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Overview

Inter-firm collaboration (IFC) has been
explored by organizations seeking a vehicle
for the industrial modernization of small and
medium-sized manufacturers. This paper
offers five models of the impacts of IFC
networks based on a survey of 123 case
studies. The models examine the
association between impacts of IFC with
variables describing the origins, activities,
and structures of networks. Impacts are
measured through aggregate assessments of
business expansion, bottom line savings,
increases in  projects, increases in
membership, and increases in other benefits.
We find that business expansion is
associated most strongly with factors related
to the origins of projects. Increases in
membership and other benefits are most
strongly associated with structural factors.
Finally, bottom line savings and increases in
projects are most closely associated with
both origin and structural factors.

Introduction

Networks of inter-firm collabora-tion (IFC)
have grown in number and economic
importance in recent decades. Following
studies of their contribution to economic
growth in Italy and other regional economies
in the 1980s, public policies stimulating IFC
networks became an accepted strategy for
industrial  modernization throughout the
industrialized countries (Lichtenstein, 1992,
O’ Doherty, 1990; Pyke, 1994). By the mid-
1990s hundreds of new networks had been
launched around the world and their
experiences documented in a growing body
of case literature.

Much of the research to date has
attempted to identify factors associated with
the successful creation of IFC networks.
This paper offers five models of the impacts
of IFC networks based on data from over
one hundred case studies. The models relate
a variety of causal variables to an array of



impacts. In so doing, we explore the
different kinds of impacts that networks can
have on business activity and the factors that
shape these impacts.

Inter-firm Collaboration and
Modernization

Inter-firm collaboration has been explored
by organizations seeking a vehicle for the
industrial  modernization of small and
medium-sized manufacturers.  Interest in
IFC has come from both public and private
sector organizations who share an
underlying impetus — enhancing the
competitiveness of the manufacturing
enterprise through networking. The variety
of IFC networks that have emerged over the
past decade is impressive, covering all
phases of business operations. Small
manufacturers have used |FC networks to 1)
acquire equipment, training, and consulting
services, 2) gain access to new markets
through the creation of new products or
product lines; 3) improve business practices
by sharing lessons learned among
participating firms; and, 4) improve
awareness of both market opportunities and
business assistance resources within aregion
or industry. It is difficult to assess the
number of IFC networks that have been
created. However, a cursory review of the
literature hints that there may be hundreds, if
not thousands, of these networks worldwide.
It is known that interest in IFC networks has
not been limited to any one country, sector,
industry. Furthermore, IFC networks have
become a mgjor tool used by business and
technology assistance providers in both the
public and private sectors.

A variety of approaches to IFC
networks are being implemented today.
Indergaard (1996) suggests that networks
are being established following either a
resource mobilization strategy or socid
mobilization  strategy. The  resource
mobilization model brings together small
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grants, small firms and professionals trained
at facilitating networks (usually drawn from
the private sector). The god is to create a
collaborative business opportunity. The
social mobilization model uses grants to
trade associations and regiona service
organizations targeted at specific industries
to stimulate collaborative activity.

Both models share the fundamental
assumption that co-operation among small
manufacturers needs to be stimulated in
some fashion. They argue that in most
instances small firms do not have the capital
(human or otherwise) to be able to forge an
IFC network without assistance. Both
models aso agree on the cataysts for
change: small incentive grants, expert advice
on modernization, expert assistance on the
social  and business dimensions of
networking, and trust among firms. Recent
evaluations tend to indicate that both
approaches to networking have produced
successes (Indergaard, 1996; Rosenfeld,
1996; Shapira, et a., 1996; Sommers and
Heg, 1995)

Case Studies of Inter-firm

Collaboration

Not only is IFC unfamiliar to businesses and
service providers, it is a relatively new field
of study. As a conseguence, our
understanding of the factors that cause IFC’'s
to be born, thrive or fal is nascent
(Indergaard, 1996; Rosenfeld, 1996;
Sommers and Heg, 1995). The development
of indicators that measure events and
outcomes is an emergent art. Under such
circumstances, case studies offer the type of
rich qualitative information so important to
the development of theory and effective
program evaluation.

