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Abstract 

Organizational Networking is an eminently modern concept and has been more and more 

investigated by scholars in recent years. However, little research has focused on the impact of 

Organizational Culture on Organizational Networking. The reason of this is that there is a duality 

in the field of culture between culture within organizations and culture within organizational 

networks. We argue that none of those stances alone can provide a comprehensive view of cultural 

phenomena within networking organizations and that a new perspective should be taken. In order 

to investigate the subject, we bring in the concept of Interorganizational Culturing and investigate 

it from an Actor-Network Theory perspective, which leads us to the following research question: 

which are the actors of Interorganizational Culturing in a networking organization? 

To gain insight on the topic, we have searched for theories on cultures within both the scope of 

organizations and organizational networks to build upon.  In order to illustrate our research, we 

have conducted unstructured interviews in accordance to Actor-Network Theory principles. Our 

investigation was led through the use of convenience sampling method and was performed with 

six large Swedish organizations which activities differ and size varies.  

Our findings suggest that there are both structural and cultural actors to Interorganizational 

Culturing, the latter being the ones that can be influenced by the organization. The Actor-Network 

Theory perspective enabled us to show that many of the dynamics are sparked by nonhuman entities 

such as components or Organizational Culture (values, beliefs, behaviours). Therefore managers 

should reflect upon the fact that the potential of improving interorganizational collaboration in their 

organization lies in their very hands and that they should ask themselves the following question: 

how ready are we to collaborate more in order to compete better? 

Keywords: Organizational Culture, Corporate Culture, Organizational Networking, layers of organizational culture, 

Actor-Network Theory, Network forms of organizations. 
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Definitions of terms (each of these terms will be used throughout the thesis) 

Actor-Network Theory (ANT): an investigation method enabling to uncover networks of human and 

nonhuman actors in a given setting (Latour, 2005). 

Actor: anything that does modify a state of affairs by making a difference is an actor (Latour, 2005). 

Actant: anything that does modify a state of affairs without having any figuration; will be used to designate 

nonhuman actors (Latour, 2005). 

Cultural Gravity: the extent to which an organization, because of its influence, size, power and cultural 

similarities with another organization, is causing it to adapt its way of doing business (authors).  

Cultural Inertia: the extent to which an Organizational Culture is adaptive to change; the higher the inertia, 

the lesser the adaptation (authors). 

Cultural Network: network of cultural influences in an organization, spamming both from inside and 

outside of it (authors). 

Cultural Proximity: is the tendency for two separate organizations to do business together when their 

respective Organizational Cultures are similar (authors). 

Intermediary: any actor which input can predict the output; information is merely transported from one 

point A to a point B (Latour, 2005). 

Interorganizational Culturing: 1) continuous process by which two partnering firms get used to 

collaborating through reciprocal influences 2) process by which interorganizational collaboration is eased 

up after first contact has been made (authors). 

Mediator: any actor which input cannot predict the output; information is being transformed and altered 

from point A to a multitude of points (Latour, 2005). 

Network Form of Organization: Organizational Structure that lead organizations to build Organizational 

Networks (Podolny & Page, 1998, p. 59). 

Network-Oriented Organizational Culture: is an organizational culture that builds upon the frailty and 

ephemerality of Organization Networking to turn it into a central focal point; when values, beliefs, and 

behaviours of an organization are oriented towards forging and developing the organizational network.  

Network Embeddedness:  refers to the tendency of two actors of a same Network to further collaborate 

because of the trusting relationship they have built over time, instead of considering third party involvement 

(Uzzi, 1997; Noorderhaven et al., 2002). 

Organizational Culture (also referred to as Corporate Culture): a pattern of shared basic assumptions 

learned by a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, which has 

worked well enough to be considered valid and therefore be to be taught to new members as the correct 

way to perceive, think and feel in relation to those problems (Schein, 2010, p. 18). 

Organizational Networking: set of formal or informal linkages between Organizations (e.g. contracts) 

(Borgatti & Halgin, 2011). 

Strategic alliances: is where two or more organizations share resources and activities to pursue a strategy 

(Johnson, 2011, p. 338). Each organization remains distinct from the others. 
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1. Introduction 
In this chapter we introduce the issue of Organizational Culture and Organizational Networking 

along with terms we will use throughout the thesis, we also introduce the problem background, 

purpose and research question in this part. The chapter aims at informing the reader why this issue 

is interesting as well as introducing the research gap. 

1.1 Networking in modern societies: Networking has taken over the “word” 
The word network sounds familiar to pretty much everyone; the success of social networks and the 

widespread use of the Internet rendered the concept of networking seemingly tangible, proximate 

to the social world, stretching from the professional sphere up to people’s intimate privacy. 

Networking in its largest definition – binding separate entities together – is eminently modern, in 

the sense that it was enabled by the tremendous structural changes of the 20th century (Doz, 1998). 

In an era driven by ever-intensifying global trade and extremely fast-paced technological advances, 

globally-scaled interactions have forever altered human activities (Castells, 2011; Skyrme, 2013). 

Global dynamics have considerably reduced relative distance among social and economic actors, 

while dramatically increasing our world’s complexity to such an extent that, according to several 

authors, we are witnessing dramatic shift of paradigm (Naisbitt, 1986; Drucker, 1998). Thus, 

networking becomes the norm (Latour, 2005, p. 132). As such, organizations also need to adapt to 

these changes; for more than half a century, scholars have emphasized the critical factors of 

flexibility and innovativeness for companies to thrive and survive in an ever-changing environment 

(Peters, 1987; Prahalad & Hamel, 1994). Most influential theories have mainly been oriented 

towards solving organizational issues of adaptation to the external environment (Burns & Stalker, 

1961; Lawrence & Lorsch 1967; Aldrich & Pfeffer, 1976), acquisition of resources (Pfeffer & 

Salancik 1978), organizational social phenomena (Freeman, 1977; Caroll, 1984) and competitive 

advantage (Porter & Millar, 1985; Porter, 1986). Put another way, scholars’ focal point was 

dominantly the organization itself, as a competing entity, at the expense of interorganizational 

relationships (Hatch, 2012, p. 67). The emergence of Networking Societies (Castells, 2011) 

suggests otherwise: organizations are no longer to be considered as isolated and solely competitive 

entities, but rather as actors which actively seek to establish themselves on a given market by 

collaborating with other economic and non-economic actors – by forming interorganizational 

collaborative linkages or otherwise called Organizational Networks (Håkansson & Snehota, 1989; 

Boltanski & Chiapello, 2005). It is generally admitted that networking provides organizations with 

decreased market uncertainty when environment is chaotic (Zeffane, 1995, p. 26), access to critical 

resources (Zajac & Olsen 1993, Podolny & Page, 1998, p. 62) increased innovation (Pittaway et 

al, 2004) and increased competitiveness (Porter & Fuller, 1986; Ritter, 2003, p. 754). They are also 

a substitute to the market when the industry requires high-adaptability to ephemeral trends like in 

the fashion industry for example (Uzzi, 1997). There is little doubt on the fact that no organization 

whatsoever stands completely on its own; an organization will always have investors, suppliers and 

customers that it collaborates with – stakeholders to use the general terminology. But the extent to 

which collaboration is being held is dependent on the quality of the network linkages; several 

scholars highlighted that it is up to organizations to deal with these relationships effectively or not, 

to become Networking Companies or not (Ford, 1997; Ritter, 1999). 

1.2 Organizational strategy and organizational culture 
If Organizational Networking is eventually intended, it raises the question of how an organization 

can crystallize the importance of networking in its functioning and translate it into practice. 
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Corporate Strategy – the long-term direction of an organization (Johnson et al. 2011, p. 4) – seems 

to be particularly well suited for this purpose. It can indeed encompass the dimension of networking 

as a strategic orientation of the organization and provide the organization with objectives to reach 

and means to get there (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 8). Yet, if strategy does indicate the overall direction 

in which an organization intends to go, it is insufficient in itself to make it operational; it needs a 

vehicle, a conveying medium that can transcend its content and anchor it in employees’ way of 

doing business. This is where Organizational Culture comes into play. Culture in its general 

definition is made of one’s own behaviour in contact with others (Useem et al., 1963). It provides 

people with a specific language which bears meaning to our daily experiences. In organizations 

also, culture is guiding employee’s behaviours and providing meaning to their actions; it is used 

by top-management as a guideline to enact organizational strategy. Organizational Culture – also 

commonly referred to as Corporate Culture – is affected by the organization’s history since it was 

first established: its strength and solidity is thus highly dependent on the historical background of 

this organization, of the already established norms, habits and customs (Schein, 2010, p. 3). 

Organizational Culture is therefore both inherited and designed. According to Schein, culture is 

what the initiator (e.g. the founder, the entrepreneur, the CEO, the manager etc.) has imposed on a 

group that has succeeded, that has become embedded in the organization (2010, p. 3).  It also directs 

and restricts the behaviours of a group by establishing common norms holding the group together 

and favouring its cohesion. Because of its embeddedness in the organizations’ history and in the 

employees’ behaviours, culture is considered as stable (Leonard-Barton, 1992 cited in 

Noorderhaven, 2002) and tremendous amount of literature has been written on the topic of cultural 

change, as it is often linked to the issue of leadership and requires significant efforts from the 

management team and employees themselves (Schein 2010, p. 3). It is generally recognized that 

culture has four layers and these are: values, beliefs, behaviours and assumptions. Corporate values 

communicate the underlying and enduring core principles that guide an organization’s strategy 

and define the way that the organization should operate and are therefore clearly stated (Johnson 

et al, 2011, p. 121). Beliefs, which are more particular representations and speeches that could for 

example be the way people in the organization talk about a specific organizational issue (e.g. we 

have to be dedicated to the customer at all costs). Behaviours are what can be observed by insiders 

and outsiders of the company as the routine ways of operating in the organization. Taken-for-

granted assumptions (paradigms) are the features of organizational life which are not clearly stated 

and thus would be hard to recognize, since they are deeply rooted in the organization (Johnson et. 

al, 2011 p. 172-174). Literature has showed that Organizational Culture is essential for effective 

performance (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983) and that strong cultures and organizational effectiveness 

are directly related (Schein, 2010, p. 13). Following this, the question that could legitimately be 

asked is the following: is there any kind of Organizational Culture favouring the formation of 

organizational networks? This question, as we are going to see in the next paragraph, is more 

controversial than it appears on the first glance. 

1.3 Organizational networking and organizational culture, the sea that drowns the 
fish 

This apparently genuine and quite straight-forward question has not being directly confronted by 

scholars and cultural phenomena within organizational networks have largely been under-

investigated (Chauvet et al, 2011, p. 328). There is a reason to this and it is found in the very 

fundaments of the topic: there are two schools of thoughts on the matter of Organizational Culture. 

On the first hand, Organizational Culture appears as given, driven and stable over time (Becker & 

Geer, 1960; Louis, 1980) drawn from the organization’s own social life; on the other hand culture 
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is considered as emergent, negotiated and dynamic (Allaire & Firsirotu, 1984; Trice & Becker, 

1984, p. 654), drawn from interactions between people. To put it in the perspective of networking, 

we could sum up the two stances by the following sentence: there is either culture within 

organizations or there is culture within networks; both views appear to be quite different and seem 

irreconcilable. Yet, as we intend to show in this thesis, this dichotomy raises several issues that 

require a holistic perspective of culture within Networking Organizations.  

 

First of all, even in an organizational network setting, there seems to be cultural aspects at play 

within the original boundaries of the organization that could impact the propensity of an 

organization to network: as Hastings’s article suggests within the framework of projects, infusing 

a new culture might be needed for networking to be effective, which raises the question of making 

people adhere to this common cultural feature (1995). Furthermore, as Chauvet et al. highlighted, 

it is not yet clear if networking dynamics are impacted by Corporate Culture and to what extent 

they can be shaped by managers (2011, p. 322). Several researchers have highlighted that the sense 

of belonging to an organizational and Organizational Culture are related and that strong cultures 

have more success at making people feel integrated and contribute to the social success of the 

organization. If we follow the logic of the cultural dichotomy, why would the consulting 

organizations, which are by excellence networking organizations spend so much effort and 

resources at making their employees feeling part of the organization? (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 129). 

Moreover, several studies have highlighted that organizational cultural mismatches – 

organizational cultural incompatibilities between collaborating firms – hinder interorganizational 

collaboration (Zeffane, 1995, p. 31; Wilkof et al., 1995). This leads to believe that Organizational 

Culture remains present in a networking setting, eventually in an altered manner, which makes us 

propose the terminologies of Cultural Gravity, – the extent to which partnering organizations 

mutually influence their cultures based on size and power – and Cultural Inertia – the extent to 

which an organization can adapt its way of doing business when partnering. 

 

Secondly, several researchers have highlighted the existence of network-competent organizations, 

(sometimes also referred to as network-capable: Corsaro et al., 2011; Ramos & Ford, 2011) which 

tend to outperform their competitors in their ability to establish, maintain and mobilize strong 

relationships with their network partners (Ritter & Gemünden, 2003, p. 753). In order to be 

effective, Network Competence shouldn’t be circumcised to a small group of people within the 

organization, like for example managers, but should rather be related to the Corporate Strategy and 

therefore lie in each employee’s way of doing business (Zeffane, 1995, p. 26; Ritter, 2004). 

Moreover, if networking is central for an organization’s innovativeness and competitive advantage, 

it should be central to organizational strategies and functioning (Ritter & Gemünden, 2003; 

Pittaway et al., 2004).  Network Competence has to be envisioned at the management level, and 

enacted through organizational activities to gain employees’ commitment: networking has to be 

crystallized in an organization’s way of doing business. In fact, the concept of Network 

Competence itself has several cultural dimensions which makes us argue that Corporate Culture – 

values, beliefs, and behaviours of an organization – may be oriented towards forging and 

developing the network; and makes us propose the terminology of Network-Oriented 

Organizational Culture – when values, beliefs, and behaviours of an organization are oriented 

towards forging and developing the organizational network – terminology voluntarily provocative 

in order to illustrate our attempt to step away from the traditional considerations of culture. 
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Finally, several types of organizational networks exist; they can operate as a web of ties between 

people, resources and units of a firm (Burton, et al. 2011, p. 99). They are generally defined as 

being Network Forms of Organizations as organizations that pursue a repeated exchange relation 

with one another: this could include joint ventures, strategic alliances, business groups, franchises, 

outsourcing agreements and so on, that help enabling firms to acquire knowledge and improve 

economic performance as well as social welfare benefits (Podolny & Page 1998, pp. 59-62). Of 

interest for us is to have a closer look at strategic alliances. A Strategic Alliance is where two or 

more organizations share resources and activities to pursue a strategy. Each organization remains 

distinct from the others. Johnson et al. (2011, p. 338) According to Parkhe, strategic alliances are 

relatively enduring, inter-firm, cooperative arrangements, involving flows and linkages that use 

resources and/or governance structures from autonomous organizations, for the joint 

accomplishment of individual goals linked to the corporate mission of each sponsoring firm (1993, 

p. 794). As Weber and Chathoth point out, there are many different ways to call strategic alliances: 

Business alliances, strategic partnerships, strategic networks, interorganizational linkages, 

collaborative agreements, (…) coalitions etc.; those terms refer to the same idea and the reader 

shouldn’t get confused by the apparent heterogeneity of the terms (Weber and Chathoth, cited in 

Oh & Pizam, 2008, p. 503). We are interested in strategic alliances for the following reasons: when 

strategic alliances are formed, the two organizations keep their boundaries unlike in the case of 

mergers; there is also no such thing as a common organizational entity being created (joint-

ventures) or one organization absorbing the other (acquisition) and there is generally no equity 

involved. This means that the interplay between the organization and its network can be studied as 

such. Additionally, the extent to which strategic alliances are formed is also very dependable on 

the structural actors, but also on the ability of partnering organizations’ to collaborate, but also on 

cultural actors, which would be interesting for us to investigate (Tiemessen et al., 1997 cited in 

Simonin (1999, p. 602). 

The extent to which strategic alliances collaborate differs greatly from one organization to another. 

The concept of Network Embeddedness refers to the tendency of two actors of a same network to 

further collaborate because of the trusting relationship they have built over time, instead of 

considering third party involvement. The concept also refers to the extent to which partnering firms 

are collaborating: the stronger the embeddedness, the stronger the collaboration and the 

interdependency (Uzzi, 1997). Furthermore, Noorderhaven (2002) has showed that Network 

Embeddedness might also find its root in cultural aspects of the organizational life: the notion is 

therefore dependent on structural, strategic, and cultural actors, it is highly situational: for various 

of reasons, some organizations are more embedded than others and it is therefore not possible to 

reduce the cultural issue to a Manichean dilemma; culture on either sides of the coin is rendered 

incommensurable because nothing tells us which approach would be most suitable and either 

choice will inevitably be reductive and arbitrary. For analysing a strategic alliance, which 

consideration of culture would be the most suitable? There is no way to answer that question, since 

the dichotomy prevents us from bringing a complete and comprehension explanation. This duality 

is somehow comparable to the micro and macro approaches that are dividing researchers, with little 

attempt to bridge the gap (Callon, 2001, p. 62): there is a growing need to connect different levels 

of analysis to provide a comprehensive view of Organizational Networking dynamics (Ibarra et al., 

2005, p. 359); our research therefore needs to step away from the traditional considerations of 

organizational culture and aim at unveiling the movements of cultural phenomena which makes us 

propose the terminology of Cultural Network, network of cultural influences in an organization, 

spamming both from inside and outside of it. To sum up what has been introduced in this section, 
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an interactive consideration of Organizational culture puts the cultural inputs of the organization 

into the background, and therefore requires a new point of view to provide a comprehensive 

outlook. 

1.4 Contribution to existing knowledge 
The main concern of our thesis is to find a way to bridge the apparent incompatibility of Corporate 

Culture and culture within organizational networks. In order to do so, it is necessary for us to step 

away from traditional epistemological conditioning prevent from envisioning such a method: we 

need to trace back the influences of cultural phenomena within networking organizations without 

prejudices, we need to follow them wherever they lead us, we need to go back to their genesis. In 

the end, we do not intend to come to any kind of conclusion that a specific cultural feature strictly 

belongs with the organization or with the organizational network, but rather seek to unveil the 

embeddedness and interdependence of cultural schemes when an organization is showing evidence 

of collaborative patterns; by tracing its Cultural Network. In order to do so, we intend to investigate 

the reciprocal cultural influences between networking organizations and their network, which we 

will name Interorganizational Culturing, from the Actor-Network Theory perspective (ANT). 

ANT combines two words usually considered as opposites: actor and network (Callon, 2001, p. 

62); and thereby is an interesting approach for us to bridge Organizational Culture and 

Organizational Networking. ANT is a branch of sociology which focuses on tracing networks of 

associations between actors, building understanding of interaction and organization without 

imposing pre-determined structure (Pollack et al., 2013, p. 1119). Actors are entities – human or 

nonhuman – that act, this means that they change the course of actions of other actors. Therefore, 

as Pollack and al. emphasize it, action is not seen as independent choice, but rather the result of a 

diffuse network of influence (2013, p. 1120). Actors can be divided into two categories, 

intermediaries which only transport the information between actors and mediators that transform 

the information between actors. In order to have a network, one has to uncover that there are a lot 

of mediators and few intermediaries. 

Our contribution is therefore threefold: first of all, we are trying to show that bridging 

Organizational Culture and Organizational Networking is possible; then, we use the Actor-Network 

Theory as an approach to culture, which to our knowledge has not been done previously; finally, 

we are introducing new terminologies to support our initial attempt. By searching for a research 

gap, we found an abyss and it will be a considerable challenge to remain faithful to the ANT spirit. 

Although there might be several forces at play in Interorganizational Culturing, we will focus on 

the structural and cultural aspects, which to our mind, cannot be separated to provide a 

comprehensive description of culture within networking organizations. By structural aspects, we 

mean industry type, organizational size and power, position in the value chain etc. This leads us to 

define the following research questions and purpose. 

1.5 Research question 
Which are the actors of Interorganizational Culturing in a networking organization?  

1.6 Purpose 
The purpose of this thesis is to explore the structural and cultural phenomena of 

Interorganizational Culturing within strategic alliances from an Actor-Network Theory 

perspective. 
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1.7 Demarcations 
Most important for us is to address why we chose Actor-Network Theory over another approach, 

since this choice has tremendous impact on, not only our research approach, but also on the way 

we will conduct it, and of course the results that we will eventually obtain. ANT is basically not 

designed to find anything. Why using this perspective then? To our mind, it is a well-suited 

approach to reveal underlying structures that would appear chaotic otherwise. What can Actor-

Network Theory do for us in our investigation, and why would we favour this particular approach 

over another? As Latour ironically emphasizes in a virtual discussion with a student, [ANT] might 

be useful, but only if it does not ‘apply’ to something (2005, p. 141). What he meant is that ANT 

doesn’t provide any explanation, but is rather a methodological approach when confronted to an 

intricate subject that traditional approach doesn’t permit due to chaotic patterns, especially when 

traditional perspectives find themselves hopelessly confronted to uncertainties: the controversies 

over sociological explanations are interminable (Callon, 1986a p. 2). The reader might object that 

our approach deals more with sociology than management. Clarification needs to be provided here: 

whichever theory we are looking at Organizational Networking, its constituent essence is social 

(Granovetter, 1983; Burt, 1992; Latour, 2005). Yet, the meaning of the word social takes another 

dimension in ANT by revealing actors in human and nonhuman entities; managers and 

organizational culture are being considered in the same manner, which means they can act and 

influence other agent’s ways of doing things. Dealing with the social from an ANT perspective to 

unveil cultural phenomena within organizations is therefore a managerial subject and not a 

sociological one. ANT feeds itself from uncertainties to become an actor-driven perspective. 

Another originality of ANT is related to the very nature of actors: ANT is answering to the question 

of how can we describe socially and materially heterogeneous systems in all their fragility and 

obduracy?(Callon, 1980, cited in Law, 2009). This is where the Actor-Network Theory is helpful, 

since it enables to trace back the intricate schemes of cultural influences within organizations, 

without having to limit itself to any kind of framework: you can provide an actor-network account 

of topics which have in no way the shape of a network (Latour, 2005, p. 131). Therefore, core to 

ANT is the idea that the network is not the cause, but the consequence of human and nonhuman 

interactions; it is this precise point enables us to go over the cultural dichotomy that we have 

introduced and reconsider cultural phenomena from the so-to-speak neutral perspective of actors 

and actants. We will introduce the Actor-Network Theory in a more detailed manner in the 

theoretical part. 

 

Our research will be limited to large companies in Sweden, according to the Book Keeping Act 

and the Annual Accounts Act (European Commission, 2011), one of the requirements for 

organizations to be qualified as large is to have more than 50 employees; we didn’t restrict the 

study to any industry in particular. The reasons for this choice are multiple: we wanted to limit the 

industry-specific biases while providing evidence of the phenomenon in different organizational 

contexts and settings. We will however limit ourselves to strategic alliances, this means we are 

excluding joint-ventures, acquisitions and mergers which are specific cases and stages of 

collaboration with their specific stakes, intends and phenomena. We intend to conduct a qualitative 

study in which we would interview people dealing with alliances and interorganizational 

collaboration on a regular basis. 
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Chapter summary 

In this chapter we have showed that networking has recently become the norm, and that 

collaboration has taken over the traditional way of sole competitiveness between organizations. 

The benefits of Organizational Networking are multiple: among them is reduced uncertainty 

companies are confronted to in changing and chaotic environments. We have also showed how 

culture is subject to different referentials of analysis that are not necessarily compatible when 

investigating networking organizations. With this in mind, we looked for an issue and method to 

bridge them and have come up with the research question Which are the actors of 

Interorganizational Culturing in a networking Organization and formulated a purpose which is to 

explore the structural and cultural phenomena of Interorganizational Culturing within strategic 

alliances from an Actor-Network Theory perspective. We have also put forward the existent 

research gap and the lack of academic material that exists in combining Organizational Culture and 

Organizational Networking together.  
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2. Theoretical methodology 
This chapter of the thesis aims at informing the reader about the scientific choices the authors have 

made regarding the the ontological and epistemological considerations, the preconceptions the 

authors have regarding the topic, the research approach they adopted, the research design they 

chose and the literature search and review.   

2.1 Choice of subject and perspective 
The authors, because of their common interest on the matter and of the diversity of the thesis pairing 

(they come from different parts of the globe, namely Ethiopia and France), first considered writing 

their thesis on how learning outcomes of intercultural teaching programs reinforce the emergence 

of stereotypes among students; it appeared that this subject was not suitable because of its limited 

contribution for managerial practice and the risk of overlapping with other fields of research such 

as psychology and sociology. The authors then decided to refocus their subject to tackle the subject 

of Corporate Culture to investigate the managerial dimension that was lacking in the first place. 

 

The authors wanted to see organizations from a slightly different angle than the traditional 

competitive perspective. Collaborative behaviours and networking patterns appeared to be an 

interesting starting point, particularly in a period of time that uses the terminology networking so 

much. When searching for linkages between Organizational Culture and Organizational 

Networking, we couldn’t find any conclusive article, but identified several leads that could help us 

understand how both relate to each other. 

 

Several non-exclusive perspectives could have been chosen, (networking partners, top-

management, employees etc.) yet the authors made the choice to focus on the managerial 

perspective for several reasons: firstly, managers are more likely to know about the investigated 

matters since they are core to managerial practices; secondly, managers are the most critical linkage 

in the implementation of such matters; finally, the investigation of the managerial perspective 

would bring valuable knowledge to the authors that could be useful in their soon-to-come 

professional life. 

2.2 Preconceptions 
A preconception refers to an idea or opinion formed before enough information is available to 

formulate correctly (Proctor, 1995, p. 1111). In other words, it corresponds to the spontaneous idea 

that one might have of something, before more external knowledge gets to enrich and alter this 

perception. Bryman & Bell explain pre-understanding as the awareness, insights and expertise that 

researchers possess (2011, p. 414). While conducting a research, the values of the researcher are 

influential for the study. Bryman & Bell mention that values can reflect feelings the researcher has 

or his/her personal beliefs (2011, p. 29). And these values as a result can impact the choice of 

research topic, choice of method, the techniques for data collection, analysis, interpretation and 

conclusion of the data (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 29-30). Therefore the personal values and feelings 

of the researcher are influential when conducting a research and should be paid attention to. The 

authors of this thesis have considered the impact of their own preconceptions on the study carried 

out; they are therefore describing them in the following section. 

 

We are dealing with preconceptions all the time when confronted to something new, but also when 

our already acquired knowledge influences our way of thinking (Creswell, 2013, p. 15). This can 
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be particularly harmful when we hold our knowledge for undisputable truth. One way to get over 

preconceptions is to acknowledge human knowledge’s relativity and systematically confront one’s 

own thoughts with external sources and different perspectives of considering an issue. It is the 

purpose of all serious research: to limit our preconceptions by scientifically constructing our 

appreciation of a given phenomenon. At some point, some preconceptions will always remain 

because of the interpretative nature of human beings, Es gibt keine Fakten, nur Interpretationen 

(There are no facts, only interpretations, Nietzsche, 1886-1887). 

 

Selamawit and Kevin have been both students in the International Business Program of 

Management at Umeå University during year 2013/2014. They had already collaborated on two 

previous occasions and wanted to extend that collaboration for their thesis writing. Neither of them 

had followed courses exclusively dedicated to Organizational Culture or networking: the 

preconceptions that they could have had at the beginning of the thesis were mainly linked to the 

course Perspectives on Strategy, which gave some insights on Organizational Culture and 

Networking in separate chapters, and in a rather superficial manner. Therefore, the thesis was the 

opportunity to get a deeper understanding of those subjects of interest. 

 

Concerning the authors’ respective backgrounds, on the first hand, Selamawit has been following 

the International Business Program since fall 2010. She has done her Bachelors in 2013 within the 

Business Administration Department of Umeå University. Afterwards she has chosen to focus on 

a Master’s Program in Management. She has so far not joined the labour force yet and therefore 

cannot relate Organizational Culture and Networking to any personal experience. On the other 

hand, Kevin came to Umeå in order to obtain a double degree of Master in Management. In 

2012/2013, he worked for nearly a year in a museum in which he noticed that tight collaboration 

among several economic and political actors was a prerequisite for successful ventures. He 

witnessed that collaborative behaviour can be jeopardized if the organization does not stress the 

stakes of interorganizational collaboration and doesn’t facilitate it by crystallizing it in its culture. 

