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Abstract

This paper is an effort to review and organize the now vast literature on inter-
firm networks, with the aim of assessing the important current forms of net-
work, the organizational mechanisms supporting them, and the main variables
that have been shown to influence network emergence and shape.

These results are achieved through a literature review encompassing a number
of approaches across the social sciences. The paper can therefore be used as a
typological state-of-art on inter-firm networks, and as a basis for developing
hypotheses of relationship between network antecedents and forms.

Descriptors: inter-firm networks, network organization, coordination
mechanisms, organization theory

Introduction

Inter-firm networking is increasingly important in economic life,
because of its capacity for regulating complex transactional inter-
dependence as well as cooperative interdependence among firms. In
addition, the management of inter-firm cooperation is particularly
relevant in contemporary Europe in the perspective of European integra-
tion. Inter-firm networks are also very interesting from a theoretical
point of view because they can be, and indeed are, studied from differ-
ent disciplinary approaches, thereby offering a precious ground of
common interest and potential dialogue among various branches of the
social sciences.

This review of inter-firm network studies tries to be as wide as possible
in terms of types of approaches considered. It can be useful for defining
a wide range of network forms and mechanisms, using a number of
important social, economic and organizational dimensions, and showing
different coordination properties. For example, research in industrial
economics has highlighted the economic distinction between equity-
and non-equity networks and — among the latter — it has paid more
attention to the most institutionalized forms. Organizational research
has contributed through a much finer classification, analyzing the spe-
cific traits and internal variation of network forms, such as franchising,
joint ventures, sub-contracting, interlocking directorates, etc. Sociolo-



184

Anna Grandori, Giuseppe Soda

gical and social-psychological approaches have helped in identifying
forms of socially controlled and informal cooperation. Moreover, by
focusing on social and behavioural exchange rather than on transactions
of goods or services, they have been very useful for analyzing hori-
zontal coordination among similar firms.

As it is so widely used, the term ‘network’ has lost precision (Nohria
and Eccles 1992). Let us then put forward some definitions on what
meaning can be attached to this term for our purposes.

The term ‘network’, by itself, is an abstract notion referring to a set of
nodes and relationships which connect them (Fombrun 1982), and it is
used in a variety of sciences, including not only organization theory but
also neuro-sciences, operational research, communication theory and
small group theory. We are interested here in networks as modes of
organizing economic activities through inter-firm coordination and
cooperation. In this sense, networks lie at the very core of organization
theory. They are modes of coordination among specialized organiza-
tional units; and striking the right balance between differentiation and
integration is usually considered a central problem in the structuring of
organization. In this paper, the focus is on firms as the differentiated
units to be coordinated (in conditions of interdependence to be
specified) and on networks as nexuses of integration mechanisms
encompassing all the range of organizational coordination devices from
lateral informal communication, to inter-firm information and planning
systems, to complex integration structures (such as the much analyzed
joint-ventures or franchising structures); in addition to or in substitution
for market mechanisms.

These inter-firm organizational structures and processes are different
from the integration of interdependent firms with one larger firm on
one side, and tacit or price coordination through instant exchange and
competition on the other (Thompson et al. 1991). This feature of inter-
firm coordination has led to two adversarial characterizations of net-
works. On the one hand, there are those who define an inter-firm net-
work as an ‘intermediate’ or ‘hybrid’ form of organization of economic
activities with respect to markets and firms (Williamson 1991; Thorelli
1986; Balcet and Viesti 1986). On the other, there are those who con-
trast this view and maintain that a network is a ‘third-type’ organiza-
tional arrangement, with its own characteristics and properties, qualitat-
ively different from those of both markets and firms (Powell 1990;
Johanisson 1987a). However, if left in these terms the question is some-
how metaphysical. Both approaches stress, in an unnecessary way, some
interesting properties of networks at the expenses of others. To be more
precise, we wish to adopt a more operational and more balanced defini-
tion of inter-firm coordination modes with respect to the above-
mentioned polar definition, which recognizes at least the two following
properties of inter-firm organizational coordination.

1. An inter-firm network is a mode of regulating interdependence
between firms which is different from the aggregation of these units



Inter-firm Networks 185

within a single firm and from coordination through market signals
(prices, strategic moves, tacit collusion, etc.) and which is based on a
cooperative game with partner-specific communication.

2. The attributes of a network — i.e. the coordination processes and
structures an inter-firm coalition may employ —— are not necessarily
‘intermediate” with respect to those of firms and markets (a point under-
rated by ‘markets and hierarchies’ approaches), but they need not be
unique because they have different mixes and intensities both in firms
and in markets (a point not taken very much into account by the third-
type approach to networks).

The review of the literature on inter-firm networks proposed here aims
to extract from available studies, and systematize in a typological
framework, at least the following three elements of knowledge on net-
works: the main antecedent variables that have been shown to impact
on network formation and form; the main organizational coordination
mechanisms through which cooperation is achieved; and the main
modes of inter-firm coordination — or network forms — that have been
shown to be viable and important discrete organizational alternatives
for governing inter-firm relationships.

Approaches and Antecedents

In our survey, we have identified several major lines of study character-
ized by the use of partially different hypotheses and by the development
of a distinct body of empirical research.

Starting with economic approaches, industrial economics has long been
concerned with the issue of ‘industry organization’ (Richardson 1971;
Mariti and Smiley 1983). Building on the traditional research on vertical
and horizontal integration, this discipline has increasingly considered
incomplete or mixed forms of ‘quasi-integration’ (Blois 1972) and, in
particular, to their use in internationalization processes (Dunning 1982;
Mariotti 1984).

Core explanatory variables used for assessing the efficiency properties
of firm networks are various classes of production costs stemming from
technological regimes: economies of scale, scope, specialization and
experience. For example, economies of specialization and experience
have been indicated as important factors in explaining why, even in the
presence of significant interdependence, a network of separate firms
may be superior to an integrated enterprise — as in the case of sub-
contracting (Eccles 1981). Economies of scale play an obvious role in
the formation of resource pooling coalitions aimed at the provision of
common services, as in horizontal franchising agreements, or in joint
production agreements such as in the car producers’ joint-ventures
(Turati 1990). Economies of scope can be the basis for the formation
of agreements for the joint utilization of equipment or know-how, such
as licensing agreements (Teece 1980).
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Historical and evolutionary approaches have stressed the role of techno-
logy, related costs and learning problems in the formation of inter-firm
networks. Both approaches have built extensively on Alfred Chandler’s
contributions, enriching them by adding the possibility of inter-firm
organizational cooperation and coordination to that of the ‘visible hand’
of one integrated firm, especially in the processes of technological
innovation (Nelson 1993).

However, economies in production costs alone are not sufficient to
explain which organizational mechanisms will be necessary in order to
coordinate the relationship. Organizational economics has added to the
explanation of the relative success of networks the reduction of govern-
ance costs to that of production costs and, at present, it is one of the
most widely used approaches in the analysis of networks. In fact —
after some initial reluctance in admitting that networks could be some-
thing other than transitory or second-best arrangements with respect to
the pure forms of market and hierarchy — organizational economics
has helped us to gain an understanding of the nature of these forms of
regulation of economic activities as optimal hybrid forms (in specified
circumstances) which strike the right balance between the properties
of markets and those of hierarchies (Williamson 1985; Powell 1987;
Thorelli 1986; Bradach and Eccles 1989).

The most important and often used variables that have been hypothes-
ized to be sources of increasing coordination costs under a market
arrangement — thereby predicting the emergence of inter-firm coor-
dination through organizational mechanisms — are asset specificity,
context uncertainty and the frequency of transactions (Williamson
1981), the measurability of performance and the difficulties in detecting
and controlling it (Barney and Ouchi 1984); and the presence of agents
characterized by risk aversion (McGuire 1988; Davis 1991).

These are predictors of network formation as a consequence of market
failure, but for the sake of completeness, the other side of the coin
should also be relevant, although under-investigated, i.e. that of pre-
dictors of network formation as a consequence of bureaucratic failure.
Important variables in this respect, however, have been investigated
more in organizational studies than in economic perspectives.

On an intermediate, traditionally interdisciplinary ground between eco-
nomic and sociological approaches, an organizational perspective on
networks has married a prescriptive concern for what is effective with a
descriptive concern for what actually happens. This attitude has focused
attention on how to achieve some desirable results in networking such
as reaching and stabilizing agreements (Schermerhorn 1975; Schmidt
and Kochan 1977; Van de Ven and Walker 1984), how to design a
fitted degree of structuring and formalization of a network (Van de Ven,
Walker and Liston 1979), how to choose an effective power distribution
within networks (Fox 1982; Gray 1987), and how to conduct research
projects on networks from a methodological point of view (Fombrun
1982).
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As far as inter-firm networks are concerned, these organizational studies
are limited in that they have often predominantly addressed — when
empirically based — the public administration sector. Another class of
organizational studies, developed mostly in business schools and closely
connected to strategy studies, have directly addressed the organization
of inter-firm alliances, especially of formalized alliances such as joint-
ventures (Harrigan 1985; Killing 1983; Turati 1990) and franchising
(Pilotti and Pozzana 1990). Taken together, these organizational studies
have shed light on a number of important explanations of inter-firm
organizational coordination.

A first variable can be broadly defined as the degree of differentiation
between the units to be coordinated. It includes the distance among the
objectives and orientations of these units, the ‘psychological distance’
between their cognitive and emotional orientations, and the distance
between their organizational profiles.

It is well known that inter-unit differentiation is a major source of coor-
dination costs within firms, and it seems plausible that it plays a similar
role between firms. In the literature on mergers, acquisitions and multi-
national companies an excessive degree of differentiation has often been
recognized as a cause of bureaucratic failure and disintegration of firms
(Porter 1987; Franck 1990; Olie 1990). The most tightly coupled forms
of network, such as those of joint ventures, have been shown to be
failure prone with respect to inter-firm differentiation (Harrigan 1985;
Miles and Snow 1992).

On the other hand, networks seem to be better able to tolerate and
profit from differentiation than hierarchies. It must be noted that the
complementarity (and hence diversity) of the resources controlled by
different firms is considered a predictor of network formation, espe-
cially for purposes of innovation (Teece 1986; Richardson 1971;
Camagni 1991).

