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Abstract

Purpose

This work aims at contributing to the advancemehinetwork management studies addressing the
networking relationships and the way in which tlaeg connected with strategizing in networks contkxt
line with Ritter's view concerning the managemenhétwork in contrast to managing of network, oajpgr
intends to: 1) analyze the strategic process af fin order to identify how the existing relationsi
influence and are influenced to support or devéhepfirm’s goals; 2) to explore the content and donof
these influences in terms of resources, activaied value processes involved; 3) to identify soasearch
issues on how firms strategize in networks setting.

Methodology

The study combines a literature review with empiriasights. First, we review the main researchastr
that discussed about network and strategising. Bylighting some gaps we outlines three research
guestions which guide the empirical research.
The research strategy is a single case study. Wsecto investigate a first level supplier of auttin®
network, as this industry is a remarkable examplehanges in the relationships between the compamnig
(Ben-2vi, 2009). We approached the analysis ofrit@y material with specific questions concerniijg:
influence i) value and iii) relations explorati@nd clustered it considering the relations ané&alyes
between each other.

Findings

In finding a connection among value, relationshaps influence we deepen the issue of strategizing i
networks context and in order to reach this re¢eaim, we focus on activities and resources moaa th
actors as these two elements allow the firm to hevess restrictive view on the positioning thatoes
occupy in its surrounding networks and on the cgueet opportunities and threats of interaction with
Moreover we identify the main aim of firm’s strategg as supporting the value creating processes of
different partners’ in networking integrated vielw.addition, the strategy as ongoing and learnirgg@ss
had to support reflections on how firms influenoel are influenced by each other over time as veelav
they sustain or develop their positioning througbources’ and relationships’ exploitation and esgilon in
interaction. These findings make the strategizingutiple construct becoming central in explainimgw
firms and partners interactively evolve in networks

Implications

The study provides both theoretical and practioaights into the opportunity of firms to frame the
strategy decisions into the wider perspective dfvoeks context. We identify the matter of stratéggiz
process of firm in networks concerning not onlyhwliiow companies choose to organize their activitigis
partners (who does what) but how they manage iepentdence in order to realize the existing potefara
value co-creation in networks .

Originality/value-
In finding a fresh conceptualization of strategisin networks is suggested. It coydovide to scholars
and practitioners a working basis for understandimignections and implications of strategizing in
a networks context. It offers a wide perspectivérame the strategy process of firm stressing the
role of networks interactions at the basis of coiglen activities responsible of performance of
firm and its networks.
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1. Introduction
Since the Hakansson and Snehota’s (1989) work ewtnif‘No Business is an Island”, many

contributions have advanced the network theory @dékon et al., 1989; Achrol, 1997; Fjeldstad et
al., 2006) stating it is a theoretical frameworkllveaiited to depict the distributed, fragmentized,
and interrelated nature of the business phenomena.

The rising importance of network perspectives htisa@ed an increasing number of research
efforts mainly arguing of network content and natvstructure as it regards the role of strong and
weak ties and their relations to the structuralpprties of the network (Mdller, 2005). Contrarly,
the theme of strategic management has not always d&e explicit and formalised topic. As Baraldi
et al. (2007) observed the pioneering Industriarkdang and Purchasing (IMP) studies are far
from to establish organic studies on strategic gameent although they widely recognized the
network influence and centralities in sustainingnpanies’ competitive advantage and industry
rivalry (Baraldi et al., 2007).

When discussed, the strategic management issubdemsmainly focused on the ongoing debate
that seen the Nordic research tradition (Hakansk@®2; Hakansson and Ford, 2002) to counteract
with the American strategic management perspe¢tiseesnzoni and Baden-Fuller, 1995; Gulati et
al., 2000) arguing the manageability nature of ekwvith a single hub firm providing direction
and control.

Most recently a broad consensus has been emergioga self-organized concept of network,
mainly advocated by Nordic school. The link amomgenaction, network and strategy or
strategizing (Whittington, 1996) has been focussngumber of explicit and important efforts by
IMP scholars. In contrast to strategic network pecsive, the industrial network studies pointed out
that behaviour of business actors is embeddedmametwork of interconnected relationships both
restricting and enabling the strategic action ofmfi(Snehota, 2000). Ritter et al. (2004) further
elaborate these ideas argued for a shift from magagf network to managingn network
perspective and used teeategizinglexicon stressing the interactive, evolutionarg aesponsive
character of strategy process (Hakansson and Z062).

While the prominent argument within the industnatwork literature is mainly with the strategic
relevance of business relationships and interastiarspecific definition of strategy as well as an
analysis of strategy processes in a network comtextly partially explained.

This work aims at contributing to the advancemémtedwork studies on strategy (Méller & Svahn,
2006; Ritter et al., 2004) addressing the netwgkielationships and the way in which they are
connected with strategizing in networks contextlime with Ritter’'s view (2004) concerning the

managemenin network the paper intends to : 1) analyze theegra process of firm in order to



identify how the existing relationships influenaadaare influenced to support or develop the firm’s
goals 2) to explore the content and domain of thafhgences in terms of resources, activities and

processes involved; 3) to identify some researseis how firms strategize in networks setting.

The organization of this paper is as it follows. dwerview of literature both on network concept
and strategizing in network is in the first secfidhen research problem and methodology are
formulated; main discussions follow the analysiseaipirical results while the implications for

strategizing close the work

2. Overview of network
Network research and definition shifted in last whexxades when authors started recognizing firms

as part of multiple relationships and not only ast pf dyadic ties. Relationships networks take
form from dyadic relationships, because firms liahke partners of a dyad influence the dyad itself;
so over the time there are subsequent adaptatiaxelsson and Easton, 1992; Hakansson and
Snehota, 1995; Ford, 1997; Wilkinson and Young,2200h the same way Andersson, Hakansson
and Johanson (1994) arrived to the definition filbess networks.

Networks have been object of research and cons#dyusassification over several years (since
80s) and the most spread approaches to this comceptvo: strategic approach (from American
authors) and interactive approach (from IMP anddioauthors).