Back then, he was introduced to the central issue of our thesis without knowing it. This thesis will 

certainly have made the authors more responsive to the importance of Organizational Culture in 

shaping Organizational Networking in the future. 

 

A preconception that both authors had in common was that Organizational Networking is much 

more complex than it seemed at the first glance. If Organizational Culture is somehow tangible and 

has been quite precisely defined, the heterogeneity of approaches of networking and its inherent 

intangible aspect makes it a complex concept to grasp and even more to use in our thesis. The 

original idea that was ours at the beginning of the thesis, that networking was simply about 

choosing the right supplier and work closely with your customer is long gone. Instead, literature 

reviews and intense reflection and analysis revealed the stakes and complexity of networking and 

its embeddedness within Corporate Strategy and Corporate Culture. Additionally, the fact that both 

authors have studied management might certainly also have influenced the decision to focus on 

managerial decisions as a unit of analysis for the thesis, nevertheless, this possible bias is 

counterbalanced by the other reasons aforementioned. One preconception that greatly differed 

between the two thesis authors was linked to their approach of a subject: Selamawit usually prefers 

specific, focused and practically-oriented approaches whereas Kevin prefers holistic and 

conceptual approaches. Although this could be explained by personal preferences and eventually 

cultural differences, the authors did not let this difference influence their collaboration and it turned 

out to be constructive for finding the most suitable level of focus. 
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2.3 View of reality and scientific ideal 
2.3.1 Philosophical perspectives and research approach 
Performing a research is highly dependent on the researcher’s view of reality and own 

philosophical beliefs: can the investigated phenomenon be measured with scientific tools? Does 

this phenomenon exist as a separate entity or is it indistinct from the social world? These are 

questions that any researcher has to get through before performing any research as it will provide 

him with a consistent research perspective. It also gives the reader a more comprehensive picture 

of research choices, the eventual research biases or might lead future researchers to consider 

investigating the investigated subject from a different perspective. 

 

Our research purpose is to explore the structural and cultural phenomena of Interorganizational 

Culturing within strategic alliances from an Actor-Network Theory perspective. In order to do so, 

we will have to be in line with the Actor-Network Theory’s way of doing things, which is why we 

will back up our methodological choices, not only with our reasoning, but also with ANT’s main 

contributor Bruno Latour direct quotations. Epistemological considerations correspond to what is 

(or should be) regarded as acceptable knowledge in a discipline (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15). It 

is commonly accepted that three principal considerations (or stances) exist: positivism, realism and 

interpretivism (Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 15-20; Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 134-137). Positivism 

argues that methods originating from natural sciences are also valid to establish an objective and 

tangible measurement of the social world. This approach is relying on five core principles: only 

phenomena confirmed by senses is genuinely warranted as knowledge (one can only prove what 

can be perceived); the research purpose is to design hypotheses that will be tested and might, 

depending on the reliability and validity of the results, be confirmed or rejected; knowledge is being 

formulated through the gathering of facts that provide the basis for explanatory laws (Pugh, 1983, 

in Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15); Science must be conducted in an objective and unbiased way (it 

is reputed to be value-free); only scientific statements are to be considered as true object of a 

scientific approach (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15).  Realism has two similarities with positivism, 

which are the belief that natural and social sciences can and should apply the same kinds of 

approach to the collection of data and to explanation and that there is an external reality to which 

scientists direct their attention (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 17). There are however noticeable 

differences: Bryman and Bell distinguish empirical realism, which is often seen as a superficial 

consideration implying that reality can be understood with the proper measurement tools and 

methods, and critical realism, which aims at revealing the underlying structures through attentive 

practice of the social sciences. In short, realism differs from positivism in the way that realism 

acknowledges that the description of the social world is only one way to make sense of it (ibid; 

Saunders et al., 2012, p. 136). ANT is favouring an empirical approach of research that aims at 

revealing networks by tracing back their translation. It postulates that attentive description of those 

tracings enables the researcher to apprehend the constituents of the social, and renders an accurate 

picture of reality. This position is on line with the epistemological consideration of empirical 

realism. Latour argues against the criticism of superficiality by saying that a good description is 

not a simple process and wouldn’t need any explanation, if properly executed: if your description 

needs an explanation, it’s not a good description (Latour, 2005, p. 147). 

 

Where the positivist approach aims at explaining human behaviour and realism aim at describing 

it, the interpretivist approach aims at understanding human behaviour (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 

16). This view is based on making sense of the subjective meaning of human behaviour by 
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providing an in-depth analysis which would help understanding the studied phenomenon. It is of 

utter importance for interpretivist researchers to adopt an empathetic stance, which means that they 

have to see the world through the eyes of the investigated population. This stance is considered as 

particularly appropriate in business and management researches (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 137). 

The interpretative approach is also referred to by other authors as hermeneutics (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 16). 

 

Additionally to epistemological considerations, there are several ontological considerations which 

are concerned with the nature of social entities. This philosophical stance questions whether social 

entities can and should be considered as objective entities having their own existence apart from 

social actors or if they should they be considered as social constructs derived from the perceptions 

and actions of social actors (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 21). The two main ontological philosophies, 

according to Bryman & Bell (ibid.), are objectivism and constructivism. On the first hand, 

objectivism states that social phenomena are independent from social actors, that organizations 

and culture are pre-given as external realities that they have no role in fashioning (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 21). On the other hand, constructionism (also called referred to by other researchers as 

constructivism, Creswell, 2013, p. 24) argues that social phenomena and their meanings are 

constantly being shaped, constructed, by social actors. We argue that the most suitable ontological 

position to lead this study is constructionism. The traditional way of considering organizational 

culture is generally objectivism, since cultures and subcultures constrain us because we internalize 

their beliefs and values (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 21). Our chosen topic and perspective leads us 

to consider culture as an actant, being itself influenced by other social entities (from an ANT 

perspective). Moreover, as Latour says it: For any construction to take place, non-human entities 

have to play the major role and this is just what we wanted to say from the beginning with this 

rather innocuous word [of constructivism] (2005, p. 92), which strengthens our choice of following 

a constructivist perspective.  
 

Research approach 

Performing a research consists in answering one or several questions within the framework of a 

project (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 11). These questions can be answered through the use of theories, 

which are general guidelines and principles designed for explaining a given phenomenon of interest 

(Haugh, 2012, p. 7). It is generally accepted that there are two major approaches of research in 

business: the deductive and the inductive approach (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 11; Graziano & 

Raulin, 2010, pp. 30-31). They both refer to how theory and data collection relate to each other: 

the deductive approach consists in an approach where designing a theory will be the starting point 

and data collection the empirical testing of its validity. On the contrary, when following an 

inductive approach, data is being collected first, from which the researcher tries to make sense of 

new understandings and theories. 

 

We argue that since Organizational Culture and Organizational Networking were not frequently 

put into perspective, there are few theories that we can rely on in order to bridge both subjects: our 

study is an attempt to find a theory from the data collected. Therefore, we argue that our research 

approach in this thesis corresponds on the first glance to the inductive research approach. 

Furthermore, our choice to go for ANT renders impossible the use of an exclusively deductive 

approach: When your informants mix up organization, hardware, psychology, and politics in one 

sentence, don’t break it down first into neat little pots; try to follow the link they make among those 

elements that would have looked completely incommensurable if you had followed normal 
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procedures (Latour, 2005, p. 142). However, as Marsden illustrates with the example of industrial 

relations perspective (1982, in Bryman & Bell p. 10), theories are unlikely to simply emerge from 

facts; those facts are themselves shaped by theoretical constructs, which renders the process of pure 

induction most of the time unlikely (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 13). As Graziano and Raulin also 

emphasized, all theories have both inductive and deductive elements which vary in the extent they 

are being used (2010, p. 34). The process of moving back and forth between deduction and 

induction is sometimes referred to as abduction, which is particularly relevant when the researchers 

try to make sense and understand a specific phenomenon by moving constantly moving from data 

to theory and vice versa (Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 147-148). This argument leads us to choose a 

middle-ground position of inductivism with deductive elements, otherwise called abductive 

reasoning (Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 144-145): the theoretical input will enable us to sharpen our 

understanding of the subject, provide the reader with the key elements of our topic and enable us 

to design the interviews to be performed. 

2.3.2 Research strategy 
One central point remains to be developed, which is the research strategy are we going to adopt. 

The research strategy refers to the way data is being is collected and analysed. Two research 

strategies are generally mentioned, the third one being a combination of the two main approaches: 

quantitative study and qualitative study, which is also the case for most other methodology authors 

(Creswell, 2009, p. 4; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 26). Each strategy generally encompasses a specific 

research approach and the two types of philosophical stances that we aforementioned. Additionally, 

depending on whether the research project is exploratory, descriptive, explanatory or a 

combination of these, the research strategy is likely to differ (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 160). There 

are therefore fundamental differences between quantitative and qualitative research strategies 

(Bryman and Bell, 2011, p. 27). 

 

Quantitative research is putting emphasis on quantification in the collection and analysis of data 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 26-27) and entails an approach similar to scientific reasoning in the 

natural sciences:  the aim of the studies would be to test theories following a positivist practices 

and norms while considering reality as being objective and distinct from social actors. The testing 

of theories is being performed through examining relationships among measurable variables in a 

way that statistical analysis can be performed to test the research hypotheses (Creswell, 2009, p. 

4). Conversely, qualitative research emphasizes words rather than quantification in the collection 

and analysis of data (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27) and is composed of an inductive approach of 

the research process with a focus on generating theories from making sense of subjective 

perspectives of socially constructed phenomena. Bryman & Bell make the distinction between five 

principal reasons that lead researchers to choose qualitative research over quantitative: it is possible 

to analyse a phenomenon from the perspective of the social actors being investigated; it enables to 

get into deeper analysis and detail on the contextual setting; it puts more emphasis on processes of 

change and flux; it is greatly flexible; and enables the generate theories out of data collection (pp. 

402-406). The qualitative researchers, because their analysis will be provided through extensive 

text, also have to make sure that they express themselves in a clear, logical and concise manner in 

order to ease the reading: Ce que l'on conçoit bien s'énonce clairement (What is well conceived 

should be expressed clearly, Boileau, 1674) 

 

It is important to note that the components of each of these strategies is non-exclusive and enables, 

under proper justification, slightly different combinations than the ones expressed in Table 1  it 
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always comes down to what the research purpose is and what the researcher wants to investigate. 

Additionally, a third research strategy exists: the mixed research, which combines both quantitative 

and qualitative approaches in a way that reinforces their strengths (Creswell, 2009, pp. 3-4; Bryman 

& Bell, 2011, p. 28).  

 

Our choice leans towards qualitative study because our purpose is an in-depth exploration of 

underlying social structures. According to several authors, qualitative studies are used when deep 

and detailed understanding is needed (Creswell, 2013, p. 48). Schein (1985), states that the deeper 

levels of organizational culture are different for every organization therefore measuring and 

generalizing would be problematic, which is why qualitative research is the best option to study 

this phenomenon. 

 

The following points summarise our methodological perspectives for this study. The purpose of 

the thesis is to disentangle a phenomenon which is not identifiable as such in existing literature, 

which leads our research to be dominantly inductive with deductive elements. Our perspective of 

analysis is the Actor-Network Theory whose aim is to provide an extensive description of the 

constituents of the social: we privilege an empirical realist approach. We argue that Organizational 

Culture is dynamic and constantly being shaped by social actors; as do Networks, which do not 

exist as such, but are rather a result of interacting identities. This leads us to favour the use of a 

constructionist ontological approach. Our objective is to retrace social constituents through our 

participants’ narratives in order to reveal emerging patterns; therefore we chose to follow a 

qualitative research strategy. 
 

Research strategy QUANTITATIVE QUALITATIVE QUALITATIVE 

Research approach Deductive Inductive Abductive 

Epistemological orientation Positivism Interpretivism Realism 

Ontological orientation Objectivism Constructionism Constructionism 

Table 1 adapted from Table 1.1 in Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27 fundamental differences between quantitative and 

qualitative research strategies. Our stances are represented in the right-hand column 

2.4 Literature search and review 
Along our thesis, we have reviewed nearly one hundred scientific articles, we have started by 

reviewing the Abstract of the articles and then depending on its relevance to our study we have 

either read the whole of it or disregarded it. Our literature search initially began with topics such 

as cultural diversity, in-group/out-group favouritism among university students, individualistic vs. 

collectivist work groups, Innovation and performance and the links with organizational culture. 

After reviewing some articles on these subjects we have come to a realization that our area of study 

would need to be closely related to our main field of study, therefore we decided to shift our focus 

to organizational culture, however the decision to study corporate culture and networking in 

organizations came later on after reading a number of different articles and realizing that we needed 

to have a focused area of study. After some time the pattern became clearer as to the specific focus 

of our study which is corporate culture. When searching for articles we have used different 

databases. For searching articles we have used the Umeå University search engine, Google Scholar, 

Business source Premier, Diva, and SWoBA. Our keywords were: Organizational Culture, 
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Corporate Culture, Organizational Networking, layers of organizational culture, Actor-Network 

Theory, Network Forms of Organizations. 

2.5 Evaluation of written sources 
It is important to critically view the journals, books and scientific articles that we have used to see 

if they can fruitfully contribute to our study.  The authors have attempted to search for relevant 

articles. The authors have reviewed Edgar Schein, who has made a prominent remark in the 

organizational field including organizational culture. His work has been cited by many and is 

considered as the foundation of Organizational Culture. Schein has identified three layers of 

organizational culture which are used and modified by other authors as well and these are artefacts 

and behaviours, espoused values and assumptions. Schein has authored fourteen books and 

published numerous articles. He has also been awarded for his work on numerous occasions 

(Schein, 2010). The same remarks are valid for other well-known authors used in our thesis, such 

as Latour and Callon who are two of the fathers of ANT, with extensive and prominent work on 

the subject. For the theoretical framework some older references have been used we have gone 

back to the original sources as much as possible when quoted by researchers in order to see the 

information for ourselves; additionally, older sources have especially been used to provide a basis 

for defining the main concepts, ideas and topics discussed in the thesis. The sources used in our 

thesis can be divided into three groups: books, scientific articles and information collected from 

the internet through websites. Books have mainly been used in the method chapter. We have mostly 

used Schein’s 2010 publication: Organizational culture and leadership book to illustrate the parts 

on culture. In many of the articles we have reviewed regarding network and Organizational Culture 

and to a greater extent for ANT, we have used the original source and quoted a lot of times the 

authors in order not to unconsciously introducing a biased and eventually inaccurate interpretation 

of their critical statements. 

 

We have used a vast majority of articles focusing on management and few articles from marketing 

because some concepts are inexistent or haven’t been investigated in the field of management itself 

and their very existence had to be justified. For these reasons we needed the backup of articles from 

other fields in addition to management journals.  To avoid second hand referencing we have looked 

at the reference list to find the original source of the authors and used the original source of our 

many articles unless the original source could not be found or was inaccessible. Other than the 

articles we have used a few journals which we thought were relevant for our study and these are 
International Journal of Politics, Culture and Society, Journal of Management, Academy of Management 

Journal, International Journal of Manpower, European Management Journal, American Journal of 

Sociology, Scandinavian Journal of Management, International Journal of Project Management, Journal 

of Global Marketing, Journal of Services Marketing, Journal of International Business Studies, Strategic 

Management Journal, Journal of Business Research, Leadership & Organization Development Journal. 

When searching for articles in Business Source Premier (EBSCO) we have limited our search to 

peer-reviewed articles meaning that the articles have been read and approved by third party, 

confirming the reliability of the articles. When using Business Source Premier we have limited our 

search for articles only within the business field and this has helped us to focus our search results. 

After reviewing articles we have come to the conclusion that many studies have been done on 

Organizational Culture and Organizational Networking but very few studied the relationships 

between the two. The authors of this thesis would argue that relevant theories have been chosen to 

fulfil the purpose of our study. However we would also like to acknowledge that we might have 

overlooked some relevant theories as well. Both topics of Organizational Culture and 
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Organizational Networking are not new and are extremely vast. The articles we have used in the 

theory parts are evaluated by how long ago they were written, the value it had to our research and 

its reliability depending on whether its peer reviewed or not. One flaw with some of our references 

is the inability for us to access the original sources of some articles. The authors however have 

minimized this flaw by searching for the original source whenever it was possible to get a hold of 

it and used as little second-hand sources as possible. 

 

Chapter summary 

In this chapter, the authors have presented their pre-understandings. They have also argued for their 

epistemological and ontological choices.  The ontological view that would be most suitable in their 

eyes is constructionism because they believe that social phenomena and their meanings are 

constantly being shaped, constructed, by social actors specifically and the chosen topic and 

perspective leads to consider culture as an actant (from an ANT perspective); their epistemological 

view is based on empirical realism since the ANT position is in line with the epistemological 

consideration of empirical realism.  Their research approach in this thesis corresponds to the 

inductive research approach and the research strategy they have adopted is qualitative study 

because the purpose of the thesis is an in-depth exploration of an underlying issue. 
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3. Theoretical framework 
In this chapter the authors intend to give the reader an understanding of the theories reviewed. The 

theoretical input in this section is aiming at adding value to the research and purpose to the study. 

It is divided in two sections: the first section introduces the cultural dichotomy by providing 

insights on cultural phenomena from both stand points of the organization and the network; the 

second section tackles the Actor-Network Theory in detail, perspective that could constitute, we 

argue, a new way of looking at culture within networking organizations. 

3.1 Introducing the cultural dichotomy 
3.1.1 Different considerations on culture 
We are now going to introduce what is ambiguous about the two main schools of thoughts on 

Organizational Culture – also called Corporate Culture. First of all, we can say that like many other 

subjects investigated within this thesis, there is no stable definition of Organizational Culture – 

although there are some similarities between some of them –, since it has been tackled through 

various perspectives: anthropology, psychology and social sciences to only quote these. We will 

therefore bring up definitions relevant to the social setting of organizations. If we compare different 

definitions of Organizational Culture, we notice two distinct views: the first view considers 

Organizational Culture as fundamentally intrinsic to social life (culture is a product of human group 

formation); while the other view considers Organizational Culture as emergent of social 

interactions (culture is emergent). The following definitions help us have a clearer picture of what 

lies behind each view: the first school of thoughts emphasizes the inherence of cultural to social 

life: according to Becker and Geer, (1960), culture is a set of common understandings around which 

action is organized, and finds its expression in a specific language developed by the group, 

definition on which Louis is building in 1980: culture, according to him, would be a set of 

distinctive understandings or meanings shared by a group of people which are transmitted to new 

group members (Louis 1980). Other authors have also defined organizational culture, Davis for 

example defines organizational culture as the pattern of shared beliefs and value that give members 

of an institution meaning, and provide them with the rules for behaviour in their organization 

(1984, p.1). Sathe, (1985, p. 6) on the other hand defines organizational culture as the set of 

essential understandings which are mostly not stated that are shared by members of a community. 

Gordon & Ditomaso (1992, p. 784) on the other hand defined Corporate Culture as the pattern of 

commonly held and constant beliefs and values which are established through time, with in an 

organization. Organizational Culture can be expressed by the organization in terms of symbols, 

physical environment, slogans, and ceremonies etc  (Ndlela & Du Toit 1999, p. 5). Johnson et al. 

have defined Organizational Culture in a slightly different way, according to them Organizational 

Culture is defined as the taken-for-granted assumptions and behaviours that make sense of people’s 

organizational context (2011, p.168), which could also mean that in a networking context, culture 

is highly influenced by the network. This leads us to define culture from interactional point of 

views. 

Other authors have favoured an interaction-based view of culture: Allaire and Firsirotu consider it 

as being a system of knowledge, perceptions, beliefs and acting that help people to relating to their 

environment (1984). Trice and Beyer are introducing culture in the manner: of a social system 

arising from a network of shared ideologies composed of the networks of meaning associated with 

ideologies, norms, and values; and the behaviours in which the meanings are expressed and 

communicated to members (1984, p. 654). The impact of these stances on Organizational Culture 
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is significant, since it creates a gap between what we could call the closed models of Organizational 

Culture (Organizational Culture solely within an Organization) and the dynamic models of 

Organizational Culture (interactive models that describe particularly well culture within networks), 

and none of the stance alone permits to fully comprehend the modern challenges of culture in 

organizations, particularly in Networking Organizations, even if the dynamic view seems to be far 

more suitable. If we were to pick one definition of culture that would fit to our perspective, it would 

be the one that Schein uses in his book Organizational Culture and Leadership (2010, p. 18) a 

pattern of shared basic assumptions learned by a group as it solved its problems of external 

adaptation and internal integration, which has worked well enough to be considered valid and 

therefore be to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think and feel in relation 

to those problems. In this definition, Schein points out the real challenge of Organizational Culture: 

the dual nature of cultural as being both external adaptation and internal integration. Therefore 

the cultural dichotomy appears to be more of a trade-off than an actual solvable issue. Since this 

view of culture is granting an environmental-interactive dimension to Organizational Culture, it is 

of utter importance for our subject to get a grasp on it: it concretely suggests that the most an 

organization is embedded into a network, the more its culture will be shaped by the interactions 

with the network; the less its culture will be shaped by the organization itself and this theme has 

been largely covered in the literature and is a well-known organizational issue, particularly for 

consulting firms (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 129). After reviewing the definitions given by different 

scholars on the cultural layers and features within organizations, the authors of this thesis define 

Organizational Culture as the values, beliefs, behaviours and assumptions that dictate how to 

behave and do things in the organization. We argue that the organization and its network hold 

mutual influences when the organization is embedded in a network.  

3.2 An insight on culture within organizations: the organizational side of the coin 
3.2.1 The constituents of organizational culture 
Every Organization regardless of its size would have a culture that exerts an influence on people’s 

behaviours in ways such as performance standards, routines, etc. Organizational Culture is related 

to organizational values (Flamholtz & Randle, 2011, pp. 5-6). Flamholtz & Randle (2011, p. 18) 

describes the values and beliefs of the founders of the culture as the DNA of the culture. Several 

authors point out that there is a difference between the values promoted within the company and 

the values being actually enacted through employees’ behaviour: these two dimensions are referred 

to as nominal and real values. Nominal culture is what is stated in formal statement as our culture 

that is what kind of culture the company aims for whereas the real culture is the values, beliefs and 

assumptions that in reality would influence employees. The importance of culture in organizations 

is that it impacts organizations’ success and that culture impacts goal fulfilment. Another reason 

for why organizational culture is important is because it can work as a glue that brings people 

together with the shared purpose and values (Flamholtz & Randle, 2011, pp.12-20). Culture is also 

helpful in understanding the behaviours of groups and organizations that without culture would 

seem unreasonable and perplexing. Culture puts more weight on the commonly shared experiences 

and assumptions that are taken-for granted by the group. It informs us about who the members are 

and in what way members are expected to behave towards each other and how they can have a high 

esteem of themselves. Understanding of these functions would make us aware as to why changing 

a culture is worrying, complex and why there is resistance to change (Schein, 2010, p. 21).  Lok & 

Crawford (2004, p. 323) state that the personal and professional goals of employees and how tasks 

are being performed are being affected by Organizational Culture. Deal and Kennedy also state 

that values are the bedrock of any Corporate Culture (1988, p. 21). As the essence of a company’s 
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philosophy for achieving success, values provide a sense of direction for all employees and 

guidelines for their day to day behaviour. Duffy states that there is no perfect culture; culture 

depends on the company’s goals and needs. The right culture is therefore the culture that is in line 

with what the firm is trying to do in the business (1999, p. 6). 

 

Schein, (1990, p. 111) identifies three types of cultural levels which he calls artefacts, values and 

basic underlying assumptions.  The first is the artefacts which include the actions, structures and 

procedures which are visible, what one sees and feels when one joins an organization (it could be 

the dress code, the ways people talk to each other, the surrounding and feel of the organization, the 

annual reports, products and so on). Even though artefacts are tangible they are also difficult to 

interpret precisely. The second layer is the views, morals, principles, aims whereas the last layer 

includes the taken for granted basic underlying assumptions that are inadvertent. It is essential that 

an understanding of the basic underlying assumptions exists to allow an understanding of the other 

two layers. Understanding a group’s culture implies an understanding of the learning process of 

the group and their shared basic assumptions. Further since leadership is the original foundation of 

these basic assumptions, leadership and culture are interrelated (Schein, 2010, p. 32). Culture is the 

shared values and norms which dictates the understanding of a situation by a group and how they 

respond to it (Howard-Grenville & Hoffman 2003, pp. 71-72; Schein, 1990, p. 111). Values can 

arise from a range of sources: the managers, employees, stakeholders or the institutional 

environment (Gehman et al., 2013, p. 86).  Gehman et al. describe the values of an organization as 

activities and sayings in the organization which differentiate and communicate between the right-

doings and the wrongdoings (2013, p. 84). Organization’s basic underlying assumptions and the 

taken for granted norms can be only understood for employees being deeply involved in the 

organization and used to its way of doing things. 

 

 
 

Figure 1: the different layers of Organizational Culture defined by Johnson et al. in a similar way as Schein (2011, 

p. 173) 

 

3.2.2 Leadership and managers and their role in shaping culture 
An extensive review of leadership would be out of scope for this thesis; we will therefore narrow 

it down to the relation between leadership and culture within organization, without entering too 

much into detail since it is not the main area of study for this thesis. In shaping an Organizational 
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Culture leadership plays a vital role: it does not only exist in the CEO or solely on the management 

team, rather leadership is something that should prevail at all levels. However focus on the 

management team is important because being a leader would imply winning the heart and minds 

of the team (Atkinson 2010, p. 40). 

Leadership is vital in creating and developing a culture that fits best with the business of the firm. 

Leaders shape and structure culture by setting the tone and monitoring the ways to affect the results 

of the organization. Plunkett and Attner (1994, p. 271) mention that leaders help creating a culture 

by recognizing the values, describing the mission and objectives of the organization, developing a 

reward mechanism which supports the values of the organization, forming socialization means for 

new employees to be introduced to the culture while reinforcing cultural awareness of the 

employees already in the organization. Robbins (1991, p. 72) states that leaders as well as 

employees are influenced by the culture set up and act according to it. 

 

Agranoff & McGuire state that network management includes managing flexible structures so that 

collective efficiency can be attained (1999, p. 24). Burton et al. state that many organizations have 

suffered as a result of not being able to integrate and work in alignment with partners (2011, p. 

234).  This fact can at times be due to the manager’s capability to handle and understand the 

network and organizational culture of the partnering organization. Sherriton and Stern (1997, p. 

25) give reasons of why managers might overlook Organizational Culture and this is because 

culture is deeply rooted and the values, beliefs and behaviours become automatic and unconscious 

and that the elements of culture are intangible. Furthermore, because Organizational Culture is 

mainly taken for granted unless some changes in the organization occur, this can be the reason why 

some organizations overlook so much Organizational Culture.    

 

Agranoff & McGuire also mention that to work in a network requires considerable time and effort; 

this is due to the nature of alliances, coalitions, partnerships that demands an unprecedented time 

from managers (1999, p. 27).  Managing a network is not the same as managing a single 

organization. Networking needs acquaintance, expertise and abilities that are different from that of 

an organization with no network (Agranoff & McGuire, 1999, p. 28). Good managers could stay 

at the home organization meanwhile dealing with internal issues that arise at the organization, but 

typically need to also be networking regularly (Agranoff & McGuire 1999, p. 22). Managing a 

network should be separately treated than managing a hierarchy. Network settings are not based 

on a central authority and can’t be guided by a single organizational goal (Agranoff & McGuire 

1999, p. 21). The main role of the network manager is thus recruiting the right resources and 

performers. The fact that potential partners are multiple implies that the manager should keep in 

mind the potential collaborators (Agranoff & McGuire 1999, p. 24). Important in managing 

alliances could be flexibility when dealing with different partner interests, flexibility in this case 

would allow for companies to internally as well as externally adapt to changes and the environment. 

