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Entrepreneur ship as Renegotiated Exchange in Networks

Abstract

Previous research highlights the difficulty of défig the terms, entrepreneur and entrepreneurship.
Questions arise about the lack of conceptual unmmlgmqys and perception of the entrepreneur as a
distinct entity. These debates suggest that ifepnémeurship is to be understood, researchers toeed
divert their attention from dealing with the indival in isolation and examine the process involved
crafting entrepreneurial action. As a process,egnéneurship concerns change; it also draws fr@m th
surrounding context and hence it is consideredhvolve the relationships in which an entreprensur i
immersed. In this study we draw on the IMP and argle literature to arrive at a better understanding
entrepreneurship by conceptualising it as ‘renegedi exchange in networks’. To achieve this we
consider the nature of ties, social capital ancharges within relationships. Our theoretical disaus
and conceptualisation allows us to argue that prereurship is an ‘agreed’ outcome from the adtvat

of exchange relationships in a network. Taking thésspective allows us to present five theoretical
propositions for further analysis.
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Introduction

Entrepreneurship can expand our view of exchangéaeships in networks by adding an unpredictable
and dynamic function into the operation of netwdHat reshapes the existing order. The word
entrepreneur itself connotes fabulous images ddtietiey and innovation, and epitomises the popular
imagination of a heroic figure that creates newdpots or processes (Schumpeter, 1934), enters new
segments or markets (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996) sstaritures (Gartner, 1985) and overcomes a series
of adversities on his way toward reshaping existinginess networks. Previous research, however,
highlights the difficulty of defining the terms, teepreneur and entrepreneurship (Gartner, 1983a@hr

et al, 1988). Questions arise about the lack ofceptual underpinnings (Shane and Venkataraman,
2000) and perception of the entrepreneur as andistntity (Gartner, 1985; Chell, 1985). These tieba
suggest that if entrepreneurship is to be undedstoesearchers need to divert their attention from
dealing with the individual in isolation and examithe process involved in crafting entrepreneurial
action (Gartner, 1985; Bygrave and Hofer, 1991). dAprocess, entrepreneurship concerns change
(Shane and Venkataraman, 2000); it also draws thensurrounding context (Jack and Anderson, 2002)
and hence it is considered to involve the relatigrmsin which an entrepreneur is immersed (Grewk an
Salaff, 2003).

The purpose of this paper is to arrive at a beftelerstanding of entrepreneurship by conceptugligin
as ‘renegotiated exchange in networks’. To achibNg purpose, the paper presents an overview of
current perspectives of entrepreneurship. In dosog it demonstrates a widely held view that
entrepreneurs are intimately tied through theiatrehships to a broader network of actors and that
networks not only influence the entrepreneurialkcpes but also the shape and nature of entrepraheuri
outcomes (Hoang and Antoncic, 2003). As a consamguehthis view, the importance of social capital
and the actual ties (usually termed as ‘strongveeak’) that form the network, are deemed important
the practice of entrepreneurship and in influencthg nature of exchange that takes place. Our
perception is that as actors embedded in a netafoekchange relationships (Gnyawali and Madhavan,
2001), entrepreneurs confront the existing ordesuph a process of renegotiation, thereby, enabling
changes to the status quo to take place.

While previous work recognizes the need to examiaehange relationships (Casson, 1985; Easton and
Hakansson, 1996; Denrell, et al., 2003; Ford, eR@03; Biggart and Delbridge, 2004), there are few
detailed discussions accounting for what actuaipgens between exchange relations. We find this
surprising considering it is the ties from whicmetwork is formed and what actually goes on within
network that are important aspects, influencingegreneurial outcomes. Two missing links might
explain this. First, entrepreneurial action appeaextricably linked with the possibility of exchga
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Behind each entrepreneurial action lies an inhetaptcity to establish exchange processes witlr othe
actors. It is often the case that research failsake seriously the practice of exchange and témds
conceptualize the entrepreneur as a person whbliskes a new venture (Shane and Venkataraman,
2000). Second, entrepreneurial action appears rinalty linked with renegotiation. Although the
discovery of a business opportunity is a necessamgition for entrepreneurial action, the explaodtatof
opportunities requires something more. Entreprestdpirequires a confrontation with the existingesrd

of exchange relationships and the finding of a wewsensus. Through our discussion, we demonstrate
that entrepreneurship is not necessarily a proglgil an entrepreneur owns but instead represents a
‘agreed’ outcome from the actual activation of exule relationships in a network. Change to the
structure occurs through activating network tiesnég, it is the consent within exchange relatigrsshi
that determines the extent of change that occuyscdbiceptualising entrepreneurship as renegotiated
exchange in networks, we argue that the discovery the exploitation of profitable business
opportunities are triggered only in conducive cinstiances. This means that entrepreneurial actkas ta
the form of providing the rationales and resouffoether actors to act. This is an indirect medésan
that brings us to the essence of ‘renegotiatedamgsh in networks’ which is to find and arrange uriq

or better ways to deliver and capture value in ergle relationships.

The present study oéntrepreneurship as renegotiated exchange in rietwaffers three important
benefits. First, understanding the nature of tesjal capital and exchanges within relationshigy m
help us broaden our understanding about the nafuestrepreneurship in business networks. Second,
capturing what actually takes place within the sgaof exchange relationships will help us to enbanc
the real value, applicability and significance aick ‘type’ of tie. Third, examining the role of
renegotiation will help us understand the unpradiiet and dynamic function of entrepreneurship and
thus will help us understand the process of reslgathie existing order in business networks. Theepap
proceeds as follows. First, we explore the idesemtfepreneurship and highlight the importance of
taking a network perspective and thus we emphabigerelevance of context. Second, we introduce
social capital, structural holes and network tied demonstrate the relationship between these @spec
Third, we show the importance of exchange and Huw represents a key feature of entrepreneurial
networks. Fourth, our interpretations are drawretbgr to demonstrate that entrepreneurship occurs
through renegotiated exchange in networks. Finally,present our conclusions and some direction for
further scholarly enquiry.

Entrepreneur ship: In Search of Conceptual Foundation

Entrepreneurship is becoming increasingly perceigeda mechanism which not only supports and
transforms economies but also brings with it soaral economic benefits (Aldrich, Jones and McEvoy,
1983; Hart, Harrison and Gallagher, 1993; Hyrskgt afi, 1996; Storey, 1997; Thakur, 1998; Wiklund,
Davidsson, Delmar and Aronsson, 1997). It is treeeprobably not too surprising that interest ia th
area has grown dramatically in recent years. Ssithe interest in the area that entrepreneurshipus
regarded as an important and relevant field of yst(8hane and Venkataraman, 2000: 224), while
understanding entrepreneurship, the tools and mésha used to manage entrepreneurial ventures is
increasingly viewed as an important area of researat only within the entrepreneurship literatbre

also the wider management arena (Jack, 2005).

Although entrepreneurship is perceived to be mioae tjust a fad” (Harrison and Leitch, 2006: 35#),
spite of its popularity the field has sadly beetiagised for lacking a conceptual framework andnigei
presented as a “broad label under which a hodgepofigesearch is housed” (Shane and Venkataraman,
2000: 217). This is perhaps not too surprisings@ering conceptual and methodological debates are
ongoing and the need for more theoretical developsnand underpinning within the field has been
argued (Harrison and Leitch, 2006: 353). A broathiper of issues do indeed tend to be dealt with but
by a diverse range of disciplines (Harrison andtdkei 2006: 353). So, is there little wonder that
consensus regarding definition and how to appralaetstudy of the entrepreneur has yet to be reached
(Carlandet al, 1988; Gartner, 1988; Bygrave and Hofer, 1991adafsson and Sennesth, 1993; Rosa
and Bowes, 1993).

Recent thoughts tend to build on the work of Garifi®85: 701; 1988: 21) whose view was that
entrepreneurship is about organisation creationthatlthis is what differentiates entrepreneursnfro
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non-entrepreneurs. Gartner (1988) saw entreprempuas a contextual event, the outcome of many
influences. It is this perspective which has becgmopular and gained more credibility amongst
entrepreneurship researchers. More recent reqtesinsider entrepreneurship as being broader than
simply firm creation have been made (Shane and &enkman, 2000: 224). However, entrepreneurship
is a broad field and those who have studied ergregurship have looked asdurcesof opportunities;

the processe®f discovery, evaluation and exploitation of ogpaities; and the set afdividuals who
discover, evaluate, and exploit them” (Shane antkearaman, 2000: 218).

