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A B S T R A C T   

This paper relies on a comparative case study of two antibiotics R&D networks, ENABLE and CARB-X, to un-
derstand how interorganizational interactions can be managed to achieve social impact. In particular, we 
investigate (1) how particular management mechanisms and interorganizational interactions relate to the net-
work’s intended social impact, and (2) how these management mechanisms influence interorganizational in-
teractions. We find that (1) the intended social impact influences the choice of management mechanisms from 
the very start of a partnership and orients the kind of interactions occurring within the network, and (2) that 
management mechanisms can shape the interactions unfolding in the network, but that the structural elements of 
these interactions also make these mechanisms more or less applicable to the network. We contribute to the 
Industrial Marketing & Purchasing (IMP) view with a model of managing networks building on the three con-
cepts of: intended social impact, management mechanisms, and interorganizational interactions.   

1. Introduction 

Many grand challenges with high social impact, such as environ-
mental issues, economic development, and health crises, are increas-
ingly addressed through collaboration between several organizations 
from multiple sectors, ranging from firms to public authorities, NGOs, 
and civil society (Gray & Purdy, 2018; Doh, Tashman & Benischke, 
2019: 451). An elaborated form of such collaboration is complex inter-
organizational networks that are intentionally created to tackle partic-
ular challenges which no organization would be able to tackle alone 
(Doz, Olk & Ring, 2000; Klijn, Steijn & Edelenbos, 2010; Kronlid, 2020). 
These interorganizational networks aim to achieve an intended social 
impact, which in turn requires particular governance structures and 
management mechanisms (Provan & Kenis, 2008; Ciabuschi, Baraldi & 
Lindahl, 2020), as we will elaborate on in this section. 

An example of these grand challenges is antibiotic resistance, a 
global health threat which in the next few decades may cause up to 50 
million deaths per year (AMR Review, 2015; WHO, 2019). This threat is 
directly related to another major societal problem, namely the lack of 
innovation, as too few new antibiotics are brought to market (Kinch 
et al., 2014) because of a weakened research capacity in academia and 
industry. Most large pharmaceutical companies have, in fact, left the 

antibiotics field because sales of any new antibiotic must be restricted to 
contain overuse and the spread of resistance (Kesselheim & Outterson, 
2011). Antibiotics are moreover often priced low compared to other 
drugs, and the largest demand derives from “lower middle markets” 
(Achrol & Kotler, 2012) in low-income countries. Therefore, despite the 
huge societal value of antibiotics, we are facing a broken market, which 
creates a massive social challenge. 

In the fight against antibiotic resistance, networks in the form of 
multi-sectorial partnerships (Ciabuschi et al., 2020) have recently been 
created with the explicit goal of achieving a dual social impact: (1) 
solving the lack of innovation by supporting research and development 
(R&D) of new antibiotics and other technologies and (2) consequently 
improving public health globally (Baraldi et al., 2018). Specifically, the 
intended social impact of these interorganizational networks implies 
addressing the aforementioned broken market, rebuilding a research 
infrastructure, and supporting the development of new antibiotics. Thus, 
the ambition level, urgency, and geographic reach of the intended social 
impact of these antibiotic R&D networks are greater than single firms’ 
efforts to achieve social impact such as specific CRM (Cause-Related 
Marketing) or CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) programs. Another 
difference from typical corporate efforts to achieve social impact is that 
the goals of these partnerships are externally defined by public entities, 

* Corresponding author. 

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect 

Journal of Business Research 

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/jbusres 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.12.027 
Received 25 November 2020; Received in revised form 10 December 2021; Accepted 12 December 2021   

www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/01482963
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/jbusres
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.12.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.12.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.12.027
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.12.027&domain=pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Journal of Business Research 141 (2022) 264–278

265

who are the main source of funding for the participating academic and 
private actors. Compared to hub-based networks created and managed 
by single firms to achieve social impact through CSR programs (see Liu 
& Ko, 2011) and typical PPPs (Public-Private Partnerships), managing 
these antibiotics R&D networks is more complex because of their greater 
member heterogeneity (not only public and private partners but also 
NGOs, philanthropies, and supra-national organizations) and a more 
risky and challenging goal (addressing a broken market and innovating 
where private actors have failed for decades) compared to most PPPs 
(Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2011; Ciabuschi et al., 2020). 

