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Abstract: The aim of the article is to present the author’s proposition of ty-
pology of organizational network models. The considerations were based on
the analysis of the literature on the subject of the described organizational net-
work models and their typology, and the main part of the article is a proposal
of the typology of organizational network models. The starting point was
the assumption that typologies play an important role in building theory, and the
concept of network is ambiguously defined and described in network theory.
The multitude of features and parameters describing organizational networks
indicates a large diversity of their models. The article reviews the criteria for
the division and types of organizational networks in light of the literature on the
subject, and presents the characteristics of organizational network models by
their origin, the main mechanism explaining the functioning of the network, the
method of network coordination, and the author’s typology of organizational
network models due to the criterion of nature and complexity of relationships

appearing in them.
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1. Introduction

Organizational networks have become a way of describing
a new reality resulting from comprehensive social, economic
and technological changes. The main premise for creating in-
ter-organizational networks is the development of the global
economy, affecting changes in communication, competition
and cooperation between various types of institutions, market
entities or individuals. The web-based economy is one of the
important distinguishing features of today’s entities. As a re-
sult of networking, enterprises achieve their goals more ef-
fectively. Diversified entities in the conditions of network so-
ciety create networks of connections that affect the efficiency

! The publication was financed from the funds allocated to the Faculty of Management at the University
of Economics in Cracow as part of a subsidy for maintaining research potential.

©2019 MWSE
DOI: 10.25944/znmwse.2019.04.8194

Zeszyty Naukowe Matopolskiej Wyzszej Szkoty Ekonomicznej w Tarnowie, t. 44, nr 4, grudzieri 2019
The Matopolska School of Economics in Tarndw Research Papers Collection, vol. 44, iss. 4, December 2019



82 Beata Barczak

of their operation. Therefore, one can be tempted to say that nowadays network organization
is a key concept, which is associated with forms of cooperation of various entities (Barczak,
2016).

The specificity of the network approach in management is the diversity of research and
the network models used in it. In the ongoing discussion in literature on network theory, it
strongly refers to the use of various network models in management sciences (Borgatti, 2011;
Krzakiewicz and Cyfert, 2013). In most cases, the authors take the position that there is no
universal network theory in management, and which theory is the basis for the research of
networks defined by researchers as determined by the purpose and selected network model
(Swiatowiec-Szczepanska and Kawa, 2018). The diversity of organizational network models
is determined by their interdisciplinary character and the multitude of approaches to organi-
zational networks and their features existing in the literature. Despite the fact that there are
many typologies of types of networks in the literature, a research gap can be seen related to
the ordering and systematization of organizational network models. The research problem
raised in the article is related to the lack of comprehensive approach to organizational net-
work models and their ordering. The research problem is therefore implied by the existing
cognitive gap. It is related to the issue of distinguishing the basic categories of organizational
network models, and, as a consequence, a comprehensive approach to the organizational net-
work models described in the literature and functioning in economic practice in the form of
a developed typology of these models.

Given the existing cognitive gap, the purpose of this article is to develop an original propo-
sition of typology of organizational network models. The considerations were based on the
analysis of the literature on the subject, and the main part of the article is a typology proposal?
of organizational network models. The starting point was the assumption that typologies play
an important role in building theory, and the concept of network is ambiguously defined and
described in network theory. The multitude of features and parameters describing organiza-
tional networks indicates a large diversity of their models.

2.The concept of organizational network and network approach

The concept of “networks” has become more common in social sciences, colloquial lan-
guage, the world of economy or technology (Czakon, 2012). These issues are constantly
evolving in both the Polish and international scientific community, and the networks have
been and are heterogeneously captured by various groups of researchers.