Over time, agencies and not-for-
profit organizations that use |FC networks to
promote economic development have
sponsored large numbers of case studies.
They have been an important tool for the



promotion, education and evaluation of IFC
networks (Kingsey, 1996). Most small
firms have little or no experience conducting
business through networks and are wary of
committing precious resources to an
endeavor so fraught with uncertainty.
Similarly, most service providers, whether
from the public, private or not-for-profit
sectors, have little experience in either
working with or forming networks of small
firms. Case studies are proving to be the
best, and sometimes only, means of
demonstrating  the  mechanics  and
advantages of IFC.

Typically these studies have a very
short life as a management tool, after which
they receive little further attention.
However, in large numbers they can become
the data for another research methodology,
the case survey method (described below).
This study is based on 123 such case studies.

We analyze case studies written by
authors with four types of institutional
affiliations: universities, consulting
organizations, state  agencies, and
USNet/Regiona Technology Strategies, Inc.
(USNet/RTS). Case studies were evenly
distributed across the different types of
authors. USNet/RTS is separated from
other types of consulting organizations
because they account for alarge block of the
cases that typically provide the richest
details about networks.

There are distinct differences among
the authors. State agencies were by far the
quickest to begin writing about networks.
The typical state case was written less than
two years after the network was created. It

! USNet is a consortium of several state economic
development organizations, co-sponsored with the
National Institute on Standards and Technology,
designed to promote inter-firm collaboration.
Regional Technology Strategiesis the primary
contractor responsible for the administration of
USNet. Over the past several years many case
studies have been developed as a part of this
initiative.
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also tends to be very short (one or two pages
in length) and designed for promoting
networks to small manufacturers. The other
types of authors (academics, consultants and
USNet/RTS) were more likely to begin
writing after a longer interval. However,
each had a distinctive approach.
USNet/RTS was the most likely to write
longer, detailed cases. Only 19 of the cases
in the survey are over five pages in length.
However, USNet/RTS accounted for 63% of
these. Academic authors were likely to
highlight several short cases in a single
research article. While consultants have the
longest time interval between initiation and
case write-up, this reflects a bi-modal
distribution. The median difference is three
years. Consultants, like state agencies, are
more likely to produce very short case
studies (one to three pages in length).

The data suggests that there have
been three significant periods in the recent
history of IFC's and case writing. First, few
case studies have been written about
networks initiated before 1989. Then from
1989 through 1991 the pace of case writing
and, perhaps, IFC network creation
increased significantly. These years each
saw ten documented network initiations, on
average. Finaly, 1992 experienced a sharp
peak at thirty-one documented initiations,
and subsequent years remained at about
eight per year before tapering back down
again in 1995.

To some degree the dates of case
initiation reflect trends in public policy and
the economy. In the 1970s, and into the
1980s, the US economy faced increasing
economic competitiveness pressures. AsS
awareness rose of the potential that IFC held
for competitiveness, network initiation
began. This growing awareness is
manifested in the data up to 1989 which
shows a small number of networks being
created. Then in 1989 federal and state
programs to support inter-firm networks



began to have an affect. This marks the
beginning of a period when government
policy joined with on-going economic trends
to yield the sharp increase in network
initiations  that lasts through  1992.
However, the distribution of initiation dates
also reflects when different case authors are
writing. For example, the mgjority of cases
from state agencies were written in 1993.
The mgority of academic cases are written
in 1991 and again in 1996. Consultants and
USNet/RTS authors  are  steadier,
consistently producing case studies over the
1992 to 1997 time period.

There are limitations to this
collection of cases. Almost uniformly the
studies we examine employ a process
model, charting a flow of activities from the
initiation of the network to an impact.
However, with a few notable exceptions, the
cases are quite narrow and rely upon asingle
voice in providing evidence concerning the
network. The focus is amost exclusively
upon the attributes of network.  Despite
these limitations the case studies are
nonetheless sufficiently rich in detail to
allow for extraction of data for the case
survey method.