Before dealing this distinction in depth it is pi$s to describe the strategic approach as theoets
relationships of strategic significance for thenf& entering them, as stated by Gulati, Nohria and
Zaheer (2000). In this way of thinking resourcedshsiew is central, as due to the necessity of
particular typology of resources, firms join netk®in order to create a particular set of resources
useful to allow the achievement and the enforcihg competitive advantage, whose value can be
stronger if this set is inimitable and not readdybstitutable (Peteraf, 1993). The capability
employed to create a relationship and generatedeiits management is an asset itself (Fiocca and
Snehota, 1986) and it is useful to further develmweb of relationships. Moreover linkages are
resources themselves, even if they can also hadark side (Gulati and Lawrence, 1999).
Differently, interactive approach from Nordic sctid is based on the idea of relationship arising
from the necessity of resources led to considey buajers and suppliers as actors of network in the
past, while the web of relationships has been demned wider according to the Nordic approach
presented as ARA model too. In this model therelaee pillars used to illustrate a network: actor,
resource and activity. Around these three elemiams get linked one another and they establish

actor bonds, resource ties and activity links (H&san and Snehota, 1995)



In fact a business network is a set of connectédraperforming different types of activities in
interaction with each other (Holmlund & Tornroo99%). The most important contributions in this
approach are related to IMP scholars. A notioneigplly analyzed in literature, as an actor can be
seen as a firm or a different kind of organizatwran individual; this latter can be fundamentadin
linkage because of its role or of its capabilityunderstanding the network (Méller and Halinen,
1999).

Strategic approach and Interactive approach
As it regards the structure, authors of the strategpproach defined network as a hierarchal

structure, in which firms’ internal hierarchy issdggregated and rebuilt around a focal firm. This
latter is often recognized as hub, because ofgtsfeant role inside the network and also because
it is the firm that sets up the network in orderréach a strategic goal. Moreover the hub is
considered as the subject taking care of the n&tad of its evolution (Jarillo, 1988).

Arising from the definition given to the networkesearchers used to obtain a picture of the
network, but often there is no an unambiguous pgctas it depends on the perspective chosen to
draw it. In this approach the usual point of oba&on is the hub, whose position is central ohat t
top in a hierarchal view. The role of the hub isedeed because of the power of this firm or the
control applied; a direct consequence of this viewhe identification of the passive role of other
actors, in a sort of dependence from the hub.

Connections inside a strategic network are analymetrms of power, trust and social norms.
Moreover in this view all organizations are intdrnatworks and participate in external exchange
networks in order to acquire resources and legaymmeecessary for survival and growth. According
to Achrol (1997), not only exchanges define a nekwm fact linkages are characterized because of
their density, multiplicity and reciprocity, witthé creation of a membership role for each firm
involved in a network. These characteristics coméid what has been stated previously by
Hammarkvist, Hakansson and Mattson (1983) on thiealrmass of relationships necessary to talk
about a network. In particular, Achrol (1997) claed networks in four different categories:
internal market networks, vertical market networkstermarket networks and opportunity
networks.

The increasing number of authors arises from H&a@nsnd Snehota (1989, p.183) contribution,
talking about “not only triangular relationshipgjtkalso a complex entity involving many more
participating organizations linked to each othemt d&rom Hakansson (1997) network definition,
based on all different forms of resources, knowtedmd content of threads and nodes of the

network itself.



This vision is useful to describe a network as aremimtricate series of linkages containing
suppliers, customers, competitors and non-commeactars (Cravens et al., 1994; Hakansson and
Snehota, 1995; Anderson et al., 1997). All reladfops are aimed to the pursuing of firms’
interests. Furthermore relationships are usefulgéoerate interactions in which the flow of
resources is shaped and each linkage can be usefuhrrow network structure and network
distance between actors (Johanson and Mattson).1992

The wideness of reasons to consider an higher nuofoie@ms inside a network is confirmed by
Lechner et al. (2006), when they use a relatiorialgning beyond economic exchanges; the same
effect was confirmed by the research made by Moetad. (2007), in which firstly a network is
recognized because of exchange relationships, ecahdly as a result of a set of shared data,
information and facts taken into account in a cwraus and iterative interplay between the actors.
These latter can benefit of opportunities or be emndonstraints as a consequence of their
relationships, that is why a relationship is judgesi “a prison and a tool” by Hakansson and
Snehota (1995, p.42) and it can also lead to desatdges in terms of dependencies (Ritter, 1999).
The shift towards a different form of network, ifish firms operate together to reach a common
aim in a non-hierarchal way, is showed by IMP satolnd detailed in a similar way by Sénger
(2000), when he classified interests as differentitterchangeable, while the problem to be solved
IS common.

The three layers of ARA model (Hakansson and Sreeld®&89, 1995) — actor, resource and activity
— are the basis to depict the Market-as-Networkgagzh. In this approach another shift regards
the origin of the network as according to Ford &wbwood (2005, p.648) “there are no new
networks”, but firms take part to existing netwoiksd to relationships and interactions already
running.

Different from the way in which the network is semside strategic approach, researchers of
Nordic approach try to depict the network, at lesstt regards the definition of network horizan; i
can be depicted according to some scholars (Andegsal., 1994; Holmen and Pedersen, 2003),
but only if there is a time to which this defintiaefers, as changes are supposed to be very
frequent because of doing business and, at the same changes also depend on the particular
elements of each network.

Boundaries are not natural and not clear (Hakansswh Snehota, 1995) and moreover the
composition of a network can change frequently bsedahe web of relationships can become more
intricate because linkages are mutually influen@ang changes in other networks can impact too,
as it has already been stated some decades agooliya@d Emerson (1978).



Differently, network horizon is the extension of actor’s view and it is consequently the part of
the network a firm considers relevant face to tihel network. This concept is useful to underline
how important is monitoring activity for a firm, ai the way in which other connected actors
behave (Hakansson and Snehota, 1995). Monitoridgptrer activities inside a network have to be
carried out by focusing on their impacts, but tosdat would be necessary to set boundaries for the
network (as Lundgren stated in 1995), however thisisky as factors useful for a decision,
significant events and affecting relationships ta® place far away from the firm’s field of action
or even in another network. The relevance of othetors for a focal firm had already been
individuated from Anderson (1994) too.

At the same time the concept of network horizon lmammisleading if a firm does not try to adopt
different perspectives in the analysis of the whedd of relationships. The reason why firms have
to assume dissimilar points of view is the reciptanfluence among actors as it has been analyzed
by Robey et al. (2006).

In a similar way Batt and Purchase (2003) and Fand Redwood (2005) underlined the
impossibility to depict an accurate and definitae@mposition of the network, because the only way
to do so is to focus on the relevance of the actausthere is no way to determine it univocally,
also as a network has economic and social dimessisitGadde et al. stated in 2003 and, moreover,
because its composition is in continuous evolutioa to new relationships in each part of it. These
changes impact on firms and on relationships thereséDubois, 1998)

Following all these concepts the definition of netky useful to summarize some of the aspects
above cited (Ford et al., 2002, p.3) can be idewtids it follows: “A network is not restricted tioe

set of companies with which a single company ddald. The network surrounding a company is

difficult to define and delimit. It has no objeatibboundaries”.