According to the most general definition, a network consists of a set of nodes and set of ties
representing some relationship (Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve and Tsai, 2004). It is a system
of connections between people or organizational units, created to exchange information, no-
tions (ideas) and resources. Nowadays, the concept of network has penetrated and effectively

? Typology is the division of certain types into groups, characterized by a common feature or group of
features constituting a certain type. The typological division does not have to be exhaustive and disjoint. The
division of objects into certain types is usually applied in a situation where the use of classification would
be difficult to read in the analysis due to too extensive class structure and a small number of observations
assigned to individual classes. It is nothing more than systematization, which mainly focuses on grouping,
ordering and dividing specific categories (Kisielnicki, 2009).
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rooted itself in Polish and foreign literature. The issues of network are covered in relatively
many publications, and in the work devoted to the research of the network one can find vari-
ous definitions of this concept. The magnitude of the problem of the network in the modern
world may be evidenced by the fact that in the first decade of the twenty-first century almost
1 million papers have been published on the subject of the network (Czakon, 2012).

In the literature in the field of management sciences, one can notice huge terminologi-
cal diversity related to networks, probably resulting from the interdisciplinary nature men-
tioned above. According to many authors (Niemczyk, Stanczyk-Hugiet and Jasinski, 2012;
Swiatowiec-Szczepanska and Kawa, 2018), the heterogeneity in perception and explana-
tion of this issue is due to the fact that network ontology, not to mention epistemology and
methodology, is only at the stage of incubation and development. One may be tempted to
say that the concept of network is still an amorphous concept, not fully explored and poorly
structured. This heterogeneity in the perception of networks is reflected in the multitude of
definitions of organizational networks. A review of the literature in this area indicates great
cognitive value, while confirming the multiplicity of views on organizational networks. Most
authors (Delporte-Vermeiren, 2004; Dworzecki and Ztobinska, 2002; Lobos, 2005) definitely
perceive networks from the perspective of external relations, i.e. as inter-organizational net-
works. An example would be the approach of Peter F. Ducker (1998), who understands the
organizational network as both network of institutions (or parts thereof), companies, teams
and people located in different places, organized in loosely connected opaque structures that
share a common goal—work (providing services or selling products) for the same client. Nu-
merous authors point to the features of organizational networks, such as: cooperation of en-
tities, a common goal, full or high autonomy of individuals (Nogalski and Dwojacki, 1998;
Miles and Snow, 1992) and market mechanisms of network operation (Lobos 2005). When
defining networks it is quite common to emphasize the fact that networking is based on
a shared value system (Dworzecki and Ztobinska, 2002; Hatch, 2002; Sydow, 1999). It is
pointed out that networks are a characteristic, polycentric organizational form of activity,
which is based on cooperation and division of labour between enterprises (Dworzecki and
Ztobinska, 2002). In some definitions (Drucker, 1998; Brilman, 2002), the authors also point
to intra-organizational relationships, defining as networks practically all the systems of rela-
tions, both with the internal units of the organization and its environment (Witkowski, 2004).
Some approaches (Witkowski, 2004) emphasize the evolutionary nature of the network.
While defining a network organization, some authors emphasize the importance of informa-
tion technology and information flow and communication processes (Castells, 2008). The
presented review confirms that it is impossible to clearly define the organizational network.
A certain attempt to put into order various views and definitions of the network is the one pro-
posed by Justyna Swiatowiec-Szczepanska and Arkadiusz Kawa (2018), who point out that
three main approaches can be observed in the understanding of the network by researchers:

— metaphorical—the term network is used as a metaphor for new organizational phenom-

ena, associated primarily with the change in the orientation of theorists from dyadic rela-
tions to a constellation, portfolio or system of relationships maintained by an organiza-
tion (including an enterprise);
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— graphic—refers to an attempt to faithfully reflect the structure of relationships within
the enterprise or enterprises with other external entities. The aim here is a kind of “map-
ping” or “imaging” of the network® (Abrahamsen, Henneberg and Huemer, 2017; Cza-
kon, 2017);

— mathematical—refers to treating networks in mathematical categories, which focuses on
the use of graph theory and mathematical tools for analyzing network structures, often
considered more important than the network context itself. An example is research in the
field of complex networks, including small world models or scale-free networks.

Along with the development of the network concept, the so-called network approach, in
which the importance of the company’s overall contacts with the environment, which form an
extensive network of connections, is emphasized. Network approach is characterized by the
adoption of a network metaphor that is suitable for analyzing any organization, because orga-
nizations have multiple interactions with the environment. Therefore, the network approach
defines the way of describing and analyzing reality (organizations, institutions, phenomena).