Surveying Case Studies of IFC

Networks

The case survey method mixes two methods,
survey and case study. Instead of
conducting a survey directly in the field,
investigators apply their survey
guestionnaire to a collection of case studies.
The method has proven particularly useful
under conditions where (Larsson, 1993; Yin
& Heald 1975): (a) case studies are a major
method of research and evaluation; (b) the
unit of analysis is an organization or group
of organizations, and (c) a broad range of
variables and contexts are of interest. All of
these conditions are common to studies of
|FC networks.
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The four basic procedures for case
survey analysisinclude:

1. Selection of a group of existing case
studies relevant to the evaluation
guestion.

2. Designing a coding scheme for
systematic conversion of qualitative case
descriptions into quantified variables.

3. Use of multiple raters to code the cases
and measure their inter-rater reliability

4, Statistical analysis of the coded data.

Each of these steps was applied to
the case studies of IFC networks. Five case
selection criteria were employed. The first
criterion was that the networks had to be

defined by participating small
manufacturing firms as  inter-firm
collaborations. This distinguishes [IFC

networks from the more general network
studies where the researcher imposes a
definition of the network. Second, the
network had to be designed for some
commercial or competitive purpose to
benefit the firm. Thus, case studies of both
soft and hard networks were included in the
survey. Third, the case had to describe in
sufficient detail the structure of the network
and an outcome of the network either in
terms of material benefits (or lack thereof)
or changes in organization learning and
behavior. Fourth, case selection was not
limited to networks formed at the impetus
of, or in association with, a public program.
Fifth, case selection was limited
geographically to those found in the heavily
industrialized countries of Europe, North
America, and Asa No systematic
exploration was made of case studies in
languages other than English. To do so
would introduce an unwarranted cost to the
development of the case survey. These
criteria do not specify whether the unit of
analysis in the case must be a firm in the
network, the network, or a region in which
several networks are described. In fact, al



three types of cases were included in this
study.?

The second step in the case survey
method involves the design of the coding
scheme for the survey. Five types of
variables were defined. All quantitative
variables were nominal measures indicating
whether a particular attribute was evident in
the case. There are four types of
guantitative variables examining the origins
of the network, the collaborative activities of
the firms, the organizationa structure of the
network, and the impacts of collaboration
(see Table 1 for a list of these variables).
The fifth type of variable assessed the major
factors that contributed to the network’s
success, as well as the factors that hindered
operations. Each coder provided a brief
narrative description of success and
hindrance factors for each case.

The case survey method requires the
use of multiple coders who proceed in
paralel to apply the survey to the case
studies. Three coders each scored all 123
IFC network cases. Their completed
surveys were then compared for agreement.
The coders were in agreement 89 percent of
the time across all variables. For genera
guestions the agreement was dlightly higher
at 92 percent. Questions about specific traits
registered 87 percent agreement. These
scores are sufficiently high to indicate that
the data is a reliable representation of the
case studies.

The fina step in this method consists
of analysis of the resulting data. The IFC
network data were analyzed using
descriptive statistics and measurements of
association.  Frequency distributions and

2 Another concern is deciding what to do if thereis
more than one case study describing an IFC network.
This was an issue with roughly 10% of the cases
surveyed. Therule used in this study was to survey
the case with the greatest amount of information.
This position is consistent with most case study
surveys that attempt to summarize the different cases
into a single observation.
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cross tabulations were also analyzed for
each of the different types of variables. Chi-
sguare statistics were used to relate impacts
to the origins, activities and structures found
in IFC networks. Lambda statistics were
used in conjunction with cross tabulations to
determine the direction of the influence.

The next sections report the findings
of this research. For purposes of clarity we
italicize the names of the variables.

