
INTRODUCTION TO SPECIAL TOPIC FORUM

NEW FRONTIERS IN NETWORK THEORY
DEVELOPMENT

ARVIND PARKHE
Temple University

STANLEY WASSERMAN
Indiana University and Visible Path Corporation

DAVID A. RALSTON
University of Oklahoma

This special topic forum, commissioned to stimulate theory development on building
effective networks, contains eleven papers spanning the micro, meso, macro, and
meta levels of analysis. Each paper breaks new ground; collectively, they suggest that
we are at a crossroads in network research. Important opportunities remain, however,
for further work in network theory development, and we highlight major gaps relating
to network theory’s scope and mission, accessibility, integration with other perspec-
tives, and attention to process and internationalization issues.

Of all the phenomena that have gripped the
business world in recent years, few match the
impact of networks. Quite literally, networks are
reshaping the global business architecture. In
the ongoing evolution of the dominant organiza-
tional paradigm and mode of competition along
the continuum of single, autonomous firms to
dyadic alliances to networks to virtual compa-
nies, the current period is marked by a growing
prevalence of the network form of organization.
The ubiquity of networks, and networking, at the
industry, firm, group, and individual levels has
attracted significant research attention.

Being social animals, humans network. This
is hardly novel. What is, however, a distinguish-
ing feature of the early twenty-first century is
the pervasiveness of many types of social, dig-
ital/electronic, and organizational networks, lib-
erated from geographic constraints by quantum
leaps in communications, computing, and trans-
portation technologies; unbound from tradi-
tional organizational structures by ongoing ex-
perimentation in “management technology”;
and necessitated by mounting pressures of
global competition. Thus, the topic of networks
has considerable theoretical and practical im-
port. And the Academy of Management Review
remains the foremost theory journal in manage-

ment and related areas. Together, this potent
combination of topic and outlet generated a
gratifying seventy-nine submissions for the Spe-
cial Topic Forum on Building Effective Networks.
Eleven of these papers appear in this special
issue.

Network scholarship has a varied and impres-
sive lineage, including the sociometry of small
groups (Moreno, 1934), the psychology of senti-
ments (Heider, 1946), cultural anthropology
(Nadel, 1957), and graph theoretic mathematics
(Harary, 1959). Building on this interdisciplinary
foundation, researchers have made significant
theoretical and empirical contributions (e.g.,
Brass, 1984; Burt, 1992, 2000; Granovetter, 1973,
1985; Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Hite & Hesterly,
2001; Krackhardt, 1990; Madhavan, Koka, & Pres-
cott, 1998; Podolny, 2001; Powell, 1990; Rodan &
Galunic, 2004; Uzzi, 1996), as well as method-
ological breakthroughs (Carrington, Scott, &
Wasserman, 2004; Wasserman & Faust, 1994).
Based on the work published in this volume and
as-yet-untapped research opportunities, we be-
lieve that network theory development is at the
cusp of an exciting new phase of advances. We
begin by discussing several traditional and
emerging critiques of the current body of net-
work research, with a focus on underexplored
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issues and fundamental challenges and oppor-
tunities that lie ahead. We then present a sum-
mary of the papers contained in this special
issue and conclude with a framework for orga-
nizing future research on networks.

TRADITIONAL AND EMERGING CRITIQUES OF
NETWORK RESEARCH

Knowledge in the social and behavioral sci-
ences can be advanced by focusing on at-
tributes of individual actors (persons, groups,
organizations, and so on); on causal forces stem-
ming from the cognitive maps, values, ideas,
and ideals held by actors; or on the many rela-
tions that might exist among actors. Each per-
spective offers powerful advantages and disad-
vantages. The first two perspectives have been
criticized, for example, for their atomistic reduc-
tionism and determinism, respectively, whereas
drawbacks traditionally assigned to the third
perspective—the network approach—include its
lack of coherence and underachievement. As
Knoke notes, “Presently, diverse network ap-
proaches represent loosely connected sets of
concepts, principles, and analysis methods
rather than a rigorously deductive system” (2001:
63). Salancik, likewise, argues that “much of [or-
ganizational theory’s] promise has yet to be re-
alized, in that social network analysis has been
used mainly as a tool for analyzing data about
organizations rather than for understanding or-
ganizations per se” (1995: 345). He goes further,
noting the need to understand why certain in-
teractions (the focus of network research) exist
and why others do not. Thus, he asks:

Why does a structural hole exist? Why was it not
filled before? A network theory that accounts for
the appearance and disappearance of structural
holes—rather than how they can be used to ad-
vantage—and the consequent changes in inter-
actions over time may provide us with a better
understanding of how collective action is orga-
nized (1995: 349).