Modern research indicates a wide field of possibilities for exploring the network approach
in the field of management. The change towards ever more networked business environ-
ments, in which organizations simultaneously compete and cooperate, are forced to con-
stantly reorganize their resources, their boundaries are blurred, is reflected in the increasingly
strongly accepted in economic practice paradigm of the network economy or the economy
of sharing. Today we are in fact talking about a network society (Castells, 2008; Kadushin,
2012; Arsenault, 2011). The development of the global economy, affecting changes in com-
munication, competition and cooperation between various types of institutions, market en-
tities or individuals is undoubtedly one of the main reasons for creating organizational net-
works. The accelerator in this process are technological factors taking the form of the fourth
industrial revolution (German Industry 4.0).

The network approach is used inter alia in fields of research and practice such as: strate-
gic management (competition, cooperation and coopetition relations), project management,
logistics management (supply and distribution chains), entrepreneurship, knowledge and in-
novation management, and relationship marketing.

The above considerations show that the possibilities of exploring network theory are very
large. This applies to many disciplines, including management sciences. The research areas
presented are interdisciplinary and amorphous. Many concepts are emerging, which proves
that the coming years will be associated with the further development of the network ap-
proach.

3 A pioneer of this approach in the management science was the Swedish school of industrial marketing
centred around the scientific association IMP (Industrial Marketing and Purchasing Group). At the same time,
the network’s research trend was developing, using IT support over time, enabling graphical presentation of the
examined networks.



85

Organizational network models — proposal for typology

3. Review of research in the field of typology of organizational network
models

The presented approach to definitions and features of organizational networks influence the wide
variety of forms of such organizations. The diversity associated with the definition of the concept of
the network itself, the characteristic features and parameters of the description and forms of organi-
zational networks means that there are many typologies of organizational networks, considered from
the point of view of various criteria. In practice, attempts to develop typologies in this area face many
difficulties. In the case of many classifications, a vague division can be seen, some classifications
are not separable, others take into account only the selected aspects determining the type of network.

Analysis of the literature on the subject allows to state that there are numerous achieve-
ments in the field of different typologies of organizational networks. The studies present vari-
ous criteria on the basis of which types of networks are distinguished. A synthetic review of
the literature in this area is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Review of criteria for the division and types of organizational networks
in light of the literature on the subject

Criterion

Network type

Level of dependence and formalization of relation-
ships (Brilman, 2002)

integrated networks, contractual networks, feder-
ated networks, direct relations networks

Relations between participants of cooperation (Cy-
gler, 2002)

dominated networks, peer-to-peer networks, social
networks, bureaucratic networks, property rights-
-based networks

Network structure (Doliniska, 2002)

ring network, ring network with coordinating organ-
ization, ring network with conductive organization

Management structures and sustainability of rela-
tionships (Domanski and Marciniak, 2003)

ring network, ring network with coordinating organ-
ization, ring network with conductive organization

The nature of relationships between partners (Cas-
tells, 2008)

supplier networks, client networks, standard coali-
tions, technology cooperation networks

Features of the network structure (Korenik, 2003)

star networks with a leading company, temporary
networks, regional networks

Nature of the network system (Kozminski, 2004)

alliances and joint ventures, supplier-recipient sys-
tems, branches of enterprises, strategic business units

Type of links between network participants and the
frequency of occurrence of a given type of coopera-
tion (Niemczyk, Stanczyk-Hugiet and Jasinski, 2012)

cooperative networks, outsourcing networks, fran-
chise and agency networks, clusters, strategic alli-
ances, holding networks, public-legal partnerships

Form of cooperation (Camarinha-Matos and Adu-
-Kankam, 2018; Graga and Camarinha-Matos, 2017)

ad hoc cooperation, organization network cooper-
ation, long-term strategic network, goal-oriented
network, virtual enterprises, virtual teams, virtual
organization (VO)