The actual activity of entrepreneurship has beed $a be concerned with the “discovery and
exploitation of profitable opportunities” (Shanedavienkataraman, 2000: 217). However, the process of
how this achieved and what is actually involvedeiss understood. We do know that entrepreneurial
outcomes can be viewed as “the consequences ehthepreneurial process” for instance, “the fougdin
of a new venture and its performance” (Hoang andodcic, 2003: 173). We also know that
entrepreneurial processes consist of opportunéwtitication, resource mobilization and the creatid

an organization (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000)ed&er, we recognise that entrepreneurs tend to
start with an idea, but alter that idea throughegixpenting, testing and influencing the system §San

et al, 2006: 301). We are also aware that entrepirship requires action over time, with an unkndeab
future outcome (Mcmullen and Shepherd, 2006: 13Rch entrepreneurial action can influence both
opportunity discovery and resource mobilizationt¢iHR2005: 114). Entrepreneurs have also been gaid t
construct ventures over time, “partially througgittability to influence the social and economistsyn”
(Sarason et al, 2006). This adds another complexemsion to the process entailed. Moreover,
entrepreneurship is not just concerned with enwigathe future but in enacting it (Anderson et al,
2006). It is about change (Shane and Venkatara@@@Q; Anderson et al, 2006) and change is a
reflection that the future will be different frorme past (Anderson et al, 2006). If we take as ampie

the Schumperterian sense of innovation, perceigeldeta key feature of entrepreneurship, it is about
change by shifting from doing things in a preseaywo a future way. As for more specific detaileaib
what the entrepreneurial process does really amgbalac involve, knowledge and understanding is
gradually being accumulated. However, understandliag also perhaps been impeded - or at least
hampered — by the way in which entrepreneurs aengderceived; "super action heroes...possessing
competencies beyond belief’ (Katz, Aldrich, Welboair and Williams, 2000: 9). So, how do
entrepreneurs deal with the complexities associatddtheir embeddedness in a wider context and how
do they deal with the aspects of inderdependeniange, complexity, opportunity identification,
opportunity realization, resource constraints, mobilization but with unkown and indefinite
outcomes?

Taking a Network Per spective on Entrepreneurship

One way to in which we might be able to investigtite embeddedness of entrepreneurs in a wider
context is to take a network perspective. By takengetwork perspective, we attempt to articulate
‘connectivity’ and capture dynamic processes daérattion (Anderson, Hakansson and Johanson, 1994;
Dyer and Singh, 1998; Gnyawali and Madhavan, 2@Xdde, Huemer and Hakansson, 2003). Within
the IMP literature, activity is viewed as takin@pé through co-ordination and interaction betweémensf

in a network (Johanson and Mattsson, 1987): “fiars free to choose counterparts and thus “market
forces” are at play....however, to gain access teraal resources and make it possible to sell ptsduc
exchange relationships have to be establishedatliigr firms” (p.35). While we agree with this vieiw,

this paper we are dealing with entrepreneurshiptakel the perspective that such exchange relaijgsish
are formed between individuals. It is the bondg #ra formed between individuals that influence the
exchange relationship and it is the social intéoacthat makes renegotiation possible. After alhew
trying to get established in a new market a firm,emtrepreneur, has to build relationships and
relationships are continuously re-negotiated. lheotwords, they are “established and maintained,
developed and broken in order to give satisfactslgrt-term economic returns and to create position
the network, securing the long-term survival andettgoment of the firm. Through the activities ireth
network the firm develops the relationships whielause the access to important resources and the sal
of its products and services” (Johanson and Matisk@87: 36).

The network perspective on entrepreneurship is@edhn the recognition of ‘context’ or ‘environnten
in which actors are embedded as networks of exeéhagigtionships. Taking a network perspective on
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entrepreneurship to examine interconnected exchiatggonships allows us to operate at a highegllev
of aggregation than alternative research approaches network perspective moves beyond single
entrepreneurs to one that examines whole netwdrksterrelated relationships as the unit of analysi
Moreover, the network approach is sensitive to bgraents over time; it assumes that entrepreneurs
transform resources to carry out exchanges linkestriong or weak ties and that the cumulative ¢fbéc
these exchanges influences both the position oktiteepreneur and the existing network structure in
which the entrepreneur is located. Social intémacvithin network of exchange relationships hasrbe
offered as a mechanism which allows entrepreneudeal with the unknowable and uncertainty that
surrounds entrepreneurship (Anderson et al, 2086), with the social context increasingly perceived
as an impelling influence on entrepreneurial attivesearchers are progressively looking to try and
understand the role of the context and social &ctesn. Recognition of the effects and implicatiafs
these aspects has grown as it is becoming unddr¢itad individuals do not operate independently but
instead are influenced by others (Harland, 1995hak been argued that because actors do not make
decisions in a vacuum but instead they consult,aaadnfluenced by others in their environment, eénor
recognition should be given to the influence angdaot of the social context and the embedded nature
economic behaviour (Granovetter, 1985; Aldrich @nmimer, 1986). Indeed, more recent perspectives
have even described entrepreneurship as a “socdgrtaking” and one which must be “understood
within the context of social systems” (Sarason let2806: 287). The social context can certainly
influence economic outcomes, for example a clommndris more likely to influence an entrepreneur
when compared to someone unknown or un-trustedaaingnd may offer an opportunity or resource
which influences economic outcomes (Hite, 2005:)1T4is suggests that entrepreneurship is about
people and social relationships, which “evolve auee by leveraging social components” (Hite, 2005:
135).

These social relationship aspects are a key feafuretworks. Traditionally, networks have beenwad

as the “plumbing of the market...the channels or adedhrough which “market stuff’ flows” (Podolny,
2001: 33). Social networks affect economic perfaroeaand economic action is thought to be embedded
in ongoing networks of personal relationships (€iand Sabel, 1984; Powell, 1990; Granovetter, 1992;
Ring and Van de Ven, 1992; Snow et al., 1992; Jehes., 1997; Young, 1998; Arrow, 2000; Jack and
Anderson, 2002; Jack, 2005). Uzzi (1997) and Unz &illespie (2002) identify a link between social
factors and economic performance. Similarly, Gratiwr (1992: 25) argued that economic action is
embedded in ongoing networks of personal relatipsstand that economic goals are typically
accompanied by non-economic goals related to tbialscontext. According to Jack (2005), networking
involves a social process which takes place owveetit is a process of identifying common intergsts
gaining knowledge and experience of other indivisiaad building trust.

Within the field of entrepreneurship there is a eljdheld that entrepreneurs are intimately tiedulgh
their social relationships to a broader networkaofors (Hoang and Antoncic, 2003). The network
approach appreciates the embeddedness of econelaiiomships within social settings and views the
entrepreneur as a whole person, a socioeconomnic &ith a personal history and private concerns as
well as economic interests (Larson and Starr, 199R: It may even be that entrepreneurship is &koc
process with economic outcomes, and one which regjuaking both economic and social risks (Jack,
2005). After all, it has been argued that it isotlgh relations, interactions and networks that
entrepreneurship is actually carried out (Andersbral, 2005). Social interaction provides a way to
operate beyond organizational boundaries and tbwdéa elements of social structure that may resist
change (Jarzabkowski, 2004). However, while ther@ perception that aspects of the social contaxt ¢
impact on economic activity, calls for a greatedenstanding about particular aspects have been,made
for instance the origins and persistence of stratimbeddedness and social mechanisms (Jones et al
1997). We know that networks influence entrepresigipr but despite the pervasion of the network
concept and its increasing popularity, many quastiemain unanswered about the actual content of
interactions and the relationship between netwariksentrepreneurship (Jack, 2006).

Social capital

A key feature of social networks is social capitahich individuals are perceived to possess. Hris
important aspect of social networks because soajatal is regarded as the value generated thraogh
within social networks (Burt, 1992); the relatioqEhindividuals have with others, within and beyond
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the firm, and collectively the social capital ofopée represents the social capital of organizat{@ust,
1992a: 9). Generally social capital refers to theaf norms, networks and organisations througkchvhi
people gain access to power and resources thatsaramental in enabling decision-making and policy
formulation (Serageldin and Grootaert, 2000: 456is h feature of social networks which facilitates
ordination and co-operation for mutual benefit (BldL998: 488).