Parkhe (1991 p. 589) 

 

Despite of the success of network organizations, it is forecasted by Snow & Miles (1992, p. 53) 

that their effectiveness will decrease through time. Failures of network organizations at times can 

be attributed to manager’s weaknesses in designing and operating the network. Network 

organizations fail for a variety of reasons, to name a few, it could be because of changes that are 

made by managers and over-specialization which could lead to limited learning between the two 

firms (Snow & Miles 1992, pp. 62-63). One of the core elements of network management is trust; 
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this means that when working collaboratively, trust is crucial in the successful establishment of a 

network. 

 

3.2.3 Organizational culture orientation and organizational performance 
Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983) developed a framework of Organizational Culture called the 

Competing Values Network, which basically indicates which type of Organizational Culture is most 

likely to lead to improved performance. Their study shows that organizations which have flexible 

and externally focused cultures tend to outperform competition. The framework has been widely 

used in several fields of study, and appears to be transformational leadership or how managers can 

actually manage to turn the Organizational Culture into being more flexible and more externally-

focused (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). This constitutes a first evidence for us that there are cultural 

features intrinsically to organizations that may shift their focus from internal to external. 

Additionally, why this framework is of importance for us is that it illustrates quite well the cultural 

dichotomy: the axes are both constituted of a linear gradient which somehow prevents for example 

from having at the same time internal and external focus. 

 

Figure 2: Quinn & Rohrbaugh’s Competing Values Framework (1983) 

Even if Quinn & Rohrbaugh’s intention wasn’t to come to the conclusion that organizational 

networking is improving effectiveness, their investigation shows evidence that an externally 

focused and flexible culture is performing better, which now raises the question of the values being 

promoted in order to get that flexibility and external focus. The dimension of flexibility is referred 

to differently by different authors and goes in pair with the notion of adaptiveness to change: called 

opportunistic behaviour (Daz & Rahman, 2002, p. 89). Goffee (1998, p. 14). In our research, we 

will call the ability of an organization to adapt its culture to the networking organization’s culture 

Cultural Inertia: the higher the inertia, the lesser the adaptability. 
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3.2.4 Cultural mismatches and cultural proximity 
As Trice and Beyer’s definition of culture reflects it, there is a fundamental and intricate issue with 

the interactional consideration of culture within organizations: if culture emerges after negotiating 

entities have come to an agreement, it doesn’t provide any explanation on which basis negotiation 

has settled. The underlying question of negotiation is that the transaction is not performed ex nihilo, 

but that there might be a cultural referential pre-existent to the negotiation process that comes into 

play. This issue has been illustrated several times in the literature under the term of cultural 

mismatches in a network setting: when partnering firms cannot agree on the establishment of 

common meanings and procedures, the alliances are likely to fail (Wilkof et al., 1995). The central 

point for two partnering organizations to find a common basis on which they will be able to build 

their relationship has then a lot to do with the issue of trust (Das & Teng, 1998). 

When there is an alliance between two firms, the partners’ Organizational Culture has the ability 

to deeply influence the cooperation (Tiemessen et al., 1997 cited in Simonin, 1999, p. 602). This 

is further supported by Lyles and Salk 1996 (cited in Simonin, 1999, p. 602) who state that cultural 

misinterpretations and clashes rooted in cultural differences have the ability to limit the flow of 

information and thus minimize the learning capacity in strategic alliances. This could foster 

organizational distance which is the difference between the two partnering companies’ in terms of 

business practice and organizational culture (Simonin, 1999, p. 603). Through time it is likely that 

organizations who are involved in alliances would create their own shared organizational culture 

with a common value and belief system. This organizational culture however would be impacted 

by the home organizational culture of the two alliances. (Leisen et., al, 2003, p.202).When there is 

an established relationship between networks members, goals would be shared and agreed upon, 

which in turn leads to success for all parties involved. The different skills and outlooks that 

comprise a network would provide a possibility for flexibility and adoption. (Agranoff & McGuire 

1999, p. 24) 

 

What is however crucial to our study is that culture is often seen as a root for alliances to not 

achieve their goals (Brannen and Salk, 2000; Veiga et al., 2000 cited in Leisen et al., 2003, p. 202). 

Segil, (1998, cited in Leisen et al., 2003, p. 202) states that 75% of strategic alliances fail because 

of cultural issues that rise up when doing business jointly. Parkhe (1991 p. 588) states that Global 

strategic alliances should attempt to learn and understand the values and beliefs of the partnering 

organization. Though it might seem difficult to be open to a different organizational orientation, 

new forms of business such as a strategic alliance would require learning new skills and adapting 

to newer situations. There has to be common cultural features among partnering firms (e.g. 

congruent values) in order for the collaboration to be successful, which makes us propose the 

concept of Cultural Proximity, as the tendency for two separate organizations to do business 

together when their respective Organizational Cultures are similar. Mosakowski's observation of 

(1997, p. 422) mentions the most regular type of causally ambiguous resource as organizational 

culture. In alliances organizational cultures can cause uncertainty for the partners involved. An 

alliance is distinct from a joint venture or a merger because the assignment of the people, 

infrastructure and managers working in the organization are drawn from the parent organizations 

and stays there as the partnership operates (Burton et al., 2011, p. 243). Important criteria for an 

alliance are complete design and defining the environment, strategy and the others parts of 

organizational design. 
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Cultural differences between small and big organizations have been reported by several researchers 

as being eventual causes of dysfunctional collaboration, to the same extent as differences in the 

industry and core competence can hinder partnerships (Kelly et al., 2002, p. 15; Koza & Lewin, 

2000, p. 147). Therefore, we bring in the concept of Cultural Gravity to illustrate the fact that 

powerful and large companies have more impact on smaller organizations when it comes to 

Interorganizational Culturing.  

We have seen in this part that existing literature shows evidence that specific cultural orientation 

of an organization might favor its propensity to network even if the subject itself has not been 

investigated as such, which makes us propose the terminology of Network-Oriented 

Organizational Culture: when values, beliefs, and behaviours of an organization are oriented 

towards forging and developing the organizational network..  

 

Figure 3: illustration of the cultural influence from the networking organization towards the network 

3.3 Cultures within networks: the network side of the coin 

3.3.1 Genesis and evolution of Organizational networking 
Even though Social Theories of networking have been conceptualized and developed a long time 

ago (Barnes, 1954), Networking literature specifically on Organizations has been quite scarce until 

the 80´s and the 90’s, and took off under the impulse of emerging organizational networking 

patterns in several key industries, namely high-technologies and car-manufacturing (Hergert & 

Morris, 1988; Mowery, 1988, Ebers, 1997). In fact, the use of Networking Theories in 

Organizations is drawn from general Social Theories of Networking (Granovetter, 1973; Burt, 

1992): as Skyrme notes, Organizational Networking seems to be less about Organizational 

Structures than about informal Social Networking. As a matter of fact, the post-industrialism era 

advent, as depicted in its early stages by Bell (1976) opened new perspectives for organizations to 

process information through gradual generalization of modern Information Technologies such as 

computers, and offered new interesting insights on how people behave, communicate, and group 

within organizations. If union makes strength like the saying goes, there is no weaker organization 

than one that limits its focus and efforts to its own boundaries and in fact, many organizations are 

a part of a value network, the contacts and connections that an organization maintains and develops 

in order to create a product or a service. (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 97) It’s very rare if not impossible 

for an organization to have zero value networks. That being put aside, Organizational Networking 

as we are introducing it is about interorganizational linkages. 

 

During the last decade, the tremendous increase of Information Technologies effectiveness, the 

progress and democratization of technologies including both hardware (electronic devices, e.g. 

computers, mobile phones) and software (processing systems), as well as the emergence of the 

Internet, have taken Organizational Networking to the next level (Skyrme, 2013). The emergence 

of interconnected intelligent organizational networks and extremely fast information flows 

revolutionized the way organizations were used to acquire, handle and share information, and 

enabled them to build and oversee increasingly complex projects as well as mobilizing joint and 

synchronized actions among a multitude of actors (Tsai, 2002; Ritter, 2003; Castells, 2011). 

Networking became preeminent and as a result, scholar interest increased towards understanding 
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Networking antecedents, processes, and outcomes (Parkhe et al., 2006, p. 560). However, Network 

Theory of Organizations developed and strived to a certain point, victim of its success and 

ambitious attempt to provide holistic understanding of complex relationships while at the same 

time suffering from incommensurable methodological dilemmas (Law, 2004). Most recent studies 

have tried to revamp interest in this field and called for new Theories of Networking in 

Organizations (Borgatti & Halgin, 2011). 

 

As most of scholars’ interest towards Organizational Networking is relatively recent, 

comprehensive theories of Organizational Networking dynamics came relatively late in the scholar 

research field (Salancik, 1995). Additionally, Network Theories of Organizations have often being 

criticized for not bringing practical contributions to the managerial field (Chauvet et al, 2011, p. 

322), and there is much evidence that this research field is far from being arrived at maturity. On 

the contrary, as we advance in our knowledge of networking, it appears that much of it has still to 

be investigated to give a clear picture of its mechanisms (Ritter, 2003, p. 753). The shifting from 

the traditional and dominant view of the Organization as being a rational, clearly positioned and 

competing on an external environment towards a more evasive and interconnected perspective of 

organizations represents a significant change of focus: the context in which organizations are 

evolving appears to be ever-changing, uncertain and paradoxical (Hatch, 2012). We see it as an 

opportunity to explore new paths, to bridge subjects from unconventional perspectives, where 

uncertainty-avoidant theorists couldn’t go because of their theoretical overload.  

3.3.2 Towards a definition of networking 
It is important to define Networking in a more precise manner in order not to let the reader get 

confused by the apparent familiarity of the word, especially since this meaning will be put to the 

test in the thesis by using an Actor-Network Theory approach. The great amount of existing 

literature on the subject has led scholar to generally consider that there are as many definitions of 

networking as they are networks due to the relative arbitrary nature of its boundaries (Borgatti & 

Halgin, 2011, p. 1168). It is however possible to come down to what all theories eventually agree 

upon: that the essence of Networking in Social Sciences (including Organizational studies) is first 

and foremost social. It is then arguably subject to several levels of analysis: the interpersonal, inter-

group and interorganizational levels provide as many layers to investigate networking patterns and 

behaviours, but this doesn’t impede its fundamental social basis (Brass et al., 2004). Researchers, 

because of epistemological and ontological inconsistencies, have mainly focused on either levels 

of networking, at the expense of the interplay between them (Ibarra et al., 2005, p. 359). The 

principal challenge of Organizational Networking lies here: since the organization is a socially 

constructed entity, Organizational Networking does not exist as such, but is rather a multi-level 

construction: one could see it as an organizational social capital (the employees and their 

professional and personal networks) coupled with social interactions and, ideally, overarching 

organizational strategic intent. According to Borgatti and Halgin: a network consists of a set of 

actors or nodes along with a set of ties of a specified type (such as friendship) that link them. The 

ties interconnect through shared endpoints to form paths that indirectly link nodes that are not 

directly tied; Borgatti and Halgin; 2011, p. 1168). In other words, Networking is a set of informal 

linkages between individuals that enables individuals not directly connected (strong-tie) to be 

indirectly connected (weak-tie) through a common node or actor (Granovetter, 1973, 1983; Burt, 

1992). The consequences for organizations are multiple: on the organizational level, relationships 

between organizations do not necessarily need to be contractual to be part of a network; on the 

managerial level, managing the network would be tightly linked to managing the underlying social 
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relationships. Organizational Networking is a purposeful exploitation of social networking 

phenomena that it enables the organization to access benefits that it would have access to on its 

own. This type of organizations otherwise called Network form of Organizations can take the shape 

of joint ventures, strategic alliances, business groups, franchises, outsourcing agreements and so 

on (Podolny & Page, 1998, p. 59). 

3.3.3 Introducing different types of network forms of organizations 
(Atkinson 2010, p. 37) states how culture comes in to existence, he states that Corporate Cultures 

come in to existence accidentally. It is through the process of the original owner of the business 

who makes sure that his/her values are the key to how things are done in the organization, is the 

way culture is created. Inkpen & Tsang (2005, p. 153) state that Members of an intra-corporate 

network work under an overarching corporate culture. And that Networks give organizations with 

the access to Know-how, materials, markets, or technologies (Inkpen & Tsang 2005, p. 146). 

Therefore the link of corporate culture and network already exists and the aim of this thesis is to 

further explore the under researched area and interlink between Organizational Culture and 

Organizational Networking. 

 

Burton, et al. (2011, p. 98) state that the network organization links units within the firm with one 

another and further develops active linkages between internal units and external organizations to 

meet the organization’s knowledge needs and that there are different types of networks such as 

strategic alliances, research partnerships and consortia (Burton et al,. 2011, p. 98). Despite the fact 

that inter-organizational networks are a common terminology in organizational life, we still don’t 

see the word network being used as much rather researchers prefer to use the term strategic 

alliances, coalitions, collaborative agreements and so on (Provan & Sydow, 2007, p. 480; Yitmen, 

2013, p. 9).  Burton et al. (2011, p. 236) mention that analysing a joint-venture, merger or an 

alliance in the same way as a single organization is possible because even if it’s not a separate legal 

entity, which is the case of some partnerships and alliances, they too have their own people, leaders, 

climate, culture, strategy and so on.  

 

In our own thesis the authors have chosen to focus on one type of network which is strategic 

alliance or strong partnerships. Burton et al., (2011, p. 243) define strategic alliances as an 

organized cooperation between different firms for the purpose of conducting a business to acquire 

a shared benefit. Despite the fact that the strategic alliance organization is made by two 

organizations collaboration, it can be considered as a legal entity because of its own objectives, 

strategies and management styles.  Doz (1996) cited in Podolny & Page (1998, p. 72) mention 

Organizational Culture as affecting the ability of alliance partners to learn from each other. 

 

The rise of Network Organizations became apparent in the 1980s, (Snow & Miles 1992, p. 55) 

Borgatti & Foster (2003, p.996) mention that it was during the 1980s and 1990s that the term 

Network Organizations became a trendy description for organizations who regularly had semi-

autonomous exchanges with other organizations. This exchange was based on trust and social 

relations which lowered costs and protected their business.  (Bradach & Eccles, 1989; Eccles, 1981; 

Jarillo, 1988; Powell, 1990 In Borgatti & Foster (2003, p.996). they further explain that the term 

organizational networking or network organization are controversial as some scholars identify 

organizations as consisting of networks whereas others state that organizations should transform to 

networks.  Palmer & Richards, 1999 cited in Borgatti & Foster (2003, p.997) for example mention 

that, in the 21century firms need to transform in networks from just organizations therefore creating 



34 
 

dissimilar and opposing understanding of network organizations by different scholars. According 

to Borgatti & Foster (2003, p.992), a network is when actors are connected by a set of ties. These 

actors could be individuals, groups, organization and so on. 

3.3.4 Cultural antecedents of network competence and network embeddedness 
Nowadays networks and relationships are becoming vital for an organization’s accomplishment 

and even existence at times. Interorganizational networks improve the competences of 

organizations by means of providing opportunities for shared learning and knowledge and resource 

exchange (Nohria & Eccles, 1992 in Park & Luo, 2001). However, benefiting from positive 

outcomes of Organizational Networking is not systematic: several researchers have highlighted 

that the extent to which an organization relies on networking and its effectiveness in doing so is 

related to inputs lying within the organization itself (Ford, 1997; Ritter 1999). The phenomenon 

has been particularly investigated by Ritter (2003) and even if other researchers have reflected on 

the ability for organizations to mobilize resources to deal with Organizational Networking more 

effectively, it remains an under-investigated yet promising field of study (Chauvet et al, 2011, p. 

328). Where researchers in marketing are currently trying to find out more how the manager’s 

perceptions of organizational networks are actually influencing their behaviour towards sustaining 

and developing further the network (Corsaro et al, 2011; Ramos & Ford, 2011), researchers in 

management have primarily focused on competences required to deal with the network effectively 

(Foss, 1999), which led Ritter to propose the terminology of Network Competence. It is of interest 

for us that three out of four antecedents identified by Ritter can actually be related to Organizational 

Culture: openness of Organizational Culture, network-orientation of Human Resources 

Management and integration of internal communication – access to resources being the non-

cultural fourth dimension. 

The concept of Network Embeddedness is present in different forms in the literature: originally 

used by Schumpeter (1950) and Granovetter (1985) to describe the intertwined relationships of 

networking organizations, Network Embeddedness has been enlarged by Uzzi as an alternative to 

the market: partnering organizations, through common-problem solving, exchange of fine-grained 

information (i.e. know-how) and trust, come to substitute their privileged relationship to the 

market. This is especially true for industries that require a very high adaptability to ephemeral 

trends like the fashion industry or the textile industry in general. Noorderhaven et al. define network 

embeddedness as the ties an organization has with its transaction partners, these partners could be 

the sellers, competitors, buyers and so on with which the organization interacts with (2002, p. 4). 

It is this definition of Network Embeddedness that we will use in this thesis. A greater 

embeddedness results in a greater collaboration; although embeddedness can be the result of 

structural dimensions, if two firms cannot exist apart from their collaboration, Noorderhaven et al. 

argue that cultural dimensions might also come into play. 

 

Figure 4: illustration of the cultural influence from the network towards the networking organization 

3.3.5 The quest for the cultural network 
An Organization’s Culture is shaped by its sector or the organizational field that the firm is in rather 

than within the firm itself. Johnson et al. (2011) define this organizational field as a society of 

organizations that have established a shared meaning and structure and who tend to interact within 
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the field they are in, rather than with those outside the field. These organizations also tend to adhere 

to a set of standards, customs, and norms that is held in common within the organizational field 

about the purpose and strategies of the field members. This situation would thus lead to path 

dependency where the different organizations in an organizational field would make a self-

strengthening network based on the assumptions and behaviours that will lead to behavioural lock-

in. Challenges of corporate culture are that small differences in culture tend to make bigger 

differences in results and performance (Flamholtz & Randle, 2011, pp. 20-22). 

 

Yet,  we see in the concepts that we are introducing in this chapter that none of them is 

commensurable within only one side of the cultural coin: Network-Orientation of Organizational 

Culture doesn’t make sense if there is no Network in the first place; Cultural Gravity and Cultural 

Inertia do not make sense if there is no culture within the organization. This cultural continuum 

makes us look at the direction which culture is taking in an organizational network setting to 

entangle and trace back the Cultural Network. We argue that it is there that lays the reality of the 

network; that culture is basically the most trustworthy and faithful identification mean of 

organizational networks, because it defines everything an organization is. In order to trace this 

Cultural Network, we will use a specific approach called Actor-Network Theory which we are now 

going to introduce. 

 

CULTURE IN ORGANIZATIONS CULTURE IN NETWORK 

stable negotiated 

given emergent 

internal external 

homogeneity heterogeneity 

Table 2: illustration of the differences between culture within organizations and culture within networks 

 

 

Figure 5: illustration of the cultural interplay between the networking organization and its network 

3.4 Introducing Actor-Network Theory 

3.4.1 Towards Actor-Network Theory: the predecessors 
There are many other theories that would have enabled us to tackle the subject of Organizational 

Culture and Organizational Networking and that are forerunners to Actor-Network Theory. Among 

them, we can quote Agency Theory, Population Ecology, Institutional Theory, Resource-Based 

View, Game and Transaction-Cost Theories etc. 

- Agency Theory’s main focus is to explain and find a solution to principals (e.g. shareholders) and 

agents (e.g. organizational executives) conflicts of interest in organizations and why their actions 

are differing (Ross, 1973).  

ORGANIZATION NETWORK 

Cultural influences 
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- Population Ecology (Freeman, 1977) uses methods such as statistics to study organizational life 

cycles from a Darwinist perspective and aims at providing explanation of those phenomena. 

- Institutional Theory (Powell, 1991) rejects the rationality of actor-based models inhered from 

classical economic theories and focus on the existence of a supra-entity, the institution, which 

influences the categorization and behaviours of individuals within its influence.  

- Resource-based theory or resource-based view (Das & Teng, 2000) seeks to explain 

organizational behaviour based on resource repartition and resource access. In a similar manner,  

Resource Dependency Theory states that no one firm has all the required resources to be self-

sufficient and survive therefore alliances and exchanges become necessary with other firms 

(Kauser & Shaw, 2004, p. 12) 

 

- Game Theory and Transaction-Cost Theory (Parkhe, 1993; Oxley, 1997) are putting transactions 

and exchange at the very centre of organizational focus and aim at explaining why organizations 

make outsourcing decisions or internally expand to a new market (information cost, bargaining 

costs, and policing costs). 

 

But all of these theories are all to some extent limited to a focus similar to the dichotomy we have 

previously identified. These battles have been ongoing for ages with no apparent solution emerging 

to solve them. The Actor-Network Theory enables to step away from these approaches and take its 

own path (Callon, 2001, p. 62); it is the theory we would like to follow in order to make sense of 

Interorganizational Culturing. We are choosing ANT for reasons that seem obvious to us since they 

constitute our main approach of the subject. It is however necessary to mention that there might be 

other interesting perspectives to adopt. Furthermore, ANT is being largely debated among scholars 

and many researchers have criticized the approach, as Latour stresses out Wars. So many wars. 

Wars outside and wars inside. Cultural wars, science wars, and wars against terrorism. Wars 

against poverty and wars against the poor. Wars against ignorance and wars out of ignorance. My 

question is simple: Should we be at war, too, we, the scholars, the intellectuals? (2004, p. 225). 

Most scholars have been critical towards the statute that ANT is giving to nonhumans 

(Vandenberghe, 2002) and by not being an explanatory approach (Collins, 1992, p. 323; Whittle & 

Spencer, 2008), critiques that could also apply to our research. 

3.4.2 Actor-Network Theory, a sociology of actors 
We believe that a good way to introduce what Actor-Network Theory (ANT) stands for is probably 

to start by saying what it is not. Originally created in the 1980’s by John Law and two Frenchmen 

Michel Callon and Bruno Latour from the Ecole des Mines in Paris to provide new insights on 

innovation and knowledge-creation in science and technology, ANT is a very diverse and flexible 

approach which has become in the recent years a way to tackle issues in many different fields of 

study: medicine, information systems, geography, tourism and media (Prout, 1996; Walsham, 

1997; Murdoch, 1998; Jóhannesson, 2005; Couldry, 2008 quote them), which is also a reason for 

us  to take on the subject of Organizational Culture from this perspective. However, one of its main 

contributors, Bruno Latour has for several years acknowledged that the wording of the theory he 

helped constructing is quite misleading: ANT is called a theory, but is more about how to study 

things rather than explaining why studied things happen (Latour, 2005, p. 142; Callon, 2007, p. 

274; Law, 2009, p. 148); work-net, instead of network, would probably give a more comprehensive 

picture of what ANT is, namely that everything in the social and natural worlds as a continuously 

generated effect of the webs of relations within which they are located (Law, 2009, p. 141); 
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moreover, the terminology of actor is sometimes reductive, actant would be a more correct 

wording, since ANT confers equal importance to human and nonhuman entities (ibid.). What 

makes ANT so difficult to understand when first encountered for any newcomer or anyone that has 

been studying social sciences before, has a lot to do with the fact that ANT is directly contradicting 

everything social sciences have produced for the last fifty years. Many of the most fundamental 

ANT terms such as ‘social’ and ‘network’ are radically different from the widely admitted and 

commonly used meaning in Social Sciences. In order not to confuse the reader, we will now provide 

an insight of its main concepts; ANT will then be further developed in the theoretical part. When 

introducing main concepts from ANT, we will make use of direct quotations from its original 

creators as often as possible: we believe this would help providing the reader a clearer picture of 

what ANT is, as well as reducing the likelihood for us to poorly rephrase or interpret what is 

sometimes expressed by the authors in an almost aphoristic manner. 
 

3.4.3 For the Actor-Network Theory, the social is associated divergence, not convergent 
association 

We firstly need to go back to the basics, to the very definition of what is social (Callon, 1986a, p. 

3). In Social Sciences like the Social Network Theory (see Granovetter, 1973, 1985; Burt, 1992, 

2009) or the Social Identity Theory (see Tajfel & turner, 1979; Tajfel, ‘social’ is generally referred 

to as the links or ties within human society and its members, which causes them get together into 

groups and enable them to live together. Through intense and careful studying of these links, the 

sociologist comes to the identification of specific sorts of phenomenon called ‘society’, ‘social 

order’, ‘social practice’, ‘social dimension’, or ‘social structure etc.; ANT point it out as being a 

tautology (an unnecessary repetition) namely, that the social could explain the social (Latour, 2005 

p. 3). The position that the social in itself is accountable for social phenomena has been taken for 

granted in sociology; it is this fundament that ANT is criticizing:  the sociological explanation of 

scientific and technical controversies is as debatable as the knowledge and objects which it 

accounts for (Callon, 1986a, p. 3). The approach of Actor-Network Theory is in radical opposition 

to the traditional perspective in the sense that it claims that there is nothing specific to social order; 

that there is no social dimension of any sort, no ‘social context’, no distinct domain of reality to 

which the label ‘social’ or ‘society’ could be attributed (Latour, 2005 p. 4). As a result, a social 

force driving people's behaviours simply does not exist in ANT. How could it be then, that both 

perspectives claim to be sciences of the social? Latour argues that where traditional sociologists 

consider social aggregates as the given that could shed some light on residual aspects of 

economics, linguistics, psychology, management, ANT sociologists on the other hand, consider 

social aggregates as what should be explained by the specific associations provided by economics, 

linguistics, psychology, law, management, etc. (Latour, 2005, p. 5). Put another way, where 

traditional sociologists consider social the convergence of similarities (on which social basis a 

group comes together), ANT investigates the trail of associations between dissimilar elements 

(what brings a group together is social) (ibid). 

3.4.4 The ANT perspective is a sociology of associations 
We have just seen that what matters most in ANT are the associations between several entities, 

between several actors. One of the most fundamental and disturbing originality of ANT is 

grounded in its own definition of actors: anything that does modify a state of affairs by making a 

difference is an actor—or, if it has no figuration yet, an actant (Latour, 2005 p. 71). The 

consideration of radical indeterminacy leads ANT to consider both human actors and nonhuman 

as such the observer who disregards these uncertainties risks writing a slanted story which ignores 
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the fact that the identities of actors are problematic (Callon, 1986a, p. 3); these actors are always 

associated in such a way that they make other entities do something (Callon, 2007, p. 273; Luoma-

aho & Paloviita, 2010, p. 50). Additionally, for ANT, the social is only the name of a type of 

momentary association which is characterized by the way it gathers into new shapes (Latour, 2005, 

p. 65). This social reconfiguration, according to Latour, always leaves evidences, and it is the ANT 

researcher’s role to record them. For this main reason, network can only be defined as a concept, 

not a thing out there and is an expression to check how much energy, movement, and specificity 

our own reports are able to capture (Latour, 2005, p. 131). This all gives us precious information 

when trying to provide a definition from an ANT perspective: a network is a physically evident 

connective tracing between two or several acting human and nonhuman entities. An investigation 

from an ANT perspective is therefore eminently empirical: it will aim at tracing back the network. 

3.5 The core concepts of the Actor-Network theory 
We are now going to get into ANT into more detail in order to get a comprehensive understanding 

of the implications of such an approach, but also to relate it and feed it with other theoretical inputs. 

At the end of our introduction, we mentioned that ANT was drawing its force from building upon 

sociological uncertainties (or controversies); instead of trying to solve them and losing focus like 

traditional sociology would have, ANT is making connections between them. Latour defines the 

number of uncertainties to five:  according to him they are linked to the nature of groups (there are 

contradictory ways to confer identities to actors); the nature of actions (one action is conditioned 

by a great number of agents); the nature of objects (the type of agencies is opened to change); the 

nature of facts (linking natural science with sociology is controversial) and the types of studies 

(about the empirical nature of social sciences) (Latour, 2005, p. 22). 

3.5.1 No group, only group formation 
The basic assumption of traditional sociology is that any person is likely to identify to a social 

grouping. As a result, groupings are always considered through the perspective of whichever social 

aggregate is the most appropriate to convey a relevant analysis: individuals, organizations, social 

classes etc. Therefore, most sociologists are torn apart between choosing a micro-level analysis 

and macro-level analysis (Brass et al. 2004), even if the studied object calls for a multilevel 

perspective. The immutability of pre-existent social aggregates seems to be taken for granted and 

hides, according to ANT that the social is not pre-existent but constantly being performed. 