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on Brilman, 2002; Cygler, 2002; Dolinska, 2002; Domanski and
Marciniak, 2003; Castells, 2008; Korenik, 2003; Kozminski, 2004; Niemczyk, Stanczyk-Hugiet and Jasinski,
2012; Camarinha-Matos and Adu-Kankam, 2018; Graca and Camarinha-Matos, 2017.
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An interesting typology of organizational network models due to reconfiguration dynamics
is presented by T. Ortega (2010). Depending on the dynamics of the reconfiguration of par-
ticipating partners, the mentioned researcher identified the following three types of networks:

— static network organization. It is a network in which the leader selects the market, sets
strategic goals, selects technologies, organizes a network enterprise and optimizes value
chain creation. Most often it has a relatively long-term network connection between the
creator and other partners;

— dynamic network organization, characterized by unstable relationships between partners
and the lack of a dominant partner. The configuration of participants in this type of net-
work varies depending on market needs;

— temporary network organization focused on the rapid implementation of short-term and
specific market opportunities, followed by the process of network decomposition. In this
type of relationship, we have a large independence of its members, cooperating with each
other on the basis of informal connections.

Currently, the network structure crosses national borders, and their spatial range is very di-
verse. Companies and other entities operate in networks because they find better conditions
for effective operation in them: loss prevention, or increased profitability.

Research from recent years has significantly expanded knowledge towards a network ap-
proach to some phenomena. They allowed researchers to see that despite the growing de-
pendence of human and other organisms’ behaviour as well as technology on the topological
properties of complex networks, we still do not fully understand the principles governing the
evolution and dynamics of these systems. It turned out that in the enormity of network systems
one can distinguish characteristic groups of structures that can constitute separate types of net-
works. These include small world and scale-free networks (Barabasi and Bonabeau, 2003).

The selected typologies of organizational networks show the great wealth and variety of
forms that fall into this category. The variety of approaches to the essence of the network is
the reason for ambiguous conceptualization of the network resulting in various network mod-
els. This is related to the polymorphism and multidimensionality of networks emphasized in
literature (Czakon, 2012), as well as the unclear ontological status of the networks studied.

4. Division of networks by origin—emergent or intentional?

One of the most important criteria for distinguishing network models is the mechanism explain-
ing the functioning of the network and the origin of the network (Swiatowiec-Szczepanska and
Kawa, 2018). Taking into account the source determining its network structure or functioning, one
can basically talk about endogenously or exogenously determined networks. The first type is usu-
ally associated with networks intentionally coordinated by one or more network participants. This
approach is related to the dichotomous perspective of the network, in which emergent and orches-
trated networks are distinguished (Provan and Kenis, 2008). Emergent networks are described in
terms of changes in the environment that lead individuals to perceive interdependence in achieving
similar goals. Despite various sources determining networks, there are attempts, which can be seen
in literature of the subject, to connect intentional and emergent networks based on the evolution of
the network and the related dynamics affecting the transformation of emergent networks into inten-
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tional networks (Dagnino, Levant, Mocciaro and Destri, 2016; Swiatowiec-Szczepanska and Kawa,
2018). An important criterion is also the main network mechanism, which explains the situation of
units participating in the network. Stephen P. Borgatti, Ajay Mehra, Daniel J. Bras and Giuseppe
Labianca (2009) indicate two main network models: network flow models and network architecture
models. The main criterion differentiating these models is the way ties are treated, and especially
their function. The characteristics of these organizational network models are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Characteristics of organizational network models due to selected division criteria

Criterion Organizational network model

A mechanism
explaining

the functioning
of the network
(Borgatti, Mehra,
Bras and La-
bianca, 2009)

Network flow models

Network architecture models

The flow model applies to networks in which
ties are treated like channels through which
various types of resources flow. In networks
considered as flow models, indirect ties and
the length of so-called paths are significant.
This issue is particularly emphasized in the
tradition of social capital research, accord-
ing to which social position in the network
depends on access to resources, including
mainly information.