The literature on network management has mostly focused on firm- 
centric networks (Partanen & Möller, 2012; Möller & Halinen, 2017), 
created and managed by powerful hub firms (Lorenzoni & Baden-Fuller, 
1995; Nambisan & Sawhney, 2011). These analyses consider how a 
single firm manages a network of more or less dependent firms which it 
can somehow influence (see Baraldi, 2008). However, there is limited 
knowledge about the management of networks jointly managed by 
multiple actors, like the aforementioned antibiotic networks. For this 
type of network without a single dominating player, the political science 
literature identifies additional governance patterns, such as shared 
governance and network-administrator models (see e.g., Provan & 
Kenis, 2008; Klijn et al., 2010; Klijn & Koppenjan, 2014). While these 
additional models have the merit of taking the perspective of “the whole 
network” (Provan, Fish & Sydow, 2007), they still focus on governance, 
that is, the power distribution and resource allocation across the 
network (Ness, 2009). In other words, network governance studies focus 
on the structural level of networks; however, in doing so, they do not 
penetrate into the level of managing specific interorganizational in-
teractions, neither those between dyads of actors nor interconnected 
ones (Kronlid, 2020). In particular, we lack a clear understanding of how 
particular managerial mechanisms affect specific interorganizational 
interactions or resource combinations (Baraldi, 2008), which need to be 
performed on a daily basis to achieve the network’s overarching goal. 
That literature also does not penetrate the specific connections between 
the goal of the network, such as a particular intended social impact, and 
the management mechanisms in place to achieve it and how these 
mechanisms continuously affect the aforementioned interorganizational 
interactions. 

In this study, we develop an analytical framework based on the IMP 
(Industrial Marketing & Purchasing) perspective (Anderson, Håkansson 
& Johanson, 1994; Håkansson & Snehota, 1995; Ford, Håkansson & 
Snehota, 2003) as it provides relevant conceptual tools to address these 
issues about network management. In particular, such IMP-based 
models like the Activity-Resource-Actor model enable penetrating the 
substance and function (Håkansson & Snehota, 1995) of interorganiza-
tional interactions, both dyadic and more complex interconnected ones 
stretching across the whole network. The IMP perspective enables 
analyzing both the emergent networks populating many industries, 
which have no natural boundaries, center, or a unique common goal 
(Halinen, & Törnroos, 1998), and the constructed networks studied in 
this paper, which are organized as interorganizational projects with 
specified boundaries, explicit goals, a well-defined start, and possibly 
also a pre-defined end time (Kronlid, 2020; Kronlid & Baraldi, 2020). 
This has been witnessed by a growing number of IMP-inspired studies of 
interorganizational projects (see e.g., Crespin-Mazet, Havenvid & Linné, 
2015; Ingemansson Havenvid, Holmen, Linné & Pedersen, 2017). 
However, as stressed by Peters and Pressey (2016), more studies are 
needed that analyze interorganizational projects as networks because 
such a perspective unveils important inter-relational aspects of projects. 
An important difference between emergent and constructed networks is 
that the former are not managed by any single actor, but each actor 
manages within the network and tries to control other actors (Håkansson 
& Ford, 2002; Ritter, Wilkinson & Johnston, 2004), whereas the latter 
need to be actively managed in order to achieve the goal set for the 
network (Provan & Kenis, 2008; Klijn, et al., 2010; Kronlid, 2020). 

Summing up, this paper focuses on the phenomenon of constructed 

networks, that is, networks created for a specific purpose and in-
vestigates how they are managed in order to achieve the intended social 
impact(s) that was predefined when creating the network. In particular, 
we analyze two antibiotics R&D networks, ENABLE and CARB-X, which 
address three major social impacts: (a) improving global public health 
via the development of new antibiotics, (b) addressing a broken market 
by making the antibiotic business more economically sustainable, and 
(c) restoring an R&D capacity/infrastructure in a neglected knowledge/ 
science field. To understand how particular management mechanisms 
influence interorganizational interactions among the involved actors, 
while aiming at a predefined social impact, the paper addresses the 
following two research questions: (1) How are management mechanisms 
and interorganizational interactions related to the intended social im-
pacts of constructed networks? (2) How do these mechanisms, in turn, 
shape interorganizational interactions in these networks? Considering 
these two research questions together will help to capture the connec-
tions between the three concepts of intended social impact, network 
management mechanisms, and interorganizational interactions. 

The two cases of networks focus on different degrees and combina-
tions of the three above listed social impacts and are also managed in 
different ways as they apply various management mechanisms, such as 
rules, roles, contracts, committees, and temporality, differently (Cia-
buschi et al., 2020; Kronlid, 2020), which, in turn, generate different 
interorganizational interactions at the dyadic and interconnected level 
(Håkansson & Snehota, 1995). The combined analysis of the two cases 
unravels patterns connecting our three key concepts – intended social 
impact, mechanisms for network management, and interorganizational 
interactions. In particular, we contribute to previous studies on network 
management with clear evidence showing that in situations without a 
single powerful actor steering the network, there can be strong linkages 
between management mechanisms and a jointly accepted intended so-
cial impact which steers the network by framing the specific interor-
ganizational interactions unfolding in the network. Additionally, our 
analysis contributes to and further develops the model of “managing in 
networks” by Ford et al. (2003) and Håkansson, Gadde, Snehota, and 
Waluszewski (2009) into a new model specifically applicable to the 
management “of” networks for social impact. The paper is organized as 
follows: the next section presents our theoretical framing, followed by 
our methodology. We then present our findings and discuss them. We 
conclude with suggestions for further research and practical 
implications. 