Clearly, there are underexplored issues in
network theory development. We next outline
several additional “emerging” critiques, each of
which directs attention to particular underex-
plored issues.

Scope and Mission

What is, and should be, the scope and mission
of network theory? In Bacharach’s words, “A the-

ory is a statement of relations among concepts
within a set of boundary assumptions and con-
straints” (1989: 496). What are the ontologically
primitive elements that constitute network the-
ory’s basic concepts? What are the relations
among these concepts, and under what bound-
ary assumptions about values, time, and space?
Does network theory satisfy the evaluative cri-
teria of falsifiability (Popper, 1959) and utility
(Bierstedt, 1959)? What is the logical adequacy,
empirical adequacy, and predictive adequacy
(Bacharach, 1989) of extant network theory?

The fundamental concepts in network analy-
sis are actor, relational tie, dyad, triad, sub-
group, group, relation, and network (Wasserman
& Faust, 1994). These concepts certainly are not
treated equally, however. As Wellman (1988) ob-
serves, network theory shifts the focus from at-
omistic explanations of phenomena (attributes
of independent cases) to relationships among
systems of dependent actors. Viewed in this
way, behavior is interpreted “in terms of struc-
tural constraints on activity, rather than in terms
of inner forces within units” (Wellman, 1988: 20),
a point echoed by Burt: “People and organiza-
tions are not the source of action so much as
they are the vehicles for structurally induced
action” (1992: 5).

Although useful at one level, such a shift in
focus risks understating the role of the very ac-
tors composing the network. Consider carbon
atoms, which may be structured in different
ways. One arrangement yields graphite, the
soft, greasy, black substance used in pencils.
Another yields diamonds, the hardest known
substance found in nature. And an even harder
substance (called buckeyballs, or C60) can be
manufactured. These structural differences are
certainly worthy of attention. Yet while the
bonds between the atoms are important, so are
the atoms themselves . . . are they of carbon or
hydrogen or nitrogen? The actors, and the inter-
dependencies among them, are both crucial in
determining the overall structure of the entity.

Player-structure duality is but one of the par-
adoxes inherent in network theory. There are
others. Networks are structures and networks
are flows. Networks can be conceptualized as
impersonal, institutional arrangements (Fu-
rubotn & Pejovich, 1972), and they can be viewed
normatively (Burt, 1982). Hite and Hesterly (2001)
contrasted path-dependent evolution versus in-
tentional management in networks, and the
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identity-based versus calculative nature of net-
works. Granovetter (1985) grappled with under-
socialized versus oversocialized accounts of the
embeddedness of economic action in structures
of social relations, and with Hobbesian versus
generalized morality. These alternative world
views are often treated in passing, if at all. Sys-
tematic recognition of these choices (cf. Gnya-
wali & Madhavan, 2001) will help delineate the
scope and mission of network theory in the com-
ing years.

Greater Accessibility

Another critique of current network research
deals with its accessibility. As noted, network
theory shifts the focus from individuals and
their attributes to pairs of individuals and their
relational ties. The mathematical and method-
ological groundings of network theory can be
quite technical (including early sociometry,
graph theory, and statistics). Formal mathemat-
ical treatment of relational data can be a formi-
dable experience to those outside the field, lead-
ing to charges of an overly abstract domain of
study accessible only to a narrow audience. Per-
ceived or real, such charges unfortunately limit
network theory’s full potential from being real-
ized by a wider pool of scholars and practitio-
ners.

Game theory’s history may be instructive. In-
vented by John von Neumann and Oskar Mor-
genstern in the 1940s, game theory was long
prophesied to revolutionize economics and man-
agement. Yet it remained an intellectual back-
water, avoided as too arcane even by econo-
mists, because it required too many simplifying
assumptions to be of much practical use. By the
early 1980s, particularly with the work of John
Nash, John Harsanyi, and Reinhard Selten, the
revolution actually began. This trio, winners of
the 1994 Nobel Prize in Economics, worked out
the limitations and made game theory applica-
ble to real-life situations, such as designing bid-
ding for offshore oil leases, auctioning Treasury
bills, forming trade negotiations, and making
pricing and capacity investment decisions.