The model is focused on the structure

of the network or on the configuration of the
ties. This approach (also called topological)
overlooks the aspect of the content of the
ties, while it focuses on the pattern of con-
nections. In this type of network model, the
focus is on relationships that align or co-
ordinate the actions of specific nodes with
those of another single node, most often with
higher capabilities.

heterogeneous homogeneous heterogeneous homogeneous
flow models flow models architecture models | architecture models
— they relate to the
process of diffu- — they explain the
sion or adaptation success of an in- .
— they are based on P .. — they explain the
. and spread of phe- dividual through
the assumption . process of con-
. nomena (opinions, the structure of the .

that actor is suc- . . vergence of units
cultures, practices, network and its .

cessful because . . O in the network

. innovations) position in it .
they can acquire . . . — they pertain to
— contamination — in a topologi-

resources con- . the so-called
(social homoge- cal approach, .

trolled by other . . structural equiva-
neity) treats nodes the actor is often . .

actors . R lence, in which
in the network as seen as a rational

— they use the . the nodes are as-

mutually influ- agent who uses

theory of strength sumed to adapt

encing and adapt-

ing specific fea-

tures from others
— actors influence

of weak ties, the
theory of social
resources and the
theory of struc-

each other and
tural gaps pro- .. .
o participate in the
viding benefits
. . flow process,
and information S
which increases
advantages
the homogene-
ity of the whole

group

network posi-
tions to maxi-
mize benefits

— at the level of
entire networks,

to their surround-
ings, resulting in
nodes showing

similarities in be-

. .. haviour resulting

a relationship is .

from similarities
sought between .

in the structural
the structure of the .

. surroundings

network and its
results
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Source of origin

Network models endogenously determined
(intentional)

Network models exogenously determined
(emergent)

Network models coordinated intention-
ally by one or more network participants,
which means conscious, deliberate and
purposeful action to improve individual
performance as well as the entire network.

Models are described in terms of changes
in the environment that prompt individuals
to perceive interdependence in achieving
similar goals. Such networks, often self-
-organizing, create structures characteristic
of the small world.

Method of net-
work coordina-

Symmetrical network models

Asymmetrical network models

The strategy is jointly formulated and co-
ordination is based on mutual agreements.
A network is then created in the form of

Networks are dominated by a central entity
that formulates a strategy and coordinates

the activities of the entire system. De-
pending on the specific impact factors, the
asymmetrical network takes the form of

a social, bureaucratic or property rights-
-based network.

tion (Grandori
and Soda, 1995)

a specific group or modular organization.
Depending on the specific impact factors,
the asymmetrical network takes the form
of a social, bureaucratic or property rights-
-based network.

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

As mentioned earlier, the diversity of research and the network models used in them be-
come a specificity of the network approach in management. The ongoing literature discussion
on network theory also refers to the use of various network models in management sciences
(Borgatti, 2011; Krzakiewicz and Cyfert, 2013). In most cases, the authors take the position
that there is no universal network theory in management, and which theory is the basis for the
research of networks defined by researchers, determined by the purpose and selected network
model (Swiatowiec-Szczepanska and Kawa, 2018).

5.Typology of organizational network models

When ordering organizational network models, a division based on the criterion of the na-
ture and complexity of relationships occurring in them can be taken as a starting point. From
this point of view, four internally diverse categories of models can be identified: business
networks, franchise and agency networks, public networks and contemporary models of or-
ganizational networks (knowledge networks and complex networks).

Business networks are systems created voluntarily by a group of business actors of en-
terprises dealing in a similar field of activity, institutions of the public and private sphere,
which support their activity—related relationships, interacting with the environment and es-
tablished to achieve common goals. Characteristic for the functioning of business networks
is the combination of competition with cooperation, while maintaining both individual (com-
petitive) and common (convergent) goals of entities.

There is no consensus in the literature on key features of business networks (Jarillo, 1993;
Ratajczak-Mrozek, 2011; Rosinska-Bukowska, 2012). Individual authors present their own con-
cepts (Jarillo, 1993; Ratajczak-Mrozek, 2011; Rosinska-Bukowska, 2012). For example, Milena
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Ratajczak-Mrozek (2011) presents three basic features of network connections (at the same
time they are features of the entire business network):

— continuous interaction;

— interdependence (in terms of resources, entities and activities);

— infinity (lack of clear boundaries and structures).