3. Strategy in network context
In the last decade the strategy and managemerdatlite has been shaken up with new ideas and

issues as the network perspective has begun tagemad affirm within the more different research
fields.

First Hakansson and Snehota (1989) presented aorietapproach to business strategy by
contrasting the basic assumptions of the more tiomdil literature according which strategy
concerns mainly with the management of a portfaiobusiness (strategic management) or of
capabilities (competence-based view). They arguedterms of portfolio of relationships
(Hakansson and Snehota, 1995) presenting the gfratainly as ability to manage relationships

with other organizations in order to shape roleetigopment and performance of a company.



Under the ongoing debate about the manageabletanawwageable nature of network the tasks of
strategy in networks have been discussed underne@tywaf names and contents using a number of
different perspectives.

The following table is an attempt to organize therdture exploration distinguishing three main
dimensions of analysis: the context, , the proeegbthe content aspect of the strategic processes.
Each of this aspect is following detailed in terofsmain studies included and the core topics

addressed.
Fig. 1 Strategy in network perspective
Dimension Concept element Main study and references
Context |« Dyadic relationship « Bengtsson and Kock, 2000; Walter et al., 2001

» Hakansson and Snehota, 1989; 1995, Turnbull ané \E086;
Snehota, 1990; Easton, 1982

» Moller and Halinen, 1999; Ritter, Wilkinson and dston,
2002; Méller and Svahn, 2003

 Ojasalo, 2004

» Business network

* Strategic network- Key network-
Strategic net

Process « Easton, 1992; Ford, Hakansson, Snehota and Gadoz; 2
Hékansson and Ford, 2002
Emergent/adaptive/reactive/evolutive. Hakansson and Sharma, 1996, Hakansson and For2t, P6xal
et al., 1996, Ford and Hakansson, 2006

* Managed to influence, control and |- Méller and Halinen, 1999; Ritter, Wilkinson and dston,
mobilise others 2002; Moller and Svahn, 2003 Ojasalo, 2004

Content « Positionin » Johanson and Mattsson, 1992; Hakansson and Snéb&&,
9 Wilkinson and Young, 2002; Tikkanen and HalinedQ2

« Tikkanen and Halinen, 2003; Mdller and Halinen, 99916ller
2007; Ritter 2004, Jarvensivu and Mdller, 2009;9aja, 2004
Ford et al., 1998; Mdller and Halinen, 1999; Fotrdle 2003;

« Relationship management Gadde et al., 2003; Holmen and Pedersen, 2003amédk and

Halinen, 2003 Freytag et al., 2005, Mouzas e2al08

* Visioning

The context
In line with how the IMP views business markets tbontext aspect’ refers to the level of the

business relationships as the field where stratagions and interactions between firms occur
(Turnbull et al.,, 1996). As Baraldi et al. (2007ated the IMP studies have made most
contributions at the level of functional strategyafketing and purchasing) (Bengtsson and Kock,
2000; Walter et al., 2001) as well as at the pésdinisiness strategy (Hakansson and Snehota,
1989, 1995; Turnbull & Valla, 1986; Snehota, 199Me main argument of these studies is that
strategy is manifested mainly in the relationshopsveen firms and asks for the shift from studying
how a single firm strategically interacts in redatito a partner in isolation to how connected firms
simultaneously try to act strategically in relatitmeach other (Hakansson, 1985, 1987, Easton,
1982). Hakansson and Snehota’s (1989, 1995) businesvork concept mostly contributed to
extend the locus of strategic action. The focusnanaging inter-related relationships as an inticat

part of a firm strategy led to consider the netweak the arena where strategic options are



manifested through the interaction within a surding context emerging both from direct and
indirect links.

Furthering this concept Méller and Svahn (2003jodticed the term “business net” to identify the
intentional business network as made up of “raswicgroups of interrelated actors that the
management of firm perceived as relevant” (Mdller Halinen, 1999; Ritter, Wilkinson and
Johnston, 2002; Mdller and Svahn, 2003). Simil@jgsalo (2004) introduced key network concept
to identify the specific field of focal firm’s sti@gic action directed to realize an opportunity

through a collaborative network.

The process
Whether it is a single dyad or groups of intertedia business relationships/networks main

implications involve mostly the “process aspect” stfategy concerning the manner in which
strategy is formed (Easton, 1992; Hakansson and, )02, Ford et al 2003;). In IMP studies,
among those who took part in the discussion oteggsahas been widely argued and agreed the
interactive and evolutionary dimension to strategiaking because of the external context
recognized has a living part in the process oftesfya formation. Ford et al. (1990, 1992) have
talked about strategic issues in terms of copirty wetwork connections with other actors building
appropriate levels of involvement with individuakrmers to firm’s goals and has raised doubts
about the real possibility of independent strateggition in networks. The competitive aspect of
strategy becomes less important (Gadde et al 2608} et al 2003) as Hakansson and Snehota
(2006, p.272) stated “strategy business beconm@m®a@ess of coping, cooperating, combining, it
involves developing and adapting activities andueses with others, rather than simply planning
for conflict and competition alone”

On similar perspective others (Hakansson and Shat@886, Hakansson and Ford, 2002; Ford and
Hakansson, 2006) stated strategizing as relatethtewdependence and interaction in wider
embedded networks, where many are the opporturbifesombining and changing the way in
which the actors connect (i.e. activities linksaerces ties or actor bonds) as well as the limaitat

by pre-existent dependence between firms (Gaddke, &003).

The interactive nature of relationships arguing danergent and adaptive strategy has been only
partly accepted by authors of strategic net petspe(Moller & Halinen, 1999; Ritter, Wilkinson
and Johnston, 2002; Mdller & Svahn, 2003) who adted the necessity to network governance
arguing that managing in nets is possible. Diffdgeinom business network strategy perspective of
Hakansson and Snehota based mainly on the efféat$ecactive behaviour with major partners,
Moller and Svahn (2003) outlined as the strategamagement in net possibly has also to do with

the firms’ perceived need to manage the actorgesmlrces although they opposed to the notion of



dominating hub firm. Similarly Ford et al. (2003)caOjasalo (2004) stated the necessity for the
strategy to find the right balance ambition amamituence control and mobilised of others as well
as to monitor what takes place in the surroundiatyvark without driving towards hierarchy.
Moller et al. (2007) in the further categorizatiohbusiness net have provided to overcome the
ongoing debate of manageable or not nature of mktigentifying eight strategic net forms under
the basic typology of three value creation logiondins (efficiency, renewal, innovation) and

discussing their different pertaining managemssiés and mechanisms.