Anderson and Jack (2001) argued that social cap#al originally described as a relational resowrfce
personal ties which individuals use for developm@aicobs, 1961; Loury, 1977; Tsai and Ghoshal,
1998). More recently, a broader conceptualisatias bBmerged as sets of resources embedded in
relationships (Burt, 1992a; Burt, 1992b). Socigita includes a number of aspects related to tioéak
context: social interaction, social ties, trustmgdationships and value systems, facilitating aciio a
particular social context (Nahapiet and Ghosha8819rsai and Ghoshal, 1998). It is perceived as a
capital that exists in the structure of relatioetween and among actors (Coleman, 1990; Burt, 1992b
58; Coleman, 2000: 16) but which takes time andretb produce, and therefore has an opportunisy co
(Stiglitz, 2000: 61). It is perceived as an ashkat essentially exists in social relations and et but
which is expressed through successful network acteans (Burt, 1997; Leana and Van Buren, 1999;
Cooke and Wills, 1999).

Three dimensions of social capital have been ifledtiin the literature; structural, relational and
cognitive (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Granov€ft882: 33) originally made a distinction between
structural and relational embeddedness (Hakansswh %nehota, 1995; Lindenberg, 1996). In
Granovetter's (1992: 35) view, the structural disien of social capital is about social interaction,
whereby a social actor's contacts within a soctalicture provides advantages such as access to
information or access to resources. The relatidmaénsion refers to assets rooted in these rekdtipa
such as trust and trustworthiness (Tsai and Ghp4888). The cognitive dimension refers to those
resources providing shared representations, imtions, and systems of meaning among parties
(Cicourel, 1973).

Social capital influences the formation of a netwatich proceeds through the establishment of new
relationships (Walker et al, 1997). Firms withslecial capital are more vulnerable to opportimist
behaviour and less able to build an enduring histbeffective cooperative behaviour with partnever
time and have to spend more time and effort mongothe relationship (Walker et al, 1997). Leand an
Van Buren (1999) and Coleman (1990) argued thdakoapital is a by-product of other organisational
activities. However, in terms of entrepreneurshif@fchamps and Minten (1999) identified that
entrepreneurs do invest in social interaction arglied that if network capital is essential for firm
growth then entrepreneurs should look to accumutass they would other resources. According to
Walker et al (1997) firms with less social capiaaé more vulnerable to opportunistic behaviourhso t
more social capital available to a firm, the few&sources it needs to manage existing relationstngs
the more resources it can use to establish new Soesal networks, and the social capital thatdesin
them, shapes organizations (Anderson et al, 208®).social capital is a key feature of relationg bu
according to Burt (1992a 1992b), it is the spadaéen relations which is really important.

Structural holes

Burt's (1992) structural holes thesis provides karaative to the social capital argument (Walkieale
1997). Burt’s (1992a: 28) structural holes thesalsl with the hole, or gap, which is spanned betwee
non-redundant contacts; “whether a relationshgirisng or weak it generates information benefitenvh

it is as bridge over a structural hole”. Networktaxts are redundant if they lead to the same peopd
hence provide the same information benefits, eehegerson knows what the other people know (Burt,
1992a: 28; 1992b: 65). Therefore, it is the nundfanon-redundant contacts which becomes important.
Non-redundant contacts are disconnected in some- Vigither directly in the sense of no direct cata

or indirectly in the sense of one having contaleéd exclude others” (Burt, 1992b: 65). Burt (19926)
demonstrated this by explaining that two contastsr@dundant to the extent that they are connduted
strong relationship, for instance father and sohickv provides easy access but leads to the same
information. Where contacts have no direct tieqwite another, they are non-redundant because each
can lead to different information and resourcescokdingly, network positions associated with the
highest economic return lie between not within @ensgions of relationships, i.e. structural holes
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(Walker et al, 1997). This point is of great im@orte for investigating entrepreneurship because
structural holes may present opportunities for brmg information flows among firms and may result

in greater economic payoffs as the broker's infaromaadvantage creates surprising potentials (Walke

et al, 1997).

The structural holes argument is linked to thergfiie of ties and homogeneity. Burt's (1992; 1992b)
thesis deals with the hole spanned between nomdaaht contacts since it is this (structural) holéch

he argues is important in generating informationabiés. Although in Burt's (1992a; 1992b) view € i
the space between the links (in a network) whicleffective and important, the real value of the
structural holes argument is in helping to undetidne size of the hole and what is actually gaing
within that hole, particularly if a network is vislised as a grid of mutuality, where people witingo
commonality are brought together for a variety @igons. This grid consists of strong and weak ties
(Granovetter, 1973) bridging, in Burt's (1992a; 2BPterms, different structural holes. These stmadt
holes, between ties within the network, will reasdifferent types of “nets”, having different the
sizes and, therefore, different sizes of holess&hweles will provide different information bensfiBurt
(1992a: 47) argued that the substance of informdiegnefits are access, timing and referrals. Heearg
that the network of the individual provides accesgformation well beyond what the individual cdul
process alone. Burt (1992a: 47) pointed out thatittwork provides the information early which give
the individual an advantage in acting on the infation. The network which filters information coming
to the individual also directs, concentrates argitilrates information received by others about the
individual. So, Burt (1992a: 47) argued that infation benefits are maximised in a large diverse
network of trusted contacts.

Burt (1992a; 1992b) makes the point that the nurobetructural holes increases with network size bu
that the holes are the key to information benekHiifis et al(1997) discussed how even though a large
network can offer more information, an entrepreneith a network of redundant contacts will be
exposed to redundant information, whereas an amtnepr with a network which contains many
structural holes will have access to a much mongaesive and diverse level of information. Burt
(1992hb: 67) illustrated two key features which tel® structural holes but which impact on the famal
design of the network. First, is the issue of é&ficy whereby individuals should maximise the numbe
of non redundant contacts in the network to maxénsgsuctural holes resulting in greater information
benefits. Second, is the issue of effectivenessrevirividuals should perceive primary contacts as
ports of access to clusters of people beyond their social world and to reach separate, and more
diverse, social worlds of network benefits. Thuslividuals need to focus on supporting primary
contacts and expanding the network to include nantacts.

Theories of social capital and structural holesehfindamentally different implications for network
formation (Walker et al, 1997: 109). Social capitaplies a strategy of maintaining the structure of
existing relationships and the value of those i@ighips; structural holes implies that forming nemd
unique relationships leads entrepreneurs to tramsfeetwork structure (Walker et al, 1997). Follogin
Burt's (1992a; 1992b) proposals, there is an inapion that entrepreneurs should build networks dnat
diverse. Nevertheless, other studies have shown ithia strong ties which primarily provide the
mechanism for building and bridging structural Iso{@ack and Anderson, 2002; Jack, 2005). Moreover,
knowledge about the entrepreneur within the strectsi said to be maintained and reinforced throaigh
combination of strong ties and being embedded (&ack Anderson, 2002; Jack, 2005). This allows
details about the entrepreneur to be fed into tlikemsocial structure. Networks may even repreaent
series of bridges which link numerous individualgdther within a structure (Jack, 2005). So, withim
context of entrepreneurship at least, structurddhtheory raises a problem. If, over time, firmeglsto
exploit the holes between the islands of sociaitahm which relationships are embedded, the $ocia
capital available to an entrepreneur is more likilydecrease as the firm forms new relationships
(Walker et al, 1997).

