational capability is mostly applied in the process of horizontal alliance
formation (Capaldo, 2007; Kale et al, 2002; Sivadas and Dwyer, 2000), but is hardly
considered in the vertical relationship of business-to-business (Croom, 2001;
Johnsen and Ford 2006).

Subsequent developments in relational capability also lead to the concept of buyer-
supplier relationship and potential benefits associated with the collaboration (Dyer
and Singh, 1998; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). In a service business, relational
capability related to the competitiveness of a particular firm, whose creation requires
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an internal analysis related to the resources and capabilities available to support the
internal  activities and  integration  process (Rodriguez-Diaz and Espino-
Rodriguez, 2006). This capability is a crucial element in the formation of
relationships among internal actors to create adequately the resource basis capable of
sustaining the performance of an organization (Labrouche & Kechidi, 2016).

Hence, actor networking formed through internal relationship can be helpful in
empowering organizational members (Latour, 1987), helping the company in
exploring the outcome-oriented relationships by involving the organizational
characteristics and governance, resource access, and how the structure and pattern of
relationships in the network are built and maintained (Slotte-Kock and Coviello,
2010). Andriessen and Gubbins (2009) and Payne, Storbacka, and Frow (2011) state
that social relations and organizational human resources contributed to the
network. Luoma-aho and Paloviita (2008) further state that non-human entities that
are formed from networks of actors are more likely to affect the viability of the
company.

In this context, non-physical resources in the form of relationship are the main input
and essentially improve organizational competitive advantages. Organizational
internal resources are more important in determining the strategy to achieve higher
performance than the external environment. Santarelli and Tran (2012) reveal that
the effect of the capital of human relations and social interactions on the internal
environment affects the performance of a company. Rodriguez-Diaz and Espino-
Rodriguez (2006) argue that certain competitive advantages, such as associative
benefit created through interaction with business partners, can only be achieved and
maintained if a company develops dynamic relational capability to continue the
business relationship and to face the environmental change. Here, the higher the
company relational capability, the higher the marketing performance will
be. Thus, we proposed the following hypothesis:

H1: Relational capability has a significant effect on marketing performance.
2.2 The Effect of Relational Capability on Networking Capability

Relational capability or trustis associated witha company’s ability to utilize
external resources by establishing and maintaining social relationships (Jarillo, 1989;
Dyer and Singh, 1998; Lorenzo and Lipparini, 1999; Czakon, 2009; Ngugi, Johnsen,
and Erdélyi, 2010; Novokreshchenova et al., 2016). Bloemer and Odekerken-
Schroder (2008), Bowen and Shoemaker (1998) state that the trust will be able to
significantly reduce the perceived risk of customers involving in a purchasing
decision. Further away, Moorman, Deshpande, and Zaltman (2007) state that the
trust is related to the risk reduction as a key factor in which consumers would be
willing to develop a long-term relationship commitment with service providers.
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Ritter, Wilkinson, and Johnston (2002) associate the networking capability as a
networking competency which refers to a company’s ability to initiate and maintain
the connection, network, and relationship, including relationship with customers,
suppliers, research institutes, trade associations, and competitors. Hsu, and Fang,
(2009) defined the relational capital as company relationship with the customers,
stakeholders, and suppliers. This capability can be achieved through the
improvement of the depth, efficiency and knowledge sharing within networks and
social interaction (McEvily and Zaheer, 1999; Dyer and Singh, 1998; Lane and
Lubatkin, 1998). Here, the higher the company relational capability, the higher the
networking capability will be. Thus, the proposed hypothesis is as follows:

H2: Relational capability has a significant effect on networking capability.
2.3 The Effect of Value Creation on Networking Capability

Value creation is the result of an organization ability to form business relationship
and networking, whose value can be determined from three perspectives of
customers, suppliers and shared values (Payne, Storbacka and Frow, 2008; Gulati et
al, 2000; Simpson et al, 2001; Ulaga, 2003; Moller, 2006; Wu and Cavusgil, 2006;
Cova and Salle, 2008; Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Yi and Gong,
2013). This concept refers to the performance of utilizing internal and external
resources of an organization to increase the value of a product or whole
business. Exploration of resources can be achieved by the creation and improvement
of the quality of available networking access. This involves the organizational ability
to access external resources at timely competently reasonable cost, including
suppliers, intermediaries, customers and even competitors (Baba and Elumalai,
2011).

