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ABSTRACT

This study, based on common agency theory, instead the standard agency theory adopted
by previous studies, investigates the connotations and knowledge sharing behavior of
multi-level marketing organization. A common agency model is built to analyze the
knowledge sharing behavior and factors affecting the knowledge sharing behavior are
clarified so as to provide the ways of promoting the knowledge sharing behavior. By the
way, the result shall distinguish the differences between general marketing intermediaries
and multi-level marketing organization so as to provide the reference for the administrator.
The finding is that the factors which influence the knowledge sharing behavior are: firstly,
the relative productivity of upline between two tasks. Secondly, the transaction cost which
lowline and headquarter incurred in the policing and monitoring the upline. Thirdly, the
payoff of headquarter and lowline acquire from product selling and knowledge sharing.
Finally, the indirect payoff of headquarter acquire from the knowledge sharing behavior of
upline. Headquarter can adjust the institutions to affect the factors to peruse the profit of
the company. By the way, the differences of institutional design between general and
multi-level marketing organization affect the knowledge sharing incentive and behavior of
the salespeople. The connotations provide the ways of thinking in job and pay systems

design.

Keywords: Common Agency, Knowledge Sharing, Multi-Level Marketing, Marketing

Intermediaries, Pay Systems
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