Ties

Network, social capital and structural holes thealiypresent the importance of network ties. Thé?IM
literature suggests that relationships betweengsaoccur through exchange processes and thatdeecau
of their often long lasting nature the processfitfand ‘adaption’ that takes place, ties thatnfiothese
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relationships do have aspects of social exchargga(bon and Mattsson, 1987; 1992). Moreover, the
‘fit' and ‘adaption’ is seen to strengthen bondsnforce relationships but also provide space &nge

the relationship if needs be (Johanson and MattsE®&7; 1992). Ties that form the structure of a
network can have a significant impact on the typeé extent of resources acquired (Jack, 2005). These
ties can also influence and affect the growth aeekbpment of an organization and how it is acyuall
managed (Jack, 2005). Network ties also bring dppidres and resources into the firm and, partidyla
for emerging firms, provide the “conduits, bridgesl pathways” to opportunities and resources hait th
characteristics of ties influence how they are fitifeed, accessed, mobilized and exploited” (H&805,

p. 113). Ties are normally perceived as being eglreng or weak and it is the strength of a tithinia
network that is really perceived to define the ragth and quality of relations (Granovetter, 1973).
Granovetter (1973) and Burt (1992a, 1992b) arghedl & network should consist of both strong and
weak ties because the nature of these ties infagetite operation and structure of networks. Sty
consist of frequent interaction, occurring at le@mgte a week (Granovetter, 1973) and are, theeefor
perceived to be homogeneous because they prouidedant information as individuals are part of the
same, or similar, social circles (Burt, 1992b). Hg®neity of strong ties means they are perceivédxto
less effective, breeding local cohesion but alswileg to overall fragmentation (Granovetter, 1973;
Ibarra, 1993; Maguire, 1983). Weak ties are deedri@is heterogeneous ties and are perceived to be a
critical element of social structure, enabling mfation to flow into other social clusters and bneader
society (Burt, 1992a). Hence, weak ties (Granoweti®73) offer the possibility of connections thet
social systems (lbarra, 1993) and, particularlytenms of information relating to opportunities, a
personal network predominantly characterized bgnsfrties is inefficient (Hills et al., 1997; Ibarra
1993). Nevertheless, there is conflicting evidealeut the strength of ties and in fact stronges liave
been found to be more beneficial than weak tiesesihey allow a greater amount of resources to move
between actors (Podolny, 2001: 34). Similarly, Addret al. (1987), Hansen (1995) and Lechner and
Dowling (2003) all emphasize the importance of elsgrong ties, perceived to support and help pustif
the choices made by the entrepreneur and helguwe pmblems (Monsted, 1995). It has also beendoun
that within the entrepreneurial context it is thedtion of a tie and how that tie can be utilizbdtthas
been identified as being important (Jack, 2005sThat are relationally embedded enable exchamtje a
influence economic choices on the basis of thetioglship (Hite, 2003, 2005). In such instances, the
most important thing is the maintenance of theadaeiationship, these ties tend to be governealtt
informal mechanisms (Hite, 2005: 114). So, perhips,what goes on within and between network ties
which is important and how this actually leadstir&preneurship and entrepreneurial activity.

The Role of Exchange in Networks

Exchange is a basic socio-economic activity (Biggend Delbridge, 2004) and refers to a “voluntary
agreement involving the offer of any sort of préseantinuing, or future utility in exchange foriliies

of any sort offered in return” (Weber, 1978: 72-7Qpportunities have been said to “not exist priori
waiting to be discovered but become manifested e éntrepreneur and to others as they are
conceptualized and developed by the actor as paineoventuring process” (Sarason et al, 2006: .287)
Understanding the role of exchange in networksiregua fundamental insight of the process by which
interdependent parties seek to create joint gdifsG{nn and Keros, 2002; Biggart and Delbridge,
2004). Joint gains are achieved through ‘wise saflBazerman, Baron and Shonk, 2001) among parties
who have the ability to see the broader picture thedconnectedness of actions in the wider network.
They require a shift in actors’ self-perceptiomfrtself as independent’ to ‘self as part’ of a Ewrgvhole
(Bigelow, 1992). Exchange among network actors maglve interactions at numerous levels, plus a
plethora of related information exchange activjtieten with third parties such as professional
communities and public bodies. Actors’ opennessitee beyond existing task-specific exchanges and
engage in heedful interactions is crucial for ttadiility to access and exploit new business oppdras
(Mouzas, Henneberg and Naudé, 2007). It would seasonable to say that the structure of networks
and the ‘types’ of ties that form the network miigte an impact on such exchange. In discussiong abo
networks strength of ties is frequently perceivedaa important dimension (Granovetter, 1973). The
strength of ties is often defined in terms of ttrersgth and quality of relations (Granovetter, 1)973is
view suggests that networks should consist of Isttbng and weak ties because the nature of these
different ‘types’ of ties influences the operatiand structure of networks (Granovetter, 1973; Burt,
1992). Nevertheless, primarily for reasons of hoemagity, strong ties are traditionally perceivedess
beneficial than weak ties, perceived to presemnlgas to other social structures (Granovetter, 1BU8;,
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1992). Burt’s (1992) structural holes thesis haanbesed to illustrate that it is actually the spaeveen
relationships — that is structural holes — and tioege ‘spaces’ are bridged that are important. &\thig
strong and weak tie hypothesis in particular hasolme an established paradigm within the field of
entrepreneurship, questions have arisen over [icapility and the real value and significanceeatch
‘type’ of tie (Jack, 2005; Hoang and Antoncic, 2R03

While previous work recognizes the need to exangrehange relationships, there are few detailed
discussions accounting for what actually happerwd®sn exchange relations. We find this surprising
considering it is the ties from which a networkdamed and what actually goes on within a netwbek t
are important aspects, influencing entrepreneot&tomes. Two missing links might explain this sEir
entrepreneurial action appears inextricably linkeih the possibility of exchange. Behind each
entrepreneurial action lies an inherent capacitgdt@blish exchange processes with other actors. It
often the case that research fails to take sesidhsl practice of exchange and tends to conceptuttiie
entrepreneur as a person who establishes a newrge(@hane and Venkataraman, 2000). Second,
entrepreneurial action appears inextricably linkeith renegotiation. Although the discovery of a
business opportunity is a necessary condition ritneereneurial action, the exploitation of oppoities
requires something more. Entrepreneurship regairesnfrontation with the existing order of exchange
relationships and the finding of a new consensus.

Thelmportance of Renegotiation of Exchanges

Exchange relationships usually involve highly dymanprocesses of interaction, by which
interdependent actors with different backgroundd patentials but also interests and aims seek to
generate ongoing gains through a jointly agreemma¢Sebenius, 1992; Mouzas, 2006b). Entrepreneurs
know that it is often impossible to fix all termEan ongoing exchange. Significant contextual \@dea
often make it nearly impossible for actors to maimtexchanges unchanged (Hart and Moore 1988;
Schwartz 1992). Such contextual variables usuatiglude information asymmetries, unforeseen
contingencies and significant transaction costsftirae actors to seek renegotiation (Tirole 19%Bégal,
1999).

Consider the practical implications of an ongoirgtenge between a supplier of consumer products and
a grocery retailer that was based on strong tidsdasigned to secure substantial business or iewach
significant cost advantages. If technology changgsdly or market conditions shift, an unchanged
ongoing exchange could limit the parties’ abilitiesinnovate or change their existing arrangements
(Argyres and Liebeskind 1999). Actors may ventueg rprojects or receive new offers and they may
need to rethink the exclusivity of their supply subcontracting policies. Thus, actors’ underlying
rationale may change and the two involved parties $hare strong ties may need to renegotiate their
exchange. Renegotiation may also be necessary dma#uthe evolving complexity of multilateral
exchanges between the two companies (Mouzas, 2006bzas, Henneberg and Naudé, 2007). For
example, new requests from third parties in theewitetwork, new assignments or modifications in the
offering, adjustments of volumes and prices, ad aglnecessary updates in terms of logistics and
payment may create conditions of ‘showery weathdtich require a substantial renegotiation (Mouzas
and Ford, 2006). The theoretical justification floe need for renegotiation can be found in the eots
based understanding of exchange relationships €Rat886). According to a consent based view, actor
bring to the exchange certain rights (entittlemeats) they manifest their consent to the transfehege
rights (entitlements). For this reason “the enfalulity of all agreements is limited by what rigteee
capable of being transferred from one person tahand (Barnett, 1986). The implication of such a
consent-based view of exchange relationships isthigaexchange surplus, i.e. the joint gain, frow t
exchange is maximized only if an exchange invobsesactual meeting of minds’ (Kronman and Posner,
1979: p.5). This actual meeting of mind can onlyabkieved if actors tolerate and promote renegotiat

of exchanges. By pursuing renegotiation, actorsn@askedge their embeddedness in networks of
relationships and redefine the terms of their presiagreement. Often entrepreneurs redefine thester
of their agreement with actors in strong ties ideorto address customer needs of other actorsither w
networks which are not directly linked with ther@onsider the example of a manufacturer of consumer
goods who capitalizes on wholesalers and groceginsto reach a great number of retailers. Becafise
their individually insignificant economic importascmanufacturers have rather week ties with single
retailers. The development of strong ties withilets. is left to wholesalers and grocery retailetso
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developed appropriate sale forces and logisticplalsdities. Nonetheless, retailers are collectively
significant for each manufacturer. If the manufaetwentures a new product launch, introduces a new
process, programme or promotion, he needs to réaggexchanges with wholesalers and grocery
chains that allow him to feed out and draw in reses from the wider network of retailers. A direct
activation of weak ties is in practice a) ineffegetibecause of the lack of the previous direct exgba
and b) inefficient because of the high implementattost. By using strong ties, the manufacturer
activates and re-connects with retailers and thiggés structural holes while retaining and mainitej
strong, durable and robust social capital with wbalers and grocery retailers.