Cova and Salle (2008) identify that relationship between a company and its
customers within a network is the main pillar in the value creation. This creation
takes place in two stages in the network, within suppliers and between suppliers and
customers. The creation of shared values brings about cost reduction, earning
increase, competencies, and risk sharing (Ngugi, Johnsen, and Erdélyi, 2010).
Several previous studies (Berghman, Matthyssens and Vandenbempt, 2006; Wu and
Cavusgil, 2006; Andreu, Sanchez, and Mele, 2010; Nuttavuthisit 2010; Grissemann
and Stokburger-Sauer,2012; Yi and Gong, 2013; Aarikka-Stenroos
and Jaakkola, 2012; Hadaya and Cassivi, 2012) emphasized the role of relational
component of trust, involvement in relational network, communality, and tolerance
in the accessibility of obtaining and sharing information and knowledge and other
resources in value creation.

Gulati et al. (2000) point out that the value can be created in various ways, including
access to valuable information, market and technology, transaction efficiency, and
coordination among companies enabling them to achieve the strategic
objectives. Furthermore, mutual relationship within a network raises the creation
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capability, through a combination of resources and capabilities to produce the
product that cannot be imitated by the competitors. Simpson, Siguaw and Baker
(2001) state relational networking as an important factor affecting the activity of
value creation. Hence, the higher the value creation, the higher the networking
capability will be. Thus, we proposed the following hypothesis:

H3: Value creation has a significant effect on networking capability.

Figure 1. Conceptual Model
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2.4 The relationship between marketing knowledge and networking capability

Marketing knowledge is a strategic asset of a company. It provides businesses with
competitive advantages and results in superior business performance.
Fundamentally, marketing knowledge refers to a company’s capability to make a
decision based on rigorous, comprehensive, systematic risk calculation (Lumpkin
and Dess, 1996; Wiklund, 1998; Zahra, Kuratko and Jennings, 1999; Schulze et al.,
2001; Schulze, Lubatkin and Dino, 2003; Gedajlovic,  Lubatkin and
Schulze, 2004; Naldi et al., 2007). This knowledge allows the company to promote
relationship with customers in terms of value and optimization of goods and services
(Glazer, 1991).

Consequently, customers in the supplier networking chain is regarded as the source
of ideas, knowledge, and creativity. However the achieved result of exploiting these
resources will mainly depend on the degree of embeddedness of relationship
between a company and the customers, in launching innovative products in the
market.
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When a company has competence over marketing knowledge, its performance in
general can be increased significantly. Tsai and Shih (2004) state that the
improvement of marketing performance can be obtained by developing the
competence of marketing knowledge management. Ultimately, an effective
marketing knowledge management likely improves business performance. Hines,
Rich and Hittmeyer (1998) state that culture, consensus and learning as some
prerequisites for the dissemination of knowledge can increase a company’s
competitive advantage through the development of its network of suppliers. The
higher a company’s marketing knowledge, the higher its networking capability will
be.

H4. Marketing knowledge has a significant effect on networking capability.

2.5 The relationship between networking capability and marketing
performance

Marketing performance is a concept of the measurement of a company’s marketing
achievement referring to the company’s ability to meet consumers’ expectation
(Vorhies, Harker and Rao, 1999; Vorhies and Harker, 2000). While networking
capability is the ability to produce specific products according to the needs of each
customer through the utilization of networking.

Hence, networking capability as a marketing model that combines the consumer-
oriented marketing and networking can be used to move -and provide alternatives to-
the consumers to use the products (Wernerfelt, 2004; Barney, 1991; Amit and
Schoemaker, 2003).

It will eventually be able to improve marketing performance. The rationale is that
the company having one or more capabilities is more competitive than its competitor
in terms of lower prices, shorter delivery time and higher quality and consumer
trust. Such competitiveness will eventually improve the performance of the
company (Agha, Alrubaiee and Jamhour, 2012).

Al-Alak and Tarabieh (2011) state that a competitive advantage is positively related
to the performance of a company. Troy et al. (2008) suggest that the trust consisting
of dependability, knowledge and expectation has a significant correlation with a
manager’s performance. By examining the role of social networking in the
performance of small and medium enterprises in the international market, Zhou, Wu,
and Luo (2007) show that networking has a positive effect on export performance
and financial performance alike. The higher the networking capability, the higher the
marketing performance will be. Therefore, we proposed the following hypothesis:

H5. Networking capability has a significant effect on marketing performance.

