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    Introduction


    This is the first of two volumes dedicated to the state of research and practice in organizations. It is a joint effort of graduates of the Master’s in International Management at ESB Business School at Reutlingen University in Germany. Although organizations have been studied and researched for decades, their state of practice and theory is still evolving. This first volume is dedicated to three broad themes: non-traditional forms of organization, organizational characteristics and team level aspects.


    The non-traditional organizations treated in the first section of this volume include project-based, team-based, virtual and network ways of organizing. To be distinguished from traditional structuring philosophies, such as functional, divisional, geographic or matrix structures, these modern elements, often combined with their traditional counterparts, have been practiced with varying degrees of success and understanding over the last few decades. The first four articles in this volume present and synthesize the current knowledge available in this domain. In particular, they discuss different interpretations of the networked organization, the right choice of project organization, disparate phenomena considered in the context of virtual organizations, and ongoing research gaps about ways of organizing.


    The second section of this book contains a handful of papers highlighting different properties studied in organisations, all of which have created excitement among researchers and practitioners alike: identity, complexity, agility, alignment and resilience. Some properties, such as identity and complexity provide a deeper understanding of organizations and their interactions with their environment. Other organizational characteristics, such as agility, alignment or resilience have been proposed as sources of competitive advantage. What this second section highlights is the extent to which further research is necessary and what concrete research gaps need to be addressed in order to better inform business leaders and managerial practitioners about how to better understand and shape their organizations.


    The final section of this volume turns the attention to virtual and international teams, as well as to the more foundational theme of team dynamics. While team dynamics is a well-published domain, recent research investigations undertaken in this decade suggest that this topic is far from being entirely understood in the corporate context. Virtual teams are a means of utilizing the most qualified employees for a specific project. Here, critical success factors are of great interest and therefore discussed in the dedicated article. As with virtual teams, international teams have become a form of work that has become a necessity nowadays. The effectiveness of global leaders is of particular concern in international team setups. All these team-related subjects are screened for their state of research and practice prior to suggesting further research.


    Overall, this volume brings together twelve contemporary topics relevant for understanding today’s organizations, while showing to what extent research efforts have achieved to supply substantiated knowledge and guidance.
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    Networked Organizations


    Sarah Breucker, Timea Havar-Simonovich


    Abstract. This article discusses the topic “networked organization” with a focus on terminology, definitions and in recent literature. Authors agree on the rising importance of networked organizations, but introduce different, at times contradictory perspectives on the topic. The different research approaches and focuses, as well as remaining research gaps, are examined in this article. It is found that due to inconsistencies in terminology, definition and characterization of networked organizations, the current state of research neither provides a satisfactory foundation for the academic field, nor for management practice, as research, theories and solutions are either too holistic or too specific to be applicable.


    Keywords: Networked organizations, networked enterprises, organizational networks, collaboration


    Introduction


    Undoubtedly, the importance of networked organizations (NOs) has increased during the last decades, driven by the need to “respond to the increasing need of strong adaptability to the constantly changing economic context” (Camarinha-Matos, Pereira-Klen, & Afsarmanesh 2011, p. V). Today, networked organizations can be found in various forms, acting in diverse industries, including manufacturing, knowledge based-industries (Goldman 2012), public services (Provan & Milward 2001), banking and insurance (Mukherjee 2009).


    This article discusses the state of research on the topic “networked organizations”. Many authors have contributed to it, introducing different, somewhat heterogeneous perspectives. To reduce complexity here, the focus has been set on terminology, definitions and characteristics given during the last 14 years. Additionally, findings of exemplary earlier contributions that were often cited in current literature have been included. In total, 49 articles from journals and three more recently edited books (Camarinha-Matos, Afsarmanesh, & Ollus 2008b; Camarinha-Matos et al. 2011; Putnik & Cruz-Cunha 2012) have been reviewed.


    After a short introduction, similarities and contradictory opinions in the focus area are examined. Subsequently, a cluster of the differences in research focuses and approaches in the reviewed literature is provided and gaps in research are pointed out. The article closes with a conclusion on the state of research in relation to further academic studies and management praxis.


    1 Literature contributions to the field of networked organizations


    The following section discusses literature contributions to the topic with focus on terminology, definitions and characteristics, while pointing out similarities and disagreement among authors.