Entrepreneur ship as Renegotiated Exchange in Networks

If entrepreneurship involves an interactive, sopiacess then through the exchange that occursnwith
and between those actors that make up the netwodqomic outcomes are achieved. However, this is
only achieved through a process that entails aatiydinks to the context in which the entreprenisur
embedded. Embeddedness refers to the belief ttmtsare embedded in concrete, ongoing systems of
social relations and that behaviour is so congthiny ongoing social relations that to construentlas
independent is a misunderstanding (Granovetters)19herefore, from this perspective embeddedness
is a core, if not critical, aspect of economic wtti An actor's embeddedness in social structures
endows them with social capital (Portes and Semeenkr, 1993; Oinas, 1999). The creation of social
capital takes place within the embedding proces®ra (a product of networks) as well as a meahs (o
enabling) (Anderson and Jack, 2002). It is perakigerepresent a relational phenomena (Anderson and
Jack, 2002). A community, business and more gese@eéty, is in fact a series or set of relatiopshi
(Anderson and Jack, 2002) formed by the creatiohesf between individuals (Narayan and Pritchett,
1999). So, as well as being a means of enforcingnecof behaviour, social capital can also be a
constraint (Walker et al, 1997: 111). For exami#ie,entrepreneur and his/her venture is thereikedy|

to be constrained by the amount, type and/or exiergésources available through the network. Bat th
network might also constrain and limit entreprer@ursehaviour in other ways, for instance if those
whom the entrepreneur is tied disapproves of high&epreneurial behaviour or activity.

By being embedded within a network individuals aloée to “unlock the social capital that residedimit
that network” (Anderson et al, 2007). If social itaprepresents the resources that are availabénto
individual by being a part of that network thefsibnly by being a part of that network that anvidlal

is able to locate and draw on those resourceshinair she may require. Therefore, it is only thioug
network ties which provide his/her links to the ot that social capital can be activated. Socgital
represents the pool of resources an individual daaw on for entrepreneurship while a network
represents the bridge between those individualsmdice up the network.

Ties within the network tend to be strong in temhsocial capital. However, through those stroeg ti
that make up the network entrepreneurs are alsotaldccess weaker ties, draw in from those weaker
ties through their strong ties and, in effect, dedh the “space” (i.e. geographical/social/psycigital
content) between relationships. This also meartsthiey are able to maintain, retain, build and tlgve
the social capital that exists within the netwadther than diluting social capital by looking tanstruct

a diverse network through increasing network cdstac

It is exchange that goes on within and between géigsatter of giving to as well as taking from tiaol

of social capital and the social context. Throughegotiation within those social relationships, and
confronting the existing order changes to the stgup take place. Therefore, things take on ardifite
shape and form and are shifted to another levas Whole process is an interactive process and one
which takes place only over time. In figure 1 wee@ipt to illustrate the concept of entrepreneursisip
renegotiated exchange in networks. Our startingntpgi that entrepreneurs are actors embedded in a
network of pre-existing exchange relationships.ré&preneurs capitalize on strong ties with otheoract

to build social capital and maintain ongoing exagem This focus on strong ties, however, creates
structural holes which imply information loses ahds missed opportunities. Through a renegotiation
process, actors are able to re-arrange the terntBeaf agreements with other actors in strong ties.
Renegotiation of exchanges aims at bridging strattholes while maintaining social capital. In this
way, entrepreneurs are able to reconnect to therwidtwork and address the customer needs in other
types of ties, e.g. weaker ties (see figure 1).
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Figure 1: Entrepreneurship asrenegotiated changein networks
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Propositions

Examining entrepreneurship by the use of intellgickens of as renegotiated exchange in networks, we
formulate five theoretical propositions for furthemmalysis. These propositions merit further redeasc
they represent new perspectives on entrepreneurshgy also provide an alternative hypothesis that
partly contradicts existing literature in the aoé@ntrepreneurship. We thus state:

Proposition 1:
Exchange is more likely to occur and be sustairngtsvéen actors that share robust social capital that
consists of strong ties.

Being embedded within a network of exchange retatiips provides actors with knowledge, contacts,
advice, information and support. It is more likéihat the key network contacts drawn on and used for
exchanges are stronger ties. Through interactiodiak contacts are thus anticipated to provide the
necessary resources that can be used for arraagihgustaining exchanges.

Proposition 2:
Strong ties are a necessary condition for the agsioh of renegotiated exchanges

Actors who capitalize on strong ties built oveornd period of time are able to arrange the conatusf
renegotiated exchanges. Renegotiation in weakeb#eomes practically impossible because of the lac
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of certainty and calculability of exchanges whiem©only be developed through replication of excleang
over time (Mouzas and Ford, 2006). The existenceeak ties is, therefore, a barrier to renegotmtin
contrast, in stronger ties actors rely on a fouodabf previous exchange experiences and projection
anticipated exchanges. By using strong ties act@g activate and link into the wider network while
retaining and maintaining strong, durable and rbbasial capital.

Proposition 3:
The more the actor focuses on stronger ties thatgreéhe number of structural holes

Social capital theory (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 19%&i and Ghoshal, 1998) implies that entrepreneurs
need to concentrate efforts on building strong fiesgaining robust social capital. However, thereno
actors focus on stronger ties the greater the pilityeof structural holes (Burt, 1992). Structutables
imply the existence of diverse and disconnectediordts of exchange relationships. The consequence of
concentrating purely on strong ties that deliveciaocapital may include the possibility of missed
business opportunities because of an under-uidisabf available but dispersed resources and
information.

Proposition 4:
The more the actor renegotiates exchanges thaseistrong ties to activate other ties (e.g. weedk t
and/or other forms of ties) the more the actorbtedo bridge structural holes

Entrepreneurs who capitalize on strong ties capléix these ties to feed out and draw in resources
from the wider network. Usually entrepreneurs eitpdtrong ties to address customer needs of other
actors which are not directly linked with them (eagak ties) in the wider network. This of couvgt
pre-suppose the conclusion of renegotiated exclsatige allow a different arrangement (Tirole, 1986;
Hart and Tirole, 1988). The entrepreneurs’ couradsp(i.e. strong ties) give their consent to this
renegotiated exchange because of the benefitsatis#t from this re-arrangement. What appears as a
‘weak tie’ for an entrepreneur may mean a ‘stroagfor the entrepreneur’s counterparts.

Proposition 5:
Renegotiated exchanges may reshape the existingnkestructure

Relationships among actors define the structureetfvorks while interactions that occur within these
relationships circumscribe the process of actingk@tisson and Ford, 2002; Ford, Hakansson, and
Johanson, 1986). In a way, renegotiation of exchas@ process of acting through which resources ar
reallocated, bonds are reshaped and ties are rgamed and hence renegotiation of exchange reshapes
the existing order relationships.