2. Theoretical framing 

2.1. Intended social impact: The example of antibiotics 

The notion of social impact relates to the effects of managerial ac-
tivities which fall outside the single organization and, more specifically, 
at the level of the surrounding society. There are many types of social 
impacts that can be achieved through interorganizational networks, 
ranging from solving poverty and economic development issues to 
improved environmental conditions and solutions (see Selsky & Parker, 
2005; Nidumolu, Ellison, Whalen, and Billman, 2014; Bryson, Crosby & 
Stone, 2015; Doh et al., 2019). R&D and innovation can, in general, be 
seen as tools to generate positive social impacts; moreover, innovation 
policy has, in fact, recently started focusing on transformative change 
and innovations that can tackle societal problems (Schot & Steinmueller, 
2018), as visible in so-called “mission-oriented” R&D policies (Robinson 
& Mazzucato, 2019; Hekkert, Janssen, Wesseling & Negro, 2020). A 
societal challenge-based mission can be defined as “an urgent strategic 
goal that requires transformative systems change directed towards 
overcoming a wicked societal problem” (Hekkert et al., 2020: 76). 
Mission-oriented policies and initiatives should thus translate grand 
challenges into manageable problems and engage actors belonging to 
different sectors, who will also have to work together in new ways 
(Robinson & Mazzucato, 2019). 
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Antibiotic resistance is one of these grand challenges, which also 
entails a wicked societal problem due to complex connections between 
innovation, responsible use, and access to antibiotics (Hoffman & Out-
terson, 2015; DRIVE-AB, 2018); three aspects that are central to the 
global fight against antibiotic resistance. This paper focuses on the 
innovation of antibiotics as the intended social impact of R&D networks 
recently created following policy initiatives. More specifically, these 
networks – composed of small and large commercial, non-profit, chari-
table, and government organizations – aim to contribute to global health 
by developing new solutions (e.g., new drugs and technologies) against 
antibiotic resistance and by speeding up R&D processes, thanks to 
competence sharing, joint management of R&D, and funds for an 
otherwise struggling sector (Baraldi et al., 2018). Moreover, these 
antibiotic networks also aim to (re-)create a publicly anchored R&D 
infrastructure. Showing the “nested” nature of the antibiotic resistance 
problem, these networks are expected to have a wide range of both 
short- and long-term social impacts by, for instance, launching new 
treatments, prevention and diagnostic products, creating new business 
relationships, more collaborative R&D practices, and attracting new 
competence in the short-term, thereby reducing antibiotic resistance in 
the long-term. However, having been recently created, these networks 
have not yet produced outcomes in terms of concrete social impact. This 
paper therefore focuses on the role of the intended social impact in 
managing such constructed interorganizational networks. 

Achieving social impact is paramount for these networks, as it rep-
resents the very reason why they were created. The goal of these net-
works is thus defined ex-ante in terms of a specific intended social 
impact, and the various organizations involved then pursue this social 
impact together by means of more specific management tools such as 
common rules, roles, and timelines in the frame of active steering of 
interorganizational interactions across the network (Kronlid, 2020). 
Because of the nature of the problem at hand, partners face several 
challenges: a need to coordinate activities under high time pressure; 
considerable scientific uncertainty; requirements to collaborate and 
share information, despite the sector’s tradition of competition and se-
crecy; acceptance of common rules; and new roles to fulfil. Therefore, 
after the definition and agreement on common goals, the actors involved 
in these networks need to engage daily in complex and reciprocal 
interorganizational relationships to jointly pursue social impacts which 
they would not be able to achieve alone. 

Thus, the intended social impacts aimed at by antibiotic R&D net-
works are much more ambitious and far-reaching than those typical of 
single companies’ initiatives within CSR (Luo & Bhattacharya, 2006) 
and CRM (Woodroof et al., 2019). Moreover, even if companies may 
pursue their CSR programs through alliances with external partners (Liu 
& Ko, 2011), they strive to retain control of such initiatives and address 
specific, often local, social issues, e.g., in a given community or area. By 
contrast, the networks we investigate in this paper address a complex 
societal challenge with a global reach and long-term impact on future 
generations. Given this level of ambition, these partnerships need to be 
highly heterogeneous in terms of composition and competences, and 
complex in terms of structure, which requires a multi-actor shared 
governance (Ciabuschi et al., 2020). This governance includes an 
intended social impact, expressed in a mission specifically defined 
upfront by public funders; but achieving the mission requires that in-
dependent organizations continuously combine their resources and 
jointly perform specialized activities (Håkansson & Snehota, 1995; 
Baraldi, 2008). In other words, understanding how such constructed 
networks are managed requires moving from the structural level of 
governance to the more specific management mechanisms applied to in-
fluence particular interorganizational interactions on a daily basis, as we 
discuss in the next section. 