3. Methodology
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3.1 Sampling and Data Collection

The size of the samplein this study was determined based on Hair et al.
(1995), Sugiyono (2006), Ferdinand (2014) stating that the size of a representative
sample using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis technique is at least five
times the number of parameters of all variables estimated. Specifically, to examine
the Chi-square that is sensitive to the sample size, a representative sample ranges
between 100 and 200 for the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) technique.

This study used as many as 300 respondents, which has met the sample adequacy
recommended for testing the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) and the criteria
of average variance extracted (AVE) of indicators with the minimum sample size of
125 suitable to result in the standardized estimate loading and significance value of
less than 0.7 and 0.5, respectively (Hair et al., 1995).

The data collection was inseparable from the design of this study that used a
personally administrated questionnaire directly to the respondents. The guestionnaire
used for data collection contained questions developed to measure the examined
variables with five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree).

3.2 Variable Measurement

The relational capability in this study was adopted form several previous studies
(Jarillo, 1989; Dyer and Singh, 1998; Lorenzo and Lipparini, 1999; Czakon 20009;
Ngugi, Johnsen and Erdélyi, 2010). It defined asa law firm’s ability to utilize
external resources by building and maintaining social relationships. This variable
was measured in terms of building network ability, collaboration capability,
communication skill, and customer understanding ability.

The marketing knowledge is defined as a law firm’s ability to make decision based
on systematic and rigorous risk calculation. The variable is adopted from several
previous studies (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Wiklund, 1998; Zahra, Kuratko and
Jennings, 1999; Schulze et al., 2001; Schulze, Lubatkin and Dino 2003; Gedajlovic,
Lubatkin and Schulze, 2004; Naldi et al., 2007) and measured in terms of the
accumulation, interaction and collaboration of knowledge.

The value creation refers to a law firm’s ability to create value for customers,
suppliers and shared value (Payne, Storbacka and Frow, 2008; Gulati et al., 2000;
Simpson et al., 2001; Ulaga, 2003; Moller, 2006; Wu and Cavusgil, 2006; Cova and
Salle, 2008; Grissemann and Stokburger-Sauer, 2012; Yi and Gong, 2013). This
variable was measured in terms of cost efficiency, service accuracy, speed of
service, and service quality.
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The networking capability is described as a law firm’s marketing ability in
combining  consumer-focused marketing and available networking to drive
consumer awareness to use the service offered (Wernerfelt, 2004; Barney, 1991,
Amit and Schoemaker, 2003). The variable was measured by the search for
solution, understanding partner, commitment to networking, the market adjustment,
and harmonization of relation. The marketing performance is a key factor used to
indicate business achievement. The performance is defined operationally as an
accumulation of the results of activities undertaken within a law firm (Rue dan
Byard, 2007; Khani, Ahmadi and Homayouni, 2011; Cao and Zhang, 2011) which is
generally measured by the growth of customer and sales volume.

4. Findings
4.1 Goodness of Fit Test

The testing result generally supports the assumption that the model fits the data. The
statistical index of chi-square was used to compare the predicted covariance matrix
with the observed covariance matrix, in which the insignificant value of that index
indicates a good fit. The feasibility study test showed that the chi-square value was
relatively small (X? = 152.405; 0=0.05); the value of chi-square/df is 1. 073, smaller
than 2.0; and the probability value (p value) of 2.60 was acceptable by considering
the cut of value >0.05.

Table 1. Structural Model Goodness of Fit

Chi- Probability  GFI AGFI  CFI TLI CMIN/D RMSE
square F A

Cut of 152405 >0.05 >0.90 =090 =095 =095 <200 <0.08

Value (0=0.05)

Result 403.328  0.260 0.927 0903 0.991 099 1.072 0.019
df=0.367

The statistical result for the model feasibility of Root Mean Square Error
Approximation (RMSEA), indicating the predictive value of random error value,
was 0.019 smaller than the limit number of 0.08. This showed that the model
prediction error is small. Moreover, the eligibility indexes subsequently examined
were the incremental fit indexes including Normed Fit Index (NFI), Tucker Lewis
Index (TLI), and Comparative Index (CFI).

All three were index numbers which were not extremely dependent on the sample
size. The test showed that the index value for these indexes was above 0.90. Finally,
the feasibility index used was to measure the simplicity of the model indicated by
the parsimony ratio (PRATIO). The test indicated that the value of PRATIO was
small, at 0.255, indicating that the proposed model was good.