Conclusions and Agendafor Further Research

The contribution of this paper to the IMP literaus significant in that it looks at ‘exchange’ and
‘change’ from an entrepreneurial perspective. Byrapching the study of networks in the way presknte
here, we look to deepen our understanding aboutreworks are built and developed. By considering
and monitoring the development of entrepreneuitils and the networking activities of entrepreneurs
from an early stage, particularly in terms of hovrowgth occurs, we should be able to expand our
knowledge about industrial networks as they arendaleveloped. We recognise that within the
entrepreneurial context, networks tend to be it@tlaon the basis of social liking, linking and/or
understanding. Nevertheless, it is through exchdhgechange takes place within these networks that
economic returns are made, business opportunittesee and markets are developed. Indeed, by
conceptualising entrepreneurship as ‘renegotiatechange in networks’, the present paper has
demonstrated that the discovery and the exploitatd entrepreneurial business opportunities are
triggered only in conducive circumstances. This msethat entrepreneurial action takes the form of
providing the rationales and resources for othrad¢o change. This is an indirect exchange mestran
that brings us to the essence of ‘renegotiated amgdh in networks’ which is to find and re-arrange
unique or better ways to deliver and capture valuexchange relationships. In this way, changehéo t
structure occurs through activating network ties] the activation of weak ties through the usetraing

ties becomes critical. Debates concerning the d@egas, constraints and limitations of social exgean
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relations on economic behaviour exist. Organizatiogorists maintain that social structure plays a
significant role in economic behaviour but thatiabexchange relations can create market ineffaies
suggesting that more research is needed which labksow social structure facilitates, hinders or
obstructs economic action (Uzzi, 1997). Through i@oretical discussion and conceptualisation, we
have demonstrated that entrepreneurship is notsgagly a property that an entrepreneur owns but
instead represents an ‘agreed’ outcome from theahattivation of exchange relationships in a nekwo

A renegotiated exchange between entrepreneursatitliional investors, for example, such as ventur
capitalists, may create and sustain a legitimatatket space for new exchange (Mahoney, Eisenhardt,
Companys, 2002). The consensus between networksaoiy even lead to new ways of doing things.
Hence, it is the consent within exchange relatigpssthat determines how ties are utilised, whataltt
goes on between exchange relationships and ther#ferextent of change that occurs.

It would be useful if the propositions we put fordiaare tested through further research. This would
allow more knowledge to be generated about theabphocess of entrepreneurship and the real impact
of networks. In order to broaden our understandibgut the role, nature and impact of networks on
entrepreneurship, we need to consider the actohandhe/she interacts, the reasons for his/heoracti
and at what points the decision to interact isnalkéuch of the work to-date is about the formalunat

of contracts but there is a need to really dedt wie informal aspect and the informal nature oft@cts

and exchange, particularly within the field of epireneurship. In practical terms, this implies that
research on the process of crafting entrepreneacizdn needs to include the investigation andyesigl

of informal manifestations of agreements such asespondence, memoranda of understandings,
minutes as well as letters of intent. The presemtyshas shown the importance of adopting an atern
theoretical lens in investigating entrepreneursiiimpirical research on how actors with different
backgrounds, potentials and interests undertakentlyj agreed action that reshapes the existingrord
networks may improve our understanding of the cemglonnectivity in a real world setting and may
contribute to a new comprehensive theory. Suchareketheme comes in a time where a range of
contextual factors, such as increasing global coitigre financial markets, mergers & acquisitionsla
outsourcing are forcing many businesses to impaperational efficiency and maximize their market
effectiveness (Mouzas, 2006a) by capitalizing am khowledge, technologies and financial assets of
other actors with whom they are not directly linkédttors are now susceptible to changes in their
surrounding networks more than ever and they needrtegotiate continuously in strong ties with othe
actors to protect and advance their own interdsteking at the conceptual tools of renegotiated
exchange, further research may explore how soaatal is built and sustained through renegotiatibn
exchange in strong ties and how strong ties afifar types of ties in the wider network. An agefata
further research needs to include an investigaifdiow entrepreneurs deal with the inherent unceyta

in their particular networks and how these actews this uncertainty as a possibility of exploringl a
exploiting new business opportunities. The notidnuacertainty has been a central construct in
management theory, particularly in theories whigsalibe and explain the relationship between the
actors and their contexts (Duncan, 1972; Downeyiriggel & Slogum, 1975; Huff, 1978; Jauch and
Kraft, 1986; Miliken, 1987). What deserves moreiation is the investigation of two research proldem
Firstly, investigation is needed on how actors rpooate uncertainty into the renegotiation of exces

in the form of perceived entrepreneurial risks andhow these actors hedge against them. Secondly,
research is needed on how entrepreneurs identfyeldp and exercise current and emerging options
through ongoing renegotiation in their surroundmegworks. The pursuit of such research agenda would
require the employment of research methods witlopiezational ability to 1) investigate the comptexi

of relationships, 2) to handle critically rich datmultiple sources of information and multiple
rationalities 3) to investigate the multilateralckange among actors and 4) to capture processual
developments over time. Focusing on real, tempamdldynamic processes, we may consider the use of
descriptions of unique experiences of the procésgaifting entrepreneurial action which are acaurat
and rich in details. This type of work may requinere longitudinal empirical work to complement and
supplement existing work, providing a more cohegerd robust theoretical understanding. The present
paper has, hopefully, provided a theoretical platfto start this new exploration.

References
Aldrich H., Rosen, B. and Woodward, W. 1987. “Thephct of Social Networks on Business Foundings
and Profit: A Longitudinal Study”, inFrontiers of Entrepreneurship Researckds. N.C.



14

Churchill, J.A. Hornaday, B.A. Kirchhoff, O.J. Kraer and K.H. Vesper, Babson College,
Wellesley, MA, pp.154-168.

Aldrich, H. and Zimmer, C. 1986. Entrepreneurshimtigh social networks. In: D. Sexton and R. Smilor
(Eds.), The Art and Science of EntrepreneurdBgilinger Publishing Co., New York.

Aldrich, H., Jones, T.P. and McEvoy, D. 1983. Ethadvantage and minority business development, in
Ethnic BusinessEds. R. Ward and R. Jenkins, Cambridge UniveRiss, Cambridge, pp.189-
210.

Aldrich, H.E. and Fiol, C.M. 1994. Fools rush inReTinstitutional context of industry creatiokcademy
of Management Review9(4): 645-670.

Anderson, A.R. and Jack, S.L. 2002. The articutatiof social capital: a glue or a lubricant,
Entrepreneurship and Regional Developmé#d(3): 193-210.

Anderson, A.R., Park, J. and Jack, S.L. 2007. Bréresurial social capital: conceptualising socegital
in new high-tech firmsinternational Small Business Journ2b(3): 243-267.

Anderson, J.C., Hakansson, H. and Johanson, J. 1B94dic business relationships within a business
network context”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 58 Nf.pp. 1-15.

Arrow, K.J. 2000.0Observations on Social Capitaln Dasgupta, P., Seragledin, eds, Social capital:
Multifaceted Perspective, World Bank, Washingtof,.D

Barnett, R.E. 1986. “A Consent Theory of Contra€umbia Law Revien86 (2): 269-321.

Burt, R. 1992 Structural HolesHarvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Bazerman, M., Baron, J. and Shonk, K. 208bu can't enlarge the pie: Six barriers to effegtiv
governmentNew York: Basic Books.

Biggart, N. and Delbridge, R. 2004. Systems of exge Academy of Management Revi@8(1): 28-49.

Brockhaus, R.H. 1980. Risk taking propensity ofemteneursAcademy of Management Journ2B(3):
509-520.

Burt, R. S. 1997. The contingent value of socialited, Administrative Science Quarteri¥2(2): 339-365.

Burt, R.S. 1992b. The Social Structure of Compmiiti in Networks and Organizations: Structure, Form
and Action,Eds. N. Nohria and R.G. Eccles, Harvard Businesm&d°ress, Boston, MA, pp.57-
91.

Bygrave, W.D. and Hofer, C.W. 1991. Theorizing abeuatrepreneurshipEntrepreneurship Theory
Practice,(16)2: 13-22.

Cantillon, R. 1755Essai sur la nature du commerce en génégal. H. Higgs. Macmillan, London, 1931
(cited in Binks and Vale, 1990: 9).

Carland, J., Hoy, R. and Carland, J. 1988. “Whani€ntrepreneur?” is a question worth askimerican
Journal of Small Busines$2(1): 33-39.

Carland, J.W., Hoy, F., Boultan, W.R. and Carlah@,. 1984. Differentiating entrepreneurs from small
business ownerg\}cademy of Management Revi@f2): 354-359.