Sociologists of the social consider that the main feature of this world is to recognize, independently 

of who is tracing them and with what sort of tools, the unquestionable existence of boundaries 

(Latour, 2005, p. 28). Contrary to the usual sociological stance, the starting point of ANT is to say 

that there is no pre-established social boundary, that there exists some contradictory group 

enrolments. ANT therefore feeds itself from the sociological controversy of group formation to 

build upon it without restraining its scope: Either we follow social theorists and begin our travel 

by setting up at the start which kind of group and level of analysis we will focus on, or we follow 

the actors’ own ways and begin our travels by the traces left behind by their activity of forming 

and dismantling groups (Latour, 2005, p. 29). ANT’s step is pretty similar to drawing a map of an 

unknown shore: the cartographer takes his pen and draws the coast, as it is, and follows it along 

the way, wherever it might lead him. 

 

The reason why ANT focuses on actual group formation and dismantling is that their performative 

nature is reputed to leave traces: Society is an ongoing achievement (Callon, 2001, p. 62), physical 

evidence that the sociologist will in turn record (Law, 2009, p. 150). No group is considered as 
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silent for the reason that it is the result of a negotiation process between many different actors, like 

a crowd would discuss upon a subject until agreement is being reached. This brings us to the second 

key idea of ANT, that groups are emergent and that this emergence is extremely valuable to the 

researcher: groups in formation are noisier than groups that have already been formed. Put another 

way, there is more physical evidence of groups as they are being performed than once they have 

been performed. Each group needs actors to constitute them, to represent them and to keep them 

together: There is no group without some kind of recruiting officer (Latour, 2005, p. 32). Retracing 

and altering the boundaries of a group will always be related to anti-groups. However, as Latour 

stresses out, this leads the social actors to define themselves the social environment they are 

evolving in, which is another reason for the sociologist not to predefine social aggregates in the 

first place (ibid.) This very point redefines the traditional role and importance given to the 

sociologist, which is most cases appears as the bearer of an enlightening explanation of social 

phenomena (Callon, 1986a, p. 2). On the contrary, ANT gives much more importance to the actors 

by stating that sociologists are always one reflexive loop behind those they study (Latour, 2005, p. 

33).  

 

The spokesperson of the group will then search for a set of features to be applied to the group in 

order to define its limits and resist to the external pressures of anti-groups. It is tempting for 

sociologists to draw conclusions about the immutability of its boundaries and therefore what is 

social, as it is defined by ANT, slowly leaks out of the social world: as the group is taken for 

granted, its performative nature fades away and information is lost. For ANT, if you stop making 

and remaking groups, you stop having groups (Latour, 2005, p. 34). For sociologists of the social, 

social links themselves are likely to explain social inertia, while for ANT, any kind of social inertia, 

of stability over time (e.g. loyalty, commitment etc.) is always performed through some means (e.g. 

vehicles, tools, instruments etc.). We start getting the picture now, why ANT gives equal 

importance to human and nonhuman actors (Callon, 2007, p. 273; Law, 2009, p. 147; ): it draws 

attention to the means necessary to ceaselessly upkeep the groups and to the key contributions 

made by the analysts’ own resources (Latour, 2005, p. 35). This leads Latour to make the 

distinction between passive entities and acting entities, already differentiated by Callon (2007, p. 

273), and call the former intermediaries and the latter mediators (2005, p. 38). Intermediaries (e.g. 

computers) are merely transporting information, meaning or force without altering it, while 

mediators (e.g. a conversation) have a much more unique property of transforming information: it 

might very well be a complex agent, in the sense that it might lead in several contradictory 

directions. Latour further argues that traditional sociologists have focused a lot on intermediaries, 

at the expense of mediators. In contrast to ANT, which states that most entities are mediators and 

that intermediaries are the exception (2005, p. 40). The questioning of whether entities are 

intermediaries or mediators is crucial to understand the coming uncertainties. 

3.5.2 Action is overtaken 
As Callon puts it, for ANT everything is action (Callon, 2007, p. 273). Latour explains the issue of 

action by asking simple questions that point out the ambiguity of acting: When we act, who else is 

acting? How many agents are also present? How come I never do what I want? Why are we all 

held by forces that are not of our own making? (2005, p. 44). As ANT scholar suggest, actions are 

merely taken by considering one single factor of influence, they always result in a multitude of 

complex intertwined relational effects often subject to alien agencies (Latour, 2005, p. 45; Law, 

2009, p. 145). But ANT’s main criticism towards traditional Social Sciences on this particular 

matter is that stating that action is overtaken (one action is not a clear resultant of causality) is not 
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the same thing as one social force has taken over like most sociologists would say. For ANT 

scholars, uncertainties of the genesis of actions should be the starting point of the 

investigation:  Since that which makes us act is not made of social stuff, it can be associated 

together in new ways (Latour, 2005, p. 46). Just like an actor on stage, performing with other agents 

in a complex contextual frame, nothing is ever certain. It is because of this uncertainty in actions 

that sociologists have been using Society as a driving force as an attempt to disentangle the Gordian 

knot that was presented to them. Action is not done under the full control of consciousness; action 

should rather be felt as a node, a knot, and a conglomerate of many surprising sets of agencies 

that have to be slowly disentangled (Latour, 2005, p. 44). One fundamental feature of ANT that we 

must keep in mind when interviewing is to always follow the discourse, even if it appears 

shockingly unusual and resist to the seducing alternative of substitution with a socially acceptable 

explanation. Traditional sociologists have aimed at stabilizing the social world by withdrawing 

inconvenient entities and substituting more convenient ones. To put it crudely, where Social 

Sciences avoid uncertainty by twisting the unconventional facts and create intangible agencies, 

ANT sticks to the raw material (Latour, 2005, pp. 48-49). Without accounts, without trials, without 

differences, without transformation in some state of affairs, there is no meaningful argument to be 

made about a given agency (Latour, 2005, p. 53). One might object that agencies are no more than 

simple causalities. This remark might be well founded for intermediaries, since they are only 

carrying out information without altering it, their output is predictable when one looks at their 

input. But, as far as mediators are concerned, because of their inherent complexity, their output 

cannot be predicted by simply looking at their input. Mediators triggering mediators, this is what 

Latour calls concatenations of mediators (2005, p. 59). 

3.5.3 Objects too have agency 
We now know that the meaning of the social according to ANT is very different from its traditional 

meaning in sociology. It encompasses the moment when heterogeneous entities are associating or 

re-associating themselves. One common image is being used to illustrate this section, it is the 

metaphor of the supermarket: we would call ‘social’ not any specific shelf or aisle, but the multiple 

modifications made throughout the whole place in the organization of all the goods—their 

packaging, their pricing, their labelling—because those minute shifts reveal to the observer which 

new combinations are explored and which paths will be taken (Latour, 2005, p. 65). It is movement, 

not a static picture that reveals what the social is: there is no durable tie which essence is social 

from an ANT perspective. This means that the apparent stability and durability of society as a 

whole must be found somewhere else than in a self-explanatory social process like it is commonly 

admitted by social scientists. Any relationship solely relying on social ties will be of short 

duration.  It’s precisely because it’s so difficult to maintain asymmetries, to durably entrench power 

relations, to enforce inequalities, that so much work is being constantly devoted in shifting the 

weak and fast-decaying ties to other types of links (Latour, 2005, p. 66). This critique of social 

links is directly contradicting Granovetter’s influential work in sociology, the strength of weak ties: 

according to ANT, it is precisely because social links cannot account for durable relationships that 

Granovetter named them weak, somehow refusing to acknowledge that such links could possibly 

disappear over time. [ANT’s] slogan, ‘Follow the actors’, becomes, ‘Follow the actors in their 

weaving through things they have added to social skills so as to render more durable the constantly 

shifting interactions’ (Latour, 2005, p. 68). Now the question that has to be answered is what could 

such things be? We know so far that those things would have the property of linking entities 

overtime, what social ties wouldn’t be accountable for. The following idea is profoundly 

revolutionary for sociology: ANT proposes that those things are not to be found in social 
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compounds, but rather in various types of materials: ANT is making objects participants in the 

course of action (Latour, 2005, p. 70). Actors would appear not only to be human entities, but also 

nonhuman as long as they have an impact on other entities: anything that does modify a state of 

affairs by making a difference is an actor—or, if it has no figuration yet, an actant (Latour, 2005, 

p. 71). Objects, from an ANT perspective, are not mere causalities, neither are they full actors 

(things don’t act as a human being would), they rather enable, facilitate, reinforce other things and 

participate actively in shaping the environment, the contrasted landscape (...), the huge 

asymmetries, the crushing exercise of power (Latour, 2005, p. 72). This new dimension given to 

objects makes of ANT a material-semiotic approach (John Law even prefers this terminology to 

the confusing Actor-Network-theory), an approach combining material and symbolic 

interactionism (Law, 2009, p. 142). But objects are more than simple actors or actants to be more 

precise, they help tracing social connections only intermittently (Latour, 2005, p. 74). as Latour 

puts it, the incommensurability (the fact that comparison is not possible) of objects and the inherent 

difficulty that represents an evaluation of influences of nonhuman entities on human entities should 

not lead the sociologist to the conclusion that they are not constituent of the social: We know that 

the ingredients of controversies are a mixture of considerations concerning both Society and 

Nature. For this reason we require the observer to use a single repertoire when they are described 

(Callon, 1986a, p. 4). In ANT, the words ‘Nature’ and ‘Society’ are being replaced by ‘collectivity’ 

for Latour; ‘free association’ for Callon, terminologies which finally render the co-existence of 

human and nonhuman entities possible: the continuity of any course of action will rarely consist of 

human-to-human connections (...) or of object-to-object connections, but will probably zigzag from 

one to the other (Latour, 2005, p. 75).  

 

We start getting the picture why ANT is so particular and useful for tracing new trajectories which 

other theories wouldn’t render possible. But, because of this, ANT is also intricate and complicated 

to implement: it does not only take into account the continuity of actors of different natures, but 

also the discontinuity between them, which remains incommensurable. We have to take non-

humans into account only as long as they are rendered commensurable with social and also to 

accept, an instant later, their fundamental incommensurability (Latour, 2005, p. 78). The only way 

for those objects to become accountable is for them to leave evidence that will enable the researcher 

to trace back their accountability. The same is true for groups, as we have already mentioned earlier, 

but it is even trickier for objects since Objects, by the very nature of their connections with humans, 

quickly shift from being mediators to being intermediaries (Latour, 2005, p. 79) and by so doing, 

become of no more interest for the researcher. Fortunately for him, scripts and other forms of 

description are often produced, to make objects talk and reveal their chain of effects on other 

entities. But, contrary to humans who are talkative anyhow, objects tend to fade in the background 

quite quickly, which renders their description even more complicated: objects appear associable 

with one another and with social ties only momentarily (Latour, 2005, p. 80). 

3.5.4 Matters of fact vs. matters of concern 
ANT reveals a fourth dramatic uncertainty, like Latour puts it After having doubted the ‘socio’ in 

the word sociology, we now have to doubt its ‘logy’ (2005, p. 88). ANT points out that sciences 

take for granted that a well-constructed method, or let’s say design, in undeniably proving its 

genuine nature: it is mandatory for a scientist to remain objective in his scientific step in order to 

get reliable results. But the meaning of constructivism in social and natural science is different: it 

means that facts themselves are constructed, that the result is an artificial construction. Yet, ANT 

differentiates what is constructed, from what is socially constructed: in the latter, reality is an 
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agency of social entities of different natures (Latour, 2005, p. 93). Therefore, ANT aims at 

unveiling the social (in the ANT sense) lying behind sciences: from the moment one accepts that 

both social and natural sciences are equally uncertain, ambiguous, and disputable, it is no longer 

possible to have them playing different roles in the analysis (Callon, 1986a, p. 3). Since the view 

of traditional sciences have been, to ANT standards, misdirected at providing reflexive insights, 

Latour argues that they might also have analysed other domains in an approximate manner (Latour, 

2005, p. 101). This makes us, thesis writers, having to step away from other social sciences if we 

want to use ANT as a method to explore Corporate Culture and Networking from a new 

perspective. ANT criticizes the tendency of sociologists to use an invisible force as an explanation 

of social matters: how could a rather unknown factor be reputed to explain anything? ANT is more 

cautious at considering the residual traces of causality to provide description of what is social, it 

refuses to take for granted any force. It rather substitutes it with the notion of translation, the 

connection between several actors that transports and transforms information.  There is no society, 

no social realm, and no social ties, but there exist translations between mediators that may 

generate traceable associations (Latour, 2005, p. 108). Michel Callon identified four (not 

absolutely sequential) moments in this translation process: the problematization (rendering actors 

indispensable), the interessement, the enrolment (defining and coordinating the roles) and the 

mobilization (1986a, pp. 6-17). As he points out, the translation is not necessarily smooth and might 

impede the process to be successful. By so doing, ANT shifts its focus from the matters of facts 

(the most important notions for traditional sciences) to matters of concern (the uncertainty of 

scientific objectivity) (Latour, 2004). While highly uncertain and loudly disputed, these real, 

objective, atypical and, above all, interesting agencies are taken not exactly as object but rather 

as gatherings (Latour, 2005, p. 114). This new empiricism will require a specific procedure in 

order to reveal those translations: it is the departure point from the fifth uncertainty which ANT 

builds upon. 

3.5.5 Writing down risky accounts  
ANT and privileges a descriptive approach of the social through the use of accounts, of narrative 

texts tracing back the translations as they are being performed; ANT is therefore first and foremost 

an empirical approach (Law, 2009, p. 141). The ANT approach is yet more sophisticated than 

simply integrating the investigated organization: Even when we are in the midst of things, with our 

eyes and ears on the lookout, we miss most of what has happened (Latour, 2005, p. 123). Most of 

the time, huge amount of data is being collected before the researcher writes anything down: the 

writing process comes after data collection, which is inconsistent with the ANT perspective of 

performing research: an ANT researcher should focus  

 

Simply sticking to descriptions could seem simplistic and superficial at the first glance. But it 

should be kept in mind that the very purpose of ANT is to trace back the social. No interpretative 

approach could do so. Furthermore: Only bad descriptions need an explanation (Latour, 2005, p. 

147). The focus on the writing process should provide, according to ANT scholars, the most 

accurate description possible of the social, in a more accurate manner than traditional sociology, 

where the writing is connex, would permit:  To put it in the most provocative way: good sociology 

has to be well written; if not, the social doesn’t appear through it (Latour, 2005, p. 124). Therefore, 

ANT is an objective method, not because it claims to be opposed to a subjective approach (Law, 

2009 p. 142), but since it confers to objects the property of reciprocal influence (Latour, 2005, p. 

129). 
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Storytelling and narratives are generally criticized in social sciences for not being scientific 

enough; scholars have been long battling on what true sciences should be. Yet, the fictional 

dimension of narratives is at the very core of ANT (Callon, 1986a, p. 4; Law, 2009 p. 142). As 

Latour puts it: an account which accepts to be ‘just a story’ is an account that has lost its main 

source of uncertainty: it does not fret any longer at being accurate, faithful, interesting, or objective 

(2005, p. 125). A successful ANT step should trace a network where there are many mediators and 

few intermediaries:  A good ANT account is a narrative or a description or a proposition where all 

the actors do something and don’t just sit there (Latour, 2005, p. 128). After a long development 

through various uncertainties, we finally come to the point of networking through an ANT 

perspective: network is an expression to check how much energy, movement, and specificity our 

own reports are able to capture (Latour, 2005, p. 131). Even if ANT recognizes the usefulness of 

graphical representations of networks, attention is drawn to the fact that, because of the 

performative nature of networks, any representation is frozen in time like an instantaneous picture 

and can’t predict the constitution of a network in the future. But those visual graphs have the 

drawback of not capturing movements and of being visually poor (Latour, 2005, p. 133). We finally 

notice that where traditional approaches would start with the existence of a network, ANT does the 

opposite: it considers the network as being the outcome, as illustrated by Diderot’s sentence Voilà 

ma toile; et le point originaire de tous ces fils c’est mon araignée (Here is my net; and the starting 

point of all those filaments is my spider) (in Callon & Latour, 1992, p. 343). To sum up the main 

ANT concepts that we went through, we could say like Law puts it, that ANT is a semiotic 

relational method, putting emphasis on heterogeneity and materiality during which a precarious 

process of power exertion takes place (Law, 2009, p. 147). 

3.5.6 Lessons learnt: tracing back the social 
The question that arises is the following: since agencies are only punctual and networks tend to 

fade away with time, how are we, as researchers, going to manage to trace them back? The fathers 

of ANT provide leads regarding this issue. Latour argues that several cases render the study of 

objects and their agencies with other entities easier to follow: innovation (when several entities are 

obviously being combined for the first time), distance (processes are needed to catch on i.e. training 

and learning), unexpected issues (dysfunctional objects come apparent to the world), 

documentation (historical accounts keeping trace of objects’ agencies) and fictionary works 

(organizational mythology) (2005, pp. 80-82). Moreover, Law says that durability is likely to be 

prolonged if agencies are rendered physically evident, are embedded in the overall strategy and if 

inclusive discourses (entrepreneurs, sometimes bureaucrats, puzzle-solvers, leadership) (Law, 

2009, pp. 148-149). 

 

Chapter summary 

In this chapter the authors have addressed a few of the very many definitions that are given by 

different scholars for organizational networks and Organizational Culture, and thereby from all the 

definitions, the authors chose the definition of  Organizational Culture which is the values, beliefs, 

behaviours and assumptions that dictate how to behave and do things in the organization.  

 

Because of the link leadership has with networking and Organizational Culture, and considering 

our research question which is which are the actors of Interorganizational Culturing in a 

networking organization, we have also addressed the leader’s role in a networking organization.  

We have also in this section highlighted that managing a network is not the same as managing a 

single organization and that networking needs acquaintance, expertise and abilities that are 
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different from that of an organization with no network. Thus, leadership is also an important part 

in creating and developing a culture that fits best with the business of the firm. In addition, failures 

of network organizations at times can be attributed to manager’s weaknesses in designing and 

operating the network. 

 

There are different types of networks, in this thesis however, the authors have chosen to focus on 

one type of network which is strategic alliance or strong partnerships. Burton et al., (2011, p. 243) 

define strategic alliances as an organized cooperation between different firms for the purpose of 

conducting a business to acquire a shared benefit. 

 

Network embeddedness is also a concept explored in this chapter, network embeddedness 

represents the ties an organization has with its transaction partners, these partners could be the 

sellers, competitors, buyers and so on with which the organization interacts with. Further Actor-

Network Theory (ANT) is also explored in this chapter; ANT is an investigation method enabling 

to uncover networks of human and nonhuman actors in a given setting. ANT is called a theory, but 

is more about how to study things rather than explaining why studied things happen.  
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4. Practical methodology 
In this chapter the authors provide an elaborated explanation of the type of interview that have 

chosen been to perform the research and the reasons behind it. The chapter also gives insights on 

how the interviews were conducted and which were the interview occasions. Furthermore the 

interviews and the transcription process will also be evaluated and ethical considerations and 

limitations will be discussed. 

4.1 Method for data collection 
Saunders et al. point out that when analysing data to answer a research question, a researcher can 

have two choices and these are primary and secondary data (2012, p.304). The primary data are the 

data collected by the researcher for his own research purpose (Wegner, 2008, p. 26). Secondary 

data analysis on the other hand is performed on data that have already been gathered for a specific 

purpose that is different from one’s own research (Saunders et.al, 2012, p. 304). (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p.313, 314) state the advantages of using a secondary data analysis as time, energy and cost 

saving, by letting the researcher have time at his disposal by not having to collect the data himself 

and thus focusing on analysing a data that has already been collected. However there are also 

downsides to using secondary data as stipulated by (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.320) and they are lack 

of familiarity and complexity of the data. Since the data is collected by others for a different 

purpose, a time of familiarization would be required. (Wegner, 2008, p. 27) also state other 

limitations of using secondary sources and these are that the data used could be outdated or that 

they won’t be relevant to answer the research question at hand. Further, checking for accuracy of 

the data would be difficult. 

 

Considering the purpose we have in mind for this study however, we see primary data collection 

as the best fit. Because of the fact that our thesis topic has not been abundantly researched before, 

thus lack of data on the subject led us to do the primary data collection ourselves, further we aim 

at getting a comprehensive picture of the two concepts together that is Organizational Culture and 

networking, and it is best to see this through a first-hand contact with the respondents to have a 

clearer view. The nature of our research requires us to use primary data: as there is no way to find 

the information that we need to lead the research even if it is consuming more resource (time, 

financial resources etc.). Primary data can be collected through interviews, questionnaires or 

observations. And in relation to our research question, interviews, questionnaires or surveys are 

good tools to study a culture’s espoused values and norms of organizations (Schein, E. H. 1990, p. 

112). 

 

The exploring nature of our investigation led us to favour a qualitative approach: most researchers 

highlight that a qualitative research is most suitable when trying to make sense of a phenomenon 

which is not well defined by previous researches. Moreover, it is by following the participants’ in 

their discourse that we are eventually going to find evidence of the investigated subject; it is 

therefore primordial for us to establish favourable conditions in which the speech can freely evolve: 

only qualitative research enables to put the words at the core of the research. 

4.2 Choice of organizations and respondents 
The two main topics we have developed in our thesis are Organizational Networking and 

Organizational Culture, as they provide a basis for understanding how both relate to each other. 

Organizational Culture is endemic to an Organization’s way of doing things, it can reasonably be 
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assumed that any Organization, through its own history and under the influence of endogenous and 

exogenous factors will develop a specific Organizational Culture, even without allegedly and 

intentionally doing so  (the layer of Organizational Culture that Schein calls assumptions (Schein, 

2010). In the literature, Organizational Culture is given and its existence is therefore taken for 

granted. Organizational Culture is or the organization simply is not. On the contrary, 

Organizational Networking is much more of a volatile and strategic determinant (Ford, 1997; 

Ritter, 1999). Two organizations in the same industry might put a different emphasis on 

Organizational Networking and have dramatically different approaches to the issue, as well as they 

might have significant difference in performance and success at networking. Therefore, our first 

preoccupation when selecting potential respondents should be its propensity to have strong 

collaborative networks with other organizations.  

 

For this thesis the type of sampling we have chosen is convenience sampling. This type of sampling 

according to Bryman & Bell is one that is simply available to the researcher by virtue of its 

accessibility (2007, p.190). It is often problematic to generalize from this type of sampling. The 

companies with whom we had the interview were the ones who were willing to cooperate from the 

ones we contacted by phone and emails. Our initial idea was to find a database where we would be 

able to find organizations that have strategic alliances; however, these databases are most like 

private clubs for organizations to network among themselves than databases accessible for research 

purposes. For example, the ASAP (the association of strategic alliance professionals)   charged an 

amount of USD $385 per year as a membership fee. Since this was too large of an amount for the 

thesis authors at this stage, we switched our focus to finding companies in the database called 

largestcompanies.com. This database inventories the largest companies in Scandinavian countries 

and enables to filter them by country, industry, and eventually turnover if needed. We chose to go 

for large companies is that they are more likely to have an employee dedicated to the matter of 

strategic alliance building and networking than smaller ones. The choice to interview people 

responsible for strategic alliances and other kinds of partnerships was motivated by several factors: 

they are conveying Organizational Culture on a daily basis (1); they are at the crossroad of 

interorganizational collaboration (2); they are in charge of implementing organizational strategy 

(3) and they have a responsibility for delivering success in interorganizational partnerships (4). 

 

Since the database we chose wasn’t exclusively for networking companies, the best way to make 

sure the companies were actually networking was to ask them. Our thesis topic is to unveil and 

entangle a given phenomenon which is not identifiable as such in the literature; it is of interest for 

us to pick organizations belonging to various industries for several reasons: firstly, it would enable 

us to have a general non-industry specific picture of the investigated phenomenon that would 

eventually lead to legitimize the existence of a general phenomenon. Secondly, by investigating 

several industries, we limit the industry specificities that could impact the existence of the 

phenomenon; finally this choice would permit a comparison between industries. In order to do so, 

we would select diverse industries for which Organizational Networking is important, and then 

make sure that each company that we select is having one or several strategic alliances.  

 

The next step would then to justify our choice of focusing on strategic alliances. Strategic allies 

remain different companies that maintain their autonomy and yet partner with each other to take 

advantage of a new opportunity, setting up a basis to investigate the interplay between 

organizations, or put another way, the mutual influences from organizations towards their network. 

In strategic alliances since the two companies remain independent this might give a room for 



47 
 

cultural mismatches and misunderstandings that thus could create a cultural conflict, or on the 

contrary a mutually beneficial partnership to turns out to be a success for both parties. As Weber 

and Chathoth point out, (cited in Oh & Pizam, 2008, p. 503), strategic alliances are named 

differently by many authors: some have named them coalitions (Porter and Fuller, 1986) whereas 

others call them strategic networks. (Jarillo, 1988). Mowery et al., (1996, p.78) mention that 

number of alliances have considerably enlarged since their set up has changed over time and that 

they are becoming prevalent in technology- intensive industries, where high complementarity of 

skills and other resources are needed: many of the alliances in the past two decades have had 

extensive exchange of know-how and transfer in technology. An important factor in the endurance 

of a global alliance is compatibility between partners with a common set of values, style, and 

culture (Perlmutter and Heenan, 1986). Cited (Kotabe & Scott, 1995, p. 626) But, as Sambasivan 

and Yen (2010) show with their investigation, strategic alliances have also developed in other 

sectors; which justifies our choice of investigating in different industries. 

4.3 Type of interview 
When doing a qualitative research, one should first identify the different types of interviews so one 

can choose the best fit for his/her study. There are a number of different types of Interviews, face 

to face interviews, phone interviews, email interviews etc. For a variety of reasons such as ease of 

access to respondent and cost we have chosen to conduct a Phone interview. Besides the cost and 

ease of access we also took in to consideration of having different organizations from different 

industries and that meant regions of operation could also be far from Umeå, therefore we also 

thought that doing a phone interview would be the best solution to interview people in different 

areas. Telephone interview has both pros and cons. Wegner, T. (2010, p. 30) state the pros of a 

telephone interviews as lower cost, quick when considering different respondents in different 

regions, people tend to be more free on the phone than in person, the ability to reach a bigger 

sample in a small amount of time. Whereas the cons are put as not being able to observe the body 

language, interviewer bias is possible and that it’s possible that the respondent may end the call. 

Further down will follow the difference between unstructured and semi-structured interviews and 

why we chose unstructured interviews. According to Bryman & Bell, (2008, p. 438) Unstructured 

interviews mostly include just one question and afterwards the interviewer asks questions based on 

the response of the interviewee, in which the interviewer follows up on the important aspects of 

the response given by the interviewee; whereas semi-structured interviews are conducted by a 

researcher who has a number of questions in the form of an interview guide. In this type of 

interview it is also the case that questions not on the list can arise depending on the relevance; the 

question has for the interviewer. Both of these approaches are capable of giving the researcher the 

possibility to conduct the interview in a most suitable way. (Bryman, 2008, p. 438) 

 

The interviews were unstructured in accordance to the Actor-Network perspective that we use in 

this investigation (cf. Appendix 1: interview guide p. 98); we intended to let as much freedom as 

possible to the participants, relentlessly following the paths they have taken when introduced to the 

subject. This perspective is risky, as Latour acknowledges it when writing about the fifth type of 

uncertainty that ANT is building upon writing down risky accounts (2005, p. 121). It is even more 

so given the time at hand, the modest resources at our disposal, and our inability to perform and 

ethnological study, which would require a long immersive and participatory approach in each of 

the investigated organizations. Nevertheless, interviews are also a big part of the ANT perspective, 

and these interviews is the only material that we can rely on, in addition to companies’ websites, 

presentations and reports in order to gather data. Although we didn’t ask direct questions to the 
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participants, we have designed an interview guide with general topics that would help us be reactive 

to the participant’s discourse. The method we used could be somehow compared to Socrates’ 

maieutic (minus the pretension that we would in any way contribute to the understanding of the 

world): we are merely following the interviewee’s thoughts and speech while at the same time 

reformulating, questioning and pointing out statements of interest. We are performing the 

interviews to learn from the participants, not the other way around. When selecting the target of 

our investigation, we chose to only ask employees that would directly be in charge of managing 

networks within an organization or people that have an extensive experience with 

interorganizational collaborative projects. Therefore our privileged targets are network managers, 

business developers and projects managers. The main challenge for us was to know who the person 

of interest for us was in each company. To help organizations directing us at the right person, we 

provided them with a description of the profile we were looking for (cf. Appendix 2: mailing used 

for contacting the participants p. 99). Sometimes, we asked for the human resource department, 

since they have a wider knowledge of employees’ positions in the company. 