Modeling Impacts

The model used in this analysis reflects the
causal assertions put forth in the literature
and in policy regarding the launching of IFC
networks. One consistent theme is that there
are significant barriers to the initiation of
networks among small manufacturers. It is
argued that firms require common stimuli
and traits to successfully develop a network
(Lichtenstein, 1992; Pyke, 1994). But they
also need an honest broker to help them
develop trust among one another and
identify the resources critical to a network
operation (Hatch, 1988; Rosenfeld, 1995).
The ways in which a network navigates the
initial stages of operation can have a
profound consequence on its success. A
second theme is that networks are organized
for different purposes. In particular, a
distinction is drawn between “hard’
networks designed for a specific business
endeavor and “soft” networks oriented
towards information sharing and human
resource development (Cragg and Vargo,
1995). The type of impacts a network can
produce varies according to these goals and
activities.  Finally, it is argued that the
outcomes of networks are shaped by how
they are organized (Hausler, Hohn, Lutz,
1994; Malecki and Tootle, 1996).

What is not well specified is the
variety of impacts that may be produced by
a network. We employ two types of
measures of impact: business activity by the
IFC network, or growth in the IFC network.



These variables are nominal measures
through which the coder makes an aggregate
assessment of the type of impacts found in a
case. Impacts are recorded in 97 of the 123
cases. Table 2 lists the number of cases
achieving each kind of impact.

Two variables measure business
activity.  Bottom line savings measured
whether or not a network had any effect on
firm's profitability. In one-third of the
cases, networks produced such contributions
for the bottom line of participating firms.
Business expansion measured whether or not
the network generated some new line of
revenue-generating activity for the members
(e.g. new products or services) In 46
percent of the cases a new business was
launched.

Four variables measured network
growth. Networks could experience an
increase in projects, indicating that the
initial project was followed by additional
projects.  They could also experience
increase in membership if the number of
participants in the network increases over
time. Other benefits were recorded if there
was an expansion in the benefits that
participants derived from the network.
Finally, they could experience growth in
investment if members contribute additional
resources beyond those agreed to in the
foundation of the network.

Impacts are sensitive to the author of
the case. For example, USNet/RTS cases
were much more likely to report the impacts
produced by a network, whereas studies
authored by state agencies were the least
likely to report impacts. Thisis largely due
to the different purposes for which the
narrative was written. USNet/RTS cases
were longer and more detailed as befits the
needs of training and evaluation. State
agencies produced case studies designed for
the promotion of networking.

There is a relationship between these
impacts. Bottom line savings were strongly
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associated with each of the growth impacts.
However, business expansion was
associated solely with a growth in the
number of projects a network pursues.
Project increases played a pivotal role in the
success of a network. This impact was
associated with all other types of impacts.
While it was important, the direction of
influence between project increases and
other impacts was statistically ambiguous.

The Factors of IFC Networking:
Findings

We examine five models relating IFC
networks and impacts. However, there are
similarities among these models that make
them amenable to clustering into three
distinct groups. The models of network
impacts are suggestive of severa strategies
for the effective operation of IFC networks.
Not surprisingly, these strategies differ
according the impact that is being pursued.
The following are lessons that are drawn
from both the statistically significant factors
and the hindrance and success factors
described in the previous section.

Business expansion presents
distinctive managerial challenges to an IFC
network. The factors associated with this
impact differ from those found in the other
impact models. Table 3 summarizes these
factors.

In expanding a business the network
must be focused on the commercia
endeavor and organized as a for profit
operation. There must be a clear market
opportunity that brings the partners together.
Strong private sector leadership is critical.
But what is even better is a strong
commitment from each of the participants.
Preferably the partnership should be forged
among the chief executive officers of the
respective organizations. Great attention
should be paid at the front end of the project
to whether partners have comparable and
complementary  skills.  Procedures for



qualifying network members are helpful in
the expansion of a new business and should
be applied ruthlessly. Similarly, there must
be a clear understanding of each
organization’s responsibility in the network.
It helpsif partners already have customersin
common.

However, there is less need to spend
a great deal of time on the structure of the
network. Legal standing as a for-profit
enterprise seems to be more important than
formalizing the network organization. It is
best if the source of on-going moniesis from
the private sector. However, a mix of on-
going funds from the public and private
sectors aso has a positive, if somewhat less
effective, association  with  business
expansion.