A second variable highlighted in organizational studies on networks is
the intensity of inter-firm interdependence (Van de Ven, Walker and
Liston 1979; Oliver 1990). It is known that inter-unit interdependence is
a particularly good nredictar of the intggraiar areatdmsms erfectively
adopted by organizational units. In inter-firm relationships, interdepend-
ence may well arise due to a number of factors already analyzed in
other perspectives mentioned here, such as asset specificity, uncertainty
or the amount of resource exchanged. Actually, all approaches to inter-
firm coordination are interested in the governance of interdependence.
Therefore this variable may be considered an intermediate variable on
which many network antecedents have an impact, and which might then
be able to explain a particularly high part of variance in the emerging
network forms.

Another important organizational variable is the number of units to be
coordinated. An increasing number of sub-units to be coordinated poses
limits on the size of hierarchies (Williamson 1970) but, through net-
works, firms can expand their activities beyond those limits (Vacca



188

Anna Grandori, Giuseppe Soda

1986). The number of separate but interdependent firms requiring coor-
dination has been shown to be a predictor of the relative presence and
consistency of central staff in networks (Phillips 1960) and of the
degree of network formalization (Van de Ven, Walker and Liston
1979).

The complexity of interdependent activities has long been considered a
predictor of organizational arrangements, and it has also been shown
to be positively related to the complexity of inter-firm organizational
arrangements (Turati 1990; Osborn and Baughn 1990; Killing 1988;
Van de Ven, Walker and Liston 1979). Asymmetry in the resources
controlled by the different firms, including information and know-how,
have been added to this type of organizational analysis of networks as a
predictor of their degree of centralization or asymmetry (Mariotti 1984;
Balcet and Viesti 1986; Gray 1987).

Finally, many organizational studies have indicated flexibility as a
major property of networks. Flexibility in this context does not only
mean capacity to change firms’ output according to contingencies but
also capacity to change the organizational arrangement itself. In this
sense, networks are hypothesized to entail lower transition costs with
respect to internal organization — and some forms of network of being
more conducive to self-change than others (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978;
Gadde and Mattsson 1987).

A negotiation analysis of network has been fruitful not only for
understanding the exchanges of resources and behaviours but also
for refining our understanding of how these exchanges are regulated,
i.e. the form of network adopted. In fact, if only context variables
of the type considered so far were used, one could achieve at best
the explanation and prediction of the emergence of a network and
of its generic form (e.g. a joint venture or a licensing agreement).
However, in order to understand the fine structure of an inter-firm
coordination agreement, the specific utilities of the partner firms
should also be considered, as well as the type of negotiation process
that is likely to emerge. In this way, one may be able to predict,
for example, when a symmetrically or asymmetrically owned joint
venture is likely to be formed, or what solution among two or more
Pareto-efficient organizational agreements will be chosen because of
particular properties.

More basically, any network arrangement, as in any form of
cooperation, must be sustainable by the underlying game structure
(Jarillo 1988; Axelrod 1984; Scharpf 1993). Different inter-firm coor-
dination mechanisms can be meaningfully compared if a coordination
problem is given that can be formulated as a game. For example, trans-
action-cost economics has mainly addressed a particular problem and
game, that of effectively regulating buyer—seller exchanges in varying
conditions of specificity and uncertainty. In this case, the negotiation
game among the firms involved has strong distributive components, and
the parties’ interests are opposed, to a large extent. For this reason, the



Inter-firm Networks 189

coordination of this type of interdependence often requires complex
contracts and explicit safeguards.

However, this distributive negotiation structure is a particular case. A
number of studies on networks, such as joint ventures and consortia,
have analyzed the negotiation structures of alliances aimed at pooling
complementary resources as integrative negotiations (Contractor 1984,
1985; Grandori 1989, 1991). In an ideal situation. if firms’ resourcas
were perfectly complementary and the game were totally cooperative,
even a very high specificity of resources should not lead to opportunism
problems and to a need for coordinating structures (Hill 1990).

In sum, the negotiation approach has highlighted the structure of games
as a predictor of both network foundation and shape. In additiam i bes
shown that further criteria for the prediction and explanation of net-
works, besides production and tramsaction cost-efficiency, are the
Pareto-efficiency and fairness of devised arrangements. Finally, a nego-
tiation approach has helped in appraising the effects of processes in
enhancing the likelihood of an agreement and in shaping its form
(Schmidt and Kochan 1977; O’Toole and O’Toole 1981; Weiss
1987).

Resource dependence views are very important in sociological studies
on networks (Evan 1966; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978; Aldrich 1979;
Benson 1975; Jacobs 1974). A distinctive contribution of resource
dependence studies has been to envisage a particularly broad range of
network forms. In this respect, Pfeffer and Salancik’s (1978) book on
the external control of organizations has been one of the few contribu-
tions to provide a review of some important alternative forms of inter-
firm networks and of the empirical research relevant for their prediction.
The forms considered were joint ventures, interlocking directorates,
associations and cartels, social and personal networks.

It has been shown that part of the network antecedents highlighted in
this contribution are very close to those studied by organizational eco-
nomists and organization theorists (Grandori 1987b). This is particularly
the case with core explanatory variables such as ‘critical uncertainty
and interdependence’ and ‘asymmetry in the resources and informa-
tion controlled’” by the various actors. On the other hand, a different
dimension in network explanation offered by the resource dependence
perspective, in addition to what has already been achieved by the
economic and organizational approaches mentioned above, is the
strategic manipulation of transactions and games aimed at changing
the relationship of interdependence to one’s own advantage. This can
contribute to gaining an understanding of the direction in which new
transactions relations might go. For example, it helps to understand
how networks for avoiding a small number of unfavourable, asym-
metric situations are formed. ‘Countervailing power’ networks and
associational structures formed by disadvantaged and highly substitut-
able parties in order to deal with a concentrated or unsubstitutable
counterpart are a case in point, e.g. associations of firms in a rela-
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tively fragmented industry for dealing with more concentrated supply
or distribution sectors (Reve 1992; Stern and Reve 1980).

In fact, resource dependence theory distinguishes among types of
dependence as a possible predictor of networks, both in quantitative and
qualitative terms. That dependence can vary quantitatively as a function
of the breadth relationships, has been pinpointed as an important pre-
dictor of the complexity of a network form (Alter and Hage 1993). On
how many activities are the firms interdependent? How important are
these activities for each firm involved? Are these activities limited to
information processing and exchange or do they involve the coordinated
processing or exchange of goods and services? Does the relationship
involve joint transformation processes?

A second related distinction is more qualitative in nature. It has been
hypothesized that ‘horizontal’ interdependence — i.e. interdependence
stemming from resource-pooling, based on symbiosis, complementarity
or commensality — may require different coordination mechanisms
than ‘vertical’ interdependence between firms — i.e. interdependence
stemming from resource-transferring from one firm to another
(Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). More specifically, besides simple situ-
ations of totally cooperative interdependence among a few firms in
which informal networking and inter-organizational ‘small grouping’
may suffice (Evan 1966; Aldrich and Whetten 1981), studies have
revealed that complex resource-pooling alliances are mostly regulated
by associational agreements (e.g. trade associations, cartels and
consortia); while complex resource-transferring alliances have been
shown to be mostly regulated by agreements based on various forms
of relational and obligational contracting. It has also been shown,
empirically, that there may be a trade-off between tightly structured
horizontal and vertical alliances used by the same firm (Reve
1992).

The neo-institutional approach also treats dependence as a central con-
cept, but dependence does not just refer here to the material resources or
transactions but includes the core resource of legitimation. Networking,
social linkages and, in general, the avoidance of isolation — in all the
forms it can assume, from personal friendship to a formal relationship
(Di Maggio 1986) — is expected to be an important predictor of firm
survival within this perspective (Baum and Oliver 1991). Firms legiti-
mate reciprocally by belonging to particular networks.

Another very important factor that has been shown to affect inter-firm
network formation and shape in an institutional perspective may be
defined as ‘institutional embeddedness’. The relative effectiveness and
ease of formation of various inter-firm cooperative structures is contin-
gent to the larger social institutions in which these relationships are
embedded. These social institutions include the legal system, the bank-
ing system, the structure of labour markets and the political system
(Whitley 1990, 1991; Grabher 1993; Dore 1983; Aoki 1988).

In the more general field of organizational sociology at least two other
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types of ‘embeddedness’ have been argued to affect the likelihood of
emergence of different types of inter-firm network. Using the definition
coined by Mark Granovetter (1983, 1985) they may be called ‘social
embeddedness’ and ‘cultural embeddedness’.

Granovetter has forcefully argued that all economic relations between
firms take place within a web of pre-existing social relationships. These
webs constrain the direction and forms in which economic relationship
can develop. This argument is particularly relevant in considering inter-
firm networks. In fact, it shows that some elementary form of social
coordination, such as acquaintance and communication, is the basis on
which more elaborate inter-firm coordination structures may emerge.
Some network forms have also been shown to be more sensitive than
others to the existence of prior interpersonal networks between firms.
For example, in a large sample of Italian industrial firms, consortia
between firms that had previous interpersonal relationships were formed
in 90 percent of the cases, while for joint venture agreements this was
true in only 50 percent of the cases (Soda 1992).

Finally, the institutionalized social norms and the values internalized by
economic actors are likely to have a bearing on the emergence of inter-
firm networks (Boisot 1986; Hamilton, Zeile and Kim 1990). ‘Atmo-
sphere’ was also a contextual variable acknowledged to be important in
organizational economics approaches, but left as a residual category. In
contrast, the analysts of organizational culture have seen it as a central
phenomenon to be studied and as an important predictor of inter-firm
cooperative behaviour (Ring 1993).

A final perspective, with roots in both the sociology and economics of
organization is the tradition of radical and Marxian studies. They have
looked especially at those networking strategies and behaviours which
cannot be justified by any notion of efficiency or effectiveness and have
explained them as pure power mechanisms for reproducing élites and
class dominance (Whitt 1980). The largest part of empirical research
on networks in this perspective has been conducted in sociology and
has focused on clubs, interlocking directorates, participation in non-
business institutions and other informal power networks (Moore 1979;
Perucci and Potter 1989).