The Content
Within IMP tradition the strategy thinking has bemymbined with the business network approach

suggesting many different activities as essenbatent of strategic management processes. These
activities mainly deal with different concepts @le and position (Johanson and Mattson, 1985,
1992; Axelson and Easton, 1992; Gadde and Matt$687; Henders, 1992), network horizon
(Holmen and Petersen, 2003), network pictures (fedrdl., 2003, Hennerberg et al., 2006) and
relationship management (Mdller, 2003) which aféedently discussed, combined and integrated
by the variety of studies produced on this theme.

The position is the wider investigated and elatemtatoncept within IMP tradition as a means of
understanding strategic action within a businessork. Johanson and Mattsson (1992), defined
positioning following the Axelson’s (1982) idea pbsition as characterized in terms of role and
power an actor has within a network. It is baseddwact and indirect relationships of firm and
defined mainly in terms of resources and knowledgeated and accessed through interaction
(Hakansson & Snehota, 1989) as well as it is atsogived and recognized by the parts (Wilkinson
and Young, 2002). For Johanson and Mattsson (18@R)ork positioning concerns the efforts of a
firm to influence its position in the network alsonsidering that the positions of other actors
characterised the environment and possibility ef fincal actor. Similarly Tikkanen and Halinen
(2003, p. 16) detailed the positioning as mainlyaarning with the activities of creating and
changing firm’s portfolio of relationships by eslighing, maintaining and dissolving linkages with
actors in the network.

To emphasise network dynamics from a firm’s poihtvew many authors (Ford et al., 1998;
Moller and Halinen, 1999; Ford et al.,, 2003; Gaddeal., 2003; Holmen and Pedersen, 2003;
Tikkanen and Halinen, 2003 Freytag et al., 2005ukés et al., 2008) also developed the visioning
notion including an understanding of networked smwvnent and an analysis of the network’s
impact on the way of management. Network visiorfwpws the idea firstly presented by Mdller

and Halinen (1999) and refers to the need to cnasien of the network and its potential evolution



(including alternative evolutionary scenarios) irrder to identify strategic development
opportunities. Similarly Hakansson and Ford (2082) Ford et al. (2003, p.176) coined the term
network picture to stress the subjective understandf what the network represents for
participants in it. According to them in order tchaéeve the strategic aim of network effectiveness,
each company establishes and fosters relationshtpsother actors in light of its network picture
(Hakansson and Ford, 2002). To anticipate netwekudion and create alternative evolutionary
scenarios Tikkanen and Halinen (2003, p.16) detaiisioning concept arguing to extend it also to
identify the set of potential relationships tiedte invisible or not yet identified relationships.
Relationships management notion instead better asigds the idea that strategic activities require
initiatives to actively manage and mobilise othetoes both at the individual and net level
(Axelsson, 1992). Tikkanen and Halinen (2003) defimobilising as the third phase of a strategic
activities pattern including visioning and posiiiog in its previous steps. According to them
mobilizing refers to those interactions that inflae the development of relationships and networks
and includes activities such as allocating res@utoethe relationships, committing partners by
communicating and sharing visions or goals in titevidual relationship but potentially also in the
network level and influencing relationship and natk development(Tikkanen and Halinen,
2003).

Moller and Halinen (1999) management framework Wwiddetailed the concept of relationship
management activities. They discussed 4 diffemrels of business net related to different strategi
management issues. These included: i) networks-tmwecerning with well established visioning
concept; ii) strategic net-level dealing with pmsitng and networking (this last term synthesized
the ability of firm to evaluate, direct and mobdiactors and build commitment among them); iii)
relationship portfolios-level referring to the siltamneous management of several relationships and
involving mainly resource allocation decisions aoidjanisational aspect, and iv) relationship
management level concerning the management ofatemipal of an actor at the individual level.
Similarly Ojasalo (2004) formalised Key network mgement framework based on a vision of a
key set of actors mobilised by the focal firm talize shared opportunities and value. He identified
three basic activities including: i) identifying leey network(s) on the base of opportunities
realizable in a networked cooperation where thelsgoé all parties are in focus; ii) selecting
alternative strategies (grow, develop, maintain ahdndon) for managing the actors of the key
network(s); iii) developing and applying operatiblewel method-including offering, organizational
structure, information exchange, human resourcesdiize each alternative strategy.

Even though, a great deal of effort has been ambdiis topic, the discussion of content dimension

of strategic management is far from being completany other frameworks have been proposed



with different categorization of strategic actiegi (i.e. see Ritter, 2004; Jarvensivu and Modller,
2009) often differing only by terminology or by thetailed discussion level.

However all of them have shared the common arguiemulti-dimensional nature of strategy. In

many cases the same choice of the term strategiwed to depict the strategic action of a firm in
network (Baraldi, 2007) hints at something broatteat put in focus mainly the connections,

resources collection and the mobilising choicesessilted mainly by learning and knowledge

processes about opportunities and limits as emglgyracting in relations and network.

4. Research questions and issues

The brief review of network literature allows usdepict the articulated view of strategy in network
eliciting by the nature of the unit of analysislat®nships and interactions- far from the standard
traditional strategy research — the single firnt #@s with an external environment.

Based on this assumption many researchers witkirotig tradition of IMP studies accept that as
the nature of businesses are ineluctably enmesheeldationships and networks then the elusive
concept of strategic thinking is clearly emergiSgrategy is viewed as a process that involves firms
identifying the scope for action within the exigtiand potential relationships and about operating
more effectively with others within opportunitiemda constraints that affected the firm's goals
(Hakansson and Ford, 2002). The influence of netveor firm is seen as predominant and as the
prevalent driver of firm action.

Otherwise among those authors that frame strategiracting actions at and with partners within
inter-connected relationships (Ojasalo, 2004; Fagwt al., 2005, Mouzas et al., 2008) the decision
process has been posit at the centre of strateganavhere the ability to influence and mobilise a
cooperative oriented network is in focus.

The same set of studies, as the previous reviewesthoidentified the positioning question as
strictly interconnected to the influence that thegve or receive within the networks (Huemer,
2006).

In lines with Hakansson and Ford’s (2002) work,find the tension between to influence and to be

influenced concerns simultaneously and not alterelgtthe strategic actions of firms.