There may be an important lesson here for
network theorists. Unlocking the full power and
usefulness of network theory may require re-
searchers to revisit network theory’s assump-
tions, to reexamine construct definitions and
variable operationalizations of core network

concepts, and to tighten links between rigorous
work and real-world industries, companies, and
managerial situations.

Greater Integration with Other Perspectives

“We are what we eat,” goes the saying. Simi-
larly, network research owes much to its found-
ing disciplines. The current world view (Kuhn,
1970), research foci, and methodological lean-
ings of network theory can be traced to the the-
ory’s roots in sociology, psychology, anthropol-
ogy, and mathematics (see Wasserman & Faust,
1994: 10–17, for an overview)—in particular, so-
ciologists’ dominance of network research since
the 1970s.

Integration of network theory with other prom-
inent perspectives in management research,
such as institutional theory, organizational ecol-
ogy, resource dependence, and transaction cost
economics, may be fruitful. (Dovev Lavie’s paper
in this issue represents an excellent start in this
direction.) More expansively, emerging work in
virtual communities (Castells, 2001), technology
convergence (Baker & Green, 2004), and military
science (Arquilla & Ronfeldt, 2001) holds signif-
icant promise to enrich and energize theory de-
velopment in network analysis in the coming
years.

Greater Focus on Process Issues

Many social science studies are alleged, often
correctly, to represent cross-sectional snapshots
rather than to capture processes that deal with
important changes over time. Network studies
are not an exception to this general rule. A focus
on processes injects time as a variable and al-
lows for the study of dynamic changes of the
phenomena in question. Different conceptual-
izations of processes include life cycle, teleolog-
ical, and evolutionary (de Rond & Bouchikhi,
2004). “Life-cycle” conceptualizations seek to
find and assess linear, irreversible, and predict-
able progressions of events or states over time.
“Teleological” conceptualizations emphasize
purposeful cooperation by entities toward de-
sired end states. “Evolutionary” conceptualiza-
tions study change and development in terms of
recurrent, cumulative, and problematic se-
quences of variation, selection, and retention.

For example, Burt (1992) recognizes the impor-
tance of the time variable, but he is unable to
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address issues of causality. After gathering em-
pirical evidence of the association between the
holes in a manager’s network and the timing of
his or her promotions relative to similar manag-
ers, Burt concludes that managers rich in struc-
tural holes get promoted faster and at a younger
age. However, he concedes that “early, fast pro-
motion might be the cause, not the result, of a
manager’s network” (1992: 173) and suggests
that causal order is a serious question for future
research. To be sure, Burkhardt and Brass (1990)
have conducted longitudinal network research,
Doreian and Stokman (1997) have studied social
network evolution, Burt (2000) has examined how
ties decay over time, Hite and Hesterly (2001)
have studied the evolution of interfirm networks,
and Monge and Contractor (2003) have called for
evolutionary theory to be used to describe the
creation, maintenance, and dissolution of net-
works of actors. However, these are among the
exceptions, and concerted attention to process
issues is needed. (Two papers in this issue—by
Kim, Oh, and Swaminathan on network inertia
and by Koka, Madhavan, and Prescott on envi-
ronmental effects—explicitly consider network
process issues.)

Internationalizing Network Theory

Differences in national cultures, attitude to-
ward cooperation, and willingness to trust “out-
siders” influence the continuation or dissolution
of partnerships (Park & Ungson, 1997). In coun-
tries such as Japan and South Korea, intrafirm
and interfirm networks are an integral part of
the overall structure of the economy (Gerlach,
1992), and the complex interaction of country-
specific legal regulations, economic policies,
and existing interfirm partnerships has different
effects on the formation of interfirm networks
(Sakakibara & Dodgson, 2003). Further, many of
the ideas central to network theory, including
status, prestige, influence, cohesion, hierarchy,
legitimacy, power, trust, and social capital, are
deeply rooted in a country’s host culture.

Surprisingly little attention has been paid,
however, to the crucial cross-national, cross-
cultural aspects of networks. As Boyacigiller
and Adler (1991) conclude, organization science
in the United States is a “parochial dinosaur,”
where empirical research tends to focus on
North American organizations (mostly U.S.
ones), limiting the generalizability of current

theories to firms not in North America and to
firms embedded in cultures not derived from an
Anglo-Saxon heritage. In a world economy
where international networks are thriving, net-
work theory must accept and more fully em-
brace the phenomenon of globalization. (John
Hagedoorn’s paper on cross-level embedded-
ness in this issue is a welcome effort in this
direction.)