Turning now to the field of social psychology, an important tradition of
study on networks, is that of Social Network Theory. This kind of ana-
lysis used to be applied to small-group research. As far as inter-firm
coordination is concerned, social network analysis has been successfully
applied in particular to the study of the emergence and change of
informal structures (Burt 1990; Lomi 1991), network boundaries (Burt
and Minor 1983; Laumann, Marsden and Prensky 1980), the process of
corporate cooptation (Burt 1983); interlocking directorates (Burt 1979,
1980), and patterns of relations among small firms (Lomi and Grandi
1993).

A distinctive contribution and focus of attention of social network ana-
lysis has been the study of the positions of individual firms within net-
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works. Interesting results have been achieved by applying to inter-firm
networks the classical abstract categories of network analysis such as
centrality (Lomi 1991), structural equivalence (Burt 1978; Lomi and
Grandi 1993; Gerlach 1992), and clique analysis (Benassi 1993). As to
the antecedents of these features of the networks, social network ana-
lysis has focused attention on endogenous dynamics and on the particu-
lar network structure at a certain time as a predictor of the future
evolution of the system.

The perspectives from strategy and general management on inter-firm
coordination have used many arguments drawn from the already men-
tioned approaches from economics, sociology, social psychology and
organization theory. Business policy has perhaps been the area of
business administration most involved in the study of inter-firm
networks under the heading of ‘strategic alliances’ (Porter and Fuller
1986; Ohmae 1989; Contractor and Lorange 1988). A distinctive focus
of this research has been to use all the available tools of analysis eclect-
ically, often in the perspective of one focal firm trying to enhance its
position. In particular, in many business-policy contributions, the
variable of specificity/unsubstitutability of a firm’s distinctive
competencies — characterizing the whole network or single firms
within it — is a goal variable to be manipulated. Therefore, in terms of
the principal variable used as a network antecedent, managerial
approaches have been particularly close to resource dependence
views.

Among managerial perspectives, a stream of industrial marketing con-
tributions are beginning to assume the character of a ‘school’ or
‘approach’, thanks to the persistent work of a group of Swedish scholars
on long-term buyer-seller exchange relationships of industrial goods
(Hakansson 1982; Ford 1980; Ford, Hakansson and Johanson 1986;
Forsgren and Johanson 1992). Inclined to a socially oriented analysis,
the Swedish ‘network approach’ has principally analyzed the social-
exchange aspects of inter-firm networks (Johanisson 1987b) and the
dynamics of networks, rather than their structural form (Gadde and
Mattson 1987). Among the antecedents of networks that these studies
have particularly and distinctively emphasized are the role of individual
skills (Grieco and Hosking 1987) and of entrepreneurship (Johanisson
1987c).

The perspectives on inter-firm coordination considered so far differ in
the ‘locus of effectiveness’ that they assume. Most approaches reason
from the point of view of the overall result for the coalition of firms,
of all the firms involved as a whole, i.e. of the network itself. Some
approaches are interested in the relative position of different firms, or
of one firm, in a network. The widest level of analysis encountered
thus far is that of industrial economics, because it is interested in the
effectiveness and efficiency of the organization of industry. However,
inter-firm organization has traditionally also been a concern at the more
general level of economic policy and economic law, i.e. at the level of
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the competitiveness, effectiveness and fairness of national or interna-
tional economic systems. The prevailing attitude toward inter-firm net-
works at that level used to be rather negative (especially in the Anglo-
Saxon countries), while in the other approaches reviewed so far, it was
generally positive. The central variable of concern in economic policy
and law is that of the negative externalities that inter-firm networks may
generate. Only very recently the results of inter-firm network analyses,
produced from a number of the previously-mentioned perspectives,
have been brought to the attention of the legislator with a demand for
developing norms to balance the advantages of both cooperation and
competition, rather than simply defending competition (Jorde and Teece
1989).

Finally, we complete this review by considering population ecology
models. In fact, a natural-selection perspective is, in a sense, ‘final’ in
that it concerns the verdict on the survival of organizational arrange-
ments — of networks in this case — whatever the reason, justification,
contingency or factor responsible for their emergence. Economic effect-
iveness and efficiency will play a role in the selection of inter-firm
arrangements as long as they are modes for regulating economic activit-
ies in market economies. However, other forces also enter into the selec-
tion of organization forms in modern society, and this is especially true
of inter-firm organization. Legitimation has been indicated as the major
additional force shaping the processes of selection, with public support
and legislation being a critical factor for network development (Carrol,
Delacroix and Goodstein 1988).

Organizational ecology studies of inter-firm networks have been mostly
concerned with establishing the survival rates of networked firms with
respect to those of isolated firms (Barley, Freeman and Hybels 1991,
Lomi and Grandi 1993) and have generally obtained positive evidence
that networking, whatever its form, does have an impact on firms’ sur-
vival chances.

Network Mechanisms

Many studies on inter-firm networks have analyzed a number of specific
forms and mechanisms of networking. In the next two sections we are
going to offer a systematization of these contributions with two aims in
mind: first, to understand the nature and variety of the mechanisms
of coordination employed to sustain inter-firm cooperation; second, to
understand the specificity of each ‘discrete form” of networking in terms
of the peculiar mix of coordination mechanisms employed. In this sec-
tion, we shall address the first task, i.e. to draw, from the various
approaches used in the literature on networks, an overview of the full
range of organizational coordination mechanisms that are employed in
inter-firm relations, in addition to or in substitution for market-like rela-
tionships (or no relationship).
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Communication, Decision and Negotiation Mechanisms

These are the less costly and more ubiquitous mechanisms on which
networks are founded. They are always present, to a greater or lesser
intensity, both ex-ante and ex-post in all kinds of network. In order to
form alliances, partners have to be searched for, and network forms
have to be devised and agreed upon. In order to maintain long-term
cooperation, repeated sequential communications, decisions and negoti-
ations must take place. In fact, some inter-firm relationships are sus-
tained solely by this mechanism. Examples are cross-firm inter-personal
networks aimed at information exchange and at cultivating potentially
useful contacts (Aldrich and Glinov 1990; Granovetter 1985).

Social Coordination and Control

All kinds of stable systems of cooperation, have a ‘social side’
(Griesinger 1990). This is hardly new. It is worth stressing how the
mechanisms of social coordination and control may work in inter-
firm relationships, both because they take on some peculiar traits
and because sometimes they have been neglected (Granovetter
1985).

We are going to consider here social coordination and control in the
sense of deep and stable relationships based on group norms, reputation
and peer control (Ouchi 1979, 1980).

Integration and Linking-pin Roles and Units

Horizontal responsibilities and roles are key mechanisms for creating a
network organization design (both internal and external to firms). For
example, the classical internal integration figure, the Product Manager,
can also be employed in inter-firm networks: for example, in the Italian
textile-fashion network built by Versace, qualified relationships with a
few reliable products have recently taken precedence over the earlier
constellation of small-size subcontractors where product managers from
the fashion house responsible for the various product lines took care of
the producer firms. Inter-firm project management structures are applied
in engineering consortia for the realization of complex plants.' Finally,
a much studied inter-firm coordination mechanism chiefly based on
linking-pin roles is that of interlocking directorates (Burt 1979,
1980).

Common Staff

Where the scope of inter-firm cooperation is wide and/or the number
of cooperating firms is high, coordination activities become quite signi-
ficant and dedicated staff may be necessary. In fact, network forms
regulating the cooperation between many firms, such as franchising and
associations, set up consistent central coordination structures, and a pos-
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itive relation has been found between the number of affiliated firms and
the size of central staff (Phillips 1960). For example, joint ventures and
consortia, that usually regulate joint-action cooperation, or franchising
agreements, that usually aim at co-aligning a wide range of firm behavi-
ours, are characterized by the presence of central coordination struc-
tures. By contrast, more limited-purpose cooperative relationships, such
as bank-insurance commercial agreements for the distribution of com-
plementary products, or the circulation and discussion of ideas and tech-
nical developments among engineers in high-tech industries, can be
regulated effectively and directly by the parties involved.

Hierarchy and Authority Relations

A long-standing idea of organization science is that a firm can employ
coordination mechanisms other than hierarchy among its units: for
example, lateral communication and negotiation, group work and
decision making, objectives and incentives, matrix structural designs,
etc.

As much as firms are complex institutions which make an extensive,
but not exclusive, use of hierarchy, networks as complex institutions
can make use of hierarchical and authoritarian relations between firms,
in addition to other more parity-based coordination mechanisms. A case
in point is that of the franchising form. Although a franchised chain is
not a firm but a network of firms which cooperate on the basis of a
complex contractual arrangement, the coordination mechanisms that
make franchising work successful include hierarchical supervision,
formal planning and programming systems, information systems, train-
ing systems and accounting systems that are quite similar to those we
find in firms (Pilotti and Pozzana 1990). Another example is that of the
creation of authority relations in a consortia: a cluster of firms with
different competencies cooperating for the realization of a large plant,
for example, may, and often do, concede to one firm the right to deter-
mine the behaviours of the other firms within a given ‘zone of accept-
ance’, to coordinate their actions, to speak on everybody’s behalf and
to exert technical leadership (Bertolini and Grandori 1990); i.e. to use
(rational-legal) authority.

Planning and Control Systems

Cooperation brings with it the problem of controlling the delivery of
cooperative behaviours. It is known that control systems based on
results are more effective than the hierarchical supervision of behavi-
ours in a wide range of circumstances involving unobservability of input
behaviours and uncertainty as to the correctness of the various possible
behaviours. Various forms of inter-firm networks employ planning and
control-by-results systems similar to those found in firms. The franch-
ising form is among those exhibiting the highest planning and control
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intensity. Examples can be found in fast-food chains where production
timing and sequences are programmed and gap monitored, in hotel
chains where personnel are uniformly trained and customer satisfaction
is monitored, and at the franchised sales points of textile producers
where layout is designed and look is inspected.