Casson, M. 1982T'he Entrepreneur: An Economic Thed®xford: Martin Robertson.

Casson, M. 199Enterprise and Competitivene€larendon, Oxford.

Chell, E. 1985. Entrepreneurial personality: a fghosts laid to restMternational Small Business
Journal, 3(3): 43-54.

Coleman, J. 2000. “Social Capital in the CreatibiHoman Capital”, inSocial Capital: A Multifaceted
Perspective”,Eds. P. Dasgupta and I. Serageldin, InternatioredkBfor Reconstruction and
Development/The World Bank, Washington, D.C., pg323

Coleman, J.S. (199@oundations of Social Theqridarvard Business Press, Cambridge, MA.

Cooke, P. and Wills, D. 1999. Small firms, sociapital and the enhancement of business performance
through innovation programmeSmall Business Economids3: 219-234.

Denrell, J., Fang, C. and Winter, S. 2003. The enoos of strategic opportunitgtrategic Management
Journal 24: 977-990.

Douglas, E.J. and Shepherd, D.A. 1996. An Econdrmapory of Entrepreneurial Attitudes and Intentions,
paper presented at tBabson College-Kauffman Entrepreneurship ReseatféCence Seattle,
April.

Downey, H.K., Hellriegel, D. and Slogum, W., Jr.759 Environmental uncertainty: the construct asd it
application. Administrative Science Quarterly, 803-629.

Duncan, R.B. 1972. Characteristics of organizatioaavironments and perceived environmental
uncertainty Administrative Science Quarterly7: 313-327.

Dyer, J.D. and Singh, H. 1998. The relational vie®ooperative strategy and sources of



15

interorganizational competitive advantageademy of Management Revi@8 (4): 660-679.

Easton, G. and Hakansson, H. 1996. Markets as netweditorial introductioninternational Journal of
Research in Marketing3: 407-413.

Fafchamps, M. and Minten, B. 1999. Relationshipd @aders in Madagascalpurnal of Development
Studies35(6): 1-35.

Flora, J.L. 1998. Social Capital and CommunitieRPlafce Rural Sociology63(4): 481-506.

Ford, D. and Hakansson H. 2006. IMP: Some ThingaeDduch More to DoEuropean Journal of
Marketing40 (3/4): 248-258.

Ford, D. Gadde, L.-E., Hakansson, H. and Sneho2803.Managing Business Relationshig@hichester,
John Wiley.

Johanson, J. and Mattsson, L.G. 1985. Marketinggdtiaents and market investments in industrial
networks, International Journal of Research in MarketiB¢): 185-195.

Ford, D., Hakansson, H. and Johanson, J. 1986. “Blowompanies InteractMdustrial Marketing and
Purchasing1(1), 26-41.

Gadde, L.E., Huemer, L. and Hakansson, H. 2003at&fizing in industrial networksndustrial
Marketing Management/ol. 32 No. 5, pp. 357-65.

Gartner, W. 1985. A conceptual framework for ddsong the phenomenon of new venture creation.
Academy of Management Revjé®(4): 696-706.

Gibb, A. and Ritchie, J. 1981. Influences on enmgapurship”, paper presented at ®mall Business
Policy and Research Conferen&alytechnic of Central London.

Gibb, A. and Ritchie, J. 1982. Understanding thecess of starting small businesseésropean Small
Business Journall(1): 26-45.

Gnyawali, D.R. and Madhavan, R. 2001. Cooperatigavarks and competitive dynamics: Structural
embeddedness perspectideademy of Management Revj@6 (3): 431-445.

Granovetter, M. 1985. Economic action and socialcstire: the problem of embeddedne&merican
Journal of Sociology91(3), 481-510.

Granovetter, M. 1992. “Problems of Explanation ircoBomic Sociology”, in Networks and
Organizations: Structure, Form and Actidagds. N. Nohria & R. Eccles, Harvard Business Sthoo
Press, Harvard, pp.25-56.

Granovetter, M., 1973. The strength of weak thaaerican Journal of Sociology8(6), 1360-1380.

Greve, A. and Salaff, J. 2003. Social networks anttepreneurshipEntrepreneurship: Theory and
Practice 28(1): 1-22.

Hakansson, H. and Ford, D. 2002. ‘How should congsaimteract in business networks®urnal of
Business Research5(2): 133-145.

Hakansson, H. and Snehota, |. 1996veloping Relationships in Business NetwoRautledge, London.

Hansen, E.L. 1995. Entrepreneurial networks and erganisation growthEntrepreneurship: Theory and
Practice 19(4): 7-19.

Harland, C. 1995. Networks and globalisation: aiewvof research. EPSRC Final Report. Grant No.
GRK53178.

Harrison, R.T. and Leitch, C.M. 2006. Entreprena@ugarning: researching the interface betweemiegr
and the entrepreneurial contekhtrepreneurship: Theory and Practjc9(2): 351-371.

Hart, M., Harrison, R.T. and Gallagher, C. 1993ntt&prise Creation, Job Generation and Regional
Policy in the UK”, inSpatial Policy in a Divided Natiorsds. R.T. Harrison and M. Hart, Jessica
Kingsley Publishers Ltd., London, pp.176-191.

Hart, O. and Tirole, J. 1988. “Contract Renegagiatand Coasian Dynamics”. Review of Economic
Studies, LV: 509-540.

Hills, G.E., Lumpkin, G.T. and Singh, R.P. 1997 pfartunity Recognition: Perceptions and Behaviours
of Entrepreneurs”, inFrontiers of Entrepreneurship Researckds. P.D. Reynolds, W.D.
Bygrave, N.M. Carter, P. Davidsson, W.B. GartherMCMason, P.P. McDougall, Babson
College, Wellesley, MA, pp.168-182.

Hite, J. 2003. Patterns of multidimensionality agambedded network ties: a typology of relational
embeddedness in emerging entrepreneurial figtrategic Organizationl(1): 9-49.

Hite, J. 2005. Evolutionary processes and pathselasitionally embedded network ties in emerging
entrepreneurial firmdntrepreneurship: Theory and Practi@9(1): 113-144.

Hoang, H. and Antoncic, B. 2003. Network-basedaedein entrepreneurship: a critical revielsurnal
of Business Venturind.8(2): 165-187.



16

Huff, A.S. 1978. Consensual Uncertairicademy of Management Revi&(B): 651-655.

Hyrsky, K. and Ali, A.A. 1996. The rocky road of migrant and ethnic business in Finland, paper
presented at thend Irish Entrepreneurship Conferendelfast, November.

Ibarra, H. 1993. Personal networks of women andorities in management: a conceptual framework,
Academy of Management Revid®(1): 56-88.

Jack, S. 2005. The role, use and activation ofngtrand weak ties: a qualitative analysleurnal of
Management Studied2(6): 1233-1259.

Jack, S. and Anderson, A. 2002. The effects of eiadeness on the entrepreneurial procésstnal of
Business Venturind,7(5): 467-487.

Jacobs, J. 196The Death and Life of Great American CitiBgndom House, New York.

Jarzabkowski 2004. Strategy as practice: recurss&nadaptation, and practices-in;@eyanization
Studies25(4): 529-560.

Jauch, L.K. and Kraft, K.L. 1986. Strategic managetof uncertaintyAcademy of Management Revjew
11(4):777-790.

Johannisson, B. and Senneseth, K. 1993. “Paradoikéntrepreneurship”, irEntrepreneurship and
Business Developmeriid. H. Klandt, Ashgate Publishing Limited, UK, B.9.

Johanson, J. and Mattsson, L.G. 1987. Interorgtmied relations in industrial systems: a network
approach compared with a transaction cost apprdatdrnational Studies of Management and
Organisation,17(1): 34-48.

Johanson, J. and Mattsson, L.G. 1992. Network ipasitand strategic action — an analytic framewbrk.

B. Axelsson and G. Easton (Eddndustrial Networks: A New View of Realijpp.205-217).
London: Routledge.

Jones, C., Hesterly, W. and Borgatti, S. 1997. Aegal theory of network governance: exchange
conditions and social mechanismAsademy of Management Revi@&(4), 911-946.

Katz, J. A., Aldrich, H. E.,Welbourne, T. M. and M&ims, P. M. 2000. Guest editor's comments special
issue on human resource management and the SMEr@@awnew synthesi&ntrepreneurship:
Theory and Practice25: 7-10.