    1.1 Terminology and definitions


    In a literature review about network organizations from the year 1997, the author already mentioned the „remarkable diversity of ideas and nomenclature on networks“ (Alstyne 1997, p. 1). A number of terms, such as agile enterprise, small firm network or modular corporation, are linked to the “concept of an association of distinct business units operating in tandem” (Alstyne 1997, p. 1). Further years of literature contributions did not lead to more consensus, but to even more diversity. Many authors are aware of this problem and seek to find a definition for their own studies (Baum & Schütze 2012, 2013; Camarinha-Matos, Afsarmanesh, Galeano, & Molina 2009).


    The following paragraph gives an overview of the nomenclature and definitions after 1997. The term collaborative network (CN) is used as an overall term to describe multiple independent entities (companies, individuals, or machines), which collaborate towards a common goal, often supported by computer technology. The single entities have different, often complementary corporate cultures, operating environments, competences and skills (Camarinha-Matos et al. 2009; Camarinha-Matos et al. 2008b; Ferreira, Cunha, Carneiro, & Sá 2011; Shadi & Afsarmanesh 2011).


    As soon as an organizational structure is involved that establishes governance rules, legal regulations and takes care of the overall management of the network, the terms collaborative networked organization (CNO) (Camarinha-Matos & Afsarmanesh 2008; Camarinha-Matos et al. 2009; Camarinha-Matos et al. 2008b; Chituc & Azevedo 2005; Chituc & Nof 2007; Dutton 2008; Lavrac et al. 2007; Yassa, Hassan, & Omara 2012) or collaborative enterprise network (CEN) (Alfaro-Saiz, Rodríguez-Rodríguez, & Verdecho 2011; Baum & Schütze 2012, 2013) are used. Other authors use the terms networked organizations (NO) (Dangelmaier & Dürksen 2012; Lavrac et al. 2007; Smirnov, Pashkin, Levashova, Chilov, & Krizhanovsky 2003; Smirnov, Shilov, Levashova, Sheremetov, & Contreras 2007) or networked enterprise (NE) (Mukherjee 2009; Noori & Lee 2004) as synonyms.


    A different view is the concept of a virtual enterprise (VE), which is considered to be a collaboration, which is temporary or focused on a singular project (Camarinha-Matos, Afsarmanesh, & Ollus 2008a; Chesbrough & Teece 2002; Kumar & Harding 2011; Lavrac et al. 2007; Stefanovic et al. 2012). Arsovski et al. share this understanding, but use the term virtual organization (VO) (Arsovski, Arsovski, Aleksic, Stefanovic, & Tadic 2012). Thus, VEs and VOs can be seen as sub-categories of the concepts described above. Other authors do not limit the term virtual organization to temporary, but also to permanent collaborations of different enterprises (Jansson, Karvonen, Ollus, & Negretto 2008; Tamošiūnaitė 2011).


    Various specific models of NOs for certain industries or purposes are found in the literature, such as a “collaborative virtual laboratory” (Camarinha-Matos et al. 2009, p. 47) in in the science and engineering context or the “Intelligent Learning Extended Organizations” (Kieslinger, Pata, & Fabian 2009, p. 1), which describe temporary networked organizations that include businesses and educational institutions.


    Another term that needs clarification is the virtual organization breeding environment (VOBE), which can be seen as a CNO “on standby”, without a current task, “prepared to collaborate and thus rapidly respond to a collaboration opportunity or necessity” (Vargas Vallejos, Macke, & Faccin 2011, p. 58). Authors referring to this are Camarinha-Matos and Afsarmanesh (2008), Camarinha-Matos et al. (2009), Camarinha-Matos et al. (2008a, 2008b), Chituc & Azevedo (2005), Chituc and Nof (2007). In the following, the terms networked organizations and collaborative networked organizations will be used as synonyms, and, given the definition mentioned above, further described. Figure 1 provides an overview of characteristics of the networked organization.


    1.2 Characteristics of networked organizations


    “Due to the absence of this generic description, a general characterization and differentiation of individual types of CEN becomes difficult.” (Baum & Schütze 2012, p. 549) Figure 1 shows the seven characteristics concluded to be the features that most authors agree on in building a profile of a NO.
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    Figure 1: Characteristics of a networked organization


    These characteristics distinguish the concept of networked organizations from other concepts, such as centralized, vertically integrated organizations or markets (Alstyne 1997; Camarinha-Matos et al. 2009; Contractor, Wasserman, & Faust 2006; Goldman 2012; Jarvenpaa & Ives 1994; Lin, Desouza, & Roy 2010; Lorenzoni, Shank, & Silvi 1999; Powell 1990).