PAPERS IN THE SPECIAL TOPIC FORUM

We now briefly discuss the eleven papers con-
tained in this special issue. Each extends cur-
rent thinking on networks in important ways,
and a summary of them is provided in Table 1.
We were delighted that these papers cut across
all professional divisions and interest groups of
the Academy of Management and span multiple
levels of analysis, often within the same article.

Groups (or teams) are increasingly used in the
workplace, and the notion of social capital has
received considerable research attention. Yet,
as Oh, Labianca, and Chung note, the two con-
cepts (groups and social capital) have rarely
been paired together, with the result that a si-
multaneous, multilevel understanding of intra-
group and intergroup relationships, and there-
fore of group effectiveness, has remained
beyond reach. A group comprises individuals
and subgroups, and, in turn, is itself embedded
within a larger formal and informal organiza-
tional social structure. The concept of group so-
cial capital permits a novel, useful way of ex-
amining group effectiveness as shaped by
social relationships within and outside groups.

Continuing the theme that teams are increas-
ingly used in the workplace, concomitantly with
growing diversity of the workforce, Joshi extends
past research on personal networks to the team
level. Diversity in a team represents access to a
diverse array of external networks, which are
sources of diverse perspectives, knowledge, and
information that can enhance a team’s social
and knowledge-based capital and improve
team performance. The interplay among exter-
nal networking, team diversity, and team func-
tioning is highlighted in this insightful paper,
where Joshi employs the theoretical perspec-
tives of social identity theory and embedded
intergroup relations theory.

In social and psychological situations, asym-
metries abound. A common example is that trust
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TABLE 1
Summary of Articles in the Special Topic Forum on Building Effective Networks

Authors Paper Level of Analysis
Core Research
Questions Purpose of Paper

Oh, Labianca, &
Chung

A multilevel model of
group social capital

Intragroup, intergroup How can the concept of
social capital be
fruitfully extended to
groups, and how
does group social
capital help
determine a group’s
effectiveness?

To introduce the concept
of group social capital
and to propose a
model that links a
group’s social capital
resources, the group’s
social capital
conduits, and the
group’s effectiveness

Joshi The influence of orga-
nizational demo-
graphy on the
external networking
behavior of teams

Workgroups (teams),
organizations

How do team
demography and the
demography of the
larger organization
of which the team is
a part shape the
nature and extent of
external team
networks?

To study the external
networking behavior
of teams in relation to
team diversity—i.e., to
understand the
processes by which
team diversity can
influence team
functioning

Labianca & Brass Exploring the social
ledger: negative
relationships and
negative
asymmetry in social
networks in
organizations

Social networks in
organizations

What factors lead to
negative
relationships in
social networks, and
what social
liabilities result from
negative
relationships?

To understand the
underexplored and
important, perhaps
even dominant, role
that negative
relationships play in
social networks of
work organizations

Nebus Building collegial
information
networks: a theory
of advice network
generation

Ego-centered network
comprising the ego,
social alters, and
expert alters

When needing
knowledge, whom do
people contact in
forming their advice
network?

To develop a theory of
network generation for
a class of networks in
which an actor selects
alters who are
instrumental in
achieving a desired
outcome

Lavie The competitive
advantage of
interconnected
firms: an extension
of the RBV

Dyads, triads, ego
networks

Why doesn’t the RBV,
an influential
perspective in the
strategic
management
literature, consider
multiparty resource
contributions and
rent distribution?

To extend the RBV from
the single firm to
networks

Dhanaraj & Parkhe Orchestrating
innovation
networks

Firms, network How do innovation
networks work, given
that they often
consist of
autonomous firms,
joined together as
loosely coupled
systems, and there
are no hierarchical
controls?

To introduce the concept
of orchestration in
certain types of
networks, and to
develop a framework
for network
orchestration by hub
firms

Hagedoorn Understanding the
cross-level
embeddedness of
interfirm
partnership
formation

International, industry,
network, dyadic

What are the multiple
levels of analysis at
which structural and
relational
embeddedness of
interfirm
collaboration should
be studied, and what
interactions occur
among these levels?