4.4 Interview occasion 
When we initially started contacting companies we used the largestcompanies.com; from this 

website we limited the search to companies in Sweden and out of the companies in Sweden we 

also aimed for companies with in different sectors. Initially we came up with sixty different 

companies to contact; we made both phone calls as well as sending them an email about our 

intention to interview a person within the company. From the sixty companies, seven of them were 

willing to conduct the interview. However since one of the interviews was of bad quality and also 

not in the ANT perspective – when the participant doesn’t talk much, little can be done – we have 

decided to aim exclude it from the participants list.  

 

We decided to only focus on Swedish organizations as we thought it might be easier to get 

organizations to help us with our thesis if they knew our University or at least if our University is 

in their country. Additionally, most of people in Sweden also speak English very well; we perhaps 

couldn’t have performed the same way in another country. The interviews were performed from 

the 30th of April to the 15th of May and last between 43 and 61 minutes. We performed them using 

the free phone softwares, PoivY, Freecall or Skype depending on the ability of our respondent to 

use one of them. We decided it would be of absolute necessity to record our interviews in order not 

to lose any precious information; this was done by using the standard sound recorder installed by 

default on our laptops. We’ve split the role between us: one was in charge of actively listening to 

the interviewee’s discourse and react to it while the other was taking essential notes. Due to the 

limitation of our resources, we decided to perform the interviews entirely through phone even if 

one or two could eventually been performed face-to-face since it could influence the outcomes of 

the interview. We are well aware that leading interviews through the phone can have some 

limitations, while being generally more complicated; phone interviews might make the participant 

safer and more relaxed, therefore in favourable disposition to generate honest and spontaneous 

answers, while making the callers miss the body language. The social desirability is also less likely 

to interfere through the phone than with physical interactions. Performing interviews through the 

phone are therefore more in the ANT spirit on not influencing the participants. 

 
Designing and conducting the interview 

All of the interviews conducted took place at home, this is due to the sudden network connection 

at the University, and since we were conducting a phone interview we didn't want to risk having a 
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bad connection again, therefore we decided to conduct the interviews at home where there is 

guaranteed good connection. However for scheduling and planning the interviews we mainly used 

the group rooms which can be booked at the University, though we had some difficulty hearing 

each other at times we overcame this by contacting the interviewees directly by mail and setting 

up the interviews. 

 

Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 482) state that when doing a qualitative research it’s not only what the 

interviewee has to say that matters but rather also how she/he expresses herself is important, 

therefore highlighting the need for transcription, as one can hear the tone as many times to 

understand the situation of the interviewee. Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 483) further state the 

downsides of transcribing as being time consuming. And to our experience it has taken from 6-8 

hours to transcribe each of our interviews, which is in the average. However the authors would like 

to stress out that they promoted having few interviews of quality rather than simply relying on 

quantity. We gave a great amount of value and attention to the useful information the interviews 

have given and that they felt free and unbiased when doing the interview. Furthermore in a 

qualitative study such as ours, following the participants in their speech was crucial in order to 

stick to the ANT perspective. We tried as much as possible to elaborate on their own discourse. 

We have recorded all our interviews; we have done so because it is almost certain that from such 

long interviews we would not be able to remember all of the conversation. Furthermore, Klave and 

Brinkman (2009, p. 179) state that recording the interviews would make it easier for the 

interviewers to focus on the interview, rather than taking notes and conducting the interviews at 

the same time. The interviews started off by introducing the purpose and informing the participants 

that the interviews will be recorded but solely for the purpose of this research and not beyond. The 

interviews then started off by the interviewee introducing him/herself and stating his/her position 

at the company. All of our respondents that we contacted have been working with networking, 

partnerships or alliances. And the people with whom we had the interviews were people who were 

responsible for this area within the organizations. For the sake of keeping our respondents and their 

organizations anonymous and confidential, we have chosen to rename them in accordance to their 

main activity. We will distinguish our respondents with the following code name: Organization 

Pharmaceutics, Organization Information, Organization Knowledge, Organization Data 

Management, Organization Electronic Manufacturing, and Organization Hygiene & Forestry. 

The interviewees 

 
DATE TIME DURATION ORGANIZATION PARTICIPANT 

2014-04-30 13:00 58:36 Organization Pharmaceutics Director of Business Development 

2014-05-09 09:15 43:40 Organization Information Campaign Director 

2014-05-09 14:00 50.45 Organization Knowledge Director Employee Success 

2014-05-12 13:00 57:20 Organization Data Management Business Developer 

2014-05-14 14:00 50:08 Organization Electronic Manufacturing CEO 

2014-05-15 13:00 1:01:33 Organization Hygiene & Forestry Vice-President Communications 

Table 3 list of participants indicating time and date of the interviews 

 

Transcribing and analysing interviews 

Despite the fact that transcribing takes a lot of time, Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 483) mention its 

importance when it comes to qualitative analysis. Other authors such as (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 

87) also state that transcribing is an important part of getting to know the data collected. 
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In order to transcribe the interviews we have used a program called Express Scribe, this program 

helped us in adjusting the speed of the interview, which eased the process of transcribing to some 

extent as we didn't have to press pause and play all the time. This program was also helpful in case 

where the interviewee spoke fast which we were not able to identify what they meant at first but 

through Express scribe we were able to slow down the speed and hear what interviewer meant as 

accurately as possible. Besides Express scribe we also used VLC media player which basically 

performed the same task as Express scribe, we used this program in cases where the sound of the 

interviews were low and VLC media player made it possible to hear louder even low voices. 

 

When doing the transcription, we have paid a closer attention on how the interviewees were saying 

things and the tone in their voice as Saunders et al. (2009, p. 485) mentioned that researchers should 

not only be interested in what the interviewee says it but rather how it is said should also be paid 

closer attention to.  While doing the transcription we have listened to their tones carefully to hear 

if they were talking in freely, in a hesitant manner, or if they were unsure of some things. And 

we’ve put indications of this in the transcriptions where they appeared. 

4.5 Evaluation of interviews 
Our first impression was that our perspective of letting the interviewees totally free of speaking as 

they wish was not entirely possible: it would have resulted in chaotic and unfocused answers. We 

tried to provide them with general guidelines before conducting the interview; it was then our job 

to reflect on what the participant was saying in order to highlights certain parts of his speech that 

would be of interest for our study. We do not believe the language was the principal barrier to 

effective; instead we have identified several other barriers that may have had some impacts: we 

noticed that synchronizing the meanings of specific words like organizational networking or 

organizational culture by briefly explaining them was important at the beginning of the interview. 

It may somehow have influenced the interviewees in their response, but we believe it is a risk worth 

taking considering the bigger risk that would have represented a different conceptual meaning. For 

example, we notice during at the beginning of an interview that the word organizational culture 

was directly put into perspective of national cultural differences. The result of this interview, if we 

hadn’t clarified that we meant the way an organizations does things, the values they promote, what 

they believe in and its behaviours, would have been somehow useless because out of topic. This is 

the biggest difficulty of ANT: letting the interviewees free to talk, but put them in the right direction 

in the first place. In the end, little can be done if the interviewee understands and interprets terms 

in another way, especially when expressed in a foreign language, but it is a risk inherent to any 

kind of interview. 

4.6 Data processing and analysis 
The interviews were recorded using the default sound recorder installed on any computer. This was 

challenging at times, even with the sound maxed out it was sometimes very difficult to hear the 

tape. For this reason we decided to perform all the interviews using Kevin’s since it appears that it 

has a slightly better recording material. After recording a given interview, we immediately 

transcribed it, while it was still fresh. After the transcription, we listened once more to the interview 

while reading the script to ensure it was a faithful and accurate representation of the conversation. 

Then we printed out the scripts and highlighted with different colours all the actants and actors we 

could identify, in red the human actors and in yellow the nonhuman actants. This enabled us to 

clearly identify where the most important parts of the interview from an ANT perspective lied. The 



51 
 

next step would be to regroup the relevant data into several topics in order to make sense how 

things relate and also because some topics might be found a bit all over the place during the 

interview. 

4.7 Limitations of the empirical material 
As we already said in precedent paragraphs, the Actor-Network theory is, because of its exploratory 

nature, an uncertain method in the sense that it doesn’t guarantee to get any result; it is a distinctive 

way to scan through the data and make sense of it. Of course the choice of the respondents is to 

some extent arbitrary: we don’t have the luxury of the time to be able to carefully choose against a 

multitude of potential respondents. Moreover, luck is also coming into play, depending on the 

availability of our participants and other contingencies that we do not have any control over. But it 

is also the beauty of leading a research: if luck is yours, then you should know how to seize it. One 

undeniable limitation of the empirical material is the relative small amount of relevant data we 

have gathered in our interviews, but it is to our mind an unavoidable issue if we want to remain 

faithful to the ANT perspective: designing questions that orienting the discussion in a specific 

direction (the direction that the researcher would like to get to) would deviate from the ANT spirit: 

the emerging network would then be the network of the researcher’s intentions, which is what we 

absolutely need to avoid. 

4.8 Ethical considerations 
Kvale (2008, p. 24) and Creswell (2013, p. 174) state that the researchers need to take in to account 

the ethical considerations throughout the entire process of the interview. They also state that it is 

the researcher’s responsibility to inform the interviewers the purpose of the study. Ethical 

considerations are of utter importance when doing a research, they are the moral and behavioural 

guidelines a researcher should always follow, unless the research purposefully requires one of these 

rules to be violated as a research topic, which does not apply in our case. Bryman & Bell make the 

distinction between four principles to be followed: no harm to the participants should be made; 

they should be both informed and willing to be part of the research; their privacy should be 

respected and the research shouldn’t be misleading, deceiving or deceptive (2011, pp. 128-136). 

 

First of all, we didn’t harm any participant in any way, physically or psychologically during our 

thesis, just as we didn’t hinder their career or self-esteem. When contacting companies, we intended 

to stress how important they were for the research in order to make them feel valuable and 

confident. We made of respect and politeness our top priorities when contacting professionals, even 

when they did not welcome us in a gentle way. We did not harass the organizations and their 

employees in order to get an interview but rather tried to explain why the interview would be of 

importance.  

 

Secondly, we did not force the participants to be part of the research in any way but rather counted 

on their suitability for the research and agreement to participate. Kvale (2008, p. 27) mentions 

informed consent to mean that the research subjects should be made aware of the purpose of the 

study. Informed consent also means obtaining the voluntary participation and informing the 

interviewees about their right to withdraw from the study. (Saunders et al. 2012, p 238) also states 

that informed consent includes giving the respondents enough time to consider to be a part of the 

study or not without the interviewers pressure or bias, Since we made initial contact by phone then 

we confirmed some schedules by phone and some by email, we would argue that the respondents 
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had been given time to see their schedule and consider if they would like to be a part of the study 

or not. We always communicated the purpose and scope of the investigation at the first contact 

with them, leaving them the choice to be part of it or not. Additionally, when interviews were 

planned, we have let them the possibility to withdraw if they so desired.  Further confidentiality of 

the interviewees is maintained, meaning that private information will not be made public (Kvale, 

2008, p. 27). 

 

Thirdly, when performing our research, we made it very clear each time we entered in contact with 

a potential respondent that the investigation would be anonymous for both the interviewee and its 

company and that the recorded material would be for research purpose only and would not be 

displayed outside of the scope of the research. In order to make the investigated organizations 

identifiable, we have decided to give the organizations code names in accordance to their industry, 

thereby preserving their anonymity.  

 

Finally, we always communicated the purpose of our study in a transparent manner. We didn’t 

present our investigation in detail with technical words – that wouldn’t be of any use to the 

participant – but our formulation of the issue wasn’t ambiguous and we gladly provided the 

potential participants with more detailed information about the research when being asked to. 
 

Chapter summary 

In this section the authors have addressed the method for data collection. The companies and 

respondents of this thesis were obtained from a website called, largestcompanies.com. They chose 

to conduct unstructured interviews to the Actor-Network Theory perspective and principle to 

follow the discourse of the respondents. They intended to let as much freedom as possible to the 

participants, relentlessly following the dialectical paths they have taken when introduced to the 

subject. For a variety of reasons such as ease of access to respondent and cost the authors have also 

chosen to conduct the interviews by using phones, which lasted between 43 minutes and 61 

minutes. In order to remain the respondents and their organizations anonymous, nicknames were 

dedicated to each organization in accordance with its main activity (Organization Pharmaceutics, 

Organization Information, Organization Knowledge, Organization Data Management, 

Organization Electronic Manufacturing, and Organization Hygiene & Forestry). In order to 

transcribe the interviews the authors have used programs called Express Scribe and VLC Media 

Player. The interviews were recorded using the default sound recorder installed on any laptop. 

When it comes to the ethical considerations, the authors scrupulously communicated the purpose 

of our study in a transparent manner and made sure the respondent’s integrity was preserved. 
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5. Empirical foundation 
In this chapter, we will present the six interviews we had in the different organizational fields. The 

participant organizations have in common that they all have some sort of organizational 

networking activity to differing extents and that they were all willingly sharing their information, 

experience and knowledge they had regarding the topic. Each interview starts with a small 

introduction on the organization and the background on the interviewee. In this chapter again, we 

decided to put a lot of direct quotation to show we are actually following the participant’s speech. 

The discourse may seem not to be structured or relevant at times, the reader shall be informed that 

it is intended: following the ANT perspective requires us to strictly deal with what we have, and 

prevents us from taking any shortcut, to elude any information, or to make any inference with some 

invisible phenomenon. Only by sticking to the discourse will we be able to uncover the networks 

lying behind (Latour, 2005). The following texts are summarizing and reviewing the interviews as 

they were spoken while putting emphasis on the actors/actants by using an ANT specific 

vocabulary. 

5.1 Organization Pharmaceutics 
Organization Pharmaceutics was founded in 1988 and has about one hundred employees. Mr. 

Business Developer has held his position for Organization Pharmaceutics for about six months, 

but for the past fifteen years, he has worked in the same manner in several other pharmaceutical 

companies: he is a highly skilled and experienced individual when it comes to organizational 

partnering and alliance building. 

 

The biotech industry is characterized by significant constraints which impact its way of doing 

business: per definition, a biotech company with limited resources cannot really develop a product 

all the way to the market. The activities undertaken by the firm have to be supported by forging 

external alliances that enable the core competency of a laboratory to meet commercial use, in most 

case a decade after the research process has begun. The inherent development of a new drug is 

highly uncertain because of extraordinary time differential between the early stages of the 

development and the commercialization of the drug.  The inputs of a project cannot predict well 

the output, and a successful and full of potential medication does not necessarily and automatically 

transfer into commercial success. The industry-specific activity of new drugs development, the 

imperatives of commercialization and much needed source of revenues act as catalysers for 

pharmaceutical companies to organize into collaborative networks: the need for the partnerships 

is partly, due the late stage medical development and partly to undertake the commercialization. 

Organizational Networking appears to be one of the most critical and crucial aspect of a 

pharmaceutical company according to Mr. Business Developer: basically any bio tech company 

probably possesses the necessary skills, to discover and undertake the early development of a drug 

but, definitely not the late stage development. He also stresses out that Organization Pharmaceutics 

identified this need quite early to give the company a new impulse towards building a stronger 

collaborative network: [Organization Pharmaceutics] quickly realized that and took into 

collaborations and partnerships. Those partnerships are most of the time very very contractual for 

the inter-organizational collaborative transactions to be fruitfully operated. These contracts can 

take various forms and [Organization Pharmaceutics] has undertaken both licensing, mergers and 

acquisitions divestments with equity involved. Yet, Organization Pharmaceutics has taken quite a 

unique path in Sweden, by becoming more and more of an integrated company in Scandinavia, to 

include its own commercialization capabilities into its core activities and by divesting some others. 
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It is indeed a strategic intent and the strategic corporate plan is there to render this direction long 

lasting at all levels of the organization. The strategic move was to refocus the company in 

Scandinavia while keeping close relationships with international allies and partners for outside 

Scandinavia. [Organization Pharmaceutics] realized that now it was time to start building up 

commercialization capabilities with own sales team in Sweden, Denmark, Norway and Finland. 

Originally, the change in the strategy and the focus on organizational networking spams from a 

series of successful collaborative projects with other companies, which outcomes have had 

tremendous positive outcomes for the organization. Two medicines in particular, drugs X and Y 

which got developed though collaborative projects early in Organization Pharmaceutics’ history, 

made the organization realize that it had to keep on building its network to pursue in the right 

direction.  

Networking is even more important that it is multiplied by the international dimension of the 

pharmaceutical industry, as Mr. Business Developer points out: This is an extremely global 

industry and collaborations are, it is not something that one must consider with or not to have, it’s 

a must have. He goes on explaining that it is not rare to collaborate while at the same time 

competing with another organization. Although almost exclusively constituted of Swedish 

employees ten years ago, the firm managed to attract a number of foreign individuals by hiring 

them directly or by externally acquiring smaller organizations abroad. In the present days the 

company is quite internationalized also internally as English as the company language and all report 

and documentations being undertaken under English. When the company started to do partnering 

ten years ago, the company was already then quite internationally minded. Mr. Business Developer 

goes on arguing that values favouring collaboration are considered to have increased from that 

period, as reliance on organizational networking became central to the organization. However, the 

recent strategic move of refocusing the organization on Scandinavian market marks a shift in the 

strategy: the smart move was to commercialize ourselves and thereby achieve much higher 

revenues and limited royalty revenue streams which umm are only a single digit percentage of the 

sales by others, by the partners. The organization is endemically reproducing what made its 

partnering successful by putting a strong emphasis on the value of diversity. Even if the board of 

directors and investors are still mostly Swedish at the moment, there is a growing concern for the 

company to get even more internationalized: much effort is being put into developing the investors’ 

portfolio in being more internalized and there should be a new CEO in the coming weeks and Mr. 

Business Developer would not be surprised if that is also going to be a non-Swedish person. Mr. 

Business Developer elaborates by explaining in the biotech industry a lot has to do with showing 

we have management team who has previously succeeded in developing and launching a 

pharmaceuticals on international and global scale. Pleasing investors is of utter importance, it is 

in this perspective that Organization Pharmaceutics intends to go public on a foreign stock 

exchange in order to further attract international investors: those investors firmly believe the 

performance of a pharmaceutical company is linked to its internationalization.  

Mr. Business Developer considers partnerships and networks as being very dynamic and subject to 

extension. Several actors are involved in its development: the project leader has the responsibility 

of maintaining the collaboration alive after its establishment. The collaborative agreement is taken 

on by both parties in what is called a joint-steering committee. If you illustrate, imagine two arrows 

approaching each other from the opposite direction moving closer and closer and eventually after 

the deal is signed there will be a common denominator. An interorganizational cross-disciplinary 

evaluation scheme will serve as basis for the collaboration to be established. Building a new 

alliance can be challenging at times, especially when there is a huge difference of size between 
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both companies: often a bio tech company of course run the risk that being a small company having 

to enter into a collaboration partnership with a large global pharmaceutical company. Differing 

attention to the project and divergent expectations may hinder the project’s success, it is a concept 

generally known as not-embedded-here syndrome. For this reason also, it is paramount that 

legalistic barriers are being settled and that the partnering company keeps good track record of 

having license in similar projects to foster sufficient amount of trust for the projects to be launched: 

it’s a combination of trust and legalistic contractual obligations. According to Mr. Business 

Developer, building alliances is a necessary step towards building stronger and more impacting 

forms of collaboration, namely joint-ventures or mergers: you would see the often necessary step 

you see a licensing agreement made in subsequent in to more formalized collaboration and perhaps 

eventually end up in the form of complete merger . But as he also points out, this process is gradual, 

takes time and effort and above all, trust, commitment and success for both parties. Cultural issues 

are, according to him, more about nationalities than about Organizational Cultures. 

5.2 Organization Information 
Organization Information is a search company that enables its user to find local information by 

consulting their website. Mr. Campaign Director is working as a campaign products director, 

which corresponds to the advertising sector of the group. He is in charge of an area covering 

Sweden, Norway, Denmark and Poland. 

Partnering and strategic alliances are endemic to the Organization Information’s activities: 

Organization Information is actively working with collaborators to develop and expand their offers, 

sometimes though the creation of special packages: We have a continuous relationship with all of 

our partners, both product developments, in daily operations and fulfilment and in sales reports. 

As Mr. Campaign Director explains, collaborating with other organizations has advantages we 

came to the conclusion that it’s more efficient to use partner and develop the product together with 

them rather than having to develop it ourselves but is not a mandatory thing, I would say that we 

could do the same thing without partners. However, several external constraints, namely lack of 

experience in the field, insufficient financial resources, market uncertainty and high venturing risk 

are all acting as dissuasive dynamics for Organization Information to take on these activities on its 

own. Organization Information is always reconsidering its partnerships by continuously evaluating 

if we should do it ourselves (…) that’s sort of a continuous process, it’s to always look at the best 

way of doing it at a point of time, and it has already happened that Organization Information has 

taken on developing an activity in-house an activity that was firstly executed through a 

collaborative partnership over time we would probably do more of the work in-house. Organization 

Information doesn’t have any person dedicated to handling networks; it is a taken-for-granted 

assumption because part of the company’s activities. Mr. Campaign Director’s job is solely to make 

sure that they have a competitive offering to the market and sometimes this implies that partnering 

is the best solution to answer to this issue. Partnerships are being formed as a natural step in the 

early process of the development of a product The majority we are doing with partners today, it is 

also because we’re selling in an early stage, so this part of our business since the venturing of 

taking on a new activity or product is risky and uncertain and [Organization Information doesn’t] 

want to have too much of fixed costs in the operations. Partnering will always remain of crucial 

importance for the organization to continue its development in the future with little financial risks 

and at relatively low cost we will always have partners in one way or the other. Organization 

Information has specific deals with its partners called revenue share arrangement, meaning that the 
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organization doesn’t have any costs if it doesn’t sell any product from the partnering company; it’s 

about reducing risk and getting access to the complexity of offering competences  

The Organization Information’s product managers have a great responsibility in assessing the 

capability for the organization to take on an activity itself or outsourcing to a partnering company, 

which they would then be the privileged contact. In Organization Information, the focus and the 

development of the collaborative network is strongly linked to the demand of the market it spawns 

from the customer needs and from the capabilities that are needed to fulfil them. The salesforce is 

basically responsible for identifying the customers’ needs; another way to do it is to consider what 

actually exists on the market, based on competition. Mutual agreement process of Organization 

Information and its partnering firms to come to a common view of the product that has to be 

developed and how it should be commercialized That comes down to what you should offer, to the 

prices to the service level. Ultimately, it is Organization Information that makes the final call on 

what we should offer and how we should price it. The constant contact with the customer is one of 

Organization Information’s strengths which enables it to have a prominent position in most of its 

partnerships: we are the ones that are always involved with the customer and now we often connect 

and use partners to deliver because that’s the most efficient way of doing it . Mr. Campaign Director 

believes that the network remains alive mainly through constant interactions with the partners and 

also the fact that we bring in money to them every month. Although the success of partnerships is 

mainly assessed when income is satisfying, it also has to be for both parties:  We are doing quite 

well together; we’re making good money on both sides.  

Mr. Campaign Director explains that a new partnership is typically following three steps. During 

the first step, the managers define the partner we are looking for, then we scan the market and 

contact to try to find the right person to talk to. The second phase is generally performed through 

projects and is pretty much a negotiation on the terms of the partnership: there are discussions 

around what can we cooperate around, how to structure the cooperation, both product wise, 

meaning the commercial terms, legal terms. The last phase is the implementation phase, during 

which they make sure [the partners] get all the technology and process in place, all the training 

for sales tracks, all the routines how to manage, sort of the daily operations. Size and influence of 

organizations seem to have a strong influence on the partnership, when partnering with one major 

company in the world, Mr. Campaign Director says that it’s not like we can impact their product 

development offering, it is what it is, it is global.  Conversely, when dealing with smaller 

organizations, he believes that we can impact quite a lot on what we can do together. These power 

relationships have a lot to do with the eventual impact an organization can have on its partners. 

Additionally, Mr. Campaign Director also says I think it becomes easier if there is a good balance 

between the partners. Collaborations with partners, according to him are systematic, the operation 

we have a common dialogue on customer issue on a daily basis. He also adds that the relationship 

with partners is generally stable because it requires quite a lot of effort to get the partnership in 

place especially with the IT process and education. This doesn’t prevent Organization Information 

to reconsider its partnerships if they do not work, if success is not met, or if they find more suitable 

partners. Sometimes, partnerships fail and the main reason for that is actually our partners have 

had a hard time to support all our local markets. The example that Mr. Campaign Director quotes 

was problematic due to language skills. Organization Information doesn’t usually allocate its 

resources (i.e. people) to a partnering company since the idea is that Organization Information 

shouldn’t have to do it themselves The main reason of working with partners is that they are 
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competitive in the market and that they do a good offering. For Organization Information, it is all 

about being collaborative to be more competitive. 

Organization Information is promoting three principal values which are reliability, devotion and 

perceptive, these values are somehow anchored in the role descriptions of employees, providing 

them with guidelines regarding how to act: We work mostly around our values, to focus on those. 

Then as symbols we try to work with role models. There is a regular follow up of these values and 

the way they are enacted by employees during development evaluation interviews. Mr. Campaign 

Director himself considers as being part of his job to be a role model, but also each employee in 

Organization Information is encouraged to act in accordance to the inherent expectations of his job 

everyone can be a role model depending on the role they have. The organization has a very flat 

hierarchy and ensures its employees are mobile from office to office, while having some of them 

specifically handling local issues. There is at the same time intensive collaboration outside of the 

organization but also inside of it and training is generally being performed jointly with 

collaborating firms: In terms of training it’s mostly about training people together with partners 

on what we are offering together.  Mr. Campaign Director emphasizes the fact that it is important 

to have one employee dedicated to a partnership for him to be the privileged interlocutor; he also 

points out that at the same time it’s important that this person doesn’t become the single point of 

contact. He also points out that the two most crucial characteristics of his job are to remain 

competitive and to constantly bring new products to the market and sometimes partnerships come 

until play: I don’t sit down and work with partnerships, I work with business development, and 

sometimes partnerships is the best way of developing the business. Finally, how contractual those 

partnerships can be varies between organizations, depending on common history, but there is 

always a contractual partnership to serve as a foundation. 

5.3 Organization Knowledge 
Organization Knowledge is an IT company employing about sixty employees which business is to 

assist organizations in increasing their competitiveness and profitability through increased and 

more efficient collaboration, rationalized business processes and increased innovation. 