In contrast, for growth impacts such
as other Dbenefits and increase in
member ship, structural variables are critical.
Tables 4 and 5 provide a summary of these
findings. The pursuit of these goals requires
the creation of a central organization that
has a dedicated staff. Networks that employ
aflat organizational structure will likely fail
to achieve the desired growth. Strong
administrative leadership is required to
coordinate the efforts of network members.
Greater ambiguity can be tolerated in the
creation of the network as the members
negotiate the extent of activities in which
they will engage. However, clear
responsibilities and goals need to be
specified early on so that the network can
cohere.

These impacts tend to be associated
with “soft” activities of information sharing,
human resource development, nd responding
to community needs. Requiring members
to “buy-in” to the network has been found to
create a stronger commitment towards
working with each other. Impacts are more
likely to be achieved when the on-going
funds for the network come from the private
sector or foundations. Public funding is
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amost never the sole source of on-going
funds. Rather they are used as leverage for
private sector funds.

Bottom line savings and project
increases are affected by a wider range of
factors and appear to be a hybrid between
these two extremes. Origin and structural
factors influence both as is seen in Table 6
and 7. Networks seeking these impacts tend
to be striving for sustained collaboration.
To achieve this end it is important to have
positive experiences early in the life of the
network. The leadership of atrained broker
has been found to be of particular help in
networks seeking bottom line and/or project
growth impacts. However, it is best that this
individual be drawn from the private sector.
Public sector initiation by a state agency is
more often associated with cases that result
in faillure. Interestingly, both are associated
with previous collaborations, but not in the
anticipated direction. For both impacts,
previous collaboration does not increase the
likelihood of success. Both impacts are
helped when there is a strong centra
organization running network activities and
when the sources of on-going funding are
from the private sector.

The two types of aggregate impacts -
- business activity and network growth --
aso differ in some sdgignificant ways.
Networks seeking a bottom line impact are,
in most cases, trying to reduce and control
thelr costs. They are similar to networks
expanding a business in a preference for
being organized on a for-profit basis. These
impacts are more likely to be associated
with seed funding that comes from the
private sector or foundations. Like other
growth impact, project growth is more likely
to be facilitated by the presence of a staff
dedicated to network activities.



Lessons About the Promotion

of Networks

A mixed message emerges from these case
studies regarding the role of the public
sector in promoting IFC networks. On the
one hand, the fact that so many networks
have been formed is an indicator of success.
The strategy of using small grants to link
small firms together through the efforts of
network experts seems to produce the
desired result. A few of these networks are
even beginning to sustain themselves as
evidenced by the growth in the number of
projects they pursue collectively. Further,
there is strong evidence that public sector
organizations effectively disengage from the
network once it is up and running.

On the other hand, the evidence from
the cases indicates that public agencies
should avoid being the primary initiator of
networks. In such cases, the likelihood of
achieving a successful impact is low.

On the surface, the findings appear
to suggest that public agencies should avoid
initiating networks at al. In most cases,
networks built through such efforts fail to
record any impact. However, this negative
relationship reflects a bias in the case studies
themselves. the cases authored by state
agencies as a rule do not provide detail on
impacts. State agencies write case studies
within a year and a half of the initiation of
the network and so are less likely to be in a
position to report results.

This study is less ambiguous in
recommendations regarding the
management strategies for promoting IFC
networks. Perhaps most importantly, this
study finds that the factors that produce
successful networks vary with the type of
impacts being sought. This argues for
flexibility in the implementation of
programs to account for these different
objectives.

106

References

Broadwell, F. “My Oregon home: Building a
sturdy export network.” Common purpose,
common sense: Case studies in interfirm
collaboration. A USNet Publication.
Cambridge, MA: Regional Technology
Strategies, 1995, 41-52.

Broun, D. The Connecticut Product
Development Network: Opening the Door to
Collaboration. New Haven: Flexible
Manufacturing Networks Center, 1996.

Broun, D. The Marine Technology
Network: The beginnings of collaboration.
Boston: Bay State Skills Corporation, 1995.

Broun, D. “Philadelphia woodworking
initiatives. Learning to produce results.”
Common purpose, common sense. Case
studies in interfirm collaboration. A USNet
Publication.  Cambridge, MA: Regional
Technology Strategies, 1995, 25-30.