In our view a supplement of research is neededetepen the link between positioning and
influence issues by the perspective of dense atefaictive network relations. Therefore we
formulate the first research question as it follows

= Q.1 How does strategising in network deal with lin& between positioning and exerted or
suffered influence in dense network interactions?

In addition as Madller, 2003; Ojasalo, 2004 pointed strategically operating in network has also to
do with value creating process and its main assompin interaction with others. Even if value is
not an explicit topic in network literature Fordshi@cently (2008) argued that value is the outcome
of the interaction that has taken place betweemd#nmmers and of how that interaction relates & th
respective problems of partners. According to gesspective value is co-produced in interaction
among the actors and reciprocally co-created (F2088) as value creating logic in network has to
enhance the value creation for all actors by eXplpbusiness opportunities (Ojasalo, 2004).

To address this unexplored topic we formulatedsttednd research question:

= Q.2 How does strategising in network deal with vakie creation issues as they emerge in a

high interconnected set of interactions?

Finally the strategising as dynamic and learniniy#ies (Hakansson and Snehota, 2006; Baraldi et al.
2007) has also salient impact on how a firm forms itsb#ons in terms of its future network
position or future networks entrance and develognemich also relates to how they try to develop
its resources. To analyse this topic we formulabedhird research question

= Q.3 How does strategising in network deal with pegential of resource’s and relation’s

exploration and exploitation issues?

Context

Metholody

The research strategy chosen to address the rkeskgpothesis is the constructivit approach.

Reviews of the empirical networking literature eall gaps in approaches and methods to
investigate the process. First, empirical studresessentially based on network structure analysis.
The essential bias is the fictitious contexts, whai not report real business situations.

Ethnographic field studies, such as the collectionasratives through interviews, allows a deeper

understanding of strategy in business operations.ekamination of strategic processes undertaken

by managers is scarce in the literature.



In order to reveal interesting features with whanstitutes dimension of strategic behaviour in
network we chose to have two case study involtvg different business industries. The desire to
explore and understand the complex phenomenonrategising in context made case study an
appropriate tool to better set the blurred bourmsadf our research path. In line with Andersen
(1997) we find that a case study could be an exarnapinvestigate several empirical dimensions in
one particular setting while at the same time apptmg the uniqueness that this case has to offer.

Affinita Group a first level supplier of Fiat autative network. The automotive industry is a
remarkable example of important changes in thdiogiships between the companies operating in
the network Ben-2vi, 2009 and the perspective of the supplier of a big indaispartner (FIAT)

well accomplish to the aim of our investigation. &mg a set of well-established first level Fiat
suppliers relationships the availability of Affiaitgroup to collaboration and the accessibility of

firm data was crucial for our case selection.

Data collection

The empirical data has been collected throughvigess, observation and participation in business
meetings and other secondary sources of data. dtaecdllection took place between January and
April. First an interview protocol was designedcullect interpretive data and during time, a total
of 6 semistructured interviews were collected: ¢hrgith top executives, and 3 with support
functions and operations managers(Finance, R&D r&dip&). Interviews lasted from one to two
and a half hours. The investigators take writtetes@nd record field notes after the interviews are
completed. In the qualitative interviews we follétero-Ljungberg et al (2008; p.430) suggestion,
“reality-constructing and interactional events dgriwhich the interviewer and the interviewee
construct knowledge together”. Although open-endleel interviews are semi-structured around the
research questions defined at the start of the stasly. Recorded interviews generated over ........
pages of data. Memos, notes on non-verbal cuesernait documents and other
documentarybusiness seminar. In addition, the reBeahad access to information available on
websites plus internal documents such as stratkgg pformal projects, plans, annual reports and
so on. These evidence were also collected to tniatg) data and enhance the validity of the case
study (Yin, 2003).

Analysis

The analysis was achieved in several stages, irggutom the application of various tools and
procedures. Following the steps of constructioamsjuiry, patterns emerged from coding and were

systematically compared, to allow significant patteto emerge (Gioia and Chittipedi, 1991). The



first task consisted of extracting narratives esdato strategic decision-making. Narratives invelve
events or issues, or small accounts of one’s pgorepf ‘things that happen’. Reported narratives
involved the making of important decisions. Theformed the case study on operation situations
with elements allowing the researcher to captueesinsemaking experience of the storyteller. As
the process of extracting stories was under wag,major themes emerged: (1) the compliance of
the business transaction and (2) the economictaai@gic aspects of the deal

We approached the analysis of interview materidlh wpecific questions concerning: i) influence
i) value and iii) relations exploration; then wede the material independently and clustered it
considering the relations and linkages between etudr.

The interpretations of the researchers were vadat feedback meetings with the interviewees

and adapted accordingly.

5. Findings

6.1 Context overview
Affinita Group is an industrial holding operatinmee 1974 in Southern Italy as a manufacturer of
semiprocessed products for automotive and othersinés. The production for automotive firms is
the leitmotiv of the Group activities, as it regatdrnover, knowledge and partners
The Group is hold by Plast Caudio Srl and it presémee subsidiaries: Sapa Srl (a firm operating
in Southern Italy, with two plants in Beneventopt®tec Srl (with a plant in Central Italy and one
in Northern Italy) and Sapa Polska (owned in Polagether with a local partner).
In the 5 plants there are more than 400 worker) wiore than a third of them working in the
Polish factory.
The Group turnover has raised up until 52 milliore€ently and it cleared the previous best result,
achieved in 2007 (51 million €); after 2007 thenttehad been going down in 2008 and it started
being on the mend in 2009. Trend is expected tavgip in the two following years, especially
because of new products in phase of developmeantdsbe highlighted in the subsequent parts.
Through an interpretation of the narratives, theoed part of the results analyses the decision
outcomes and the strategic implications, and ifleatthe imperative for highly regulated industries
to invest in research, tests and innovation intaggacompliance and societal needs

6.2 The business network
The firm starting the history of the Group was tBeneg Srl and its specialization was in
galvanizing zinc works. After 20 years the firmritabecoming an holding as a new firm was



established, the Plast Caudio Srl, in order to atpein the plastic domain as a creator of
semifinished products obtained by moulding. Thepoubf this process was object of supplying
relationships with firms operating in the autometiindustry and in the household appliance
productions. The role in the above cited relatigmsthas been as sub-supplier, especially as it
regards a big partner in Italy, Fiat Company, ofhhne most important players in Italian automotive
industry.

The Group had been operating in the plastic inglustr 10 years when the Board of Directors
decided to upgrade Group position in the web dti@hships aiming to be strongly connected to
Fiat group. In fact Fiat is directly involved in meothan an half of the Group turnover, namely
about 65%, in fact 50,4% of the sales is relate&i&d plants in Italy and in Poland and 15% is
obtained thanks to the output sold to Plastic Carepg a Fiat subsidiary.