Incentive Systems

Objectives realigning mechanisms become a core mode of coordination
in informationally complex activity-contexts, in which performance is
difficult to measure. Agency contracts often are, for example, a form of
obligational contracting, widely used in producer—distributor relations,
that are largely based on the use of incentive schemes as a coordination
mechanism. Profit-sharing or income-sharing mechanisms found in con-
sortia, franchising and some associational forms are other examples
(Daems 1983).

A coordination mechanism which can provide particularly strong
incentives to initiate and maintain cooperative relations among firms is
that of property rights. In fact, whereas the prospected mutually benefi-
cial cooperative endeavour entails joint action with relevant ‘team pro-
duction’ effects and uncertainty about results, the incentives to act
opportunistically may be high and the negative consequences poten-
tially disruptive if important activity areas are involved (such as core
productions or R&D). Proprietary commitments and an a priori speci-
fication of property rights over the resuits of the collective action can
provide a particularly effective mechanism for the ‘fair division’ of
benefits, by ‘hostage’ effects and legal safeguards (Williamson 1983,
1985).

Very important forms of inter-firm cooperation make central use of
property rights, such as joint ventures and other ‘equity alliances’ as
well as all those consortiated-company forms where the joint ownership
of assets on the part of two or more partner firms is involved.

Selection Systems

A meaningful distinction that may be drawn among network forms has
to do with the ‘specificity of access’ to the network (Grandori 1989).
In fact, a powerful means of enhancing the likelihood of achieving a
co-ordinated action among firms is the selection of partners on the basis
of some good predictors of relevant behaviours for the cooperation.
Even on the basis of casual observation of networking behaviour among
firms, we can formulate the testable hypothesis that the broader the
scope of cooperation, the stricter the rules of access will be. In order to
enter a trade association only anagraphical characteristics and general
conformity to laws are required, while in order to enter a franchised
chain the whole economic, social and organizational characteristics of
a candidate affiliate are important. It may be worth noting that a high
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specificity of access does not mean highly formal access rules. In fact,
specificity of access may be all the more relevant in informal socio-
cultural networks that have to rely heavily on socialization as a mechan-
ism for building up operating norms and values (Ouchi 1980).

Information Systems

Information systems have long been considered important vertical
integration mechanisms within firms. More recently they have come to
be seen as powerful horizontal integrators for managing interdepend-
ence both within and between firms (Ciborra 1990; Ebers 1993).
Information-technology networks deserve a place among inter-firm
coordination mechanisms, firstly because of the spectacular cost reduc-
tion in communication they bring about, thereby supporting many forms
of wide-spread network otherwise hardly feasible (Child 1987; Malone,
Yates and Benjamin 1987) and, secondly, because information-
technology networks may be employed as a stand-alone coordination
mechanism — based on machines rather than on human or organiza-
tional means — in an inter-firm relationship. Examples are inter-firm
CAD/CAM systems, computerized order-entry systems or computerized
reservation systems (Porter and Millar 1985; Cash and Konsynski
1985).

Public Support and Infrastructure

It is well known that there are cases in which cooperation would be
highly beneficial but very difficult to achieve and maintain: these situ-
ations have often been stylized and analyzed as ‘tragedy of the com-
mons’ or ‘prisoner’s dilemmas’ situations (Jarillo 1988). In these cases,
some form of direct support by public agencies may be critical.
Lovparainr will dmmovative activities 15 a typical example in all those
situations in which the costs of innovation are high and the degree of
appropriability of benefits is low (Ouchi and Bolton 1988; Teece 1986).
The high degree of involvement of local-government agencies in the
creation of infrastructures for fostering scientific ‘poles’ and ‘parks’ can
be a case in point (Dioguardi 1990).

These ten different coordination mechanisms are used in inter-firm net-
working in various combinations and degrees. In the next section, the
most important organization forms that can regulate inter-firm
cooperation will be reviewed as particular combinations of these mech-
anisms. However, a further element should be introduced in order to
characterize the forms of inter-firm network. The substance of an inter-
firm cooperative agreement, in terms of the mix of coordination mech-
anisms that the partner firms employ, can vary substantially in its degree
of formalization. In most Western law systems, contracts are the main
means of formalization of inter-firm relationships. Although some
scholars have seen inter-firm networks mainly as webs of informal
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cooperative relationships (Hakansson and Snehota 1992), and others
have concentrated more on formalized alliances as networks (Contractor
and Lorange 1988), the whole body of the literature on networks shows
that the extent to which inter-firm relationships are formalized, or
explicitly regulated and safeguarded by contractual provisions, is an
important dimension of inter-firm organizing — as it is of any sort of
organizing (see also, Aldrich 1979; Reve 1992; Stinchombe 1985; Imai
and Itami 1984).

In the next section, therefore, the main forms of inter-firm networking
will be analyzed in terms of the mix of coordination mechanisms
employed and the extent to which they are formalized into contractual
agreements. The use of associational contracts in addition, or as an
alternative, to exchange contracts may be an interesting comparative
issue. For example, it can be noted that associational agreements have
been studied in connection with problems in regulating cooperation
among large numbers of similar firms (Staber 1985, 1987; Staber and
Aldrich 1983) while exchange contracts have been seen mainly as
mechanisms for regulating transactional interdependence (Williamson
1985).

To conclude this section, we address the issue of trust. Trust is one of
the most frequently mentioned concepts in connection with inter-firm
cooperative relations. We have not included trust among the basic coor-
dination mechanisms, not because we consider trust to be unimportant,
but because it is not a mechanism in the sense in which the other men-
tioned coordination devices are. Agents may be confident that other
agents will act in the interest of the system of cooperation to which
they belong because they perceive that they have converging interests.
Even where there is a conflict of interests, they may trust each other,
without control or safeguard, on the basis of some other integrative
mechanism, such as social norms and identification in the case of non-
calculative trust, or reputation and social control in the case of calculat-
ive trust. In any event, trust is more an outcome that needs to be
explained; it is a characteristic of the emerging relationship, rather than
a mechanism.

Network Forms

Many forms of inter-firm network have been considered in the reviewed
literature: joint-ventures, franchising, consortia, commercial agree-
ments, sub-contracting, interlocking directorates, personal networks.
What precisely are the differences between these forms? Can we
develop a classification of network forms that might be conducive to a
comparison among them? Can we bring back these different practical
organizational solutions to some common theoretical language? As
much as we are used to do with this internal organization, we are inter-
ested in distinguishing among forms of external organization in terms
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of the distinctive mix of coordination mechanism employed and the
degree of centralization and formalization.

Network forms will be distinguished here along the following dimen-
sions: whether they are formalized or not (due to the support of
exchange or associational formal contracts); whether they are central-
ized (there is a central coordinating firm) or parity-based; their charac-
teristic mix of coordination mechanisms.

Social Networks

Firms entertain purely social relations in the sense that these are not
coupled with formal agreements of any kind. Such social relationships
need not be dedicated just to the exchange of ‘social goods’ such as
prestige and status, friendship and sense of belonging, power and career
opportunities. Neither do they need to be based on parity. Social influ-
ence can be reciprocal, in the sense that it can include elements of
leadership and authority in both inter-firm and interpersonal relations.
We shall discuss the distinctive properties of social networks as inter-
firm coordination modes, distinguishing between symmetric or parity-
based networks, and asymmetric or centralized networks.

Among symmetric social networks, personal networks linking firms
through contacts among their entrepreneurs and managers, are a first
form of social networking. As inter-firm links they are often ‘explorat-
ory’ networks for the exchange of confidential information which has
potential but unknown economic value (Schrader 1991) or ‘virtual net-
works’ (Easton and Araujo 1993) capable of generating other, more
institutionalized forms of inter-firm coordination. In fact, it has been
argued that personal networks, in which a firm is involved through its
members, are crucial for maintaining a reasonably large and varied pool
of trustworthy potential partners among which to search for acceptable
partners for more tightly-coupled action-oriented networks (Granovetter
1985; Aldrich and Glinov 1990).

Social studies of inter-firm networks have thrown light on the import-
ance of inter-firm personal networks where there are problems of occu-
pational mobility (Breiger 1981; Burt 1980), resource mobilization
(Galaskiewicz 1989; D’ Aveni 1978), the reproduction of skills (Grieco
and Hosking 1987) and communication effectiveness (Bonacich
1990).

In addition, to employ communication and joint decision-making mech-
anisms, some interpersonal inter-firm networks are also characterized
by the emergence of group norms and social control mechanisms. Social
control among firms may be able to regulate exchanges in which the
contribution and performance of each partner — and even that of the
whole network — is very ambiguous and difficult to measure so that
both contractual and bureaucratic mechanisms are likely to fail, as in
research or professional activities (Ouchi and Bolton 1988; Karpik
1989). Personal and confidential contacts may also be the sole viable
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coordination mechanism — if not unlawful — in highly delicate,
failure-prone and volatile agreements such as those among colluding
oligopolists (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978).

Interlocking directorates represent a more institutionalized form of
social networking, based not only on communication but also on joint
decision making, formalized linking-pin roles and social controi (Burt
1979; Mizruchi, Brewster and Stearns 1988; Mizruchi and Bunting
1981). It has been maintained that they are effective in regulating uncer-
tain relations with important resource sources that cannot be integrated
or contractually bounded (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978; Dooley
1969).

Some forms of industrial district are also salient versions of social
networking. The traditional ‘Marshallian’ district, based on horizontal
clones and imitation among small firms, sustained by personnel mobil-
ity and geographical and cultural proximity, is a case in point (Bellandi
1986; Brusco 1982). Besides industrial districts in the traditional sense,
high-tech firm districts (Dalum 1993) and R&D ‘poles’ (Kreiner and
Schultz 1993; Saxenian 1990) have been shown to be effectively man-
ageable through informal social networks, at least for purposes of
information and know-how barter.

The forms of social network mentioned thus far are, fundamentally,
symmetric ot parity-based. Another class of social networks, character-
ized by the presence of a central agent, is asymmetric or centralized.
Most often, these are networks coordinate vertical or transactional inter-
dependencies between firms, whereas the former horizontal versions of
social networking are often connected with horizontal interdependen-
cies. Given that transactions are in order, firms will often be linked by
contracts, but these contracts — if any — only specify the terms of
goods and service exchange and not the organization of the relationship
between the firms. Therefore the network itself, as a mode of coordina-
tion, is not formalized into a contract.