Cameron, K. “Canada Comfort Direct.”
Show Me the Money: Business Opportunity
Networks. A USNet Publication. Chapel
Hill, NC: Regiona Technology Strategies,
Inc., 1997.

Cameron, K. “Canora Asia, Inc.” Show Me
the Money: Business Opportunity Networks.
A USNet Publication. Chapel Hill, NC:
Regiona Technology Strategies, Inc., 1997.

Cameron, K. “Support Strategies
International.” Show Me the Money:
Business Opportunity Networks. A USNet
Publication. Chapel Hill, NC: Regional
Technology Strategies, Inc., 1997.

Cleveland, J. “The Northeast Indiana TQM
Network: Quality through collaboration.”
Common purpose, common sense. Case
studies in interfirm collaboration. A USNet



Publication.  Cambridge, MA: Regional
Technology Strategies, 1995, 31-40.

Cleveland, J. “West  Michigan
Manufacturers Council: A case study in
interfirm collaboration.” Common purpose,
common sense: Case studies in interfirm
collaboration. A USNet Publication.
Cambridge, MA: Regional Technology
Strategies, 1995, 31-40.

Coallins, M. “Anson Stamping Company,

Inc.” Show Me the Money: Business
Opportunity Networks. A USNet
Publication. Chapel Hill, NC: Regional

Technology Strategies, Inc., 1997.

Callins, M. “EBC Industries.” Show Me the
Money: Business Opportunity Networks. A
USNet Publication.  Chapel Hill, NC:
Regiona Technology Strategies, Inc., 1997.
Collins, M. “Western Canada Marine
Show Me the Money: Business
Opportunity Networks. A USNet
Publication. Chapel Hill, NC: Regional
Technology Strategies, Inc., 1997.

Cragg, Paul and John Vargo. Hard business
networks in New Zealand: An early
evaluation of the Canterbury pilot.
University of Canterbury, Department of
Accountancy, Christchurch, New Zealand,
1995.

Ewing, L. Fostering cooperation in
Michigan's industrial base: A final report
on the Group Service Grant Program. Ann
Arbor, MI: Industrial Technology Institute,
1991.

Fasset, M.G. “Optical Mount Alliance.”
Show Me the Money: Business Opportunity
Networks. A USNet Publication. Chapel
Hill, NC: Regiona Technology Strategies,
Inc., 1997.

107

Forrant, B. “The Western Massachusetts
Chapter of the NTMA: Cooperating for
education, training, and technology
diffusion.” Common purpose, common
sensee  Case studies in  interfirm
collaboration. A USNet Publication.
Cambridge, MA: Regional Technology
Strategies, 1995, 1-10.

Grabher, G. “Regional innovation by
networking: the case of southern Lower
Austria” Entrepreneurship & Regional
Development, 1, 1989, 141-146.

Hassink, R. Dankbaar, B. and Corvers, F.
“Technology networking in border regions:
Case study of the Euregion Maas-Rhine.”
European Planning Sudies, 3, 1, 1995, 63-
83.

Hatch, C.R. Flexible Manufacturing
Networks: Cooperation for Competitiveness
in a Global Economy. Washington, DC: The
Corporation for Enterprise Development,
1988.

Hauder, J, Hohn, HW. Lutz, S
“Contingencies of innovative networks. A
case study of successful interfirm R&D
collaboration.” Research Policy, 23, 1994,
47-66.

Hutchinson, J.,, Foley, P.,, and Oztel, H.
“From clutter to collaboration: Business
links and the rationalization of business
support.” Regional Sudies, 1995, 516-522.

Indergaard, Michael. “Making networks,
remaking the city.” Economic Development
Quarterly, 10, 2, 1996, 172-187.

Johannisson, B. “Community
entrepreneurship - cases and
conceptualization.” Entrepreneurship &
Regional Development, 2, 1990, 71-88.



Johannisson, B. Beyond anarchy and
organization: entrepreneurs in contextual
networks. Entrepreneurship & Regional
Development, 6, 1994, 329-356.