As a consequence of the relation with Fiat, threetiqular aspects were object of particular
attention and requests for Affinita Group: a gehetaa of growth (as it regards higher levels of
efficiency, better finance management, bigger glartd so on), an engagement in research and
development and the internationalization processes.

In order to reach the targeted aspect of growth Lticchesi A. Srl was acquired, and this operation
was useful for Affinita Group as it had tied theokmvith the Turin automotive company. From this
moment on there has been an important switch, @sGitoup became direct supplier for Fiat,
differently from what it happened in the past, whitwas only sub-supplier for other firms, like
Johnson Controls. This has been the starting stepe process of dimensional growth, as in the
following three years the Group acquired the Rob&#, located in two different parts of Italy, one
near Fiat headquarters, the other one in Centayl. IPlast Caudio Srl went on in building a more
complex industrial group by bringing its subsidi@gpa Adler, whom status and name changed
recently as there is no more the partnership witlle A So actually this firm is Sapa Srl, with its
base in Southern ltaly, in the province of Benewent

The relationship with Johnson Controls gives cantinto Group’s role as sub-supplier, because
they are still engaged in this activity today alomgh the new role of direct supplier. So the
dependence from Fiat as it regards turnover raipesver the above cited 65% by considering this
indirect supplying operation through Johnson Cdstro

Affinita Group had also to engage itself in reshaand development, so the Directors chose to
strengthen new relationships, even with Fiat EJasfgm controlled by Fiat.

The third step in the pattern projected by Fiat tixsinternationalization and the group had itstfir
abroad company as the Sapa Polska has been dstdbliist year, a firm acquiring the 35% of a
local plastic manufacturer (Aures Ltd.) in Sosnawi&he remaining 65% is owned by a local



investor, but this linkage is not just related tbrencial operation, as they work together to garr
on the production.

The choice was not just arising from Affinita maaegy but it derives from an idea shared with Fiat
management, as this latter decided to move theuptimsh in Eastern Europe. So Sapa Polska is
positioned near Fiat Tichy in Poland, as a consecpi@f Fiat decision to manufacture part of its
productions in this country. The linkage with Fsitdoubtless the most important one as it regards
turnover and also as it concerns investments, Isecautiernationalization has been required by the
Italian automotive producer in Serbia too, eveAffinita Group decided not to go in the former
Yugoslavian territory, as the interests in termgain were considered low because of the small
guantity to be produced.

All plants of the Group are located in strategisipon near customers and particularly near the
biggest partner as it regards turnover (65% in 200%act Sapa Srl is in the middle of a landscape
where there are 3 Fiat plants, Robotec Srl hasfastories, the first one is near Fiat Headquarters
and the other one is located in proximity of indastnits in Abruzzo and Puglia; Sapa Srl has two
plants in Benevento, the first one is useful fag groduction of thermoplastic parts by injection
presses, but also as development centre for neyegwoand as moulds and tools design and
manufacturing unit; the second one is near thg g it is important for the thermoplastic madéri
parts painting. Recently in this plant a new waypaiting based on water instead of chemical
solvents has been applied, aiming to a better enwiental performance.

As it regards territory, another important featofehe relationships interweaved by the group is
with its suppliers, as the majority of them is l@xhnear the plants. This happened in Poland, where
Sapa Polska chose their partners in the surroundfin§osnowiec, even if Fiat influenced this
choice, by suggesting some firms among the onesatipg in the area.

In order to deepen the strength of the link witatHi is interesting to talk about WCM (World class
manufacturing), a path towards business excellenogposed by seven different steps. Fiat asked
to implement this system inside Sapa Srl and tierotirms of the Group. The executions of
activities to reach the target defined inside WQMwhe mirror of the way in which relationships
work in this network, as Fiat taught how to applyand periodically checked the results of this
system; at the same time Affinita Group will teadbout the application of this model and check
about it inside the partners’ plants. In the sarag lgarning processes took place since the fest ti
were defined in the past.

This is the way in which they are trying to managel support value creation inside the whole
network and not only in their firm. Hence relatibis can be seen as an hail of mutually

influencing decisions from a partner to anotherpider to underline this concept it is possible to



look at the way in which the partnership betweeat Bnd Chrysler is affecting (and will affect) the
activity of Affinita Group in some of its plantshik influence has two aspects to be considered: in
fact a new production is starting as soon as Caryhrts its activity; meanwhile Fiat is suppaytin
its partners in creating linkages with the American producer, generating a competitive advantage
face to competitors. So local firms can be aspitarthis new relationship thanks to best practices
embedded in and arising from the linkage with Faaning to excellence, as it happens to Affinita
Group.

Excellence was already part of the firms Group qduphy, as it is showed by human training
programs, not defined in working skills strictu senbut with reference to the human capital, whom
improvement is also instrumental to better answecustomer claims. These training programs
represent another activity stimulating and conreetbea tie, as it is carried on with a partner from
Central Italy (Meta training).

The web of relationships also affects financiakas it is important to focus on two objectives at
the same time: looking for partners sustaining newestment programs and reaching a good
balance between financial inflows and outflows.

The first aim is reached only if the financial backhares the positive vision about the investment;
this is not an easy process to be done, as thedmladirector said during one of the interviews,
becauseit is like to find a betting partnér

The second target is also difficult to reach, beeaaach linkage gives in to different payment
conditions, in particular Fiat allows a quite s@t$ory monetary recover to the Group face to the
short-term conditions asked by its suppliers. MeesoFiat frequently checks the financial
conditions of its partners, as their good condgiare of common interest.

This pattern shows a high dependence from Fiatlaiads the reason why the Board of Directors is
going on in a diversifying process, both on termhgustomers and field of activity. In fact new
linkages have been activated with Volkswagen byatpey in Germany with agents, even if there
is not a new plant yet. The German automotive makeanother player of this domain in
relationship with Affinita Group, but before thigw tie there was — and still is — also one with
PSA, the French owner of Peugeot and Citréen.

Apart from the above cited relationships, Affini@roup activities inside automotive industry
present other linkages, arising from the past oemtly set. It is possible to take into account the
fourth most important customer in terms of saleshiipd Fiat, Plastic Component and Johnson
Controls) by analysing the past of the firm angarticular the former production partner, Adler,

acting now as customer for about 15% of the tatbdss



Among the range of customers there are a Swissaminerican car seats producer, namely Rieter
and Lear, tying a solid knot with the Group. Thgesific component of a car is the basis for

innovation activities too, as it will be in the rigoart.