4.2 Squared Multiple Correlation



Agustinus A. Toryanto, Hasyim

363

This test was used to explain the ability of the antecedent variables in influencing the
consequent variable in the model, which was reflected by the value of R-square
(R 2" The testing showed that the value of the networking capability coefficient was
0.285, indicating that the networking ability to explain the variable of marketing
performance is relatively moderate.

4.3 Hypothesis testing

4.3.1 The effect of relational capability on marketing performance

The result of the hypothesis testing showed the values of C.R and p value were
2.068, and 0.028, respectively, indicating that the hypothesis stating relational
capability have a significant effect on marketing performance was supported. This
means that the higher the relational marketing, the higher the performance will
be. This is in line with Gulati, Nohria, and Zaheer (2000), Anand and Khanna
(2000), McEvily and Zaheer (1999), revealing that the marketing performance is
able to be achieved through improving relational capability proxied by social
interaction, business efficiency, and knowledge sharing within the network.

4.3.2 The effect of relational capability on networking capability

Hypothesis two stated that the higher the relational capability, the higher
the networking capability. The hypothesis testing revealed the value of C.R is 2. 471
and p value is 0. 028. This means that the hypothesis was supported. The finding is
in accordance with Kale, Dyer and Singh (2002), Draulans and Volberda (2003),
Moller, Rajala and Svahn (2005), stating that relational capability is able to boost
the firm ability to promote partnerships with various parties and produce specific
products which meet consumers’ character and expectation.

4.3.3 The effect of value creation on networking capability

The result of the third hypothesis testing showed that the C.R value was 3.097 and p
value is 0.002, which indicates that the third hypothesis stating that value creation has
a significant effect on networking capability was supported. This means that the higher
the value creation, the higher the networking capability will be. The result was
confirmed by the similar results of previous studies (Ngugi, Johnsen, and Erdélyi,
2010; Berghman, Matthyssens and Vandenbempt, 2006; Wu and Cavusgil, 2006;
Andreu, Sanchez and Mele, 2010; Nuttavuthisit, 2010; Grissemann and Stokburger-
Sauer, 2012; Yi and Gong, 2013; Aarikka-Stenroos and Jaakkola, 2012; Hadaya and
Cassivi, 2012). Relational component of customer trust, firm involvement in
relational networking, sense of communality, and tolerance is the foundation for the
accessibility of obtaining and sharing information and knowledge and other
resources, thereby effectively improving the company ability to understand the
customer expectation.

Table 2. Regression Weight of Structural Equation Modeling
Estimate S.E. C.R. p
Relational Capability - Marketing Performance .091 .085 2.068 .028
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Estimate SE. CR. p

Relational Capability - Networking Capability .204 082 2471 .013
Value Creation - Networking Capability .260 .084 3.097 .002
Marketing Knowledge - Networking Capability .608 097 6.278 ***
Networking Capability = = Marketing Performance .183 117 2565 .012

4.3.4 The effect of marketing knowledge on networking capability

The hypothesis stated that marketing knowledge has a significant effect on networking
capability. The result of the hypothesis testing showed that the C.R value was 6.278
and p value was significant at 0.000. The finding indicated that the improvement of
marketing knowledge hasa significant impact onthe company’s networking
quality, so that it encourages the company to continuously improve the knowledge in
order to provide customers’ satisfaction. Moreover, this resultis in line with the
findings of Hines & Rich (1998) revealing that the dissemination of knowledge can
be achieved by development of the culture of consensus and learning to improve
competitive advantage.

4.3.5 The effect of networking capability on marketing performance

The hypothesis stated that networking capability hasa significant effect
on marketing performance. The hypothesis testing result showed that the networking
capability had a significant effect on the marketing performance, indicated by the
value of C.R and p value, which were 6.278 and 0.012, respectively. This means that
the hypothesis is accepted. It is in line with Reichel (2009) showing that cross-
sectoral collaboration has a role to the collaboration among organizations.

4.3.6 The analysis of indirect effects

The testing of indirect effects by using the path analysis resulted in three main
findings. Firstly, the indirect effect value of relational marketing capability on the
performance mediated by networking capability resulted in the greater value (0.41)
than the direct effect of the variable on performance (0.10). Thus, based on the
manual calculation of the direct and the indirect effects of path analysis, it can be
concluded that the networking capability is able to strengthen the effect of relational
capability on marketing performance.