Organization Knowledge’s vision is to become the leading company in developing a Product 

Lifecycle Management solution and its mission is to favour future in innovation. The Organization 

is both a reseller and developer of Product Lifecycle Management solutions (PLM) and this specific 

product is at the very core of Organization Knowledge’s functioning. The Organization is 

supporting its customers to perform better in all of their business phases we support the whole 

product life cycle with IT solutions, which requires an active and systematic collaboration with 

them: we are involved, it’s like you can compare us with ERP system where you are very deeply 

into the customer’s processes. What differentiates Organization Knowledge from other types of 

Information Technology Organizations is the impact that their product has on the ways the 

customers will do business on their own market, as Mr. Director Employee Success puts it, we are 

here to provide them to collaborate within their own organization. Organization Knowledge has 

several PLM solutions that can be marketed: apart from being resellers for other major PLM 

organizations, they are developing their own products and have their own distributors all around 

the world. The PLM in general is about handling data from documents in a much more efficient 

way than traditional systems would permit: without the systems you are not able today to create 

products to market in the pace that can keep up with the demand. Organization Knowledge is 

dealing with customer on a business to business basis and its solutions require long periods of joint-
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development of the product that generally last around six to eighteen months before the system is 

actually put into place. I would say we are a vendor and we are very tight with our customers 

because the complexity of the product, and the complexity of the development process. The 

complexity of the business solutions being developed and the diversity of the industries in which 

Organization Knowledge is operating require a specific organizational structure to deal with it; but 

the structure also enables to deal with customer-related issues more efficiently: Why do we have 

this vertical, it’s because to have the people focusing on challenges towards customers with a 

specific need. As many consulting organizations, Organization Knowledge is using its own human 

resources across several divisions to mobilize and cross knowledge, we need to ramp up something 

we will definitely follow experts from other, so there is a network with in the company. Moreover, 

Organization Knowledge is part of a group of 1200 employees entailing several Information 

Technology companies from both public and private sectors, which enables to balance the 

resources allocated in accordance with the demand when there is economic and financial turmoil 

in the market. As for all consulting organizations, the fact that people are being regularly allocated 

to several sites and spend most of their time at the customer’s location is a challenge for employees’ 

feeling of being part of the organization, this is what Mr. Director Employee Success’ job is mostly 

about: that is really my work and my team’s work together with other managers to ensure that they 

feel and that they belong to the company  He goes on explaining how he is doing it: how do we do 

this, well we have a lot of activities and training where we always invite them to be a part of the 

team, we travel together and a lot of activities making them feel that the real influence and the real 

belonging is with the mother company. This is where the specificity of Organization Knowledge is 

taken into account; it is the very constitution of the customers’ portfolio that makes the difference 

in Mr. Director Employee Success’ eyes: we still only work with global leaders in innovation and 

for our consultants they always feel that (…) they are ahead of many of the other companies 

focusing in the areas. He also says that he doesn’t believe that the difference can be made, but that 

it is really the activity itself that may be the main actor in this perspective: to be honest any company 

can have very nice activities, trainings and so on but what really matters in the end here I would 

say (…) is to be able to work in a really really interesting project in technology or interesting 

business challenges in that area. 

Research and Development is also undertaken under collaborative forms by Organization 

Knowledge because we are not a thousand man company with sufficient budget just to throw in  

R&D we always seek those partnerships and those collaborations with the customers to share the 

developmental cost . New ideas and solutions emerge from both collaborations and joint-problem 

solving with the customer, but also from experimenting and venturing into new areas by letting the 

star product make his way through in a new environment: we have brought the PLM concept into 

a new segment and they are to do that because we are not so big and we can afford to fail sometimes 

if we compare to the really large companies. He also believe that this has something to do with the 

Organizational Culture being promoted within the company: that is also about the mentality to 

dare to try and have the culture to (…) it’s about trying and sometimes failing and then you should 

not blame anyone, it’s a shared responsibility to make it a success . Developing further the 

Organizational Culture, he goes on stating that they were developed jointly with the employees and 

that they are communicated a much as possible during the meetings, but he also emphasizes that 

they are not fixed and that Organization Knowledge is ready to change since the only thing constant 

should be change . One example of a value being extensively promoted is the long term dimensions 

of relationships with stakeholders in general (e.g. team members, suppliers, customers etc.) which 

ultimately results in a very low attrition rate for the company, about 3%. Apart from promoting 
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long-term, Mr. Director Employee Success believes it is also mostly about human relationships: I 

think it’s all about communication. The emphasis on group discussions and a participatory 

approach of human management it is also represented by the flatness of the organizational structure 

and a repartition of roles and polyvalence in the tasks: I’m managing personnel but I’m also 

responsible for the marketing team, so you are not just the manager in the company  Another value 

of utter importance for Organization Knowledge is simplicity: we should be a company easy doing 

a business with and providing good design and functionality in  what solutions we do. This value 

mainly oriented towards customers is in apparent contradiction with the high technicality of the 

activity of the firm. It is however mainly driven by the organization previous unsuccessful 

experiences you will always bump in with companies where you just a feeling that is very 

complicated and hard to work with and people’s own experiences of complexity-related issues in 

other organizations we have many senior people, and they have experienced this from other places 

so I think that why that value has grown so strong with in us. In order to facilitate interactions 

among the organization and with customers, Organization Knowledge puts more emphasis on 

social training programs than technical ones. Mr. Director Employee Success argues that the 

technical training comes mostly from the employees’ backgrounds: we focus more today on 

communicative training and invest more money in communicative training than technical training. 

This is intimately linked to the belief that the most important thing today for consultants is and 

even for some of our technical staff getting more and more customer interaction all the time is to 

have good communicative skills. For this specific purpose, more partnerships are coming into play 

with consulting firms specialized in communication, and the matter of communication is central to 

the extent that Mr. Director Employee Success even says: I would say the only reason for people 

when they leave our company (…) it’s when the  communicative skills are lacking . Communication 

is even more important for Organization Knowledge that it is an internationalized company with 

employees from different cultures: for a company like ours working on a global market I would 

like to stress the intercultural skill, we are a company less than 200 people, we have 70 nationalities 

working in 14 teams. The main reason behind such internationalization is to be found in the search 

of very specific skills, wherever they might be: if can’t find the competence here I will recruit 

someone from Iran or from Pakistan or where the competence is.  

In Organization Knowledge, organizational values are considered to have an important impact on 

the way employees behave and on what is expected from them: It’s a kind of an interchange and I 

think that always how it works sometimes you find a value of something that is important for a your 

own sake but it’s also almost all the time connected to something that creates a very example in 

the company. But Mr. Director Employee Success also stresses the fact that sometimes setting up 

values may not be so successful but rather harmful the company. For example, Organization 

Knowledge had a strong value called whatever it takes few years ago that had positive repercussion 

on customers, but negative repercussions on employees since this value was exaggerated in many 

area so people worked too many hours they were you know some  people suffered from burnouts, 

and it sometimes those values can be hurtful also . This is the main reason why Organization 

Knowledge believes that changing the values and having a constant discussion with employees is 

of crucial importance. The choice of refocusing the organizational values was accompanied by a 

structuring process of getting quality certifications and other tokens representing the organizational 

cultural shift. We went into ISO certification and making a more structured approach towards the 

market. Director Employee Success warns against the issues regarding organizational structures 

and their effects on creativity: you need the creativity and polish and try new things without you 

know putting it in to some kind of program or structure but at the time when you start to plead 
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because you are doing something without being consequent and without having this long term view 

on your business, then you should really put this in to more systematic approach. Since new ideas 

are valuable and organizational change is a major focus of Organizational Knowledge, creating 

favourable conditions in which ideas are being confronted is much needed: You need an 

environment where you clash things and you always question the way you have done things. This 

is even more important when the environment is constantly changing, where the life cycle of 

Organization Knowledge product are being between three and six years and require constant 

amelioration. In order to be innovative, the organization tries to change the composition of the 

teams when new projects are started: We try to bring in new people in to teams that have been 

working together for a while so we change the composition of the teams The demographics of 

employees in the company is therefore taken into account to render the teams as diverse as possible. 

Mr. Director Employee Success is a highly team-oriented individual, which believes in people and 

their ability to make the difference and that people’s job should be fun, enjoyable and contribute 

to their personal development. He describes his job using unusual words: I’m right now director of 

employee success, some call it human resources, and I don’t like the word human resources. So I 

say employee success…. He humbly considers himself as trying to lead by example but being aware 

that he could still improve it sometimes. When referring to a French company which is the global 

leader that Organization Knowledge is partnering with, he acknowledges that different 

organizational cultures can be challenging for the collaboration to work, and that they view of 

management is pretty different: They put two managers to be responsible for the same area on a 

very high level and they have them compete all the time. He also stresses the fact that collaborating 

with organizations that are much bigger is both challenging and sometimes can put the firm into 

peril: I would say always hard to work with very large corporations and they also have a focus 

nowadays that means, you always need to watch for your own business because they will take hold 

of the business from you that you create and concludes by stating that Organization Knowledge has 

to balance its relationships by diversifying partnering portfolios and by seeking to establish 

business with firms of similar weight: As a small company you need to see other alliances to have 

the balance and to be flexible and again have more legs to earn your money. The close 

collaboration with customers and confrontation with their actual challenges calls for new solutions 

to be developed and provides Organization Knowledge with the opportunity to constantly improve 

its star product. 

5.4 Organization Data Management 
Organization Data Management was founded in 2001 by two people, one with an engineering 

background, the other with a sales background as an IT solution reseller and then started a 

business area called hosting in 2006, which focuses on managing customers’ IT systems in the 

Organization’s data centres. Mr. Business Developer has been working in the IT industry for 

almost fifteen years and despite having a technical background, also worked in sales and marketing 

department as an account manager, in resale and as a product owner, which led him to his current 

position of Business Developer. 

Organization Data Management is dealing with a huge variety of customers which common 

denominator is that they have outsourced their knowledge and data management systems and they 

need high availability and security. In fact Organization Data Management just refocused its 

activities by divesting some of its activities to another company: we have niched ourselves a little 

bit more since last week. This decision was made after the arrival of a new CEO in the organization 
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that gave the impulse for management teams to reconsider their strategic positioning in terms of 

activities Can we be best at both? No, I don’t think so, so the option that we come to terms with 

was to focus on one of those areas. This refocus was apparently so successful that even Mr. 

Business Developer seems to be surprised by how it was processed: quite frankly it went very well 

and both the customers and personnel are happy. According to him, the very idea of refocusing on 

the activity of hosting was already in the company and that the arrival of the new CEO enabled it 

to be concrete: I think we’ve thought about it quite a while, but we haven’t made the decision to go 

ahead with it quite recently. The CEO’s new background is oriented towards entrepreneurship; he 

was previously in charge of getting funding for start-ups and settle mergers and acquisitions, which 

makes him quite aware of the issue of Organizational Networking. The refocus of the company 

enabled to get rid of the consultancy heavy integration activity of it was quite easy just to sell that 

business area and include the consultants and the agreements. Organization Data Management 

still relies on consultancy for the hosting activity, Mr. Business Developer believes that 

consultancy is wide spread because of the Information Century we are living in. He also adds that 

the transition was easy to do since there is no inherent change for people involved in the activity 

and that the buying organization was looking to expand its geographical presence in Sweden: the 

match was really good with the competence and the areas that we have knowledge about, so it was 

a good fit for them. In order to determine which organization would get the activity transfer, 

Organization Data Management scouted the market and came up with fifteen different 

organizations which were ranked in accordance to criteria such as revenues, number of employees, 

area of business. However, as Mr. Business Developer points out the company that finally bought 

it, we had earlier connection with, and so it was actually the business unit manager which moves 

to the new company, personnel connection to the CEO in the company. This didn’t make for the 

whole decision and any impeding criteria would have put this organization on the side, but the 

existing connections helped on communicating and knowing and get the personal touch with them 

and are clearly of importance for the divestment to be made: I think we wouldn’t have had that 

company on our list if we hadn’t know them earlier. 

This move was also conditioned by the financial results of the company that required taking action: 

We actually did a re-organization which was forced by our result basically, we had a negative 

result, we had (…) positions that we couldn’t avoid anymore. This also led to get rid of several 

people in the organization, but overall the process of restructuration was quite successful, the 

transition was smooth for the employees we talked to the union and also a HR experts (…) we 

treated the personnel with respect and talked to them. Organization Data Management, has a 

culture that is primarily oriented towards people and puts much emphasis on the human side of the 

organization by giving importance to involvement and initiative: [we have] How do you call it 

open culture or you can say what you want and you are not getting punished for it and there are 

not so many levels of management. Since Organization Data Management is not so big, there is a 

quite a lot of freedom for people to also help each other within the organization, with emphasis 

being put on a participatory approach. 

Organization Data Management has lost about half of its employees with the divestment that was 

mentioned previously, which now makes it a middle-sized company with about thirty people 

working there. This small size has an impact on which companies they considered being partners 

and Mr. Business Developer believes that for real partnership to work both sides need to gain from 

it. But Organization Data Management is working on collaborating more closely with its customers 

to develop new solutions; Mr. Business Developer believes that it’s easier to get a partnership with 
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the customers than it is with the suppliers. Additionally, a partnership that works well is more likely 

to be established when a common view of doing business is found than when views differ (e.g. 

when large organizations are primarily motivated by financial results). Partnerships are generally 

being developed through workshops, a specific setting that permits cross-disciplinary 

representatives from each partnering organizations to meet and discuss the modalities and 

arrangements of the collaboration. When setting objectives during collaborations, Mr. Business 

Developer acknowledges that it’s not that formal. 

Setting up partnerships can also be problematic and difficult sometimes and there are risks inherent 

to them. As Mr. Business Developer stresses out by using an example of an ongoing project, it’s 

important to have someone that is in charge of handling the collaboration We don’t have a specific 

project manager which holds all of the puzzles together, so that’s risky in itself. This is an issue 

that is crucial to handle, in order not to end up with several people being responsible for the same 

partnership and having intricate internal communication patterns, which was the case before: we 

didn’t have a partner manager; it was several people in our company which talked to partners and 

suppliers. Mr. Business Developer thinks that one of the greatest challenges is to keep the network 

alive, to keep the linkage once it has been established. He explains that specific people in 

organizations have this as a job: [the] Service Manager is a person who is responsible for keeping 

the service good to you and also responsible for the agreements and has booked meeting with you, 

how often you want it, if its every week or if its every month, or every year, so he actually comes to 

terms with you as a customer. The easiest way, according to him, remains to meet and discuss on 

a regular basis about the partnership itself. In parallel to this, there should be an iterative quest for 

new partnerships I think it’s very important to develop the networks and seek for new opportunities 

for partnerships. It is an even more important matter than there is a great need of being clear-

sighted and proactive in this process of looking for new partners: And It’s especially important for 

us since we‘re a technology company and its happening a lot over time (…) if we don’t keep up 

and changing according to the marketing and changing the partnerships according to the market 

then we won’t be attractive. This market intelligence and partnership development is the 

responsibility of the business developer, the CEO and the technical director. Organization Data 

Management is getting prepared to get the ISO 9001 certification, which is a certification for 

quality in routines and processes; the issue of training is mainly task-oriented. Where the 

organization is different from its competitors, apart from offering slightly different solutions, is the 

fact that people are encouraged to impact the organization. But as Mr. Business Developer points 

out: It’s an open culture and I don’t know if that’s different from other companies. As an individual, 

size made a difference for him to work in Organization Data Management: it was quite nice to 

come to a smaller company which wasn’t so hierarchal and management-focused.  

Organization Data Management has had different organizational structures throughout its history 

and the current structure is oriented towards the customer We have quite stream-lined processes 

which are common for the customers and we have resources in those groups, but there can be some 

downsides to it also: one of our problems was that we did everything custom made to each 

customer, which was very hard to manage. The refocus of partnerships towards the customer is 

actually pending and Organization Data Management is taking the step of improving the both joint-

product development and follow-up to get to a better position on the market. In 2010, Organization 

Data Management was bought by a group which acts only as holding now, which means they are 

setting up financial objectives and making the final decisions they are  more of a holding company, 

and don’t want to get in to the business side too much. Most of collaborations for Organization 
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Data Management are oriented to the customer since suppliers provide the organization with purely 

technical products that hardly make any difference for the firm. The two founders of the 

organization have left quite recently, which leads Mr. Business Developer to notice a gap since 

their departure: The sales guy which was the earlier CEO were quite impactful on the company as 

a whole and were strong leader and the technical guy was the technical guru and the technical 

visionary (…) what we have lost on this company is the visionary leader and that’s quite hard to 

get afterwards. He goes on arguing that having a single visionary is not sufficient, but that each 

field of expertise would require a strong leader image, a role model they can identify and relate to. 

5.5 Organization Electronic Manufacturing 
Organization Electronic Manufacturing is producing electronic shelves labels and employing 

about eighty employees. Mr. CEO has more than thirty years of professional life and has always 

worked as a chief financial officer in Organization Electronic Manufacturer. He has been in the 

company for thirteen years now and is also acting as a Chief Executive Officer for the last five 

months. A new CEO will join the organization this summer. Mr. CEO was appointed at this position 

temporarily since he has an extensive experience with Organization Electronic Manufacturer’s 

functioning. 

The core product of Organization Electronic Manufacturing has been developed and patented 

twenty-five years ago and it still being exploited by the organization after having been continuously 

improved over the years. The production process is much internationalized with several countries 

in Asia being responsible for putting the electronic parts together. These products are then sold 

through the organization’s own selling facilities but also through several partners selling outlets. 

Partnerings are therefore found downstream from the product development, at the production level 

our relations are very well founded and we rely on one another to much extent and the selling level 

we work very closely with them and they together we develop the market and we respond the need 

for the customers. Even if those partnerships are not to be considered as strategic alliances, but 

nevertheless constitute very important actors which the organization cannot do without because of 

the large area it covers and the differences on the customers side: we rely on resellers that know 

the culture of those countries and that is the primordial that’s very important to us. What makes 

Organization Electronic Manufacturing particular is that about half of its employees are based in 

Sweden while the other half is based in France. This has a lot to do with the fact that half the sales 

are being performed in France. The solution that Organization Electronic Manufacturing provides 

its customers with is pretty much the same all over the world: What we provide is electronic paper 

labels (…) If we had one set of colors we sell all over the world so that is what we offer to the 

market it’s pretty much the same. 

The culture in the organization is pretty much embedded in people’s way of doing thing people 

coming new to our company usually make the comment that they find that the initiatives, ambition 

and culture in the company are very strong, there is very little centralized input of organizational 

culture We don’t you know put up values, listen to the customer and others [things] on the wall 

and have  them you know to try to explain  to newly employed people, and most of the actual culture 

is inherent to people working in the organization for some time We live it and there by people 

experience what we stand for. Mr. CEO believes that, even though it might be quite challenging 

finding the right people that are willing to work for the organization, Organization Electronic 

Manufacturing has the assets to be attractive in their eyes: it’s the attractiveness of the company, 

that it’s rather a small company, its very international and it’s not just doing one thing it has to, 
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we do everything from developing the product to installing it at the customer. The activity itself of 

the organization seems to play an important part in this perspective and the core activity is 

constantly being expanded, offering new challenges for people working in Organization Electronic 

Manufacturing. As the market is growing and expanding, the organization is also getting listed on 

new foreign stock exchanges, like for example in Hong-Kong. 

Internally, during the recruitment process, professionalism comes of course as the first criteria, then 

personality, individual drive and desire to make a difference are taken into account to make sure 

the employee will be committed to make Organization Electronic Manufacturing successful. The 

distance between the team in France and Sweden constitutes a great challenge. The organization is 

dealing with the issue by using a cross-reporting system: several of my colleagues in Stockholm 

report to French managers and Vice versa and occasionally travels are being organized for people 

to meet and have common activities together. Trade-fairs have a huge impact on Organization 

Electronic Manufacturing’s ability to make new connections with potential partners there we are 

present and the whole market is present there, our suppliers, our competitors and then our 

customers; so initial contacts are established at the trade fairs. When establishing new 

partnerships, Mr. CEO says that experience the way they do business, that’s important and the 

ability for their partners to know their retail chain is paramount for being electable for a partner. 

He adds that since the product has been on the markets for a long period of time that people know 

about it when it is being introduced. Expectations of Organization Electronic Manufacturer and the 

conception it has of the ideal partner is impacting the choice of partner. Organization Electronic 

Manufacturing’s board of advisors also has a responsibility in setting up the need for further 

partnership establishments. Investors are also pretty much involved into setting financial 

objectives. Mr. CEO argues that keeping a good contact with partners is crucial and for this reason 

they are being trained at the facility in order to become familiar with the product and easing up the 

collaboration: that’s sort of integrating them, influencing them in knowing our product, facilitating 

thereby the sale and introduction of it. This training process is also supported by special days 

dedicated to meeting the partners once a year to review what has happened during the year, what 

functioned, what didn’t and the future directions to take; by a partner website through which the 

linkage is being kept and through special partner programs. Although partners are being followed 

a lot by Organization Electronic Manufacturing, they are free to set their own objectives and are 

also responsible for partners in their territories and together we started to develop the business in 

respective territory. As a supplier of electronic solutions, Organization Electronic Manufacturing 

has the upper hand, since it is teaching its customers how to deal with the product. The partnering 

companies can very much vary in size and in importance; Organization Electronic Manufacturing 

is dealing both with specialized small stores or big resellers. Sometimes those large organizations 

are putting other partners into play, which leads to another collaboration, Organization Electronic 

Manufacturing being the system supplier: So really it was the retailer who told us that you need to 

work together guys. 

Mr. CEO is not really involved into special professional networking facilitators; he’d rather 

constitute his own network of people that he knows are reliable. The personal and professional 

spheres are pretty much intertwined: I have private network and I also rely on that for professional 

advice. He acknowledges that he might have a great influence on the way the organization does 

business, I get to influence a lot and the way that I lead the company has certainly an impact on it 

and my way is that I like to share information and delegate responsibility, however, he believes 

that flat hierarchies and having a special atmosphere really make a difference in the company: I 
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believe in people that they feel that they can learn and that  they think it’s  their own environment 

are things that I think motivate people to put in additional effort. Organization Electronic 

Manufacturing is also working with consultants with specific knowledge on certain projects that 

cannot be found within the organization. The head of R&D has to mobilize different resources 

when considering an extension of the activity, at the top-management concerned with the strategic 

development of the organization, and sometimes consultants appear to be a good choice since they 

can work as mentors in leading the management team forward in the strategic analysis. Sometimes 

Organization Electronic Manufacturing tests new combinations and partnerships with firms that 

have a more important values added to the organization because of the specificity of the resources 

they can provide. This is what Mr. CEO would really call a strategic alliance: That’s truly a 

strategic alliance with people having knowledge and competence that   we do not necessarily have, 

to improve our offering to customers. But partnerships don’t all turn out to be successful and they 

occasionally fail to deliver up to the expectations: Mr. CEO provides the example of an Indian 

company: Maybe we didn’t define what they were supposed to do or they portrayed that they were 

going to provide something within a certain time frame and they didn’t succeed or for other 

reasons. Mr. CEO identifies trust and market knowledge as being the two major issues that cause 

the partnership to fail. On top of this, the geographical and cultural barrier made us call off that 

partnership. Another partnership under the form of a jointly-owned organization with a Japanese 

organization didn’t work out either. For these reasons, Mr. CEO believes that socialization and 

putting people in contact is crucial for the success of a partnership: it’s very important that why we 

have these partner events and the relationship that we have for more than five years those are also 

the ones that are the most efficient. 

5.6 Organization Hygiene & Forestry 
Organization Hygiene & Forest is a Swedish group present all around the world, which activities 

are diverse, ranging from consumer goods products to forestry and paper products manufacturing. 

Mr. Vice-President Communications is responsible for external and internal communication within 

the business unit of Forestry and also involved in public affairs and lobbying.  

The business environment of each business unit greatly influences the tendencies to partner with 

other organizations. The issue of networking in part of the business responsibility: there is no 

central procedure or central resource for managing general networks, organized methods are 

rather made to improve the efficiency of intra-organizational networking and resource reallocation 

between different business units. Because of its size, international presence and need for quick 

adaptation and resource allocation for product development, Organization Hygiene & Forestry is 

organized as a matrix. There are several aspects to the activities of the group, delivering products 

to the market is one thing, but since the group is also developing the products to be introduced, 

there is also a marketing aspect developed in-house. For the forest business unit, things are 

different; the hierarchy is pyramidal since the main activity is about handling and transforming raw 

materials. Organization Hygiene & Forestry have clearly stated values, missions, vision and 

strategy displayed on its website. This was mainly conditioned by the shift in its activities from 

being dominantly forestry to being hygiene-centred today so today hygiene product makes up for 

83% of the total sales, which also changed the expectation of business analysts which are now 

specialized in the consumer goods sector. The necessity of being attractive to new investors made 

the group emphasize more external communication towards its stakeholders through its website. 

The transition from the cyclical business of forestry towards the more stable business of consumer 

goods was indeed intended by the organization. The values being promoted by the group: respect, 
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excellence and responsibility, according to Mr. Vice-President Communications should be 

applicable to the whole group. He also says he was part of the process of defining the values, fifteen 

years ago: workshops were designed for people to put words on the values at play in the 

organization, what was the meaning of them in the workplace etc. These values have helped the 

organization developing its activities and integrate new units into the Organization Hygiene & 

Forestry group. Twenty years from now, each business unit had its specific values; the recent 

ambition is to have a homogenous culture despite of the fact that we have to come even more global 

and its quite different businesses. According to Mr. Vice-President Communications, this has a lot 

to do with the necessity for such a big group to be flexible and step away from control: you need 

management methods that are not reliant on control you need to manage the company with 

common values. Organizational Values are a kind of substitute to control and enables to keep 

momentum in the various businesses. But values are not enough to make people act accordingly to 

it, there needs to be a code of conduct and a whole set of mechanisms turning values in to action: 

management program, leadership programs even incentive programs promoting the right types of 

behaviours. When there are new people coming in the organization, Organization Hygiene & 

Forestry would introduce them to the way the organization works by make them be part of social 

introduction programs with common training, code of conduct training and put them in touch with 

company ambassadors. It is the leaders’ roles to translate the values into practice and make sure 

they act accordingly to the code of conduct. But there are also indirect means for employees to 

speak freely about how they feel: i.e. a special hotline service which keeps their call anonymous. 

The issue of networking is quite present within the whole group, with major differences depending 

on the industry. For the forest industry, the main challenge is to attract private forest owners that 

want to sell their timber to Organization Hygiene & Forestry. In order to do so, the group is offering 

more than simple contractual deals on the matter, by proposing additional services for these 

individuals. The forests that the group owns are more for deal with resource fluctuations over time. 

In the other industries of consumer goods, partnerships are generally made with very large resellers 

that are, according to Mr. Vice-President Communications, probably the toughest business 

negotiations that you can find. This is mainly because there is a limited space on the shelves and 

that products need to be competitive in order to be attractive. This is where the crucial activity of 

marketing comes in, to support products competitiveness and ensure they then in turn give access 

to the resellers selling potential. Constant innovation is also needed in order to keep the upper-hand 

on competition and retain a favourable position in the resellers’ eyes. A large proportion of the 

innovation is taken on in-house, but the group also has several close collaborators when it comes 

to R&D. There are also special programs called open innovation, designed to make any individual 

having a solution contribute to product development: the idea with our innovation is to invite 

people outside the company to take part in the innovation process. The network is being kept active 

most of the time through continuous collaboration, when a project is terminated; other projects are 

taking the relay: you may run not only one but several projects together. In several cases, the output 

of the project is being integrated within Organization Hygiene & Forestry: you come to a point 

where you go on with one or two of these ideas, and either you can buy the intellectual property, 

you can buy the right to take this idea and make it commercial or you can employ the guy with the 

idea. Mr. Vice-President Communications believes that real partnerships are more than simple 

contracts, than sometimes organizations of very different sizes collaborate to solve a common issue 

it is being part of your destiny. Projects generally require people to socialize before keeping the 

partnership going through the use of Information Technologies: If you have a well-managed 

project, you have well defined roles in the project then you make a layout of the wok on a distance 
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making use of computers in the meeting or whatever. Mr. Vice-President Communication explains 

that it is important that projects are being terminated because it enables the partnership to eventually 

go on while having physical evidence – the product or the idea – that a project turns out to be 

successful. Moreover, Organization Hygiene & Forestry does it so that several stages from a 

product development are working together on the issue, which is quite a modern way of doing it: 

if you go back some twenty years we had a more separate R&D organization that managed in 

parallel with operations. When quoting a successful alliance with another organization, Mr. Vice-

President Communications says they have a common perception of their business, they are strategic 

to the group and there are interdependencies on both sides at the same time they are extremely good 

at What they are doing, they are critical part of our supply chain so we depend on them for this 

business as much as they depend on us. Therefore it is crucial that the group manages to set 

favorable conditions for the partners to perform well part of the partnership is also then for us to 

give them best possible conditions for excelling in what they are doing. The whole activity of 

Hygiene has been the results of mergers and acquisitions, acquisitions were generally performed 

after having had history of joint collaboration with other organizations, for example in the case of 

the biggest acquisition, Organization Hygiene & Forestry bought a customer. Mr. Vice-President 

of Communication reminds us that he is dealing with networks all the time, mostly with journalists 

and investors and that they are still very important stakeholders for the group. Having good contact 

lists and telephone books is of course primordial to deal with these issues effectively. When 

considering partnership, new potential developments are of course taken into account, but also the 

size and the production capacities of the partner, but for a partnership to be really successful, you’ve 

got to put some sort of values in the relationships for a partnership to blossom and develop. 