    The figure demonstrates that characteristics 1 – 4 are the most common and undisputed, as they were stated in 31 literature contributions. The fact that characteristics 5 – 7 are mentioned less frequent suggests that they might not be regarded as indispensable: they can be, but are not necessarily feature of a networked organization. E.g., Smirnov et al. state that NOs are independent companies, “often with different geographic locations" (Smirnov et al. 2003), but not always. The factor trust among the participants is mainly discussed by authors looking “one step ahead”, e.g. towards the avoidance of conflicts in NOs (Carneiro, Novais, Lemos, Andrade, & Neves 2011; Grugulis, Vincent, & Hebson 2003).


    1.3 Disagreements in literature on the definition and characteristics


    Nevertheless, there are some characteristics that oppose contradictory views. As described in section 2.1, the time limitation is a factor that some authors apply to NOs in general (Chituc & Azevedo 2005; Chituc & Nof 2007 and Yassa et al. 2012), while others only apply it to the concept of a virtual enterprise (Camarinha-Matos et al. 2008a; Chesbrough & Teece 2002; Kumar & Harding 2011; Lavrac et al. 2007 and Stefanovic et al. 2012). Figure 2 summarizes four more fields of disagreement: while the left column shows the predominant opinion and lists exemplary authors, contradictory opinions are summarized on the right.

  


  
    



    


    
      
        	
          Predominant Opinion

        

        	
          Contradictory opinion

        
      


      
        	
          Participants of a NO are individuals, units, institutions and companies from more than one enterprise. (Baum & Schütze 2012, 2013; Camarinha-Matos et al. 2009; Yassa et al. 2012)

        

        	
          NO describe collaborating individuals or units of one single enterprise (Dutton 2008; O'Sullivan 2002; Schweer, Assimakopoulos, Cross, & Thomas 2012; Tamošiūnaitė 2011; Yuk-kwan Ng & Höpfl 2013)

        
      


      
        	
          The entities in a NO work towards a common or compatible goal. This can, but does not have to be, profit maximization, e.g. stated by (Baum & Schütze 2013; Goldman 2012).

        

        	
          In a NO, every participant follows its own goals which are unknown to the others (Vetschera 1999). This is particularly true in the non-profit or public sector, since profit maximization does not apply (Provan & Milward 2001).

        
      


      
        	
          To make a NO work, a central responsible entity is needed (Chesbrough & Teece 2002; Lavrac et al. 2007; Palo & Tähtinen 2013; Wincent, Thorgren, & Anokhin 2014).

        

        	
          A NO should be a system where all units have equal power, which is a challenging task to fulfill (Vetschera 1999).


          

        
      


      
        	
          A NO only exists with the presence of at least one collaborative task, e.g. stated by (Baum & Schütze 2012, 2013).

        

        	
          In the VOBE described above, the NO is in a “standby-mode” without a current task (Camarinha-Matos & Afsarmanesh 2008; Camarinha-Matos et al. 2009; Camarinha-Matos et al. 2008a, 2008b; Chituc & Azevedo 2005; Chituc & Nof 2007; Vargas Vallejos et al. 2011).

        
      

    


    Figure 2: Contradictory opinions on characteristics of a NO


    


    2 Clusters of reviewed literature


    In this section, literature contributions will be clustered and contrasted according to their research focus and approach.


    2.1 Research focuses


    Evidently, authors look at networked organizations from different perspectives. Figure 3 provides an overview of the three main research foci and the corresponding authors identified in the reviewed literature: (1) information systems & technology, (2) theoretical framework development and (3) management of NOs. The numbers and sizes of the bubbles represent the number of authors that are grouped by focus themes.
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    Figure 3: Research Focuses


    It becomes obvious that the majority (37) contributed to advances in the understanding of managerial aspects. According to the specific focus, this field is divided into four sub-categories, shaded in grey. In the following, the research focuses and exemplary contributions will be further described, according to the references listed in figure 3.


    The first research focus examines information systems and technology enabling networked organizations. It discusses the design and operation of information systems and knowledge logistic systems for communication, process integration or quality documentation purposes (Dutton 2008; Stefanovic et al. 2012).