Secondly, the direct effect of the value creation on marketing performance showed
the value of 0.23, which was smaller than the indirect value mediated by networking
capability with the value of 0.36. Thus, it can be stated that the networking
capability is less likely to mediate the effect of value creation on marketing
performance. Lastly, the result of the path analysis showed the indirect value
of marketing knowledge on the marketing performance mediated by networking
capability indicating the value of 0.23. This value is greater than that of the direct
effect of the wvalue creationon the marketing performance (0.13). Thus,
the networking capability is more likely to strengthen the effect of marketing
knowledge on marketing performance.
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Figure 2. Full Research Model
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4.3.7 Sobel Test

The Sobel test indicated the importance of the role of the networking capability as
a mediating variable proposed in this study to address the theoretical gap in the
analysis of the effect of relational capability on marketing performance. The result of
the testing revealed that the statistical value of the Sobel test was equal to 1.44 with
two-tailed probability of p value showing the value of 0.15 and that of one- tailed
showing the value of 0.07 at the significance level of 0.05. The result of the
mediation calculation by the Sobel test showed the significant effect of the
networking capability. Accordingly, it can be stated that the networking capability
has an important role in addressing the gap of the effect of relational capability on
the marketing performance. The result of the testing showed that the mediating
variable of networking capability proposed in this study is effectively able to show
the gap of the effect of relational capability on marketing performance.

80 75

5. Conclusion and Implication

This study emphasizing the importance of creating a network of partners by
improving marketing knowledge, relational capability and value creation that is very
important for the survival of professional firm, due to high competition of the
market. The organizational ability of law firms will be largely determined by a
company’s ability to collaborate with external partners and customers, through a
series of attractive business offerings. More specifically, the study concluded that the
networking capability as the mediating variable used in this study is likely able
to strengthen the effect of relational capability on marketing performance. The
finding implies the importance of networking capability for law firms to produce
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specific services according to the needs of their customers. In their efforts to
improve the marketing performance, the law firms should be able to develop good
relationships with partners and customers.

Their ability to produce specific services that fit their customers’ expectation can
improve their customers’ satisfaction. Law firmsas providers of services for
customers should be able to build a long term relationship with their
customers. Moreover, their capability to provide the services cannot be separated
from the capability to build and maintain business networking. The networking is
more likely to help the law firms to understand their customers’ needs. In
addition, business networking is also able to improve partnership. The business
networking developed by law firms is capable of improving their marketing
performance.

References

Aarikka-Stenroos, L., Jaakkola, E. 2012. Value co-creation in knowledge
intensive business services: A dyadic perspective on the joint problem solving
process. Industrial Marketing Management, 41(1), 15-26.

Agha, S., Alrubaiee, L., Jamhour, M. 2012. Effect of core competence on
competitive advantage and organizational performance. International Journal of
Business and management, 7(1), 192.

Al-alak, B.A., Tarabieh, S.A. 2011. Gaining competitive advantage and organizational
performance through customer orientation, innovation differentiation and market
differentiation. International Journal of Economics and Management Sciences, 1(5),
80-91.

Amit, R., Schoemaker, P.J. 1993. Strategic assets and organizational rent.Strategic
management journal, 14(1), 33-46.

Anand, B.N., Khanna, T. 2000. Do firms learn to create value? The case of
alliances. Strategic management journal, 21(3), 295-315.

Andreu, L., Sanchez, 1., Mele, C. 2010. Value co-creation among retailers and
consumers: New insights into the furniture market. Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, 17(4), 241-250.

Andriessen, D., Gubbins, C. 2009. Metaphor Analysis as an Approach for Exploring
Theoretical Concepts. The Case of Social Capital. Organization Studies, 30(8),1-19.

Baba, R., Elumalai, S. 2011. Entrepreneurial orientation of SMEs in Labuan and its
effects on performance. FEB Working Paper Series No. 1113.

Balboni, B., Bortoluzzi, G., Grandinetti, R. 2013. On the relationship between size,
capabilities and internationalisation: an explorative analysis of Italian
subcontracting SMEs. International Journal of Globalisation and Small
Business, 5(1-2), 114-132.

Barney J.B. 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of
Management, 17, 99-120.

Berghman, L., Matthyssens, P., Vandenbempt, K. 2006. Building competences for new
customer value creation: An exploratory study. Industrial marketing
management, 35(8), 961-973.

Bloemer, J., Odekerken-Schroder, G. 2007. The psychological antecedents of enduring
customer relationships. Journal of Relationship Marketing 6(1), 21-43.



Agustinus A. Toryanto, Hasyim

367

Bowen, J.T. and Shoemaker, S. 1998. Loyalty: a strategic commitment. Cornell Hotel
and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 39(1), 12-25.