Chapter summary: 

In this chapter, six organizations were investigated: Organization Pharmaceutics, Organization 

Information, Organization Knowledge, Organization Data Management, Organization Electronic 

Manufacturing, and Organization Hygiene & Forestry. What they all had in common is their 

reliance on Organizational Networks to perform their activities. For some of them, the issue of 

Organizational Networking was mandatory for structural reasons, for others, it was a strategic 

intent. 
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6. Discussion 
In this chapter, the authors introduce the analysis to their readers. The analysis is done in a 

thematic manner, arranged in such a way that the concept of interorganizational Culturing evolves 

from the assumptions made in the theoretical part and feeds itself from the empirical findings. 

While doing the analysis, the authors always kept in mind the research question they are aiming to 

answer and the purpose they are intending to fulfil. Just like in previous Chapters, the authors will 

use a significant amount of direct quotes from the participants, to show to which extent their 

speeches relate to the existent theories, and to which extent they contribute to establish an 

understanding of the concept of interorganizational Culturing.  

It is now time for us to see which opportunities our choice of going for the Actor-Network Theory 

has opened and to define the actors and explore the concept of interorganizational Culturing within 

strategic alliances and partnerships of networking organizations based on the evidence found in the 

interviews. Important is it also that we show what was learnt from organizations that have little in 

common, that are operating in different industries and that relate differently to their allies and 

partners. Because of the exploratory approach of our research, we will build on the concept of 

interorganizational Culturing step by step, from the assumption we have made in the theoretical 

chapter and gradually feed the concept with empirical foundations. We originally made the 

assumption that there are mutual influences between a networking organization and its networking 

partners, that the organization’s way of doing things influences its partners, and that the partners’ 

way of doing things influence the organization. We will reveal the actors as they progressively 

appear and will illustrate as much as possible our description of the phenomenon of 

interorganizational Culturing by taking the example of a dyadic (dual) collaborative relationship. 
 

 

 
 
Reminder of Figure 5: illustration of the cultural interplay between the networking organization and its network 

6.1 Collaboration as the vehicle of interorganizational culturing 
Let’s start the analysis with the very basics. Our investigation is concerned with an issue of 

reciprocal influence, which requires first of all the two parties to be in contact. In an organizational 

setting, most of the contacts are performed when two organizations collaborate. According to 

Uzzi’s definition of Network embeddedness, two firms are considered embedded when their 

relationship is based on trust, common problem solving, and fined grained information exchange 

(1997, pp. 43-47), which is also consistent with other researchers’ perspective on critical conditions 

of partnerships success (Das & Teng, 1998). Each of the participants is actually having close 

relationships with several partners, which collaborative behaviours take place within the scope of 

projects (Hastings, 1995, p. 259). These projects result in direct contact of several individuals of 

each partnering organization towards achieving a common goal, which wouldn’t be achievable for 

the networking organization all by itself. Some organizations rely more than others on collaborative 

projects, which require external organizations to be part of it, a good example being Organization 

Pharmaceutics, which is perhaps the most extreme example of networking that we have: the 

inherence of Organizational Networking to the activity renders networking is not an option but a 

must be (Organization Pharmaceutics). Therefore, the extent to which an organization is dealing 

ORGANIZATION NETWORK 

Cultural influences 
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with partnerships and alliances, and its embeddedness in them, has a lot to do with its industry, 

organizational structure and place in the supply chain (Figure 6): per definition pharmaceutical 

organizations need to form strategic alliance because of industry specific constraints and limited 

resources, which is also the case for number of other organizations (Organization Knowledge; 

Organization Electronic Manufacturing). The stage of the development of the product has also a 

strong influence on the propensity of organizations to take on partnerships: for example, 

Organization Information prefers having partnerships for the early stage of a product development 

to limit risks inherent to a new product launch. Having access to critical resources is in part of the 

definition of strategic alliances (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 338) and explains why these partnerships 

are crucial for a given organization, and even more how important it is for organizations to deal 

effectively with those partnerships. De facto, the majority of our participants are very much project 

oriented: they mostly consist of consulting firms (Organization Knowledge, Organization 

Information) and project-based organizations (Organization Pharmaceutics) etc. 
 

 
Figure 6: illustration of Network Embeddedness for a dyadic collaborative relationship between organization A (blue 

circle) and organization B (white circle) 

 

Projects can be considered as mediators in the ANT sense: the inputs of a project cannot predict 

well the output, there is always some part of uncertainty in the process: when partnerships fail, they 

provide the organization with the opportunity to reflect on what went wrong in order not to reiterate 

(Organization Electronic Manufacturing); when they are successful, they sometimes can mean 

more than simply reaching objectives for the organization as a whole. In the case of Organization 

Pharmaceutics, two medicines having been developed in projects were so successful that it made 

the organization realize the benefits of forming partnerships and lastly impact its future strategic 

orientation. Collaboration generally goes on until the project is terminated, but to be considered as 

strategic, alliances and valuable partnerships last longer in time as Mr. CEO from Organization 

Electronic Manufacturing points out: it’s very important that why we have these partner events and 

the relationship that we have for more than five years those are also the ones that are the most 

efficient. This raises the question of the follow-up: the Actor-Network Theory emphasizes the 

ephemerality of a network, as they are only apparent as it is being performed and that it stops being 

a network once the collaborative momentum is lost. Therefore the issue for many organizations is 

to make the network survive the off-practice, and there are different approaches to deal with this 

issue. For this reason, interorganizational Culturing is a process inscribed in time, that has to 

survive the ephemerality of collaborative behaviours, and that might require specific organizational 

mechanisms to be set. 
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The actors and actants on Interorganizational Culturing in this paragraph are: 

Actors: employees 

Actants: projects, common problem-solving, trust, industry, position in the value chain, organizational structure, access to resources, 

product stage development, products, special events 

6.2 Interorganizational cultur-ing: the issue of keeping the collaboration alive in 
time 

As the suffix in –ing suggests it, Interorganizational Culturing is a concept embedded in duration, 

which is in phase with the ANT consideration that everything is about movement and only where 

there is movement there might be a network (Latour, 2005, p. 131). Most of organizations mention 

that there is a necessity of a continuous and sustained collaboration with partners in order to obtain 

positive outcomes (Agranoff & McGuire 1999, p. 24): We have a continuous relationship with all 

of our partners, both in product development, in daily operations and fulfilment, and in sales 

reports (Organization Information). Organization Knowledge is also very much involved with its 

partners, physically by mobilizing its sales forces on site, and through the use of Information 

Technologies (IT). Organization Electronic Manufacturing makes up for the distance between its 

teams in Sweden and in France by encouraging the use of cross-reporting several of my colleagues 

in Stockholm report to French managers and Vice versa. Although this process doesn’t take place 

in an interorganizational network setting, it is an interesting illustration of dealing with a major 

issue inherent to networking i.e. distance. In general organizations try to make people meet 

physically as much as possible and use of course Information Technologies (IT) to keep the 

communication up (Organization Electronic Manufacturing, Organization Hygiene & Forestry), as 

explained by Adams (2009). New partnerships are often linked to participating to special thematic 

events like trade-fairs, where all stakeholders are physically gathered for several days. In general, 

meet and discuss remains the most widely preferred way of keeping the partnership alive, dedicated 

spaces and special events are being held on a regular basis to keep the partnerships ongoing 

(Organization Electronic Manufacturing). The issue of maintaining the relationship alive has also 

a lot to do with information technologies in a world that has lots of technological enablers, but 

people will always remain the basis on which organizations are relying the most on: keeping one 

person responsible for one specific partnership is often seen as one solution to keep the partnership 

going (Organization Pharmaceutics, Organization Knowledge, and Organization Information). But 

as Organization Information emphasizes, there is also a need to not let that person be the single 

point of contact. Having no one in charge of the partnership during the organization is of course 

perceived as being a danger for the collaboration to be successful (Service Manager). Employees’ 

ability to keep the network alive with partners, through the use of technologies, but also the use of 

their social skills then becomes of importance for Networking Organizations: contrary to other 

organizations that have a task-oriented training, Organization Knowledge puts much more 

emphasis on the social skills of its employees: I think it’s all about communication (…) we focus 

more today on communicative training and invest more money in communicative training than 

technical training while emphasizing their ability to participate in building the organization, which 

is consistent with Ritter’s dimension of Network-Orientation of Organizational Culture. Moreover, 

some organizations aim at integrating collaboration in the organizations’ way of doing things. 

Specific organizational structures favouring collaboration not only between organizations (internal 

and external networks, matrix organizational structure) – Collaboration finds itself eembedded in 

the activities, so that it becomes an assumptions for people within the organization (Organization 

Information; Organization Hygiene & Forestry), leading people to seek for collaboration whether 

it is within or without the organization, thereby rendering the organizational boundaries blurry. 
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Because of their limit in time, projects are generally not unique collaborations, but – when the 

partnership is successful – are being carried on by the two partnering firms through a series of 

continuous and successive projects (Organization Hygiene & Forestry). Customer-centred 

organizations (Organization Information, Organization Knowledge) have a slight advantage over 

other organizations, since customer needs are constantly evolving; the focus on the customer 

enables an iterative collaboration, therefore sustaining the network. Additionally, the difficulty of 

setting a successful partnership itself is a good reason for sustaining it, and information 

technologies as well as constant common training programs are vectors for the network to live on. 

The repetition of collaborative behaviours enable the organizations to get used to their respective 

ways of doing business, trust is established and likelihood of success is thereby increased, which 

is our first evidence or Interorganizational Culturing (Figure 7). When they are terminated, projects 

live on under the form of projects’ outputs, which could be an idea, a concept, a process or a product 

(Organization Hygiene & Forestry) you come to a point where you go on with one or two of these 

ideas and either you can buy the intellectual property, you can buy the right to take this idea and 

make it commercial or you can employ the guy with the idea. Collaboration therefore remains 

traceable through the items that were enabled by the partnership and become physical and non-

physical (revenues) for partnering organizations. Mr. Campaign Director emphasises that there are 

other also other flows than information flows which keep the network traceable: the fact money is 

being brought to partners every month through the selling of jointly-developed products 

(Organization Information). This raises a fundamental question of the place of products and ideas 

in partnerships, and the underlying critical subject linked to it is about power distribution within 

the partnership and interorganizational interdependencies. 
 

 
Figure 7: illustration of Interorganizational Culturing as a collaboration enabler for ongoing collaboration t 

(horizontal arrow) and as a collaboration facilitator in time t+1 (vertical arrow) 

 
The actors and actants on Interorganizational Culturing in this paragraph are: 

Actors: sales force, dedicated human resources for partnerships 

Actants: repetitive collaborations, information technologies, special events, training, organizational structures, organizational 

activities, industry type, position in value chain, difficulty of networking, trust, outputs (products and ideas), monetary flows 

6.3 Interorganizational Culturing and interdependencies: organizational balance 
and Cultural Proximity 

Projects are not all the time successful, many times they will fail, for a variety of reasons among 

which the issue of cultural mismatches between organizations has been highlighted by scholars 
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(Zeffane, 1995, p. 31; Wilkof et al., 1995). A recurring theme among the participants is the need 

for balance between partnering organizations: I think it becomes easier if there is a good balance 

between the partners (Organization Information). Real partnerships sometimes make organizations 

of very different sizes collaborate and share a bit of destiny (Organization Hygiene & Forestry) 

and of course, For real partnerships to work both sides need to gain from it (Organization Data 

Management). This raises the question of why the partnership was established in the first place and 

how influential and embedded the relationship can be. Although mostly inherent to organizational 

activities, interdependencies are also coming into play for maintaining a fruitful collaboration over 

time: Organization Knowledge provides its partners with solutions that dramatically impact their 

way of functioning while their customers provide them with new opportunities and challenges to 

keep their product development competitive. As a small company you need to see other alliances 

to have the balance and to be flexible and again have more legs to earn your money (Organization 

Knowledge). Customer-focused organizations (Organization Information; Organization Electronic 

Manufacturer), like their terminology indicates, put the customer at the centre of the collaboration 

because they are structurally close to the market, unlike pharmaceutical organizations for example; 

It’s easier to get a partnership with the customers than it is with the suppliers (Organizational Data 

Management), very often you want to be partner with customers (…) as strong tie as possible, 

whereas your suppliers, you want to have the distance (Organization Hygiene & Forestry). This is 

evidence that it is difficult to establish a successful partnership when there is a hierarchy in the 

relationship. For an organization, it is easier to relate to customers because the organization has the 

upper hand: it is establishing the partnership in which its product is the centre of focus that’s sort 

of integrating them, influencing them in knowing our product, facilitating thereby the sale and 

introduction of it. For this reason, it is particularly difficult to establish real partnerships vertically 

because of the intrinsic imbalance of the relationship. Therefore horizontal Interorganizational 

Culturing seems to be stronger than vertical Interorganizational Culturing 

Apart from interdependencies between partnering firms, there is evidence that consistence between 

values being promoted within the organization should also be found to some extent in the 

partnering organization: as Mr. Vice-President Communications puts it, the closest organizational 

relationship is consistent with Organization Hygiene & Forestry’s value of excellence; critical for 

the organizational functioning; and dependent on the partnership as much as the organization is 

they are extremely good at what they are doing; they are critical part of our supply chain so we 

depend on them for this business as much as they depend on us (Organization Hygiene & Forestry). 

Additionally to the need of balance and mutual dependencies, a partnership is more likely to be 

successfully established when a common view of doing business is found than when views differ 

(Organization Data Management). When considering new partners with whom to do business, 

similarities of views and adequacy to the representation are important actors (Wilkof et al., 1995), 

the way they do business, that’s important, as well as their own ability to mobilize a network. 

Expectations of Organization Electronic Manufacturing and the conception it has of the ideal 

partner is impacting the choice of partner (Organization Electrical Manufacturing). Organization 

Knowledge, which promotes simplicity in its works, finds it always difficult to collaborate with an 

organization that makes things appear to be complicated. This value has mainly come from senior 

employees with extensive experience from other places, which shows that Interorganizational 

Culturing has also other vehicles than collaborations (Organization Knowledge). Additionally, 

there can be some kind of miscomprehension when partnering organizations have different ways 

of doing things. It is particularly perceptible when one organization puts emphasis on collaboration 

and team-orientation while the other puts emphasis on competition: They put two managers to be 
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responsible for the same area on a very high level and they have them compete all the time 

(Organization Knowledge). In Organization Knowledge, Mr. Director Employee Success is 

responsible for Human Resources Management but has chosen to change in accordance to the 

Organizational Culture promoted within the Organization and his personal beliefs. This is evidence 

of a specific language being used, congruence with the orientation of the company. The 

organizational network is at the service of its people. Another example: Organization Information’s 

culture is very much oriented towards performance; a successful partnership is considered as such 

when both partnering organization are making reasonable amount of money. Additionally, their 

main reason of making partnerships is because the partners are being competitive on the market. 

When values are congruent between partnering organizations, it is easier to establish a common 

way of doing business (Figure 8). Therefore Interorganizational Culturing is increased when 

organizations are dependent upon each other and when organizational values are consistent 

between them. A question that remains is to know to which extent values can favour the formation 

and sustainability of organizational networks. It will be the main focus of our next paragraph. 
 

 
Figure 8: illustration that, for a similar collaboration level, when values are congruent, it is easier to find a common 

way of doing business than when they are not. In case B, the collaboration is not possible because values are too 

dissimilar. 

 
The actors and actants on Interorganizational Culturing in this paragraph are: 

Actors: senior employees, human resource managers,  

Actants: unsuccessful projects, cultural fits, balanced partnerships, interdependencies, organizational activities, organizational 

structure, position in value chain, cultural proximity, way of doing business, partnering firm network, organizational values, 

organizational language 

6.4 Interorganizational culturing: the issue of Network-Oriented organizational 
culture 

In strong partnerships like strategic alliances for example, Organizational cultures of the partnering 

firms can deeply alter the collaboration itself (Tiemessen et al., 1997 cited in Simonin, 1999, p. 

602). Central to the issue of organizational collaboration is the notion of Network Embeddedness 

as described by Noorderhaven et al. (2002); firms want to keep a close collaboration with partners 

that are the most important and key to their survival. Among the participants, some organizations 

show signs of relative low embeddedness (Organization Information) sometimes partnerships is 

the best way of developing the business and in contract to others This is an extremely global industry 
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and collaborations are, it is not something that one must consider with or not to have, it’s a must 

have (Organization Pharmaceutics). But if we follow Noorderhaven et al.’s reasoning, structural 

actors like the type of industry and the position of the organization in the supply chain cannot be 

accountable for all of the differences in Network Embeddedness between firms. There is an 

inherent and intrinsic input to be found within their Organizational Culture (2002). Through time 

it is likely that organizations who are involved in alliances would create their own shared 

organizational culture with a common value and belief system. This common Organizational 

Culture however would be impacted by the home Organizational Cultures of the two allies (Leisen 

et., al, 2003, p. 202). We therefore argue that organizations can adapt their functioning and use 

Organizational Culture as a medium for easing collaboration through Interorganizational Culturing. 

 

Ford (1997), Agranoff & McGuire (1999, p. 28) and Ritter & Gemünden (2003) have shown that 

organizations which are better at handling their partnerships possess networking competences. The 

concept of Network Competence as developed by Ritter & Gemünden has several cultural 

dimensions, which are: openness of Organizational Culture, integration of internal communication 

and network-orientation of Human Resources Management. Several participants have described 

their Organizational Culture as being open: there are little directives from within the organization, 

initiatives are encouraged and a participatory approach of work is promoted [we have] How do you 

call it open culture or you can say what you want and you are not getting punished for it and there 

are not so many levels of management (Organization Data Management). The issue of adaptation 

to the changing internal and external environments seems to be the main driver of having an open 

Organizational Culture (Parkhe, 1991 p. 589; Daz & Rahman, 2002, p. 89); as Mr. Organization 

Knowledge, the only constant should be change. Openness of Organizational Cultural seems to be 

similar in many ways to the control/flexibility cultural dimension as it has been described originally 

by Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983) and expanded by Agranoff & McGuire, 1999, p. 24. Having an 

open Organizational Culture also means that it is likely to change, from within the organization or 

from the outside. This causes two issues to arise, the first one being foreign influence on the 

organization and the second being the establishment of a distinctive and unique Organization 

Culture. As Mr. Director Employee Success puts it, the only constant should be change. Business 

Developer of Organization Data Management emphasizes, it’s an open culture and I don’t know if 

that’s different from other companies, and this is quite the point: how can an organization control 

its cultural input by having an open culture? Before making an attempt at uncovering evidence on 

this matter, we need to get back to one of the core fundaments of our subject, which is 

Organizational Culture, or put another way, the values, beliefs, behaviours and assumptions 

promoted within an organization (Schein, 2010, p. 3) (Figure 9). 
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Figure 9: illustration of Organizational Culture adapted from Schein (2010):  the deepest layer is the taken-for-

granted-assumptions, after which come the values, beliefs and behaviours. 

 

Among the participants, there are two schools regarding Organizational Culture, organizations 

which believe in setting up values as guidelines for their employees to follow, with regular 

appraisal and assessment of their implementation We work mostly around our values, to focus on 

those (Organization Information; Organization Hygiene & Forestry); and organizations which do 

not promote any value, but rather emphasize specific kind of behaviours We don’t, you know, put 

up values, listen to the customer and others [things] on the wall and have  them you know to try to 

explain  to newly employed people (…) We live it and there by people experience what we stand 

for (Organization Electronic Manufacturing). This could be surprising at first, since values are 

considered as being the bedrock of Organizational Culture (Kennedy, 1988, p. 21). Could this be 

the evidence that there are no values in this organization? That would be to take misleading 

shortcuts. Sherriton and Stern explain that sometimes Organizational Culture is so deeply 

embedded that it doesn’t appear clearly to managers themselves (1997, p. 25), and that values can 

emerge from different sources: instead of a top-down direction, values can emerge from the bottom, 

while being deeply embedded in employees’ way of doing business, like when Organization 

Hygiene & Forestry asked all of its employees’ perceptions in order to define organizational values 

(Gehman et al., 2013, p. 86). As the example of Organization Hygiene & Forestry shows, big 

groups tend to favour the promotion of an overarching culture which encompasses all of their 

business units despite of the fact that we have to come even more global and its quite different 

businesses. But overarching culture doesn’t necessarily mean inertia and lack of flexibility. 

Although changing the values definitely would take more time and effort than in smaller structures, 

values are sometimes considered as being a substitute to organizational control (Organization 

Hygiene & Forestry). Values are not everything; as Organization Electronic Manufacturing’s CEO 

emphasizes, they don’t add up anything to the organization by themselves; they need vehicles to 

be implemented by employees: codes of conduct and special events are here to program employees 

and synchronize their behaviour with the standards of the organization (Organization Hygiene & 

Forestry). There are things that should be done and things that shouldn’t inside each organization 

and not having values directly stated doesn’t mean that none is being put into practice. Value might 

therefore become elusive because beliefs and behaviours in the organization stand out as cultural 

referential. Stable values over time do not necessarily mean that they will turn out of date. There 

is for example no peremption date to the value of Excellence. Values constitute a referential for 

organizations to keep on developing their activity and find partners that would fit to their view of 
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business (Organization Hygiene & Forestry). Communication is a big deal, especially when it is 

directed outside of the organization. Organization Hygiene & Forestry dedicates its website to 

stakeholders, openly stating its values, visions and mission, as well as strategy. 

 

Even organizations that rely heavily on networks show evidence of organizational values: The 

value of diversity is a good example for both Organization Knowledge and Organization 

Pharmaceutics. When Organization Pharmaceutics took on partnerships ten years from now, it 

already had an internationally-minded value orientation, reinforced later through the multiple 

nationalities present on site, supported by communication material in English, foreign acquisitions, 

entries in foreign stock exchange and upcoming employment of a foreign CEO etc. One simple 

value is driving the whole organization in many of its aspects, not only to please strategic partners 

and ease collaboration, but also to set up a value referential for internal communication. 

Organization Knowledge gives a lot of importance to organizational values as they provide more 

than a simple guideline for some employees, but reinforce behaviours within the organization you 

find a value of something that is important for your own sake but it’s also almost all the time 

connected to something that creates a very example in the company. But as he stresses out, 

organizational values can sometimes be harmful when they are too much oriented towards the 

external environment at the expense of the organization itself: example with whatever it takes. 

Organization Data Management has dealt with a similar issue: one of our problems was that we did 

everything custom made to each customer, which was very hard to manage. Therefore, values in a 

networking organization need to both fulfil the network dimension of the organization while 

reinforcing internal cohesion. Values may therefore become elusive because they are confounded 

with the network itself. They are consistently supporting the development of the network diversity 

while being deeply anchored in team composition, leadership and strategic decisions (Organization 

Pharmaceutics). The value of long-term which is also found in Organization Electronic 

Manufacturing is a good illustration of the two-sided supportiveness of Organizational Culture the 

relationships that we have for more than five years those are also the ones that are the most efficient 

(Organization Electronic Manufacturing). Additionally, the organization is seen as having a people 

coming new to our company usually make the comment that they find that the initiatives, ambition 

and culture in the company are very strong (Organization Electronic Manufacturing). Common 

basis for partnership is found when value orientation of both firms are compatible and to a greater 

extent when they have something in common, when firms put Some sort of values in the 

relationships for a partnership to blossom and develop (Organization Hygiene & Forestry). 

Therefore, we come to the conclusion that a Network-Oriented Organization Culture is a culture 

that builds upon the frailty and ephemerality of Organization Networking to turn it into a central 

focal point. An organization with a Network-Oriented Organizational Culture, will favor the 

process of Interorganizational Culturing, as well as enabling the organization to take on projects 

that require a higher degree of collaboration, a greater Network Embeddedness. One of the main 

downsides, apart from having lesser diversity due to Cultural Proximity, is that its Organizational 

Culture will potentially be more influenced by the partner (Figure 10). What needs to be kept in 

mind though is that there is no recipe for successful organizational networking, of course long-term 

orientation and diversity are important organizational values, but it’s always the combination of 

things that make a difference in the end (Law, 2009, p. 148), and that is a complex system that 

requires a lot of effort to be implemented (Agranoff & McGuire, 1999, p. 27). After having seen 

that values orientation may favour the process of Interorganizational Culturing, we will review the 

forces that may impede Interorganizational Culturing. 
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Figure 10: Illustration of a Network-Oriented Organizational Culture (in graphs C & D). The values are oriented 

towards the partnering organization, so are the beliefs (networking in needed for our organization to survive) and 

behaviours (high reliance on interorganizational collaboration). 

 

We see that a Network-Orientation of Organizational Culture favours both Interorganizational Culturing and Network 

Embeddedness. These graphs may also illustrate why some projects fail: when the degree of embeddedness required 

is not attained because of cultural barriers (firm-centric organizational cultures, values dissimilarities etc.), the 

project is terminated. 

 
The actors and actants on Interorganizational Culturing in this paragraph are: 

Actors: employees, role models, team composition, CEOs, leadership,  

Actants: network embeddedness, organizational culture, network competence, openness of organizational culture, organizational 

adaptiveness, organizational values, codes of conduct, special events, communication, organizational website, communication 

materials 

6.5 Interorganizational culturing is not acculturation: the issue of cultural inertia 
We have seen that if organizations seek for partnerships to open their business perspectives, that is 

to say to find new resources, new innovation potential and new ideas (Wilkof et al. 1995), they 

paradoxically prefer organizations which have a similar functioning to theirs. It is not because 

organizations get used to collaborating that they will become similar or that they will deeply alter 

their culture. The cultural input, however open to foreign influence, renders the firm flexible but 

not necessarily versatile, although the overall efficiency of a networking organization will decrease 

over time (Snow & Miles 1992, p. 53). Managers are here to ensure that people, even when away 

from the mother company, still feel like they belong to the organization (Flamholtz & Randle, 

2011, pp.12-20) That is really my work and my team’s work together with other managers to ensure 

that they feel and that they belong to the company (Organization Knowledge). This paradox could 

be explained by the dimension of trust from the concept of Network Embeddedness as developed 
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by Uzzi (1997). Trust and market knowledge generally come up as being the two principal drivers 

of partnerships in a customer-oriented setting (Organization Electronic Manufacturing), and trust 

is more easily fostered when the two organizational entities have some things in common. This 

raises the question of innovation and partnerships as being depicted by: the longer the 

collaboration, the more the homogeneity and fluidity in people’s way of leading business together. 

As Mr. Director Employee Success emphasizes: You need an environment where you clash things 

and you always question the way you have done things (Organization Knowledge). This is an 

eminent issue that leads to organizational networking: internally, teams are being combined 

differently while demographical diversity is taken into account in most firms (Organization 

Knowledge), externally; special programs are being designed in order to invite external resources 

to help solving a specific issue, for example consultants are a strategic resource for Organization 

Electronic Manufacturing since they provide unique and new expertise. The question of internal 

integration is therefore central to Interorganizational Culturing: how do organizations take on the 

new resources and how the organization is ready to adapt to changes in its environment. The 

investigation provides evidence that some organizations are sensibly more adaptive than others and 

will have a greater tolerance to divergent Organizational Culture than their own when partnering: 

the only thing constant should be change (Organization Knowledge). Network dynamics also 

influence the rate at which an organization will integrate new elements into its functioning: being 

proactive is of utter importance (Organization Data Management), what we could call Cultural 

Inertia. The higher the Cultural Inertia, the slowest the Organization will be adaptive and 

responsive to change. Organizational Cultures favouring change will therefore be subject to a 

greater extent to Interorganizational Culturing than organizations with little adaptation to change 

(Figure 11). There is little doubt that small organizations will spend less time adapting their 

functioning than large corporations, which leads us to our next paragraph on organizational size 

and cultural influence. 
 

 
 
Figure 11: Illustration of Cultural Inertia. The collaboration might fail if the required adaptiveness from organization 

B exceeds its potential of adaptiveness. If Organization B takes on the partnership, it may 1) be unable to integrate the 

process of Interorganizational Culturing from Organization A,  because its culture is too different; 2) not be able to 

fulfil its obligations towards Organization A, resulting of a dead-end for the partnership. 
 