To recognize that a focal
firm’s future interfirm
collaboration
decisions are
impacted by its
embeddedness within
a nest of dyadic
alliances, within inter-
organizational
networks, and within
broader meso
(industry or sector)
and macro
(international)
environments; further,
to highlight the
complex interaction
effects among these
multiple levels

(Continued)
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is difficult and slow to build yet easy to destroy.
The concept of negative asymmetry, highlighted
in Labianca and Brass’s paper, posits that, in
certain circumstances, negative relationships
may have greater explanatory power than pos-
itive relationships. The positive aspects of net-
work relationships (e.g., social capital, job sat-
isfaction, promotion) have properly received
significant research attention, yet the negative
aspects, which arguably have an even larger
impact on socioemotional and task outcomes in
organizations, remain relatively neglected, and
the authors take a major stride in addressing
this gap.

The encyclopedias of yore may largely be re-
placed by web surfing on the internet today, yet
the modern workplace retains its social proper-
ties. For a variety of reasons, people still seek to
supplement knowledge obtained through other

means with advice from a network of individu-
als. How does an ego proceed to construct a
useful network of advice givers? Integrating a
variety of human choice and decision-making
perspectives, Nebus creatively develops a theo-
retical model that addresses this question.

Lavie’s paper notes that the resource-based
view (RBV) has tended to assume that resources
exclusively belong to and are proprietarily con-
trolled by the (focal) firm. In an increasingly
networked business world, featuring significant
sharing and/or exchange of resources, such an
assumption is tenuous. The inputs into such al-
liances comprise shared and nonshared re-
sources, which together generate four types of
rents: internal, appropriated relational, inbound
spillover, and outbound spillover. The paper
demonstrates how firm-specific, relation-spe-
cific, and partner-specific factors determine the

TABLE 1
(Continued)

Authors Paper Level of Analysis
Core Research
Questions Purpose of Paper

Contractor,
Wasserman, &
Faust

Testing
multitheoretical,
multilevel
hypotheses about
organizational
networks: an
analytic framework
and empirical
example

Actor, dyadic, triadic,
global

How do we
comprehensively
frame the study of
“organizing as
networks,” using
diverse theoretical
approaches at
multiple levels of
analysis?

To propose an analytic
framework that can be
used to specify and
statistically test
multilevel,
multitheoretical
hypotheses about the
structural tendencies
of organizational
networks

Kim, Oh, &
Swaminathan

Framing interorganiza-
tional network
change: a network
inertia perspective

Intraorganizational
networks, interorga-
nizational dyadic
ties, interorganization-
al network position,
and interorganization-
al field

What are the
constraints on
network change,
what are the sources
of such constraints,
and what
implications do the
constraints have for
network evolution?

To deepen appreciation
of the processes of
network change; more
specifically, to add to
our understanding of
the forces of
resistance to
dissolving old network
ties and forming new
ones

Koka, Madhavan, &
Prescott

The evolution of
interfirm networks:
environmental
effects on patterns
of network change

Firm, network, external
environment

How do changes in the
external environment
help bring about
changes in interfirm
networks?

To link changes in the
attributes of external
environments
(uncertainty,
munificence) to
patterns of changes in
networks (expansion,
churning,
strengthening,
shrinking)

Rangan, Samii, Van
Wassenhove

Constructive
partnerships: when
alliances between
private firms and
public actors can
enable creative
strategies

Firms, alliances,
networks,
governments,
multilateral
organizations

Under what
circumstances and in
which economic
spheres are
partnerships
necessary between
private firms and
public actors (such
as governments or
multilateral
organizations)? Why?

To reach beyond
networks of private
actors (for-profit firms)
to consider situations
where partnerships
among private and
public actors offer the
only viable solutions
in certain pockets of
economic activity
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contribution of partner resources to the rent
streams that firms extract from their alliance
networks. This meshing of network theory with
the RBV deepens and enriches both perspec-
tives.

Once the picture is defined, everything else
becomes the background. With its focus mainly
on structures, relations, and outcomes, network
theory has tended to overlook crucial process
issues. One of these issues deals with the in-
creasingly important phenomenon of innovation
conducted by autonomous members of loosely
coupled networks in which hierarchical author-
ity is absent. Dhanaraj and Parkhe’s paper pro-
poses that, in such situations, “hub firms” arise
in order to “orchestrate” the processes of man-
aging knowledge mobility, innovation appropri-
ability, and network stability. This framework
for network orchestration sheds light on how
value is created and extracted in innovation net-
works.