6.3 The development of relationships for the exgtion of networks
Relationships are doubtless the way in which theu@tries to take part in different networks with

different activities, role and competencies, inesrtb reach its aims and develop the ones already
running.

The previous concept can be confirmed looking teeptimportant customers conducting their
business in different fields, like Indesit in hohskl appliance productions. This business was
strictly linked to the Group’s activity during 90#hen it was abandoned to better focus on
automotive domain, but nowadays the Directors lnsen to focus on more than one business, in
order to reduce the risk, to diminish the dependeand to improve the way in which their
knowledge can be fruitful.

Raw materials are another factor of strong depeseleas their price impacts on the whole
production for about a half of the total costs.sThas been another boost to create new linkages as
not only their suppliers and the Group itself, lalgo other firms dealing with plastic in their
production are working together in order to improtreeir economic conditions in buying
operations. The research project on raw mategatsiried on by Affinita Group as leader and it is
also aimed to respect the necessity of using eeondty and completely recyclable materials.
Furthermore this series of relationships (with Resle centres — as Crdc Tecnologie, Giulio Natta
and Cosvitec —, suppliers — as Lyondellbasell, BiiseRavago and Dupont — and other firms — as
Treofan and Elasis—) are contemporarily connectétl the aim of obtaining better materials.
Research is focused on the polymer and on the congposed to obtain plastic particle. Actually
there are no relevant results as it regards pramycbut at least firms are achieving better price
conditions, even if the trend is showing a contimiancreasing, leading to a new negotiate with
customers.

Trading operations on plastic raw materials ardulige this work to underline the way in which
the role of the Group has changed since they beckmet supplier for Fiat. In fact this new role
inside the network led them towards a relationshpmnagement activity: the Group had to
establish new relationships to carry on new aadisjtin particular as it regards research and
development.

In order to confirm these last statements, somaildebf the project for the “Innovative
development of local automotive industry” can beested; Affinita Group is orchestrating its

partner and all Fiat direct suppliers located rigamevento plants (i.e. Lapo Compound) to allow



higher investments on production activities, thatkshe sharing of research and development
projects and results useful for innovation and it parallel aim of professional training.

Moreover Affinita Group is trying to improve the @ity of other products, different from plastic
moulds, for example car seats; a new tie (with SBENbvation Sas) has been created to produce
them. This partner is not just a supplier for materand semiprocessed products, but it is also
supporting the design and styling activities.

Plastic working capabilities is firm’s historicabmpetence and the aim is upgrading this skills also
working in a stand-alone way and this activity igigg more and more the chance to diversify the
production, especially with two new concepts: agbdor construction industry and a roof for cab.
The first one is an insulating board useful to dvfite accident, to facilitate the modularity of
offices and to achieve lower energy consumptiorfss Tdea was born contingently, looking to
efficiency and giving space to the core competarfdée firm. Actually it is not still sold but isi
already in use inside the firm offices and testng going on before marketing it in the building
industry.

The roof for cab is an idea arisen to improve wagktonditions of cab operators, especially but not
exclusively in agricultural field; its most impontiaand newer function is air conditioning, butst i
also useful to esthetical improvement of the c&hs. the stand-alone logic just worked for the
conception activity, while research on materialapport on creating prototype and design
improvements have all been carried on with raw et suppliers, like LyondellBasell and
Borealis. This concept has been realised thankseltdionships with some other partners too,
particularly as it regards conditioning systems aader root canal treatment for the cab, but also
with potential customers as they have been corsutging the innovation activities. This new
concept will allow Group Affinita in functioning gdayer together with different partners, even if
this product is part of the automotive industry,vich relationships are already working. In
particular the Directors are planning to interwegaetnership in order to market new products, as
presently this activity is exclusively assignedre Group workforce, whom competencies could be
proven as inadequate because of the weak knowtddg®wy businesses.

Innovation is spread not only inside the netwonkd among the partners, but also inside the Group
itself and this is possible thanks to a recent hgvacquired from a routine of a customer-
competitor (the American firm Johnson Controlsy.\d@ newspaper published every two months —
an house organ — to communicate the results achiand the objectives for the future inside

different firms and plants of the Group.



6. Discussion
The paper aim at addressing the networking relskipms and the way in which they are connected

with strategizing in networks context.

The literature review on network perspectives vasss the renewed debated on strategic topics
shaping up the strategic issues with new conceptsh sus interactions and relationship
management. The main argument of this perspecsivibe shifting of focus of strategy by the
analysis of strictly internal firm processes to ty in which activities and resources in networks
of partners are linked and interacted each othérs.issues concerned with managing interaction
with others has been seen as the main topic dégtsing actions (Ford et al. 1999, 2005; Ritter et
al. 2004) and in some cases the interventions tsedganise and mobilise networks has been
identified as the main content of strategise pro¢Eseytag et al. 2005) even if differently disads
and also labelled. These studies remind us thaictix@ and reactive behaviour are two sides of the
ability to manage in networks (Ritter et al., 2Q0%he individual firm acts moved by the same
strategic aims- set limits and seek opportunitiesugh its control and influence power- but these
results are increasingly influenced by others tarimction.

Standing these recent advancements we identifedelessity of supplementary research effort to
capture the main elements of strategizing procesfsi#sn in networks. In order to address this aim
we suggested three main research questions adaitieg point for capturing some aspects of

strategizing complexity in networks.

In exploring the first research questions basedwnempirical material we have been able to
suggest some preliminary findings. As Affinita gpowell shows its positioning shifting to first
level supplier of a big automotive partner compietedefines the extent and content of its business
interdependence and the way in which relatednessano account from strategic process of firm.
The influence of its big partner has directly atéetthe more strategic level of firm’s decision
processes — such as internationalization and grewéhegies of Affinita- and at same time it has
contributed to hardly redefine the Affinita role tarm of influence and power on the decision
process of firm’s supplier partner. In similar wine recent execution of Fiat's WMC program
contributed to further extend the connections amigractions in networks and reinforce the
Affinita’s coordinator role on activities and resoes of its supplier partners.