Putting-out is an old, now re-emerging form of inter-firm network
(Kieser 1993). This system includes the outplacement of materials over
which a focal firm maintains property rights to other firms that trans-
form them into more final outputs. This arrangement typically gives rise
to star-like, centralized, inter-firm networks as in the textile-clothing
industry (Mariotti and Cainarca 1986) in which reciprocal social coor-
dination and control among firms is usually accompanied by relations
of authority (Whitley 1990).

A similar form is that of constellation in which a vertical filiére of
firms is informally coordinated, usually by a firm controlling the critical
competencies and uncertainties (Lorenzoni and Ornati 1988), e.g. silk-
districts coordinated by the firm controlling the final commercial
stage.

Sub-contracting is a third important form in this class. Here, by defini-
tion, there is a central firm, the main contractor, who negotiates the
entire job with a client (e.g. a construction, a plant) and assigns parts
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of the job to specialized sub-contractors. This arrangement is very
common in the construction industry (Eccles 1981; Dioguardi 1987), as
well as in other mature industries such as the automobile industry (Sabel
et al. 1987; Cainarca and Colombo 1990). Actually, some forms of
sub-contracting should be attributed more to social networks and others
to bureaucratic networking. In fact, in some cases, sub-contracting is
governed by a social and cultural network (Barney and Ouchi 1984;
Dioguardi 1990). In other cases, the ‘contract’ formalizes not only the
selection procedures of sub-contractors, but also the control systems on
their performance and the incentive schemes (Albino, Costantino and
Sivo 1989).

Bureaucratic Networks

Bureaucratic forms of network are those inter-firm coordination modes
that are formalized in exchange or associational contractual agree-
ments. The formal agreement specifies the organizational relationships
between allied parties, and not only — if any — goods and services
exchange terms. The degree of formalization — as it occurs for any
sort of organization — can vary and is never complete, i.e. the complex
organizational contracts constituting bureaucratic networks are never
complete and assist, but never substitute for, the presence of a social
network. The source of enforceability of inter-firm formal organization
is by and large the legal system, protecting the parties’ reciprocal rights
to compliant behaviour. The most important forms of bureaucratic
network can be grouped into two sub-classes, as in the case of social
networks: the classes of symmetric and asymmetric coordination
structures.

Among symmetric forms, inter-firm associations are a particularly
important and studied type of network. Trade associations have been
traditionally employed to provide common services to coordinate beha-
viours among large numbers of similar firms (Staber and Aldrich 1983;
Staber 1987; Phillips 1960) where inter-firm interdependency matters
are not highly specific and complex. For the same reason, cartels could
be assimilated to an horizontal association, when lawful and explicit
(Bower and Rhenman 1985; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978), as well as
federations (Provan 1983; Daems 1983).

The domain of effectiveness of the association form need not be that of
coordinating all the firms belonging to an industry or category, without
any further selection system. For example, the Best Western Hotel chain
is an association of entrepreneurs and not a franchising contract, but
the coordination mechanisms employed range from quality-based selec-
tion of affiliates, internal information system, to reporting and control
systems (Grandori 1987a).

A more complex form of symmetric bureaucratic network is the consor-
tium (Evan and Olk 1990; Aldrich and Sasaki, forthcoming; Losano
1989). Consortia differ in their degree of formalization. The characteriz-
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ing coordination mechanisms of production consortia are planning and
programming systems defining the internal division of labour between
firms (e.g. what parts of a complex industrial project will be realized
by what firm), control systems for monitoring performances, incentive
systems based on an a priori division of the quotas of income pertaining
to each firm, to penalty systems, and to some central staff (Bertolini and
Grandori 1990). This is a particularly bureaucratic set of coordination
mechanisms, usually formalized by means of both an associational
agreement and a set of exchange contracts. On the other hand, in addi-
tion, these consortia are usually assisted by and blended with intense
social coordination.

R&D and technological cooperation consortia seem to be characterized
by a somewhat lower bureaucratic intensity (Aldrich and Sasaki, forth-
coming; Evan and Olk 1990; Ouchi and Bolton 1988), in line with
usual organization theory expectations. Still, they are characterized by
some formal agreements, are endowed with some central staff, and hold
some specified right over the result of cooperation. Given the difficulties
in starting and sustaining cooperation in innovative activities for appro-
priability problems (Teece 1986; Ouchi and Bolton 1988), public sup-
port is often an essential mechanism in these networks. In addition,
public support and external legitimation may be critical for symmetric
bureaucratic inter-firm networks, to the extent that they regulate
cooperative interdependence among otherwise competing firms, thereby
altering the regime of competition.

Among asymmetric forms, agency networks, licensing and franchising
are probably the most important ones. The agency network, intended
here as a form of external organization, is notoriously widely used in the
distribution of semi-standardized products and services of intermediate
complexity, e.g. insurance policies. Contracts specifying this relation-
ship have a high organizational intensity, including exclusivity clauses,
inspection and control rights, modes of know-how transfer and particip-
ative incentive schemes that can re-align the objectives of agents with
those of the principal firm.

Licensing is a relatively ‘old’ and well-known form of inter-firm coor-
dination. It used to be considered a form of market contract, but there is
evidence that licensing contracts inciude more and more organizational
clauses and are accompanied by extra-contractual organizational rela-
tions (Soda 1992), such as in the cases of pharmaceutical production
or of authorized car sale and assistance points.

The inadequateness of considering a franchising agreement simply as
a commercial contract regulating the transfer of a right to use a brand
against royalties is all the more evident. In fact, an effective franchising
agreement is supposed to be able to guarantee a high and standard
quality and visibility of services and goods that may otherwise be costly
to search for and evaluate by customers. These advantages will apply,
for example, where services are moderately complex. The reason is that
it is difficult to monitor the quality of services ex-ante. The franchising
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allows for control over services which are of moderate complexity,
where quality matters and is brand specific, but which are not of such
high complexity that quality criteria cannot be standardized.

In order to perform these functions, the franchising contract should
contemplate a variety of operating mechanisms which allow the stand-
ardization and transfer of managerial and technical know-how and the
control of performance from the franchisor to the franchisees and
among the franchisees. For these reasons, franchising is quite a ‘bureau-
cratic’ form of network: it requires the standardization of outputs, form-
alized procedures, uniform accounting systems, central personnel train-
ing and standard contracts; it can take advantage of highly integrated
information-technology networks and common central marketing, pur-
chasing and financing activities; it needs a good degree of hierarchical
supervision due to the high free-riding potential in this kind of
cooperation and it is characterized by incentive systems involving gain
sharing (Rubin 1978; Brickley and Dark 1987; Daems 1983; Pilotti and
Pozzana 1990).

Proprietary Networks

Inter-firm cross-holding of equities and property rights is not a mechan-
ism of organizational coordination per se. These operations may have
exclusively financial purposes. Property rights over economic activities
are of relevance here as incentive systems for sustaining some form of
cooperation. Organizational economics has maintained that property-
based incentives are necessary where uncertainty and opportunism are
particularly prevalent.

Property rights on economic assets are usually formalized. Therefore,
property networks are conceived here as a bureaucratic form of formal-
ized networks that, in addition, are founded on some proprietary
commitment.

Let us briefly review here two important forms of inter-firm co-
ordination based on property rights: joint ventures and capital
ventures.

The joint venture is probably the most researched form of inter-firm
network in the economic and managerial literature (e.g. Harrigan 1985;
Balcet 1990; Beamish 1988; Contractor and Lorange 1988; Killing
1983). In the field of industrial economics, the joint venture has been
studied as a form of governing innovation, focusing on technical com-
plementarities. This view has been integrated in organizational econom-
ics by highlighting the ‘hostage exchange’ function effectively played
by the proprietary commitments implied by joint ventures under condi-
tions of weak appropriability of the results of collaboration, low meas-
urability of partners’ performances, and highly specific transactions
(Hennart 1988; Williamson 1983). In fact, joint ventures have been
shown to be effective for regulating R&D and innovative activities
(Ouchi and Bolton 1989; Teece 1986), production in high-technology
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industries or highly automatized production (Mariotti and Migliarese
1944), and informationally complex and firm-specific activities in gen-
eral (Killing 1988; Turati 1990).

Once it is acknowledged that a specific alliance between two or more
partners generates enough surplus to cover the cost of a joint-venture
governance structure, the issues over which the division of this surplus
takes place (shares, patent regimes, mark-ups, managerial positions,
commercial agreements, joint-venture location) can be specified by
negotiation analysis and some generalizable bargaining solutions can
be offered (Contractor 1984, 1985; Grandori 1991).

There has been a wide discussion in the managerial literature about
joint ventures. The main interest has focused on understanding the
causes behind the high failure rate among joint ventures, such as poor
partner analysis, ‘psychological distance’ between partners, difficult
career and incentive system design (Lyles 1987; Gomes-Casseres 1987).
A rich prescriptive literature is also available on the general conditions
for joint-venture success (Lorange and Probst 1987; Harrigan 1985) and
on specific operating systems in the areas of human-resource manage-
ment (Lorange 1986), performance control (Anderson 1990), and
information systems (De Michelis 1989).

Although they are often qualified as ‘equity networks’, joint ventures
are much more than that, and, where they are effective, they employ
all the coordinating mechanisms described above (Turati 1990). In fact,
in the definition of a joint venture, it is usually assumed that two or
more mother firms, in order to conduct joint activities, jointly create,
own and manage a third enterprise, thereby needing to use the full
range of coordinating mechanisms from effective communication, joint
decision-making and negotiation processes to well balanced capital
commitments.

Although the ownership structure of a joint venture need not be sym-
metrical in the strict sense of a 50-50 equity holding, it is fundamentally
a symmetric type of alliance, in our sense. In spite of the fact that the
different firms may confer assets of different value (that give rise to
‘asymmetric’ equity distributions) there is no central coordinating firm
and the coalition power of the partners needs to be balanced.