Kets de Vries, M.F.R. 1977. The entrepreneurialspeality: a person at the crossroadsurnal of
Management Studie$4(1): 34-57.

Knight, F. 1921Risk, Uncertainty and Profitioughton Mifflin, Boston.

Kronman, A.T and Posner, R.A. (Eds.) 19T8e economics of contract lafBoston: Little, Brown and
Co.

Larson, A. and Starr, J. 1993. A network model gfanization formationEntrepreneurship: Theory and
Practice Winter, 5-15.

Larson, A., Starr, J. 1993. A network model of migation formation.Entrepreneurship: Theory and
Practice Winter, 5-15.

Leana, C.R. and Van Buren, H.J. 1999. Organizaltismeial capital and employment practicAsademy
of Management Revie®4(3): 538-554.

Lechner, C., Dowling, M. 2003. Firm networks: exi@r relationships as sources for the growth and
competitiveness of entrepreneurial firrasitrepreneurship and Regional Developmdit 1-26.

Lindenberg, S. 1996. “Constitutionalism Versus Refalism: Two Views of Rational Choice
Sociology”, inJames S. Colemakd. J. Clark, Falmer Press, London, pp.299-311.

Loury, G. 1977. A Dynamic Theory of Racial Incom#f&ences, ilWomen, Minorities and Employment
Discrimination Eds. P.A. Wallace and A.M. LaMonde, Lexington B®oLlexington, MA,
pp.153-186.

Lumpkin, G. and Dess, G. 1996. Clarifying the emtemeurial orientation construct and linking it to
performanceAcademy of Management Revi@d(1): 135-172.

Maguire, L. 1983Understanding Social NetworkSage Publications, London.

Mahoney, J.T., Eisenhardt, K.M. and Companys, Y@82 The Entrepreneurship Dynamic: Origins of
Entrepreneurship and the Evolution of Industrissademy of Management Revijev(4): 622-
624.

McClelland, D. 1961The Achieving Societyan Nostrand, Princeton.

McMullen, J.S. and Shepherd, D.A. 2006. Entrepraakaction and the role of uncertainty in the ttyeo
of the entrepreneucademy of Management Revi@i(1): 132-152.

Milliken, F. 1987. Three types of perceived undetiaabout the environment: State, effect and raspo
uncertainty. Academy of Management Review, 12(33-143.




17

Monsted, M., 1995. Process and structures of nésvoeflections on methodologintrepreneurship and
Regional Developmeni(3), 193-213.

Mouzas, S. 2006a. Efficiency versus effectivenadsusiness networkdournal of Business Resear&®9;
1124-1132.

Mouzas, S. 2006b. “Negotiating Umbrella Agreemenisgotiation Journalyol. 22 (3): 279-302.

Mouzas, S. and Ford, D. 2006. “Managing Relatigmshh Showery Weather: The Role of Umbrella
Agreements”Journal of Business ResearchNol. 59: (1248-1256).

Mouzas, S., Henneberg, S. C. and Naudé, P. 200av€iDping Network Insight‘industrial Marketing
Management(forthcoming).

Nahapiet, J. and Ghoshal, S. 1998. Social cajited|lectual capital and the organizational advgeta
Academy of Management Revi@B(2), 242-266.

Narayan, D. and Pritchett, L. 1999. Cents and &ditis Economic Development and Cultural Change,
47(4): 871-889.

Oinas, P. 1999. Voices and silences: the probleatoéss to embeddedneSsoforum 30, 351-361.

Parhankangas, A. and Landstrom, H. 2006. How ventapitalists respond to unmet expectations: the
role of social environmendournal of Business Venturing1( ):773-801.

Piore, M.J., Sabel, C.F., 1984. The Second Inchiddivide. Basic Books, New York.

Podolny, J.M. 2001. Networks as the pipes and prisfthe marketAmerican Journal of Sociology
107(1): 33-60.

Portes, A. and Sensenbrenner, J. 1993. Embeddeanedsimigration: notes on the social determinants,
American Journal of Sociolog98(6): 1320-1350.

Powell, W. 1990. Neither market nor hierarchy: ratwforms of organization. In: B. Staw and L.L.
Cummings (Eds.), Research in Organizational Bemad#l Press, Greenwich, CT.

Reese, P.R. and Aldrich, H.E. 1995. “EntreprenéuNatworks and Business Performance”, in
International Entrepreneurshifkds. S. Birley and I.C. MacMillan Routledge, Londqp.124-
144

Ring, P. and Van de Ven, A. 1992. Structuring coafe relationships between organizatidBgategic
Management Journall3: 483-498.

Rosa, P. and Bowes, A. 1993. “Entrepreneurship: eésdmessons of Social Anthropology”, in
Entrepreneurship and Business Developmids. H. Klandt, Ashgate Publishing, UK, pp.87-99.

Sarason, Y., Dean, T. and Dillard, J.F. 2006. m&aeeurship as the nexus of individual and oppdstun
a structuration viewJournal of Business Venturing1(3): 286-305.

Say, J.B. 1819. qouted in A.H. Cole, “The Entrepren Introductory Remarks”, ifExplorations in
Enterprise: An Approach to the Study of Entrepreskeip, Ed. H.J.G. Aitken, Harvard University
Press, Cambridge, Mass., pp.32-33 (cited in Bimkk\4ale, 1990: 11).

Schumpeter, J. 1934he Theory of Economic Development: An Inquiry iRtofits, Capital, Credit,
Interest and the Business CydHarvard Economic Series, Cambridge, MA.

Segal, 1. 1999. “Complexity and Renegotiation: AuRdation for Incomplete ContractsReview of
Economic Studie€6 (1):57-82.

Serageldin, |. and Grootaert, C. 2000. Definingi&laCapital: An Integrating View, ifsocial Capital: A
Multifaceted Perspective”,Eds. P. Dasgupta and |. Serageldin, InternationahkB for
Reconstruction and Development/The World Bank, Wegbn, D.C., pp.40-58.

Shane, S. and Venkataraman, S. 2000. The promiseticfpreneurship as a field of reseafatademy of
Management Revigw@5(1): 217-226.

Shane, S. and Venkataraman, S. 2000. The promiseti@preneurship as a field of reseafatademy of
Management Reviewi5(1): 217-226.

Stiglitz, J.E. 2000. “Creating and Harnessing Sodapital’, in Social Capital: A Multifaceted
Perspective”,Eds. P. Dasgupta and I. Serageldin, InternatioradkBfor Reconstruction and
Development/The World Bank, Washington, D.C., pg89

Storey, D. 1997.Understanding the Small Business Sectoternational Thomson Business Press,
London.

Thakur, S. P. 1998. Size of investment, opportuaitgice and human resources in new ventures: some
typologies.Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practjck4: 293-309.

Tirole, J. 1986. Procurement and renegotiatimurnal of Political Econom94(2): 235-259.

Tsai, W. and Ghoshal, S. 1998. Social capital aldescreation: the role of intrafirm networlds;ademy
of Management Journad,: 464-477.



18

Uzzi, B. 1997. Social structure and competitioniriterfirm networks: the paradox of embeddedness,
Administrative Science Quarterg2( ): 35-67

Uzzi, B. and Gillespie, J.J. 2002. Knowledge sp#ioin corporate financing networks: embeddedneds a
the firm’'s debt performancé&trategic Management Journ@3(7): 595-618.

Walker, G., Kogut, B. and Shan, W. 1997. Socialtefpstructural holes and the formation of an isity
network,Organization Scienge3(2): 109-125.

Weber, M. 1978Economy and Societyniversity of California Press, Berkeley.

Wiklund, J., Davidsson, P., Delmar, F. and Aronsddn 1997. Expected consequences of growth and
their effect on growth willingness in different sgles of small firms. In P. D. Reynolds (Ed.),
Frontiers of entrepreneurship research, (pp. 1 \4@)lesley, MA: Babson College.

Young, N. 1998. The structure and substance ofcafri American entrepreneurial networks: some
preliminary findings. In: P.D. Reynolds, W.D. Byge N.M. Carter, S. Manigart, C.M. Mason,
G.D. Meyer and K.G. Shaver (EdsBrontiers of Entrepreneurship Researdabson College,

Wellesley, MA.