    The second research focus deals with theoretical framework development. Leading authors from the early stages of literature contributions are Powell, who already contributed to this topic in 1990 by differing networked organizations from hierarchies and the marketplace, Powell (1990) as well as Snow, Miles and Coleman, who suggested the typology of internal, stable and dynamic networked organizations two years later (Snow, Miles, & Coleman 1992). Many current authors have referred to these concepts in their work (Alstyne 1997; Baum & Schütze 2013; Noori & Lee 2004).


    During the last 10 years, Camarinha-Matos, Afsarmanesh and Ollus can be seen as the leading contributors to the development of a theoretical framework. They were responsible for the ECOLEAD project (European Collaborative Networked Organizations Leadership Initiative), a four-year initiative (2004-2008), including 28 academic and industrial partners from 14 countries, which conducted research on CNOs from a holistic point of view (Camarinha-Matos et al. 2008a). One major goal of ECOLEAD was “the establishment of a sound theoretical foundation, and a reference model, as a pre-condition for the next generation of CNOs” (Camarinha-Matos et al. 2009, p. 58).Several authors either directly contributed or referred to the ECOLEAD project with their work (Baum & Schütze 2012, 2013; Chituc & Nof 2007; Ferreira et al. 2011; Jansson et al. 2008; Lavrac et al. 2007; Vargas Vallejos et al. 2011).


    Most contributions focus on the management of networked organizations, including different issues of the formation and operation of networked organizations from a management perspective on macro- and micro-level (Vetschera 1999). Some authors focus on the manufacturing sector, where NOs have the advantages to be more responsive to changing market requirements (Baum & Schütze 2013; Camarinha-Matos 2009; Camarinha-Matos et al. 2009; Chesbrough & Teece 2002; Dangelmaier & Dürksen 2012). Another “hot topic” is innovation in networked organizations, e.g. discussing open innovation concepts within a NO to enhance product or technology development (Camarinha-Matos 2009; Chesbrough & Teece 2002; Goldman 2012; Noori & Lee 2004; Palo & Tähtinen 2013). Furthermore, there have been contributions on the challenge of economic measurability of certain factors in networked organizations, such as performance measurement (Alfaro-Saiz et al. 2011; Chituc & Nof 2007; Ferreira et al. 2011; Provan & Milward 2001; Soda & Zaheer 2012). It was also stated that qualitative and intangible features, such as motivation and collaboration spirit (Jansson et al. 2008) or intellectual capital (Rodriguez-Rodriguez, Alfaro-Saiz, & Verdecho 2011) have to be measured. Other contributions cope with risk assessment in the formation of NOs (Kumar & Harding 2011), the introduction of strategic cost analysis (Lorenzoni et al. 1999), or the measurement of the organization’s agility (Lin et al. 2010). The last sub-category is leadership and human resource management (HRM). The leadership challenges in NOs that are most widely discussed include the need for an adaptation of strategy, e.g. (Sviokla, Schneider, Calkins, & Quirk 2004), and HR policies (Swart, Kinnie, & Purcell 2004), the increased requirements on talent-management, e.g. (Schweer et al. 2012), and the establishment of a trust-based culture (Lavrac et al. 2007). Others deal with the anticipation and resolution of conflicts that typically evolve in such an environment (Carneiro et al. 2011; Mukherjee 2009). An exemplary leadership approach to improve the success of NOs is to introduce incentives, which improve individual behavior, thereby lead to more effectiveness on collaborative levels and also provide a measurable system (Shadi & Afsarmanesh 2011). This example shows that the research focuses overlap to some extent (in this case leadership and measurability). Figure 3 illustrates this through the intersection of the bubbles. Another example is the discussing of an open innovation approach in the context of manufacturing (Camarinha-Matos 2009; Chesbrough & Teece 2002).


    2.2 Research approaches


    There have been diverse approaches by different authors in the revised literature towards the topic, which are summarized in Figure 4. While literature reviews (1) and the development of theoretical frameworks (2) are approaches under a holistic perspective, case studies (3) and analyses with statistical or mathematical models (4) conduct research with a specific approach that is focused on singular problems or industry cases. Some contributions are not listed, as they are a mixture of different approaches. In the following paragraph, some exemplary contributions will be pointed out.
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    Figure 4: Research Approaches


    In literature reviews, authors predominantly examine literature for similarities and differences regarding terminology, characteristics and concepts of networked organizations (Alstyne 1997; Tamošiūnaitė 2011).