By contrast, an example of an often asymmetric proprietary inter-firm
network is the capital venture (Roure, Keeley and Van der Heyden
1990). Capital ventures cannot be explained as a mere form of finan-
cing, but should involve an organizational relationship between the
investor and the partner firm, i.e. some form of networking. In fact, if
it were a matter of just financing well-established economic activities,
stock exchanges and financial institutions should work well, in prin-
ciple. The problem is how to provide capital to relatively risky and
innovative undertakings, which have difficulty in getting credit by tradi-
tional means. This should make new firms, especially in high-tech or
‘advanced’ sectors, the typical target for capital-venture firms (Robert
1991). In-depth information about the partner, significant property
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Notes

rights held by the venture capitalist, the setting up of channels for joint
decision making and the transfer of managerial know-how are likely to
be required. The frequent plea in managerial literature for the managers
of the capital-venture firm to become more involved, as a condition of
success, in the financed firm supports this contention.

Summary and Conclusions

The literature on inter-firm networks reviewed in this paper has led to
the identification of some of the basic elements necessary for con-
ducting future systematic comparative research on inter-firm organiza-
tion structures and processes. More specifically, three classes of ele-
ments have been reconstructed. First, by reviewing a number of
approaches to network study across the social sciences, the most relev-
ant antecedents of network formation and form have been identified.
For this purpose, each perspective on inter-firm networks has been ana-
lyzed with the aim of identifying its differential contribution to the
study of inter-firm organizational coordination, in contrast to any other
approach. A second class of elements reconstructed on the basis of our
review is that of the organizational coordination mechanisms sustaining
and regulating inter-firm cooperation. Ten basic coordination mechan-
isms are identified. Third, a variety of important discrete network forms
have been reconstructed and analyzed in terms of the distinctive mix
of coordination mechanisms employed.

The framework developed in this paper, therefore, can be used as a basis
for developing testable comparative models of inter-firm organizational
coordination, an area of study that is underdeveloped, at present. In
fact, all that are usually available are overall comparisons between the
network mode of coordination and the alternative modes of markets
and integrated firms (Williamson 1991), or comparisons between two
or three particular forms (Lei and Slocum 1990; Osborn and Baughn
1990). Finally, because this paper is based on a review of the literature,
it can be used to gain an insight into the state-of-the-art in this research
field.

* Earlier versions of this paper have been presented at the 10th E.G.0.S. Colloquium
‘Societal Change between Markets and Organization’, Vienna, 1991 and at the
American Academy of Management Symposium: ‘Network Organizations: Some
Current and Future Perspective’, Las Vegas, August, 1992. This revision has benefited
from the discussions on these two occasions as well as from O.S. reviewers’ comments
and from the authors’ participation in a series of workshops on inter-firm networks
within the European Science Foundation Research Programme ‘EMOT’. This work has
also benefited from funds granted by the Italian Ministero dell’Universita e della
Ricerca Scientifica e Tecnologica to the research project ‘Reti di imprese, innovazione
e sviluppo territoriale’.

1. Personally conducted interviews with managers of the Italian fashion house Versace
and with managers of the international engineering firm Techint.



206

Anna Grandori, Giuseppe Soda

References

Albino, V., N. Costantino, and G. Sivo

1989 ‘L’affidabilitd dei subcontractors
nei progetti complessi’ in confer-
ence proceedings Progetto Innov-
azione Impresa, pp. 1-17, Faculty
of Engineering, University of
Padora, Bressanone, 6—7 October,
1987.

Aldrich, H. E.

1979 Organizations and environments.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-
Hall.

Aldrich, H. E., and M. A. Glinov

1990 ‘Small world, isn’t it? Personal
network and infrastructural devel-
opment’. Paper prepared for the
‘International Technopolis Con-
ference’, San Francisco, 20-22
May.

Aldrich, H. E., and T. Sasaki
‘A typology of R&D consortia in
the United States and Japan’.
Research Policy: (forthcoming).
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Aldrich, H. E., and D. A. Whetten

1981 ‘Organization set, action set, and
networks: making the most of
simplicity’ in Handbook of
organizational design, Vol. 1.
P. Nystrom and W. Starbuck
(eds.), 385-407. New York,
Oxford: O.U.P.

Alter, C., and J. Hage
1993 Organizations working together.
London: Sage.

Anderson, E.

1990 ‘Two firms, one frontier: On
assessing joint venture perform-
ance’. Sloan Management Review
31/2: 19-30.

Axelrod
1984 The evolution of cooperation.
New York: Basic Books.

Balcet, G.

1990 Le Joint Ventures multinazionali:
Alleanze tra imprese, competi-
zione e potere di mercato econo-
mia mondiale. Milan: Etas.

Balcet, G., and G. Viesti

1986 ‘Fra mercato e gerarchia: alcune
riflessioni sugli accordi tra
imprese’. Economia e Politica

Industriale 49: 40-65.

Barley, S. R., J. Freeman, and R. C.

Hybels

1991 “Strategic alliances in commercial
biotechnology’. Working Paper,
E.G.0.S. Colloquium, Vienna,
July.

Barney, J. B., and W. G. Ouchi

1984 ‘Information cost and organiza-
tional governance’. Unpublished
manuscript, UCLA.

Baum, J. A, C,, and C. Oliver

1991 ‘Institutional linkages and organ-
izational mortality’. Administrat-
ive Science Quarterly 36: 187—
218.

Beamish, P.

1988 Multinational joint ventures in
developing countries. London:
Routledge.

Bellandi, M.

1986 “The Marshallian industrial dis-
trict’. Studi e Discussioni 42.
Department of Economic Sci-
ence, University of Florence.

Benassi, M.

1993  Dalla gerarchia alla rete: modelli
ed esperienze organizzative. Fon-
dazione IBM. Milan: Etas.

Benson, J. K.

1975 “The interorganizational network
as a political economy’. Adminis-
trative Science Quarterly 20:
229-249.

Bertolini, R. and A. Grandori
1990 ‘Il Consorzio Canavelas’. Case
Study, SDA Bocconi.

Blois, K. J.

1972 “Vertical Quasi-Integration’. Jour-
nal of Industrial Economics (July):
253-272.

Boisot, M. H.

1986 “Markets and hierarchies in a cul-
tural perspective’. Organization
Studies 7/2: 135-158.

Bonacich, P.

1990 <‘Communication dilemmas in
social networks: an experimental
study’. American Sociological
Review 5/55: 448-459.



Inter-firm Networks

207

Bower, J. L., and E. A. Rhenman

1985 “‘Benevolent cartels’. Harvard
Business Review 4 (July—August):
124-132.

Bradach, J., and R. Eccles

1989 ‘Markets versus hierarchies: from
ideal types to plural forms’.
Annual Review of Sociology 15:
97-118.

Breiger, R.

1981 “The social class structure of

occupational mobility’. American
Journal of Sociology 87/3: 578—
611.

Brickley, J. A, and F. H. Dark

1987 “The choice of organizational
form: the case of franchising’.
Journal of Financial Economics
18: 401-420.

Brusco, S.

1982 “The Emilian Model: productive
decentralization and social inte-
gration’. Cambridge Journal of
Economics 6: 167-184.

Burt, R.

1978 ‘Cohesion versus structural equi-
valence as a basis for network
sub-groups’. Sociclogical Methods
and Research 7: 189-212.

Burt, R.

1979 ‘A structural theory of inter-
locking corporate directorates’.
Social Networks 1: 415-435.

Burt, R.

1980 ‘Cooptive corporate actor net-
works: a reconsideration of inter-
locking directorates involving
American manufacturing’. Admin-
istrative Science Quarterly 25:
557-582.

Burt, R.
1983  Corporate profits and cooptation.
New York: Academic Press.

Burt, R.

1990 ‘A study of structural holes as
social capital and entrepreneurial
opportunity’. Working Paper for
N.LA.S. Symposium on ‘Interdis-
ciplinary Perspective on Organ-
ization Studies’, 1990.

Burt, R., and M. Minor, editors
1983 Applied network analysis, Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage.

Cainarca, G. C., and M. G. Colombo

1990 ‘Automazione flessibile, -effici-
enza economica ed organizza-
zione verticale delle industrie’.
Paper presented at a conference
entitled ‘Imprese e contesto com-
petitivo’, AilG (Italian Associ-
ation of Engineers), Milan, 26
October.

Camagni, R., editor

1991 Innovation networks: spatial per-
spectives. London: Belhaven
Press.

Carrol, G. R, and J.

Goodstein

1988 <“The political environments of
organizations: an  ecological
view’ in Research in organiza-
tional behavior, Vol. 8. B. M.
Staw, and L. L. Cummings (eds.),
359-392. Greenwich, CN: JAI
Press.

J. Delacroix,

Cash, J. J., and B. R. Konsynski

1985 ‘IS redraws competitive boundar-
ies’. Harvard Business Review
(March-April), 134-142.

Child, J.

1987 ‘Information technology, organ-
ization and the response to
strategic challenges’. California
Management Review (Fall): 33—
49.

Ciborra, C.
1990 Tecnologie di
Milan: Angeli.

coordinamento.

Contractor, F. J.

1984 “Strategies for structuring joint
ventures: A negotiation planning
paradigm’. Columbia Journal of
World Business (Summer): 30~
39.

Contractor, F. J.

1985 ‘A generalized theorem for joint
venture negotiations’. Journal of
International Business Studies
16: 23-50.

Contractor, F. J., and P. Lorange

1988 Cooperative strategies in interna-
tional business. Lexington: Lex-
ington Books.



208

Anna Grandori, Giuseppe Soda

D’Aveni, A.

1978 ‘Organizational linkages and
resource mobilization: the signi-
ficance of linkage strength and
breadth’. The Sociological Quar-
terly 19: 185-202.

Daems, H.

1983 “The determinants of hierarchical
organization of industry’ in
Power, efficiency and institutions.
A. Francis, J. Turk, and P. Will-
man (eds.), 35-53. London:
Heinemann.

Dalum, B.

1993 ‘North Jutland — A “‘technology
district’” in radiocommunications
technology?’. Paper presented at
the 3rd session of the European
Science Foundation Conference
entitled ‘Practices in the Manage-
ment of Strategic Corporate
Change in Different Sectorial and
Local Contexts’, Strasbourg, 1-2
October.

Davis, G. F.

1991 ‘Agents without principles? The
spread of the poison pill through
the intercorporate  network’.
Administrative Science Quarterly
36: 583-613.