Continuous interaction is the central idea of the network approach and is at the same time
a general indicator of how companies operate. It is connected with the coexistence of formal
and informal connections and to the long term, which means the expectation of continuation
of relations and determines the many benefits of cooperation. The interdependence in terms of
resources, entities, also called network actors and activities, results from the fact that there
are practically no self-sufficient entities in the economy. The infinity of connections and net-
works means that you cannot unambiguously and clearly define the boundaries or structure
of a business network.

The highest stage in the evolution of network-type solutions, i.e. a form of network think-
ing adapted to the requirements of corporate globalization, is the global business network. It
is definitely a regulatory model, not just a typical organizational structure. It usually has a hy-
brid structure, which means diversifying the internal structures of global business networks
due to the combination of many types of organizations into one regulatory system. Magda-
lena Rosinska-Bukowska (2012) presents features that can be considered as distinguishing
features of global business networks against the background of classic network concepts.
They are a combination of attributes: stratification, cooperation, synergy and innovative at-
titude related to creating added value to globally applicable standards.

The starting point for the characteristic of franchise and agency networks is an indication
of the basic differences between the franchise system, agency system and partner system.
Franchise networks are defined ambiguously and relate to various relationships between the
donor and recipient of the franchise. Franchise means therefore (Podkorska, 2004):

— method of conducting business activities;

— form of distribution of goods and services;

— method supporting starting and conducting business activities;

— an alternative form of financing business ventures;

— the right to set up and run an enterprise in accordance with the idea, knowledge and tech-

nology of the franchise donor, transferred to the franchisee.

The franchise expansion of the company is based on the unique concept of doing business
with elements of innovation or originality (knowhow) as well as the brand and reputation of
the company, distinguishing it from other entities. Agency system means the concept of or-
ganizing trade or service points, run by agents who sell goods owned by the principal or pro-
vide services for and on behalf of the principal. Partnership agreements, on the other hand,
usually constitute commercial cooperation agreements—distribution of products or services
for resale by the partner on their own account. Often, the partnership is a transitional form for
agency or franchise cooperation, because for a longer period of time such a loose agreement
is not enough for either side.
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Public networks are defined as cooperation between government and self-government ad-
ministration units (public administration) and other entities (including private entities). In the
context of network theory, local government as an independent (legally, economically, orga-
nizationally) entity is a participant in various types of inter-organizational networks. In this
case, the network is a conglomerate of relations (exchanges) between local government units
and entrepreneurs, non-governmental organizations, scientific organizations and institutions
of the European Union.

A public network can be defined by distinguishing its characteristic features (Niemczyk,
Stanczyk-Hugiet and Jasinski, 2012):

— it is formed by relations occurring between at least two independent entities, one of

which always remains a public law entity;

— the purpose of the cooperation is to implement the public interest;

— the network is a space for organizational learning;

— the legal autonomy (independence) of the network participants finds expression in the

formalized decision to join the network (contract);

— the existence of a relational rent is a source of efficiency in the implementation of pub-

lic tasks.

Modern models of complex networks are a category of models related to research from re-
cent years, which significantly expanded knowledge towards the network approach to some
phenomena. This research is related to the revolution that took place in the late 1990s, and
was largely caused by the Internet. The analyses carried out at that time allowed to see that
despite the increasing dependence of people and other organisms, as well as technology on
the topological properties of complex networks, we do not yet fully understand the principles
governing the evolution and dynamics of these systems. Until recently, science mainly fo-
cused on research on regular and random networks, pulling many networks of complex struc-
ture into the category of the latter. However, it turned out that in the vastness of network sys-
tems one can distinguish characteristic groups of structures that can constitute separate types
of networks. These include knowledge networks, small world networks and scale-free net-
works.* Figure 1 presents the author’s proposed typology of organizational network models.