Kingsley, G. Case Sudies of Inter-firm
Collaboration:. A Survey. A USNet
Evaluation Working Paper No. 9605.
Atlanta, GA: Georgia Tech, 1996.

Larsson, R. Case survey methodology:
Quantitative analysis of patterns across case
studies. Academy of Management Journal,
36, 6, 1993, 1515-1546.

Lichtenstein, G. A catalogue of US
manufacturing networks. Gaithersburg,
Maryland: National Institute of Standards

and Technology, State  Technology
Extension Program, 1992.
Lyons, D. “Agglomeration economies

among high technology firms in advanced
production areass The Case  of
Denver/Boulder. Regional Sudies, 29, 3,
1995, 265-278.

Maillat, D, Lecoqg, B., Nemeti, F. and
Pfister, M. *“Technology districts and
innovation: The case of the Swiss Jura Arc.”
Regional Sudies, 29, 3, 1995, 251-263.

Malecki, E.J. and Tootle, D.M. “The role of
networks in small firm competitiveness.”
International  Journal of  Technology
Management, Special Issue on Informal
Information Flow, 11, 1/2, 1996, 43-57

O’ Doherty, D. The Cooperation
Phenomenon: Prospects for Small Firms
and the Small Economies. London: Graham
& Trotman, 1990.

Oregon Economic
Department. Flexible networks for
businesses in Oregon: Oregon helping
Oregon progress report, September 1993.

Development

108

Pyke, F. Small firms, technical services and
inter-firm cooperation. Research Series 99.
Geneva: International Institute for Labour
Studies, 1994.

Rosenfeld, S. “Does cooperation enhance
competitiveness? Assessing the impacts of
inter-firm collaboration.” Research Policy,
1995, 247-263.

Rosenfeld, S.  Oregon's Key Industries
Program: Assessing the impact of
manufacturing networks. A Regiona
Technologies  Strategies Inc.  Report

Submitted to the Oregon Progress Board,
July 31, 1993.

Rosenfeld, S, An  evaluation  of
manufacturing networks in five rural areas.
A Regional Technology Strategies Inc.
report prepared for the Northwest Policy
Center, December, 1993.

Scott, A.J. “Industrial organization and the
logic of intrametropolitan location 11: A
case study of the printed circuits industry in
the Greater Los Angeles Region.”
Economic Geography, 59, 4, 1983, 343-367.

Scott, A.J, E.C. “Inter-Firm
Subcontracting and L ocational
Agglomeration: A Case Study of the Printed
Circuits Industry in Southern California.”
Regional Studies, 23, 5, 1989, 405-416.

Kwok,

Shapira, P., Alabanza Akers, M.A.,
Oldsman, E., Welch, D., Grube, R.
Collaborative Networking Projects

Evaluation Sudy. Report prepared for The
Joyce Foundation. Available through the
School of Public Policy, Georgia Institute of
Technology, 1996.

Shapira, P., Roessner, JD. and Barke, R.
“New public infrastructures for small firm



industriadl  modernization in the USA.”
Entrepreneurship and Regional
Development, 7, 1995, 63-84.

Sommers, P. Rural networks in the United
Sates. Lessons from three experiments.
University of Washington, Northwest Policy
Center, 1996.

Sommers, P. and Heg, D. Evaluating
manufacturing network success: Results
from Oregon’'s Key Industries Program.
University of Washington. Northwest
Policy Center, 1995.

USNet. The hosiery industry as a
production system in North Carolina:
Strategies for strengthening alliances.
Chapel Hill, NC: Regiona Technology
Strategies, Inc., 1995.

Wowczuk, Y.F. “PMG, Inc.” Show Me the
Money: Business Opportunity Networks. A
USNet Publication.  Chapel Hill, NC:
Regional Technology Strategies, Inc., 1997.

Yin, RK. and Heald, K.A. Using the case
survey method to analyze policy studies.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 20, 1975,
371-381.