Di Maggio, P. J.

1986 ‘Structural analysis of organiza-
tional fields: a blockmodel
approach’ in Research in organ-
izational behavior, Vol. 8. B. M.
Staw and L. L. Cummings (eds.),
335-370. Greenwich, CN: JAI
Press.

Dioguardi, G.
1987 L’impresa nell’era del computer.
Milan: Ed. Sole 24 Ore.

Dioguardi, G.

1990 ‘I’impresa flessibile: una risposta
alla competizione globale’. Paper
presented at a conference entitled
‘Impresa e contesto competitivo’,
Italian Association of Engineers.
Milan, 26 October.

De Michelis, G.

1989 ‘Le tecnologie dell’informazione
e della comunicazione a supporto
degli accordi di cooperazione tra
imprese’ in Tecnologie dell’infor-
mazione e accordi tra imprese. S.
Mariotti et al. (eds.), 287-318.
Milan: Edizioni Comunita.

Dooley, P. C.

1969 ‘The interlocking directorate’.
American Economic Review 59:
314-323.

Dore, R. P.

1983 ‘Goodwill and the spirit of market
capitalism’. British Journal of
Sociology 34: 459-482.

Dunning, J. H.

1982 ‘Non equity forms of foreign eco-
nomic involvement and the
theory of international produc-
tion’. University of Reading Dis-
cussion Papers, 1982.

Easton, G., and L. Araujo

1993 “‘Interfirm responses to heterogen-
eity of demand over time’. Paper
presented at the European Sci-
ence Foundation Conference
‘Forms of inter-organizational
networks’, Berlin.

Ebers, M.

1993 “IT networks as organizational
forms’. Paper presented at the
11th E.G.0.S. Colloquium ‘The
production and diffusion of
managerial knowledge’, Paris,
1993.

Eccles, R. J.

1981 ‘The quasi firm in the construc-
tion industry’. Journal of Eco-
nomic Behaviour and Organiza-
tions 2: 335-357.

Evan, W. M.

1966 ‘The organizations set: toward a
theory of interorganizational
design’ in Approaches to organ-
izational design. J. D. Thompson
(ed.), 174-191. Pittsburgh: Pitts-
burgh University Press.

Evan, W. M., and P. Olk

1990 ‘R&D consortia: A new U.S.
organizational form’. Sloan Man-
agement Review 31/3: 37—46.



Inter-firm Networks

209

Fombrun, C. J.

1982 ‘Strategies for network research
in organizations’. Academy of
Management Review 7/2: 280-
291.

Ford, D.

1980 ‘The development of buyer—seller
relationships in industrial mar-
kets’. European Journal of Mar-
keting 14 5/6: 319-332.

Ford, D., H. Hakansson, and J. Johanson

1986 ‘How do companies interact?’.
Industrial Marketing and Pur-
chasing 1: 26-41.

Forsgren, M., and J. Johanson, editors

1992 Managing networks in interna-
tional business. Philadelphia:
Gordon and Breach.

Franck, G.

1990 “Merger and acquisition: compet-
itive advantage and cultural fit’.
European Management Journal
8/1: 40-46.

Gadde, L. E., and L. G. Mattsson

1987 Stability and change in network
relationship. Amsterdam: Elsevier
Science Publishers.

Galaskiewicz, J.

1989 ‘Interorganizational network mob-
ilizing action at the metropolitan
level’ in Network of power. R.
Perucci and H. R. Potter (eds.),
81-96. New York: Aldine de
Gruyter.

Gerlach, M. L.

1992  “The Japanese corporate network:
a blockmodel analysis’. Adminis-
trative Science Quarterly 37.
105-139.

Gomes-Casseres, B.

1987 “‘Joint venture instability: is it a
problem?’. Columbia Journal of
World Business (Summer): 97—
102.

Grabher, G., editor

1993 The embedded firm: the socio-
economics of industrial networks.
London: Routledge.

Grandori, A.

1987a ‘Information technology and
inter-organizational relations in
travel-related service industries’.
Paper presented to the 8th
E.G.0.S. Colloquium, ‘Techno-
logy as the two-edged sword of
organizational change’. Antwerp.

Grandori, A.
1987b  Perspectives on organization
theory. Cambridge, MA: Ballin-

ger.

Grandori, A.

1989 “Reti interorganizzative: progetta-
zione ¢ negoziazione’. Economia
e Management 7: 28-40.

Grandori, A.

1991 ‘Negotiating efficient organiza-

tion forms’, Journal of Economic
Behavior and Organization 16:
319-340.

Granovetter, M.
1983 “The strength of weak ties’.

American Journal of Sociology
87/1: 1360~1380.

Granovetter, M.

1985 ‘Economic action and social
structure: the problem of embed-
dedness’. American Journal of
Saciology 91/3: 481-510.

Gray, B.

1987 ‘Condition facilitating interorgan-

izational collaboration’. Human

Relations 38/10: 911-936.

Grieco, M. S,, and D. M. Hosking

1987 ‘Networking exchange and skill’.
International Studies of Manage-
ment and Organization 17/1: 75—
87.

Griesinger, D.

1990 ‘The human side of economic
organization’. Academy of Man-
agement Review 15/3: 478-499.

Hakansson, H., editor

1982 International marketing and pur-
chasing of industrial goods — an
interaction approach. Chichester:
Wiley.



210

Anna Grandori, Giuseppe Soda

Hakansson, H., and I. Snehota

1992 ‘Relationships and networks as
integration modes’. Communica-
tion at the Workshop entitled
‘Modes of Integration of Euro-
pean Management and Organiza-
tion’, of the European Science
Foundation Research Programme
‘European = Management and
Organization in  Transition’,
Milan.

Hamilton, G., W. Zeile, and W. J. Kim

1990 “The network structure of East
Asian economies’ in Capitalism
in contrasting cultures. S. R.
Clegg and G. Redding (eds.),
105-129. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Harrigan, K. R.
1985 Strategies for joint venture.
London: Lexington.

Hennart, J. F.

1988 ‘A transaction cost theory of
equity joint ventures’. Strategic
Management Journal 9: 361-374.

Hill, C. W. L.

1990 “Cooperation opportunism and
the invisible hand: implications
for transaction cost theory’. Acad-
emy of Management Review 15/3:
500-513.

Imai, K. and H. Itami

1984 ‘Interpretation of organization
and market. Japan’s firm and
market in comparison with the
U.S.’. International Journal of
Industrial Organization 2/4: 285—
310.

Jacobs, D.

1974 “‘Dependence and vulnerability:
an exchange approach to the con-
trol of organization’. Administrat-
ive Science Quarterly 19: 44-59.

Jarillo, J. C.
1988 “On strategic networks’. Strategic
Management Journal 9: 31-41.

Johanisson, B., editor

1987a “‘Organizing: the network meta-
phor’. [International Studies of
Management and Organization
17/1: Special Issue.

Johanisson, B.

1987b ‘Beyond process and structure:
social exchange networks’. Inter-
national Studies of Management
and Organization 17/1: 3-23,

Johanisson, B.

1987c ‘Anarchists and organizers:
entrepreneurs in network per-
spective’. International Studies of
Management and Organization
17/1: 49-63.

Jorde, T. M., and D. Teece

1989 ‘Competition and cooperation:
striking the right balance’. Cali-
fornia  Management  Review
(Spring): 25-37.

Karpik, L.
1989 ‘L’économie de la qualité’.
Review Francaise de Sociologie

30: 187-210.

Kieser, A.

1993 ‘Why organization theory needs
historical analysis’. Keynote

speech at the 11th E.G.0.S. Col-
loquium ‘The Production and
Diffusion of Managerial Know-
ledge’, Paris, 1993.

Killing, J. P.
1983 Strategies for joint venture suc-
cess. London, Ontario: Praeger.

Killing, J. P.

1988 ‘Understanding alliances: the role
of task and organizational com-
plexity’ in cooperative strategies
in international business. F. J.
Contractor and P. Lorange (eds.),
55-67. Lexington: Lexington
Books.

Kreiner, K., and M. Schultz

1993 ‘Informal collaboration in R&D.
The formation of networks across
organizations’. Organization Stud-
ies 14/2: 189-211.

Laumann, E., P. Marsden, and D. Pren-

sky

1980 “The boundary specification prob-
lem in network analysis’ in
Applied network analysis. R. Burt
and M. Minor (eds.), 18-34.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.



Inter-firm Networks

211

Lei, D., and J. W. Slocum, Jr.

1990 ‘Global strategic alliances: pay-
offs and pitfalls’. Organizational
Dynamics 3: 44-62.

Lomi, A.

1991 Reti Organizzative. Bologna: 1l

Mulino.

Lomi, A., and A. Grandi

1993 “The network structure of inter-
organizational communities: pre-
liminary evidence from a study of
interfirm relations in the southern
Italian mechanical industry’.
Paper prepared for the European
Science Foundation Conference
‘Forms of Interorganizational
Networks: Structures and Pro-
cesses’, Berlin, 67 September.

Lorange, P.

1986 ‘Human resource management in
multinational cooperative ven-
tures’. Human Resource Manage-
ment 25/1: 133-143.

Lorange, P., and G. J. B. Probst

1987 ‘Joint ventures as self organizing
systems: a key to successful joint
venture design and implementa-
tion’. Columbia Journal of World
Business 12/2: 71-77.

Lorenzoni, G., and O. A. Ormati

1988 ‘Constellations of firms and new
ventures’. Journal of Business
Venturing 3: 41-57.

Losano, M. G.

1989 ‘Gli accordi tra imprese nel diritto
italiano: il contratto di consorzio’
in Tecnologie dell’informazione e
accordi tra imprese. G. C. Cain-
arca et al. (eds.), 341-366. Milan:
Edizioini Comunita.

Lyles, M. A.

1987 ‘Common mistakes of joint ven-
ture experienced firms’. Colum-
bia Journal of World Business 22/
2: 78-85.

Malone, T. W., J. Yates, and R. J. Benja-
min
1987 ‘Electronic markets and elec-
tronic hierarchies’. Communica-

tions of the ACM 30: 487-497.

Mariotti, S.