4 The concept of scale-free networks has generated considerable interest in recent years, offering a unified
description tool for a wide class of graphs whose organizational mechanisms are associated with a certain
degree of randomness (Barabasi and Bonabeau, 2003). Extensive empirical results seem to indicate that scale-
free may be a desirable feature for information processing networks. Currently, there are many models of
network construction that produce scale-free networks as random results. A large part of these constructions
is derived from the Albert-Laszl6 Barabasi model based on growth and preferential attachment. The scale-
free nature of the network results, among others, from the need to protect the centres (a prerequisite for the
existence of the entire network and its proper functioning), and the preference for connections for nodes
located in the zone of influence of several main centres.
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| Organizational network model |

I

| Public networks |
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and agency networks

Contemporary
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Business networks |
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networks teams Virtual
laboratories|
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and cooperation Alliance -
networks networks Business
ecosystems

networks
Figure 1. Typology of organizational network models

S ource: Author’s own elaboration.

The typology presented mainly refers to inter-organizational networks, but in certain cate-
gories of network models one can also speak of intra-organizational networks, assuming that
the interior of the organization creates a network structure of connections between elements
of the organization. An example of this type of network may be based on teams of employee
knowledge networks, Collaborative Innovation Networks—COINs Network of Practice—
NoPs or virtual task teams.

It should also be noted that the spatial range of the identified network models is very
diverse. In addition to local, regional and national networks, dispersed networks in larger
spaces, i.e. those with supranational and global coverage, play an important role.

In the proposed typology, the adopted division into four categories of network models is
not disjoint, which especially applies to intra-organizational and inter-organizational net-
works. Knowledge networks, networks of practice, collaborative innovation networks, and
virtual teams can be talked about both in the context of intra-organizational and inter-orga-
nizational networks.
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6. Conclusion

The article presents considerations on organizational network models, reviewing the re-
search described in the literature in this area, as well as proposes a typology of organizational
network models, divided into four main, internally diverse categories of organizational net-
work models: business networks, franchise and agency networks, public networks and con-
temporary models of complex networks. Within each category, different types of networks
were presented. The presented typology of organizational network models was developed
taking as a starting point the division due to the criterion of nature and complexity of rela-
tions occurring in them. It indicates a large variety of studies and the network models used
in them.

Analysis of the literature on the subject showed that many authors strongly refer to the use
of various network models in management sciences. Most of them take the position that there
is no universal network theory in management, and the purpose and selected model of the
network determine the theory of the network research defined by researchers. In this context,
the ordering of the various types of networks described in the literature seems to be the most
reasonable. The developed typology is only a proposal to order the organizational network
models described in the literature, it is also an attempt to present their diversity in a compre-
hensive perspective.
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Modele sieci organizacyjnych — propozycja typologii

Abstrakt: Celem artykulu jest przedstawienie au-
torskiej propozycji typologii modeli sieci organiza-
cyjnych. Rozwazania oparto na analizie literatury
przedmiotu w zakresie opisywanych modeli sieci orga-
nizacyjnych i ich typologii, a zasadnicza czg$¢ artykutu
to propozycja typologii modeli sieci organizacyjnych.
Punktem wyjscia bylo przyjecie zatozenia, iz typolo-
gie odgrywaja wazng rol¢ w budowaniu teorii, a w teo-
rii sieci niejednoznacznie definiuje si¢ i opisuje samo
pojecie sieci. Wielos¢ cech i parametréw opisujacych
sieci organizacyjne wskazuje na duze zrdznicowanie

ich modeli. W artykule dokonano przegladu kryteriow

Stowa kluczowe: sie¢ organizacyjna, typologia, model

podziatu i rodzajow sieci organizacyjnych w $wietle
literatury przedmiotu, a takze przedstawiono charak-
terystyke modeli sieci organizacyjnych ze wzgledu na
pochodzenie, glowny mechanizm wyjasniajacy funk-
cjonowanie sieci, sposob koordynacji sieci oraz autor-
ska typologie¢ modeli sieci organizacyjnych ze wzgledu
na kryterium charakter i ztozono$¢ relacji w nich wy-
stepujacych. Opracowana typologia wskazuje na cztery
glowne kategorie modeli sieci organizacyjnych: sieci
biznesowe, sieci franczyzowe i agencyjne, sieci pu-

bliczne i wspotczesne modele sieci ztozonych.