Hagedoorn develops a useful aggregation of
multiple, fragmented bodies of literature on em-
beddedness, which together generate a whole
that is greater than the sum of its component
parts in terms of appreciating propensity for in-
terfirm partnership formation. Put another way,
country characteristics, patterns of alliances
within an industry, and a particular company’s
history of alliances jointly affect the company’s
future partnership formation.

Arguing that the evolving, emerging network
form is the organization, Contractor, Wasser-
man, and Faust take an unusually broad sweep
of the literature surrounding social networks to
show how diverse theoretical perspectives may
be applied in a framework that helps us under-
stand the emergence of networks. What is in-
triguing about this paper is not only its encom-
passing treatment and its potential to explicate
apparently disconnected ideas, but also its rig-
orous illustration of the framework, using p*
techniques, in the context of an important net-
work organization, a Cooperative Research and
Development Agreement (CRADA).

Economists can perhaps be forgiven for as-
suming that network members costlessly dis-
solve old, unproductive relationships and form
new, potentially more lucrative ties. But man-
agement, network, strategy, and organizational
scholars cannot make such assumptions. The
embeddedness of interorganizational relation-
ships (Granovetter, 1985; Uzzi, 1996) strongly im-

pacts network membership dynamics (entry into
or exit from a network), yet such process-based
considerations have received scant attention in
the literature. Kim, Oh, and Swaminathan,
drawing on the structural inertia theory of or-
ganizational ecology, propose an integrated the-
oretical framework for network inertia. This
framework probes the causal mechanisms of re-
sistance to change, including internal factors
(organizational characteristics), external factors
(interorganizational dyadic ties, interorganiza-
tional network positions, and the external envi-
ronment), and interaction effects between inter-
nal and external factors.

Network change is also the theme of Koka,
Madhavan, and Prescott’s paper. Firms are em-
bedded in networks, which, in turn, are embed-
ded in external environments. Dynamic changes
in environments can be expected to have a
strong influence on network evolution, yet such
linkages scarcely have been studied in the lit-
erature. This paper provides a useful framework
for understanding the environmental change/
network evolution relationship. The authors are
careful to avoid environmental determinism by
including strategic orientation as a moderator.
The result is an incisive blend of theoretical
analysis at the firm, network, and environmen-
tal levels.

Finally, Rangan, Samii, and Van Wassenhove
cast an even wider net, beyond the important
role of governments in directing business activ-
ity to partnerships among private and public
players. Although such partnerships have not
been studied extensively, there are classes of
situations where conventional arrangements
are not viable, and nontraditional partnerships
pairing sets of private actors and public actors
become necessary. Based on transaction cost
economics and the theory of externalities, this
paper provides a framework for understanding
such situations and, in the process, illuminates
the potential role of public actors in building
effective private networks.

CONCLUSION

The papers that follow provide theoretical in-
sight and build a more complex and yet more
refined understanding of networks. The implica-
tions extend far beyond networks—to students
of management, strategy, organizational behav-
ior, human resources management, entrepre-
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neurship, alliances, knowledge and learning,
and international business. Indeed, network
theory has the potential to inform several con-
temporary issues, including the internet (Cas-
tells, 2001), “sleeper cells” in terrorist groups,
epidemeologic studies of the spread of AIDS,
and technology’s impact on organizational
structure and performance (Brews & Tucci, 2004;
Rodan & Galunic, 2004).

Much remains to be learned, however. The
“emerging critiques,” discussed above, may pro-
vide several trigger points for future research.
More generally, we stress the need to place net-
work research in its broader context, temporally
and topically, as shown in Figure 1. Temporal
contextualization uses the time dimension as an
organizing principle, from birth to growth to ma-
turity to death. In a parallel track, topical con-
textualization focuses on central topics of inter-
est to managers and researchers along various
phases of a network’s life cycle.

Finally, a word of thanks. We appreciate the
work of Rosalie Tung and Ed Conlon, Academy
of Management president and former AMR edi-
tor, respectively, in organizing this special issue
on networks. Art Brief, former AMR editor, and
Susan Pauli, former managing editor, provided
valuable support and guidance throughout the
process. We are grateful to the reviewers for
their tireless efforts and their talent and exper-
tise. Most important, we applaud the research
achievements of the authors who submitted
manuscripts to this special issue. Although not
all papers with merit could be accepted for pub-
lication, the impressive quality and quantity of
ongoing work lead us to conclude that the study
of networks will remain vibrant far into the fu-
ture.
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