The actors and actants on Interorganizational Culturing in this paragraph are: 

Actors: managers, organizational identity, consultants,  

Actants: trust, partnering firm market knowledge, cultural proximity, favourable and changing organizational environment, special 

collaboration programs, internal integration, organizational adaptiveness, proactiveness, organizational size 



79 
 

6.6 From Inter-organizational culturing to trans-organizational culturing: the issue 
of cultural gravity 

We have already seen that power differentials among partnering organizations can be problematic 

for Interorganizational Culturing. Yet, in many cases, small organizations are to deal with big 

conglomerates, which put them into a challenging position (Kelly et al., 2002, p. 15; Koza & Lewin, 

2000, p. 147): Often a bio tech company of course run the risk that being a small company having 

to enter into a collaboration partnership with a large global pharmaceutical company 

(Organization Pharmaceutics). These smaller firms are then subject to the bigger organization’s 

influence, but also run the risk of not having the same set of priorities for the project, what Mr. 

Business Developer from Organization Pharmaceutics refers to as the not-embedded-here 

syndrome. When dealing with global organizations of much bigger size, Organization Information 

is less influential in the collaboration it’s not like we can impact their product development offering, 

it is what it is, it is global. Conversely, Organization Information is of a much bigger size, which 

enables it to have a much stronger impact and power on its smaller partners, as well as its deep 

knowledge of the customers’ needs: [Organization Information] makes the final call on what we 

should offer and how we should price it (Organization Information) (Figure 12). Another example 

with Organization Hygiene & Forestry, the organization’s resellers which are extremely 

performance orientated influence the group to have a very aggressive marketing strategy: the value 

orientation of some partners can influence the partnering firms’ way of doing business to a great 

extent, through its practices (taking on the activity), its beliefs (we need to be more competitive) 

up to its value orientation (performance orientation) (Figure 10). 

 

Resource distortion can put smaller companies to danger sometimes, when the outcomes of the 

partnerships are being captured by the bigger organization, which leads the smaller organization 

with little to no trace of the partnership but time and effort spent: I would say it’s always hard to 

work with very large corporations and they also have a focus nowadays that means, you always 

need to watch for your own business because they will take hold of the business from you that you 

create (Organization Knowledge). When partnerships fail, it is sometimes because one of the two 

partners had the upper hand in setting up the agreement, which outweighed the capabilities of the 

partnering firm to adapt (Burton et al., 2011, p. 234) our partners have had a hard time to support 

all our local markets (Figure 11). Therefore, organizations should remain vigilant to their own 

representation of the ideal partner and that this is conditioned by firm-centred expectations. 

Interorganizational Culturing can therefore sometimes be harmful if there are no equalized powers 

in the partnership, and if the reciprocal adaptation potential of both firms cannot make up for the 

cultural gap separating them (Figure 8). But size differential is not always negative: big partner 

organizations in size and power can mobilize their own network and make their partners benefit 

from it collaborative networks for their own partners So really it was the retailer who told us that 

you need to work together guys (Organization Electronic Manufacturing); in other cases the most 

influential firm can be seen as a protective godfather, willing to set favorable conditions for its 

allies to be successful part of the partnership is also then for us to give them best possible 

conditions for excelling in what they are doing (Organization Hygiene & Forestry). 
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Figure 12: Illustration of Cultural Gravity. Organization A (blue circle), because of its power and size, causes 

Organization B (white circle) to adapt to its way of doing business, more than A adapts to B’s way of doing business.  

 
The actors and actants on Interorganizational Culturing in this paragraph are: 

Actors: - 

Actants: organizational size, project embeddedness, organizational influence, partnering organization cultural orientation, 

organizational value, organizational beliefs, partnering organization capabilities, partner organizational network, collaborating 

environment 

6.7 Interorganizational culturing as social process 
Several times, participants refer to their organization as an entity that acts on its own: [Organization 

Pharmaceutics] has undertaken both licensing, mergers and acquisitions divestments with equity 

involved. This personification and humanization of the organization as a full blown actor is 

enlightening and interesting to us, since it is evidence that the organization is alive, that it has its 

history, personality and culture that are integrated in the managers’ speeches, thereby revealing 

their importance and significance. The fact that the Organization itself is being referred to as a full-

blown actor; instead of a vague we is revealing a clear set of organizational boundaries and strong 

Organizational Culture. Project outcomes, ideas and products are also important players to be taken 

into account; the output of projects becomes an acting entity on its own, such as we can see the 

Product Lifecycle Management solution of Organization Knowledge making the management team 

realize the its own products have their own life-cycle and last between three and six years., 

illustrating well a case when the core product and core competencies become a competitive 

advantage. Interorganizational Culturing enables to combine and develop outputs that will 

eventually have tremendous impact on firms’ way of doing business. 

 

When organizations are collaborating for the first time, organizational representatives of both sides 

meet to discuss the terms of the collaboration. This generally results in a cross-disciplinary 

approach (Organization Pharmaceutics; Organization Data Management) of the partnership during 

which an active phase of negotiation takes place there are discussions around what can we 

cooperate around, how to structure the cooperation, both product wise, meaning the commercial 

terms, legal terms (Organization Information). The extent to which this part is being formal highly 
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depends on the industry and the collaborative antecedents, but anyhow, the negotiation usually 

revolves around technical, contractual and legal issues, but as Mr. Business Developer from 

Organization Pharmaceutics points out, there are other actors coming into play concerning the 

history of the partnering organization and the way it does business good track record of having 

license in similar projects (Organization Pharmaceutics). This negotiation is therefore a complex 

process during which managers, conditioned by their experiences, background, beliefs and values 

and other entities such as organizational background, history and culture comes into play: it is 

therefore eminently social from an ANT perspective (Latour, 2005). The culturing process 

therefore firstly goes through the performance of those organizational representatives, which act as 

actors (Latour, 2005) by finding an agreement, and allocating resources (financial, human, time) 

to the project: If you illustrate, imagine two arrows approaching each other from the opposite 

direction moving closer and closer and eventually after the deal is signed there will be a common 

denominator (Organization Pharmaceutics). The concept of Interorganizational Culturing seen 

from an ANT perspective enables us to get a grasp on the fact that collaboration is a direct condition 

of a great variety of actors. 
 

The actors and actants on Interorganizational Culturing in this paragraph are: 

Actors: organizational representatives 

Actants: organizational background and history, project outputs, negotiation, contractual and non-contractual formalities, partnering 

organization background and history 

6.8 Organizational strategies and leadership 
Organizational Culture can be directed at forming and developing Organizational Networking 

when there is congruence between the network requirements and what is actually displayed by the 

organization, from the bottom to the top of the organization, including leadership. The issue of 

leadership has long been considered as being of relevance for managers only, but there is clear 

evidence that this issue is more and more linked with empowerment and participatory approaches 

within organizations. As Mr. Campaign Director from Organization Information emphasizes, there 

is higher expectations regarding being a role model in accordance to responsibilities; managers 

should therefore be attentive to the behaviours they are promoting and encouraging by their very 

acts. The arrival of a new CEO with a background in entrepreneurship and experience in mergers 

and alliances in Organization Data Management gave the necessary impulse to restructure the 

organization and initiate a strategic move to refocus the organization. On the contrary, their loss of 

visionary leaders had a great impact on the organization, as explained by Flamholtz & Randle 

(2011, p. 18) What we have lost on this company is the visionary leader and that’s quite hard to 

get afterwards (Organization Data Management). Business leaders embody the organizational 

values and provide the necessary impulse for those to spread to the entire organization (Atkinson 

2010, p. 40): I get to influence a lot and the way that I lead the company has certainly an impact 

on it and my way is that I like to share information and delegate responsibility I believe in people 

(…) (Organization Electronic Manufacturer). For these reasons and for Interorganizational 

Culturing to be beneficial, the collaboration should be taken on by people well aware of cultural 

phenomena within each organization, since it might have tremendous impact on the organization 

as a whole Robbins (1991, p. 72). 
 
The actors and actants on Interorganizational Culturing in this paragraph are: 

Actors: leadership, role models, CEOs, visionaries, 

Actants: - 
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6.9 Interorganizational culturing as a collaboration facilitator 
Collaborating organizations are sometimes embedded to the extent that a merger between them is 

considered; in other cases the organization with the most resources will acquire the other firm. In 

both cases, these forms of collaboration constitute the ultimate step of collaborative practices, when 

two entities become one. There is evidence through the participant’s speech that in most cases, 

collaboration was already present before the acquisition or merger was enacted: for example, when 

organization Hygiene & Forestry developed their Hygiene activity, they have done so through 

several acquisitions. The organizations which have been acquired had previous connections with 

the organization, which rendered the process much easier. Additionally, Mr. Business Developer 

says that a successful partnership could very well end up in a merger (Organization Pharmaceutics). 

The example of the recent divestment in Organization Data Management shows that the fact that 

one top-manager switched company had a tremendous impact on electing this company for selling 

the activity. It helped on communicating and knowing and get the personal touch with them. The 

manager that switched companies was a mediator with tremendous impact on concluding the deal. 

Moreover, Interorganizational Culturing is not only a collaboration facilitator to partnering 

organization, but also an access to partners of partners (Organization Electronic Manufacturing): 

as the partnership becomes more and more embedded, new opportunities are enabled and additional 

partnerships can be taken on. Interorganizational culturing is therefore a process favouring the 

establishment of closer forms of partnerships between firms, not to say a mandatory step. 

 

Interorganizational Culturing can also lead to improved organizational learning: in the case of 

Organization Pharmaceutics, after having collaborated with downstream organizations for several 

years; the organization wasn’t able to perform the late stage development of the product because I 

didn’t have the resources nor the competences to do so; was able to strategically refocus itself 

towards becoming more of an integrated company. The organization could have benefited from the 

experience of its partners to take on those activities itself. Similarly, when Organization 

Information partners with organizations in the early stages, it continuously keeps evaluating if we 

should do it ourselves, while emphasizing that over time we would probably do more of the work 

in-house (Organization Information). 
 
The actors and actants on Interorganizational Culturing in this paragraph are: 

Actors: manager 

Actants: previous collaborations, partnering organizational network, organizational learning 

6.10 Structural trade-offs: organizational networks and interorganizational culturing 
as mediators 

So how does this study help us understanding an overcoming the trade-offs and paradoxes 

identified a long time ago by Quinn & Rohrbaugh, expanded by the cultural dichotomy in the 

literature and still unsolved today? A possible answer could eventually lie within the very method 

employed to tackle the subject of culture within networking organizations. Actor-Network Theory 

provides new insights, while pointing out at the difficulty of establishing a network: the network is 

the end of the process of Interorganizational Culturing, and not the starter. ANT points out that we 

should pay attention to mediators, entities that multiply the inputs in unexpected ways and as Mr. 

Director Employee Success underlines, any networking organization can be good at training staff 

and organize events to make them feel part of the organization, but the difference is to be found 

somewhere else, within the network itself: we still only work with global leaders in innovation and 

for our consultants they always feel that (…) they are ahead of many of the other companies 
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focusing in the areas (Organization Knowledge). Therefore it is the network itself that should be a 

mediator in all aspects, for organizational strategy, for cohesion, motivation and commitment of 

employees within the organization, for organizational learning: this is what the ANT perspective 

tells us, that Organizational Networking is an entire way of conducting business that doesn’t just 

involve one actor or actant. We sense here that finding the right partner is far more than scanning 

the market to find a good fit. It also shows that culture is certainly one great aspect of 

Interorganizational Culturing, but that it is embedded to a great extent in organizational structures, 

position in the value chain and strategy. In also reminds us that organizations are networks 

themselves and that their intricacy. This is what we have employed ourselves to do with the Cultural 

Network, to show that the heterogeneity of business cases calls for more systematic and specific 

approaches, cases studies using innovative approaches of culture within organizations.  

 

Figure 13: an attempt to map the actors of Interorganizational Culturing (in red, the cultural actors, in blue, the 

structural actors). What should be remembered of the graph is that Interorganizational Culturing is a complex process, 

which should be considered important by organizations, since it is a crucial mediator of interorganizational 

collaboration. 
 

Chapter summary 

 

In this chapter, the authors have built on the concept of Interorganizational Culturing based on 

empirical findings and introduced several other concepts that help understanding it (Network-

Oriented Organizational Culture, Cultural Inertia, Cultural Gravity and Cultural Proximity). . The 

authors came to the conclusion that both structural and cultural actors are shaping it and that 

organizational networks are powerful mediators that should require full attention from management 
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teams. In order to do so, using the Actor-Network Theory perspective has proved to be very useful 

by providing the necessary approach through which the notion of Interorganizational Culturing 

could bridge the perspectives of Organizational Culture and Organizational Networking as 

suggested in the introduction. 
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7. Conclusion 
In this chapter, conclusions from the analysis are made, the authors aim to answer the research 

question as well as fulfil the purpose of the thesis. They would also provide suggestions for further 

research based on their findings. Lastly the chapter is concluded by stating the Truth Criteria a 

Business Research should fulfil and how these requirements apply to the research.   

Throughout this thesis, we would have investigated the actors of Interorganizational Culturing in a 

networking organization. We have seen that the actors of Interorganizational Culturing are both 

actors and actants, which means that Interorganizational Culturing is constituted by the interactions 

of both human and nonhuman entities. On the human side, we have seen that even if one person is 

generally in charge of managing the alliance or partnership, it is the whole human resources that 

make a difference. The CEOs for delegating and coordinating the work, the joint-steering group 

for synchronizing organizations and initiating the partnership, project managers for keeping the 

relationship ongoing, managers for setting up objectives and transmitting strategy and culture to 

people, and employees for setting up examples and live by the rules, all these actors affect the way 

two organizations may cooperate and partner. Since we used the Actor-Network Theory as an 

investigation perspective, of equal interest for us was to look at the nonhuman actants, in which we 

can make the distinction between structural actors (type of industry, organizational structures, 

organizational dependencies, organizational size, outputs and Corporate Strategy) and cultural 

actors (Organizational Culture, values, beliefs, behaviours, assumptions). We have seen that 

structural actors, although they may impact Interorganizational Culturing, cannot be solely 

accountable for it; which means that the organization can to some extent set favourable conditions 

for Interorganizational Culturing to bloom through its Organizational Culture. 

 

Our purpose was to explore the phenomenon of Interorganizational Culturing within strategic 

alliances by using the Actor-Network Theory perspective, which led us to reveal that 

Interorganizational Culturing is threefold: firstly antecedents, consisting in setting up favourable 

collaborative conditions; secondly, it is an ongoing process, highlighting the need for not losing 

momentum in the collaboration by notably adopting a Network-Oriented Organizational Culture; 

thirdly, it can provide the firm with advantages, namely improved organizational learning and 

eased advanced collaboration forms. 

 

The main point to be drawn from our approach in this thesis, by using an ANT language would be 

to say that partnerships and alliances should be mediators and not simply intermediaries, which 

sometimes implies a big deal of uncertainty since the input cannot predict the output (Latour, 2005). 

In this perspective, Interorganizational Culturing appears as a process taking place at several stages 

of organizational collaborations. The ANT perspective we used opens up a new perspective of 

considering culture itself, particularly regarding the importance of objects and their place in human 

action. ANT also highlighted the frailty of organizational collaborations and underlines that 

networks are not being formed simply because some contractual agreements have been signed up, 

but that they are rather a much more elusive concept, sometimes misleading and deceived by its 

apparent simplicity. 

The originality of our research was therefore to highlight that the common denominator of the three 

stage process of Interorganizational Culturing is also cultural, with human and nonhuman entities 
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with complex interferences and influences that need to be identified and mastered in order to 

become beneficial for the networking organization. 

 

The main concern of our thesis is to find a way to bridge the apparent incompatibility of Corporate 

Culture and Culture within organizational networks 

 

Throughout this thesis, we have seen that there are prerequisites to Interorganizational Culturing 

as we define it: organizations have to remain separated: the collaboration should be a mediator in 

the ANT sense. We also reviewed that the process can be favoured by relentlessly questioning the 

taken-for-granted assumptions, opening up organizational culture, equalizing power between 

partnering organizations and taking on partnerships that rely on organizational interdependencies. 

The process of Interorganizational Culturing thereby enables to learn from the partners and develop 

new capabilities internally, increase the likelihood of success for future projects, favour the success 

of mergers and acquisitions and lead to greater Network Embeddedness when values are oriented 

towards building, developing, sustaining and reconfiguring the network. 

This is what makes ANT so convenient at introducing a little anarchy without spurring chaos. Some 

might argue that its lack of focus is its weakness; we instead would argue that it is its very strength. 

The unconventional and holistic picture of Organizational Networking and Organizational Culture 

has enabled to reveal the potential fragility of organizational networks and highlights the 

fundamental issue of human/object relationship. By uncovering the concept of Interorganizational 

Culturing, we hope having designated some areas that managers should take care in a more 

systematic and close manner. 

Finally, we can question whether Quinn & Rohrbaugh didn’t uncover, without realizing it at the 

time that the essence of modern capitalism – of competition as suggests the name of their 

framework – should find its roots in collaborative organizational behaviours. Didn’t they find that 

external focus was one fundament driver of performance, that in order to be successful, the 

organization had to look beyond its own boundaries? Did Kropotkin just take over Darwin? We 

sense here that strategic alliances, Organizational Networking, Organizational Culture and more 

generally collaboration are topics that are far from having revealed all of their mysteries, and that 

unveiling their apparent intricateness might lead to surprising conclusions for modern societies. 

But the ANT perspective is merely a method that allows us to uncover new directions, to become 

the cartographers of dangerous foreign shores; it is not an end-in itself (What the sense feels, what 

the mind knows, never has its end in itself. Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra). The shift from a 

technical consideration of human/nonhuman interfaces calls for more of an existentialist approach 

of management regarding interorganizational collaborations and we hope that our research would 

have made few managers ask this very simple question: how ready are we to collaborate more in 

order to compete better? 

Managerial implications 

The essential questions remain to be answered: what does the investigation of Interorganizational 

Culturing from an ANT perspective tell us? What do we learn from having attempted to step away 

from the cultural dichotomy? What comes out of the Nietzschean process of deconstructing the 

idols of sociology, to trace back a genealogy of the social? What practical conclusions can be drawn 

for managers? The answer might lie in the very configuration of the network itself. Our research 

suggests that managers should reflect upon the fact that Organizational Networking is a holistic 
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organizational issue that they potentially can turn into an advantage. By taking into consideration 

human propensity to network and collaborate to solve problems and the nonhuman networking 

facilitators, managers can lastly shape and impact networks in a mutually constructive manner. The 

stakes for organizations are tremendous; networking is not only about effectiveness, not only about 

innovation or about some structural or even intended directions. Networking might not be simply 

something; it might be everything and can exist everywhere.  
 

Implications for future research 

Since this topic has not been thoroughly investigated, a lot of suggestions for further researchers 

can be made. Based on our study, one further research could be to investigate the Organizational 

Culture and the interplay between the network among partnering companies, from both 

organizational sides in order to define consistencies of views and considerations. Further 

researchers could for example make an in-depth study of one Organization’s interorganizational 

relationships in order to find out what makes the difference between a strongly embedded network 

and a weakly embedded one from a cultural perspective. In order to investigate Interorganizational 

Culturing in a more extensive manner, it would also be appropriate to do an in-depth case study of 

this specific issue; or investigate within a same industry to provide a basis for comparison. To put 

it another way, we can say that since the focus was intended to be broad, the findings are also quite 

broad. It is now the tasks of other investigations to complete the hereby suggested phenomenon. 

Additionally, inter interviewing people on a same responsibility levels and in similar industries 

would enable to compare their actual ways of dealing with the issues that were identified in this 

thesis (Cultural Inertia, Cultural Gravity, Interorganizational Culturing etc.). Finally, to get 

measurable results of some phenomena like Network-Oriented Organizational Culture, it would be 

welcome to perform quantitative studies. 
 

Limitations 

In order to be able to lead the research within the timeframe that was imparted, we unfortunately 

were in performative contradiction: by asking participant organizations if they had collaborative 

networks that we could investigate, we somehow prevented ANT from doing the work and 

revealing where the real networks are. Since we are following the participants in their speech, there 

is no way we can cover all of the topics that they have talked about, we are voluntarily restraining 

the focus to structural and cultural issues. Other topics would also have partially covered the central 

point of our thesis, while being more focused e.g. organizational change and organizational 

learning. In different industries Interorganizational Culturing might differ in its very expression 

and even more in its benefits or intent. This limitation can be lifted and attenuated by the fact that 

finding traces of Interorganizational Culturing in several industries, even if it prevents us from 

somehow generalizing the results, accounts for the very existence of such a phenomenon that could 

then be investigated in greater detail industry by industry. 

 

Another limitation to the study is the relative small amount of interviews we have performed. This 

small amount prevented us from uncovering the phenomenon of Interorganizational Culturing in a 

more comprehensive manner. Due to a lack of extensive research material, it is also difficult for us 

to tell the most prominent traits of the phenomenon; the present research is therefore more of an 

attempt at identifying and defining Interorganizational Culturing without making any inference on 

performance of the investigated firms, nor any specific recommendations for managers of a given 

industry. 
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One issue that we have is that several participants to our study can be directly or indirectly linked 

to the IT sector which is a bit contradictory with our attempt to investigate Interorganizational 

Culturing in different industry. This could partly be explained because the issue of Organizational 

Networking is particularly present in sectors requiring specific expertise, the High-tech and 

Information Technology industries are good examples of this. We however tried to do so: we search 

for respondents in the banking sector, the construction sector, and several manufacturing industries 

but we didn’t manage to get any respondent there. 

Another limitation is that our interviews were very difficult to conduct to remain faithful to the 

ANT perspective. We tried to build as much as possible on what the participants said, but 

sometimes, we run out of material inputs to build upon so it was challenging until something else 

emerged. So the network being traced is not totally faithful to the participant, but we definitely 

intended to do so and time constraints as well as small resources have also definitely impacted the 

quality of the study. A great amount of data was not taken into consideration. Our focus on 

Interorganizational Culturing from an Actor-Network Perspective rendered a lot of the information 

gathered during the interview useless. 

Finally, since our investigation was performed only on Swedish organizations, there could be 

Swedish cultural specificities – in the sense of national culture differences – that could have 

impacted the results (e.g. flatness of Organizational Structure) and that our level of analysis could 

not reveal. 
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8. Truth criteria for qualitative research 
 

Truth/quality criteria 
Here the authors have put truth criteria to show that they have done this research in an Ethical 

and truthful manner, this section is helpful in giving the reader the ability to rely on the study and 

the results found. In writing this thesis, the authors have a much as possible linked the whole part 

to the purpose of the study so they won’t diverge into something broader than what they are aiming 

for, their main aim is not to generalize anything from our findings but rather to have an 

understanding of a social phenomenon that we looked at. The results could be considered reliable 

because of they have kept record of the transcription and translations and we did a theme analysis 

so we won’t miss out on anything.  

For evaluating business and management research Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 41) stipulate three 

criteria. And these criteria are reliability, replication and validity. A reliable research means if the 

study is repeatable, reliability is an issue mainly related with a quantitative study because it is in 

this form of research that a researcher would be required to have a measure that is stable and would 

yield the same result throughout. The reliability criterion stipulates that good measure give 

consistent results. Graziano & Raulin, 2010, p. 78).  The replication criterion which is somewhat 

similar to the reliability criterion states that the author should in great detail describe the procedures 

used in the study so that the research is replicable; this is to mean that the study should be 

reproducible by someone else using the same measures and procedures used by the original 

researcher. Validity on the other hand deals with the truthfulness of the conclusion made from 

conducting a research. This criterion is said to be the most vital criterion for a research. The 

different validity criteria include the measurement validity which is mainly applicable to a 

quantitative research, this validity is used for determining if a measure  developed of a concept 

does actually denote the concept or not. Whereas the internal validity is aimed at seeing the strength 

of the causality relationships between variables so that results won’t be credited for reasons not 

considered by the researcher Saunders, et,. al (2012 p.193). The external validity is concerned with 

whether the results of the study are generalizable to a wider context. And lastly the ecological 

validity criterion’s concern is if the results are applicable to people’s every day and everyday 

situations. This criterion is relevant for both qualitative and quantitative result and focuses more 

on the naturalness of the research (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 42-43) 

 

However when evaluating a qualitative research (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 395) and (Lincoln and 

Guba 81985) cited in Saunders et al. (2012, p. 194) mention alternative criteria exist than the ones 

mentioned above. These criteria are trustworthiness and authenticity (Creswell, 2012, p. 250). 

Trustworthiness is then further divided into four criteria namely: credibility, transferability, 

dependability and confirmability and that each one also has an equivalent criterion in quantitative 

research.  

 

Credibility/ internal validity 

Stresses that the research is conducted with good practice and that the investigator/the researcher 

has understood the social world he is investigating. For our study to be credible we have recorded 

and transcribed the interviews that we conducted. This criterion could also give a hint about how 

believable the findings are (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 43).  
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Transferability/ external validity 

This criterion implies the generalizability and transferability of a qualitative research in another 

setting as well (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 398: Saunders, et al., 2012 p.194)). Generalizability for a 

qualitative result is often problematic and due to the very nature of qualitative research: we have 

no guarantee to have similar results in different cases, therefore generalizability is not guaranteed 

since our aim was not to generalize the findings. 

 

Dependability/reliability 

This entails that records are kept at every steps of the research process and also that the findings 

are more likely to be applicable at other times as well. We have kept records of the interviews and 

transcription until the end. However finding might not be able to apply at other times as well, as 

the timing of the interview is likely to change, so is the position of the organization that we 

interviewed and also the position of the people we contacted should not be taken for granted, they 

could move on to other departments or other organizations, so it is very unlikely that the results are 

likely to apply at other times. Further we have explained our preconceptions in chapter two and 

both of the authors were involved in the research process which further confirms the reliability. 

 

Confirmability/objectivity 

Confirmability refers to the fact that the research is performed in good faith. This means that the 

personal values and beliefs of the researchers have not in any way influenced the conduction of the 

research (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 398). We have made sure that the interviewees understood our 

purpose of the research and they were also informed about the anonymity of their names and 

organization names. We have followed the ANT perspective which is to follow your interviewee 

basically, so we have not influenced them in any way, rather we encouraged them to talk freely 

and without us interfering in their answers. And when necessary we stepped in and brought up 

topics to further discuss   

 

Authenticity: Besides the trustworthiness criterion, the criterion of authenticity is also applicable 

this refers to if the study represents different point of views from the members of the social world 

being studied (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 398). Since we have chosen different companies and 

different respondents we believe that we have authenticity in our research.  
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Appendix 1 – Interview Guide 
 

Date – XX/XX/2014 

Name – Xxxxx Xxxxxxxxx 

 

1. thank for the participation 

2. anonymity – is it ok? 

3. record the conversation – is it ok? 

 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Subject: Culture within Networking Organizations 
 

1. Position and Role of the Interviewee 

Ask for a brief introduction of the person, function, role, background etc. 

 

2. Collaborative Networks, Strategic Alliance 

 

Ask for examples 

 

3. Organizational Culture 

Strategy, Mission Statement, Vision if any 

What is the Organizational Culture like?  

Values being promoted 

Documents supporting them? 

Things displayed on the website in any 

What does the participant believe in 

Which beliefs are being promoted 

Translation of values in practice (beliefs, behaviors) 

Influence of values for Collaborative Networks? 

 

4. Collaborative Networks 

Collaborative projects 

Example: any ongoing project? 

The off-practice: what do employees do when not in a project to sustain the Network? 

Frictions and issues 

The issue of Innovation 

Leadership endorsement 

Distance (training, recruitment) 
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Appendix 2 – Mailing used to contact the participants 
 

 

Dear Madam, dear Sir, 

 

We are two master students at Umeå School of Business and Economics (USBE), Sweden, currently 
performing an investigation on the topic of organizational culture and collaborative networks. By doing 
this research, we intend to understand the mechanisms of organizational culture (the values and beliefs 
being promoted in your company, as well as the assumptions and practices) in a collaborative 
organizational setting (strategic alliances and partnerships). We would like to benefit from your knowledge 
and experience in the field to illustrate our research. In this perspective, we would like to know if we could 
have an approximately one-hour phone interview with someone knowledgeable to the subject (business 
developer or someone in charge of alliances and partnerships). Your day and time will be ours. As it is an 
open interview, we do not have any questions to send you prior to the interview, but we can nevertheless 
provide you with additional information, if so needed. We are well aware that your time is precious and 
limited and would be very grateful that you could help us out with this project. Thank you very much. 

  

with kind regards, 

  

Selamawit Tekeste 

Kevin Hoferer 

 

 