Cao, M., Zhang, Q. 2011. Supply chain collaboration: Impact on collaborative advantage
and firm performance. Journal of Operations Management, 29(3), 163-180.

Capaldo, A. 2007. Network structure and innovation: The leveraging of a dual network as a
distinctive relational capability. Strategic management journal, 28(6), 585-608.

Cova, B., Salle, R. 2008. Marketing solutions in accordance with the S-D logic:
Cocreating value with customer network actors. Industrial Marketing Management,
37(3), 270-277.

Croom, S.R. 2001. The dyadic capabilities concept: examining the processes of key
supplier involvement in collaborative product development. European Journal of
Purchasing and Supply Management, 7(1), 29-37.

Czakon, W. 2009. The building blocks of a relational capability-evidence from the banking
industry. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Venturing, 1(2), 131-146.

Firescu, V., Popescu, J. 2015. The Costs of Quality: An Important Decision Tool.
International Journal of Economics and Business Administration, 3(4), 44-52.

Draulans, J., Volberda, H.W. 2003. Building alliance capability: Management
techniques for superior alliance performance. Long Range Planning, 36(2), 151-166.

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.

Ferdinand, A. 2014. Structural Equation Modeling dalam Penelitian Mananjemen: Aplikasi
Model-Model Rumit Dalam Penelitian Untuk Skripsi, Tesis, dan Disertasi IImu
Manajemen. (5 ed): Semarang Badan Penerbit Universitas Diponegoro.

Forret, M.L., Dougherty, T.W. 2001. Correlates of networking behavior for managerial
and professional employees. Group and Organization Management, 26(3), 283-311.

Garbarino, E. and Johnson, M.S. 1999. The Different Roles of Satisfaction, Trust, and
Commitment in Customer Relationships. Journal of Marketing, 63(2),70-87.

Gedajlovic, E., Lubatkin, M.H., Schulze, W.S. 2004. Crossing the threshold from
founder management to professional management: A governance
perspective. Journal of Management Studies, 41(5), 899-912.

Glazer, R. 1991. Marketing in an Information-Intensive Environment: Strategic
Implications of Knowledge as an Asset. Journal of Marketing, 55, 1-19.

Gorina, P.A. 2016. Issues and Prospectives of the Educational Service Market
Modernization. European Research Studies Journal, 19(3) Part B, 227-238.

Grissemann, U.S., Stokburger-Sauer, N.E. 2012. Customer co-creation of travel
services: The role of company support and customer satisfaction with the co-
creation performance. Tourism Management, 33(6), 1483-1492.

Gulati, R., Nohria, N., Zaheer, A. 2000. Strategic networks. Strategic Management Journal,
Special Issue 21(3), 203-215.

Hadaya, P., Cassivi, L. 2012. Joint collaborative planning as a governance mechanism to
strengthen the chain of IT value co-creation. The Journal of Strategic Information
Systems, 21(3), 182-200.

Hair, J.F., Jr., Anderson, R.E., Tatham, R.L. and Black, W.C. 1995. Multivariate Data
Analysis, 3rd ed,. Macmillan Publishing Company, New York.

Hines, P., Rich, N., Hittmeyer, M. 1998. Competing against ignorance: advantage
through knowledge. International Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics
Management, 28(1), 18-43.

Hoffman, K.D., Ingram, T.N. 1992. Service provider job satisfaction and



Networking Quality and Trust in Professional Services

368

customer. Journal of Services Marketing, 6(2), 68-78.

Hsu, Y.H., Fang, W. 2009. Intellectual capital and new product development
performance: The mediating role of organizational learning
capability. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 76(5), 664-677.

Jacob, F. 2006. Preparing industrial supplies for customer integration. Industrial Marketing
Management, 35, 45—56.

Jarillo, 1.C. 1989. Entrepreneurship and growth: the strategic use of external resources.
Journal of Business Venturing, 4, 133-147.

Jarratt, D. 2004. Conceptualizing a relationship management capability. Marketing
Theory, 4(4), 287-309.

Johnsen, R.E., Ford, D. 2006. Interaction capability development of smaller suppliers in
relationships with larger customers. Industrial Marketing Management, 35(8), 1002-
1015.

Johnson, J.L., Sohi, R.S. 2003. The development of interfirm partnering competence:
Platforms for learning, learning activities, and consequences of learning. Journal of
Business Research, 56(9), 757-766.

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.

Khani, A.H.A., Ahmadi, F., Homayouni, G. 2011. The Impact of Intellectual Capital on
performance of Iranian food firms. Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary
Research in Business, 2(10), 315.