As results show the strategising of Affinita in thetomotive network deals with tension between
influencing and being influenced in accordance wglpositioning and the way in which it allows a
mediated and orchestrated action among partnattsals with a specific activities and resources of
its network partners and the power to interveneeiming their direction and output. The leading

interaction with the Fiat partner can thus be asglito have a salient impact on how the firm forms



its influence on network. This implies that Positig is defined by not generally relationships that
a firm is involved in at a certain point in timeofihnson and Mattson, 1992) but more specifically
by the scope o$hadow conef the firm’s decision process as marked by firmeationships set.
The firm’s decision process could affect with mare less influence both the firm’s internal
activities and resources exploitation processestlamse of its partners. In extreme case- such as in
many sub-contracting relationships- the influentéirm’s decision process could screen more on

activities of its external suppliers than on itsennal ones.

In lines with Hakansson and Ford’s (2002) work,find the tension between to influence and to be
influenced concerns simultaneously and not alterelgtthe strategic actions of firms.

In our view a supplement of research is neededetpen the link between positioning and
influence issues by the perspective of dense atetaictive network relations. Therefore we
formulate the first research question as it follows

= Q.1 How does strategising in network deal with lin& between positioning and exerted or

suffered influence in dense network interactions?

The discussion of first research issue allows dsrtmulate the following proposition:
= P1: The strategising in networks deals with thepgcof the shadow cone of the firm’s decision
process as it emerges by firms’ positioning innco@nected relationships

This type of reasoning takes the value creating ail a company as the key issue relating to
positioning and concerning the strategy in netwd@fsderson and Narus, 2003). As Affinita case
well demonstrated the role that a firm has in conmy interactively its value proposition and
offerings, forms the basis for its strategy andsexice. We find that value creating processes of
partners are a critical focal point for firm’s g&gising in networks. It arises by the necessity of
firm to enhance its valuable role in the key pashetrategy processes according to a wider
effectively vision of operating with others thak¢ain to account the partners’ goals and the way in
which they are interrelated in the networks. Welyard to the integration of partners in the value-
added networks, distinct business networking aref@agomotives, household appliance and
construction industry) are differentiated in theattgy activities of Affinita Group. Each of them

interconnects different activities and resourcdasroteferred to other or same actors who could



express also different positions and roles in eddiusiness networks. The main question for firm’s
strategic action becomes the identification of kbg parties that can be brought together to exploit
a business opportunity in often differentiated bass networks and how they can be linked each
other in value creating processes oriented by eedhaetwork vision and goals. On this discussion
the second research question has been addredsdiewamg:

In addition as Madller, 2003; Ojasalo, 2004 pointed strategically operating in network has also to
do with value creating process and its main assompin interaction with others. Even if value is
not an explicit topic in network literature Fordsh@cently (2008) argued that value is the outcome
of the interaction that has taken place betweemd#nmmers and of how that interaction relates & th
respective problems of partners. According to gesspective value is co-produced in interaction
among the actors and reciprocally co-created (F2088) as value creating logic in network has to
enhance the value creation for all actors by eXplpbusiness opportunities (Ojasalo, 2004).

To address this unexplored topic we formulatedsttednd research question:

= Q.2 How does strategising in network deal with vakie creation issues as they emerge in a

high interconnected set of interactions?

. P2: the strategising in networks deals with the agament of interconnected activities and
resources often in differentiated networks whereilar actors could exercise similar or different
role and positions.

. P3: the strategising in networks deals with thesten arising from the need to integrate the

value creating issues of key partners into morergannected vision of value creating in networks

Further, the extension of Affinita business relasibips suggests that enrichment of resource and
knowledge based as well as the upgrading of itsndisve knowledge background (plastic and
particularly moulding) is also a topic issue defmihe strategising of firms in networks. The fism’
asset of resources is developed through learnargnatment and investment processes that largely
involve the leverage of its relational space. Tf@eethe business networks relationships are the
matrix of reference for more complex strategic siecis in which the capacity to organize the
involvement of multiple resources, both internatl axternal, and how to determine and promote
their improvement is the basic assumption to fagterfirm’s positioning in networks and its ability
to integrate partner's value creating processessupport existing networks or allow the
developments of other ones.

The leverage of firm’s core knowledge assets canéigtself as opportunities for exploration of
new relationships in the same or other networksasal as a way to relieve the predominant actor



positions in business networks. In order to tuto strategic node of networks the research of firm
in advancing its specialized knowledge is morevaa than those of specializing its activities.
Often pursed along the exploration of more sciengéth, the knowledge specialization allows the
firm being able to attract, exploit and explorecastand its resources. By this argument we
formulate the following proposition regarding ohirtl research questions:

Finally the strategising as dynamic and learniniy#ies (Hakansson and Snehota, 2006; Baraldi et al.
2007) has also salient impact on how a firm forms itsb#ons in terms of its future network
position or future networks entrance and develognemich also relates to how they try to develop
its resources. To analyse this topic we formulabedthird research question

= Q.3 How does strategising in network deal with pegential of resource’s and relation’s

exploration and exploitation issues?

P4. Strategising in networks deals with the tensasing from leverage of firm's knowledge to

exploitation and exploration of existing or newwetks setting.

7. Main conclusions and implications
In this paper, we aimed at contributing to the &xgsresearch about strategizing in networks by

discussing the type and extent of strategic dewssamd how they influence or are influenced by the
involvement of other actors. With reference to ¢éhaspects the paper identifies four main findings.
Firstly the multiple face of the influence in netls® has been discussed and also explicitly readily
accounted for in relation with positioning. Secondly this argument the strategizing in networks
is seen first of all in connection with managemaactivities and resources in the hand of différen
actors who could even share different role in d#féiated business networks. As a result, the
networks are identified starting by activities aote of participants and interdependence of their
positioning in networks and not actors as a wholes implies in addition to studies of IMP
research (Ford and Hakansson, 2006; Hakansson reettb®, 1., 2006) that to focus on activities
and resources more than actors allow the firm te lzaless restrictive view on the positioning that
actors occupy in its surrounding networks and om ¢bnsequent opportunities and threats of
interaction with.

Thirdly we identify the main aim of firm’s strategng as supporting the value creating processes of
different partner’s in networking integrated vieBy organizing how resource and activities in the
networks are being integrated the firm strategadee mediating among partners’ creating process

and orchestrating them to network co-creation.



In addition, the strategy as ongoing and learniraggss had to support reflections on how firms
influence and are influenced by each other ovee tas well as how they sustain or develop their
positioning through resources’ and relationshipgleitation and exploration in interaction.

These findings make the strategizing a multiplestarct becoming central in explaining how firms

and partners interactively evolve in networks.

Because of the exploratory nature of paper furtksearch is needed. To widen empirical base
could be the first effort of next research stepwili be developed by analyze the different

perspectives of firm’s partners and taking intocagt their perception about their respectively

contribution to strategising.
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