1984 ‘Le Strutture di Governo delle
Transazioni nel processo di
internazionalizzazione delle
imprese’. Economia e Politica
Industriale 41: 65-105.

Mariotti, S., and G. C. Cainarca

1986 ‘The evolution of transaction
governance in the textile-clothing
industry’. Journal of Economic
Behavior and Organization 7:
351-374.

Mariotti, S., and P. Migliarese

1984 “Organizzazione industriale € rap-
porti tra imprese in un settore ad
alto tasso innovativo’. L ’Industria
1: 71-110.

Mariti, P., and R. H. Smiley

1983 ‘Cooperative agreements and the
organization of industry’. Journal
of Industrial Economics 31: 437~
451.

McGuire, J. B.

1988 <Agency theory and organiza-

tional analysis’. Managerial Fin-
ance 14/4: 6-9.

Miles, R., and C. Snow

1992 ‘Causes of failure in network
organizations’. California Man-
agement Review 34/4: 53-72.

Mizruchi, M., and D. Bunting

1981 ‘Influence in corporate networks:
an analysis of four measures’.
Administrative Science Quarterly
26: 475-489.

Mizruchi, M., and L. Brewster Stearns

1988 ‘A longitudinal study of the
formation of interlocking direct-
orates’. Administrative Science
Quarterly 33/2: 194-210.

Moore, G.

1979 ‘The structure of a national elite
network’. American Sociological
Review 44: 673-692.

Nelson, R.

1993 National innovation systems: a
comparative analysis. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.



212

Anna Grandori, Giuseppe Soda

Nohria, N., and R. Eccles, editors

1992 Networks and organizations:
structure, form and action.
Boston: Harvard Business School
Press.

Ohmae, K.

1989 “The global logic of strategic alli-
ances’. Harvard Business Review
67/2: 143~154.

Olie, R.

1990 “Culture and integration problems
in international mergers and
acquisition’. European Manage-
ment Journal 8/2: 206-215.

Oliver, C.

1990 ‘Determinants on interorganiza-
tional relationships: integration
and future directions’. Academy
of Management Review 15/2:
241-265.

Osborn, R. N., and C. C. Baughn

1990 ‘Forms of interorganizational
governance for multinational alli-
ances’. Academy of Management
Journal 33/3: 503-519.

Ouchi, W. G.

1979 ‘A conceptual framework for
design of organizational control
mechanism’. Management Sci-
ence 25: 833-848.

Ouchi, W. G.

1980 ‘Markets, bureaucracies and
clans’. Administrative Science
Quarterly 25: 129-141.

Quchi, W. G., and M. K. Bolton

1988 ‘The logic of joint research and
development’. California Man-
agement Review 30/3: 9-33.

O’Toole, R., and A. W. O’Toole

1981 “Negotiating interorganizational
orders’. The Sociological Quar-
terly 22/1: 29-41.

Perucci, R., and H. R. Potter
1989 Networks of power. Berlin: de
Gruyter.

Pfeffer, J., and G. R. Salancik

1978 The external control of organiza-
tions: a resource dependence per-
spective. New York: Harper and
Row.

Phillips, A.

1960 ‘A theory of interfirm organiza-
tion’. Quarterly Journal of Eco-
nomics 74: 602-613.

Pilotti, L., and P. Pozzana, editors

1990 ‘I contratti di franchising: organ-
izzazione e controllo di rete’.
CESCOM  Bocconi, EGEA,
Milan.

Porter M.

1987 ‘From competitive advantage to
corporate  strategy’. Harvard
Business Review 65-1/3: 43-59.

Porter M., and M. B. Fuller

1986 ‘Coalition and global strategy’ in
Competition in global industries.
M. Porter (ed.). Harvard, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Porter, M., and V. E. Millar

1985 ‘How information gives you com-
petitive  advantage’. Harvard
Business Review 4 (July-August):
149-160.

Powell, W. W.

1987 ‘Hybrid organizational arrange-
ments: new forms of transitional
development?’. California Man-
agement Review 29/4: 67-87.

Powell, W. W.

1990 ‘Neither market nor hierarchy:
network forms of organization’ in
Research in organizational beha-
viour, Vol. 12. L. L. Cummings
and B. Staw (eds.), 295-336.
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Provan, K. G.

1983 “The federation as an interorgan-
izational linkage network’. Acad-
emy of Management Review 8:
79-89.

Reve, T.

1992 ‘Horizontal and vertical alliances
in industrial marketing channels’
in Advances in Distribution
Channel Research, Vol. 1, G.
Frazier (ed.), 235-257. Green-
wich, CT: JAI Press.

Richardson, G. B.

1971 ‘The organization of industry’.
The Economic Journal (Sept-
ember): 883-896.



Inter-firm Networks

213

Ring, P. Smith

1993 ‘Processes facilitating reliance on
trust in inter-organizational net-
works’. Paper presented at the
European Science Foundation
conference ‘Forms of Inter-
organizational Networks: Struc-
tures and Processes’. Berlin.

Robert, E. B.

1991 ‘High stakes for high-tech entre-
prencurs: understanding venture
capital decision making’. Sloan
Management Review 32/2: 9-21.

Roure, J., R. Keeley, and V. D. Heyden

1990 ‘European venture capital: strat-
egies and challenges in the 90°s’.
European Management Journal
8: 243-252.

Rubin, P. H.

1978 ‘The theory of the firm and the

structure of the franchise con-
tract’. Journal of Law and Eco-
nomics 21/1: 223-233.

Sabel, C., G. Herrigel, R. Kazis, and R.
Deeg
1987 ‘How to keep industries innovat-
ive’. Technology Review 90: 26~

35.

Saxenian, A. L.

1990 ‘Regional networks and the resur-
gence of Silicon Valley’. Cali-
fornia Management Review 33/1:
89-112.

Scharpf, F. W., editor
1993 Games in hierarchies and net-
works. Frankfurt: Campus.

Schermerhorn, J. R.

1975 ‘Determinants of interorganiza-
tional cooperation’. Academy of
Management Review 18/4: 846~
856.

Schmidt, S. M., and T. A. Kochan

1977 ‘Interorganizational relationships:
patterns and motivations’. Admin-
istrative Science Quarterly 22:
220-234.

Schrader, S.

1991 ‘Informal technology transfer
between  firms:  cooperation
through information trading’.

Research Policy 2: 153-170.

Soda, G.

1992 “Gliaccordi di cooperazione inter-
organizzativa’ in Osservatorio
Organizzativo 1990. D. Bodega et
al. (eds.), 69—83. Milano: Univer-
sita Bocconi.

Staber, U.

1985 “Structural constraints on associ-
ative action as an organizational
form: the case of trade associ-
ations’ in Research in the soci-
ology of organizations, Vol. 4.
S. B. Bacharach (ed.), 181-219.
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Staber, U.

1987 ‘Structural constraints on associ-
ative action in business: an empir-
ical investigation’. Canadian
Journal of Administrative Science
4: 252-265.

Staber, U., and H. Aldrich

1983 “Trade association stability and
public policy’ in Organizational
theory and public policy. R. Hall
and R. Quinn (eds.), 163-178.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Stern, L. W., and T. Reve

1980 ‘Distribution channels as political
economies: a framework for com-
parative analysis’. Journal of
Marketing 44: 52-64.

Stinchombe, A. L.

1985 “Contracts as hierarchical docu-
ments’ in Organization theory
and project management. A. L.
Stinchombe and C. A. Heimer
(eds.), 119-171. Bergen:
Norwegian University Press.

Teece, D. J.

1980 ‘Economies of scope and the
scope of enterprise’. Journal of
Economic Behavior and Organ-
ization 1: 223-247.

Teece, D. J.
1986 ‘Profiting from technological
innovation:  implications  for

integration, collaboration, licens-
ing and public policy’. Research
Policy 15/6: 286-305.



214

Anna Grandori, Giuseppe Soda

Thompson, G., J. Frances, and J. Mitchell

1991 Markets, hierarchy and networks:
the coordination of social life.
London: Sage.

Thorelli, H. B.

1986 ‘Networks: between markets and
hierarchies’. Strategic Manage-
ment Journal 7: 37-51.

Turati, C.
1990 Economia ed organizzazione
delle joint venture. Milan: EGEA.

Vacca’, S.

1986 ‘L’economia delle relazioni tra
imprese: dall’espansione dimen-
sionale allo sviluppo per reti
esterne’. Economia e Politica
Industriale 51: 3—41.

Van de Ven, A. H,, and G. Walker

1984 ‘The dynamics of interorganiza-
tional coordination’. Administrat-
ive Science Quarterly 29/4: 598-
621.

Van de Ven, A. H., G. Walker, and J.

Liston

1979 “Coordination patterns  within
an interorganizational network’.
Human Relations 32/1: 19-36.

Weiss, R. D.

1987 ‘Creating the GM-Toyota joint
venture: a case of complex nego-
tiation’. Columbia Journal of
World Business (Summer): 23—
38.

Whitley, R. D.

1990 ‘East Asian enterprise structures
and the comparative analysis of
forms of business organisation’.
Organization Studies 11/1: 47—
74.

Whitley, R. D.

1991 “The social construction of busi-
ness systems in East Asia’.
Organization Studies 12/1: 1-28.

Whitt, J. A.

1980 ‘Can capitalists organize them-
selves?” in Power structure
research. G. W. Dombhoff (ed.),
97-113. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Williamson, O. E.

1970 Corporate control and business
behavior. Englewood Cliffs:
Prentice-Hall.

Williamson, O. E.

1981 ‘The economics of organization:
the transaction cost approach’.
American Journal of Sociology
87: 548-577.

Williamson, O. E.

1983 ‘Credible commitments: using
hostages to support exchange’.
American Economic Review 73:
519-540.

Williamson, O. E.
1985 The economic institutions of cap-
italism. New York: Free Press.

Williamson, O. E.

1991 ‘Comparative economic organiza-
tion: the analysis of discrete
structural alternatives’. Adminis-
trative Science Quarterly 36: 3—
37; and in S. Lindenberg and H.
Schreuder, Interdisciplinary per-
spectives on organization study.
Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1993.



Copyright © 2002 EBSCO Publishing