Labrouche, G., & Kechidi, M. Competitive Advantage, Open Innovation, and Dynamic
Capabilities: Is Sanofi Employing an Open Innovation Strategy?. Handbook of
Research on Driving Competitive Advantage through Sustainable, Lean, and
Disruptive Innovation. DOI: 10.4018/978-1-5225-0135-0.ch006

Lane, P. J., Lubatkin, M. 1998. Relative absorptive capacity and interorganizational
learning. Strategic management journal, 19(5), 461-477.

Latour, B. 1987. Science in Action. How to follow Scientists and Engineers through
Society. Cambridge, MA., Harvard University Press.

Liapis, K., Rovolis, A., Galanos, C. and Thalassinos, I.E. 2013. The Clusters of Economic
Similarities between EU Countries: A View Under Recent Financial and Debt
Crisis. European Research Studies Journal, 16(1), 41-66.

Lorenzoni, G. and Lipparini, A. 1999. The leverage of interfirm relationships as a distinct
organizational capability. Strategic Management Journal 20, 317-338.

Lumpkin, G.T., Dess, G.G. 1996. Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct
and linking it to performance. Academy of management Review, 21(1), 135-172.

Luo, X., Hsu, M.K., Liu, S.S. 2008. The moderating role of institutional networking in
the customer orientation—trust/commitment—performance causal chain in
China. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36(2), 202-214.

Luoma-aho, V., Paloviita, A. 2010. Actor-networking stakeholder theory for today's
corporate communications. Corporate Communications: An International
Journal, 15(1), 49-67.

McEvily, B., Zaheer, A. 1999. Bridging ties: A source of firm heterogeneity in
competitive capabilities. Strategic management journal, 1133-1156.

Moller, K. 2006. Role of competences in creating customer value: A value-creation logic
approach. Industrial marketing management, 35(8), 913-924.

Moller, K., Rajala, A., Svahn, S. 2005. Strategic business nets—their type and
management. Journal of Business research, 58(9), 1274-1284.



Agustinus A. Toryanto, Hasyim

369

Moorman, C., Deshpande, R., Zaltman, G. 1993. Factors affecting trust in market
research relationships. The Journal of Marketing, 81-101.

Naldi, L., Nordqgvist, M., Sjoberg, K., Wiklund, J. 2007. Entrepreneurial orientation, risk
taking, and performance in family firms. Family business review, 20(1), 33-47.

Ngugi, I.K., Johnsen, R.E., Erdélyi, P. 2010. Relational capabilities for value co-
creation and innovation in SMEs. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise
Development, 17(2), 260-278.

Novokreshchenova, A.O., Novokreshchenova, A.N., Terehin, E.S. 2016. Improving Bank’s
Customer Service on the Basis of Quality Management Tools. European Research
Studies Journal, 19(3) Part B, 19-38.

Nuttavuthisit, K. 2010. If you can’t beat them, let them join: The development of strategies
to foster consumers’ co-creative practices. Business Horizons, 53(3), 315-324.

Payne, A.F., Storbacka, K., Frow, P. 2008. Managing the co-creation of value. Journal
of the academy of marketing science, 36(1), 83-96.

Pociovalisteanu, M.D., Thalassinos, I.E. 2008. The beginning and some national
particularities of liberalism. Metalurgia International, 13(2), Special Issue, 172-177.

Reichel, J., Rudnicka, A. 2009. Collaboration of NGOs and business in Poland. Social
Enterprise Journal, 5(2), 126-140.

Ring, P.S., Van de Ven, A.H. 1994. Developmental processes of cooperative
interorganizational relationships. Academy of management review,19(1), 90-118.

Ritter, T., Wilkinson, I.F., Johnston, W.J. 2002. Measuring network competence: some
international evidence. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 17(2/3), 119-
138.

Ritter, T., Wilkinson, I.F., Johnston, W.J. 2004. Managing in complex business
networks. Industrial marketing management, 33(3), 175-183.

Rodriguez-Diaz, M., Espino-Rodriguez, T.F. 2006. Developing relational capabilities in
hotels. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 18(1), 25-
40.

Rue, LW. and Byard, L.L. 1997. Management, Skill, &Aplication. MacGraw Hill
Companies.

Santarelli, E. and Tran, H.T. 2012. The interplay of human and social capital in shaping
entrepreneurial performance: The case of Vietnam. Small Business Economics,
40( 2), 435-458.