    A variety of authors, especially those engaged in the ECOLEAD project, use the state of research combined with theoretical approaches to set up theoretical frameworks for the concept of networked organizations (Camarinha-Matos et al. 2008a). Various theoretical concepts have been applied to describe the formation, operation and dissolution of NOs, including field theories, system theories and cognitive theories (Baum & Schütze 2012).


    On the specific side, a common approach is to explore the topic with cross-sectional case studies. Some examples are Swart et al. (2004), who conducted a case study on software firms to discuss the application of HRMs in networks or Lorenzoni et al. (1999), who examined strategic cost management in the Italian motorbike industry. Authors following a more holistic approach have criticized the case study technique: “The definitions of CEN are usually subjective point of view considerations of the individual authors. Many times, various types of CEN are described case-driven and not reflected by a normative understanding.” (Baum & Schütze 2012, p. 550).


    More rarely, statistical models were applied in order to discuss a certain question concerning networked organizations, such as in the statistical analysis by Contractor et al. (2006), who analyzed social and organizational behavior in a NO composed of representatives of three U.S. Army agencies and four corporations, which collaborate for the commercial production of software.


    3 Research gaps in the field of networked organizations


    The previous sections have exposed the heterogeneity in the understanding of NOs and the diversity of research focuses and approaches. Under these conditions, a state of research has evolved that fails to balance the holistic, theoretic perspective against the preoccupation with short-term, singular issues. Nevertheless, three major research gaps have been identified among the presented research foci: (1) a standard definition and framework, (2) systems for economic measurement and (3) specific research gaps from the management literature.
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    Figure 5: Research Gaps


    Many authors seek clarification of nomenclature and concepts. They claim a unifying, holistic model, as a standard, instead of further theoretical “ad-hoc approaches” (Camarinha-Matos et al. 2009, p. 58). It is criticized that prior clarification attempts have not been holistic, but too focused on single disciplines (e.g. either business or technology) and thus biased (Camarinha-Matos & Afsarmanesh 2008; Yassa et al. 2012). „The lack of a reference model that could synthesize and formalize the base concepts, principles, and recommended practices, is an obstacle for an easier and more consistent development of the area“ (Camarinha-Matos & Afsarmanesh 2008, p. 2453). Although there have been endeavors to close this research gap, e.g. through the ECOLEAD project, it is still not fully explored.


    Another major research gap is the lack of research on (performance) measurement systems for networked organizations as stated by Lin et al. (2010, p. 2824): “Research is needed to examine how to measure the performance of networked organizational structures or organizational networks.” Many other authors also mention (Alfaro-Saiz et al. 2011; Bednar & Godkin 2009; Chituc & Azevedo 2005; Chituc & Nof 2007; Ferreira et al. 2011; Rodriguez-Rodriguez et al. 2011).


    Thirdly, research perspectives so far have been either too holistic or too specific to be applicable in management praxis. As stated by Yassa et al.: “Decision makers need more comprehensive information about CNO system to support their decision.” (Yassa et al. 2012, p. 1). Consequently, various specific research gaps in management literature have been claimed. Examples include “the issues of appropriate collaboration forms for micro and small enterprises” (Baum & Schütze 2013, p. 55), research on business modeling in NOs (Palo & Tähtinen 2013) and “additional longitudinal case studies to test the lasting effects of networks” (Bednar & Godkin 2009, p. 341).


    4 Conclusion


    Authors agree on the rising importance of networked organizations, as these organizations “have the power to reshape not only organizations but also industry dynamics” (Mukherjee 2009, p. 24). Although the topic can be traced back in literature to the early 1960s (Snow et al. 1992), no mature state of research has developed until today. It is claimed that networked organizations are „common in practice, but are surprisingly under-researched“ (Wincent et al. 2014, p. 329). The variety and inconsistencies in terminology, definition and characterization of a NO have been described in this article. Also, the varying research focuses and approaches were outlined. The analysis of the research gaps showed that the lack of consensus in these areas has led to a lack of comprehensive theoretical frameworks, (performance) measurement systems and investigations regarding specific management challenges. It can thus be concluded that the current state of research on networked organizations neither provides a satisfactory solution for the academic field, nor for the management praxis, as research, theories and solutions are either too often broad or too specific to be applicable.
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