109



Table 1: List of Variables

Origins Activities Structures | mpacts
Stimulating problems: Information sharing Types of participants: Bottom line savings
Defense Business contacts All private Business expansion
conversion firms
Declining markets | Direct cost reductions Public and Increase in projects
private

Stimulating opportunities:
Collective
efficiencies
Market
opportunities

Bases of firms’
commonalities:
Same industry
Shared customers
Shared suppliers
Proximity

Technology
Defense
conversion

Initiator:
Private sector:
Private firm
Private consultant
Key supplier

Key customer
Public sector:
Local agency
State agency
Federal agency
University
Technical college
MEP
Not-for-profit:

Geographic location
Previous collaboration

Seed funding:
Public
Private
Mixed
public/private
Foundation
Unknown

Quality development
Human resource
devel opment
Marketing or sales

Facilities sharing
Product, process
devel opment
Community needs
Other impacts

Activities:

Software
Hardware

Size of participant firms:

Medium or
large

All small firms

Mix small/
large

Number of participants

Source of on-going
funds:
Public
Private

Mixed public-

private

Foundation
Network structure:

Central Hub

Flat
organization

Unknown
Network staff
Frequency of interaction
Type of lead organization

Legal status of network

Increase in membership
Increase in investment

Other benefits
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Table 2. The Number of Cases Reporting Impacts and Their Authors

Business Bottom Line | Project Member ship Other

Expansion Savings Increase Increase Benefits
Casesreporting
Impacts 57 41 67 46 55
% USNet/RTS 37% 46% 36% 33% 45%
% State Agency 21% 5% 10% 11% 18%
% Consultants 28% 24% 33% 37% 24%
% University 14% 25% 21% 19% 13%

Table 3. Business Expansion Model

Factors c? | Significance | Direction of Influence
Origin Factors Market Opportunities 11.906 .001 +
Shared Customers 11.837 .001 +
Private Firm Initiation 9.588 .002 +
Activity Factors Information Sharing 8.780 .003 -
Marketing and Sales 13.683 .000 +
Hardware 8.445 .004 +
Structural Factors | Sources of Funds 17.486 .002 + Private Sector
Legal Status 16.566 .001 + For profit
Table 4. Increase in Membership Model
Factors c? Significance Direction of Influence
Origin Local Agency Initiation 7.814 .005 +
Factors
State Agency Initiation 8.401 .004 -
Activity Human Resource
Factors Activities 10.903 .001 +
Structural Frequency 10.770 .005 +
Factors
On-going Funding 29.797 .000 +
Source of Funds 29.103 .000 + Mixed & Foundations
Network Staff 19.863 .000 +
Network Structure 12.396 .000 + Central Organization
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Table 5. Other Benefits Model

Structural Factors c? Significance Direction of Influence
Size of Participants 12.054 .002 + Mixture of Sizes
On-going Funding 20.669 .000 +
Source of Funding 24.864 .000 + Private and Mixed
Network Staff 9.044 011 +
Network Structure 18.157 .000 + Central Organization

Table 6. Bottom Line Savings Model

Factors ¢? | Significance | Direction of Influence
Origin Factors Shared Suppliers 9.164 | .002 +
Initiators 28.540 | .000 + | Firm and Not for
Profit
Private Sector Initiation 8.699 | .003 +
Public Sector Initiation 11.466 | .001 -
State Agency Initiation 9.359 | .002 -
Previous Collaboration 15.760 | .000 -
Seed Funding Source 19.306 | .001 + | Private Sector
Activity Factors Direct Cost Reduction 7.142 | .008 +
Structural Factors | On-Going Funding 13.260 | .001 -
Source of Funds 26.178 | .000 + | Private Sector
Network Structure 21.336 | .000 + | Central Organization
Legal Structure 11.736 | .008 + | For Profit
Table 7. Project Increase Model
Factors c? Significance Direction of Influence
Origin Firm Initiated 9.594 .002 +
Factors
Public Sector Initiated 7.307 .007 -
State Agency Initiated 14.176 .000 -
Previous Collaboration 13.753 .001 ?
Structural | On-going Funding 25.615 .000
Factors
Source of Funds 30.241 .000 + Private, Foundation, Mixed
Network Staff 9.896 .007 +
Network Structure 24.716 .000 + Central Organization
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