Schulze, W.S., Lubatkin, M.H. and Dino, R.N. 2003. Toward a theory of agency and
altruism in family business. Journal of Business Venturing, 18, 473-490.

Schulze, W.S., Lubatkin, M.H., Dino, R.N. and Buchholtz, A.K. 2001. Agency
relationships in family firms: theory and evidence. Organization Science, 12, 99—
116.

Simpson, P.M., Siguaw, J.A., Baker, T.L. 2001. A model of value creation: Supplier
behaviors and their impact on reseller-perceived value.Industrial Marketing
Management, 30(2), 119-134.

Sirmon, D.G., Hitt, M.A., Ireland, R.D., Gilbert, B.A. 2011. Resource orchestration to
create competitive advantage breadth, depth, and life cycle effects. Journal of
Management, 37(5), 1390-1412.

Sivadas, E., Dwyer, R. 2000. An examination of organizational factors influencing
new product success in internal and alliance-based processes.Journal of
marketing, 64(1), 31-49.

Slotte-Kock, S., Coviello, N. 2010. Entrepreneurship research on network processes: a
review and ways forward. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(1), 31-57.



Networking Quality and Trust in Professional Services

370

Sugiyono. 2006. Metode Penelitian Kuantitatif Kualitatif dan R&D. Bandung: Alfabeta.

Sultanova, V.A., Chechina, S.0. 2016. Human Capital as a Key Factor of Economic Growth
in Crisis. European Research Studies Journal, 19(2), 72-79.

Terziovski, M. 2003. The relationship between networking practices and business
excellence: a study of small to medium enterprises (SMEs). Measuring Business
Excellence, 7(2), 78-92.

Thalassinos, 1.E., Stamatopoulos, V.T. and Arvanitis, E.S. 2011. Gender wage gap: Evidence
from the Hellenic maritime sector 1995-2002. European Research Studies Journal,
14(1), 91-101.

Thalassinos, I.E. and Liapis K. 2014. Segmental financial reporting and the
internationalization of the banking sector. Chapter book in, Risk Management:
Strategies for Economic Development and Challenges in the Financial System,(eds),
D. Milos Sprcic, Nova Publishers, 221-255.

Thalassinos, I.E., Stamatopoulos, V.T. and Arvanitis, E.S. 2011. Gender wage gap: Evidence
from the Hellenic maritime sector 1995-2002. European Research Studies Journal,
14(1), 91-101.

Tsai, M.T., Shih, C.M. 2004. The impact of marketing knowledge among managers
on marketing capabilities and business performance. International Journal of
Management, 21(4), 524—-530.

Ulaga, W. 2003. Capturing value creation in business relationships: A customer
perspective. Industrial marketing management, 32(8), 677-693.

Vorhies, D.W., Harker, M. 2000. The capabilities and performance advantages of
market-driven firms: An empirical investigation. Australian Journal of Management,
25(2), 145-171.

Vorhies, D.W., Harker, M., Rao, C.P. 1999. The capabilities and performance
advantages of market-driven firms. European Journal of Marketing, 33(11/12),
1171-1202.

Vovchenko, G.N., Albekov, U.A., Romanova, F.T., Epifanova, V.T. 2017. Study of Factor
Which Facilitate Increase of Effectiveness of University Education. International
Journal of Educational Management, 31(1), 12-20.

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.

Wernerfelt, B. 1984. A resource-based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal 5(2),
171-180.

Wiklund, J. 1998. Entrepreneurial orientation as predictor of performance and
entrepreneurial behavior in small firms-longitudinal evidence. In Reynolds, P. D.,
Bygrave, W.D., Carter, N.M., Menigart, S., Mason, C.M. & McDougall, P.P. (Eds),
Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research. Wellesley, MA: Babson College.

Wu, F., Cavusgil, S.T. 2006. Organizational learning, commitment, and joint value
creation in interfirm relationships. Journal of Business Research, 59(1), 81-89.

Yi, Y., Gong, T. 2013. Customer value co-creation behavior: Scale development and
validation. Journal of Business Research, 66(9), 1279-1284.

Zahra, S.A., Kuratko, D.F., Jennings, D.F. 1999. Guest editorial: Entrepreneurship and
the acquisition of dynamic organizational capabilities.Entrepreneurship: Theory and
Practice, 23(3).

Zhou, L., Wu, W.P., Luo, X. 2007. Internationalization and the performance of born-
global SMEs: the mediating role of social networks. Journal of international
business studies, 38(4), 673-690.