2.2. Managing networks and management mechanisms 

Managing networks like those in focus in this paper is more complex 

compared to traditional PPPs (Tang, Shen & Cheng, 2010; Zou, 
Kumaraswamy, Chung, & Wong, 2014) because these antibiotics R&D 
networks comprise a very broad range of actors such as big pharma-
ceutical or life-sciences firms, small biotech firms, universities, public 
research centers, hospitals, public health agencies, governments, supra- 
national organizations (e.g., the WHO), philanthropies, and non-profit 
organizations (Ciabuschi et al., 2020). Already at a structural level, 
networks like these, characterized by great heterogeneity, urgency, 
uncertainty, and risk, need particular governance forms, that is, struc-
tures for power distribution, resources allocation, and synchronization 
of activities among several actors (Ness, 2009). Their governance form, 
in fact, differs from the three ideal types of network governance outlined 
in the literature, namely “network administrative organization,” “shared 
governance,” and “lead organization” (Provan & Kenis, 2008); instead, 
it combines elements of “shared governance” and “network adminis-
trative organization” with a prominent aspect of process control (Klijn 
et al., 2010), expressed through management mechanisms such as rules, 
contracts, and pre-defined roles for all actors involved (Ciabuschi et al., 
2020). This highlights the relevance of particular management mecha-
nisms in order to continuously steer the interactions among the orga-
nizations involved in the network against the background of an 
established governance structure and predefined intended social impact. 
Therefore, we now delve into the various management mechanisms 
available for managing networks as well as who applies them, that is, the 
locus of management in networks. 

It is important to clarify the locus of management because it is 
different in intentionally created networks, as opposed to emergent 
networks (Håkansson, 1982; Håkansson & Snehota, 1995, Ford et al., 
2003). In fact, as stressed by the IMP perspective, in emergent networks, 
management is exerted by all actors as they all strive to manage their 
own position within the network (Ritter et al., 2004), depending on their 
own goals, strategies, and challenges (Håkansson & Ford, 2002; Ford & 
Mouzas 2010; 2013). In contrast, in intentionally created networks, like 
those investigated in this paper, management is exerted either by a 
single power actor or by a shared structure, which might include new 
organizational entities created ad hoc (Provan & Kennis, 2008; Partanen 
& Möller, 2012), with the clear task of managing the whole network, 
rather than single actors, toward a specific overarching goal, such as a 
pre-defined intended social impact. The important distinction is then 
between management in networks, which holds for emergent networks, 
and the management of networks, which holds for intentionally created 
networks (Ritter et al., 2004). 

As for management mechanisms, they are typically more formal in 
constructed networks than in emergent networks. In fact, emergent 
networks entail a greater reliance on informal management mechanisms 
(Powell, 1990; Håkansson & Snehota, 1995), such as trust, reciprocity, 
and the reliance on socio-technical interdependencies that have 
emerged over time (Partanen & Möller, 2012) because the actors can 
rely on a history of interaction (Håkansson & Snehota, 1989), which, for 
example, is necessary to develop interorganizational trust (Andersen & 
Kumar, 2006). In contrast, constructed networks do not usually have a 
history of interaction among the involved actors and therefore cannot 
rely on informal mechanisms from the start; instead, they use formal 
management mechanisms to a large extent (Das & Teng, 1998). 

Examples of such formal mechanisms employed mostly in con-
structed networks are: (1) formally assigned roles (Bechky, 2006), 
whereby experts (in e.g., project management, regulations, or microbi-
ology) from one organization are tasked to provide particular activities 
to other organizations in the network; (2) formalized rules and contracts 
that regulate the interactions between network actors (Dekker, 2004), 
which are important to align their different goals, views, and timeframes 
(Planko, Chappin, Cramer, & Hekkert, 2017); (3) powerful central 
bodies and committees authorized by the network members to make 
important decisions concerning allocation of resources, inclusion and 
exclusion of members, and degree of goal accomplishment (Lechler & 
Cohen, 2009); and (4) temporality, that is, the pre-defined duration of 
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the partnership – and even the possibility of terminating the activities 
and funding of certain parties – creates a sense of urgency and clearly 
orients the interactions across the network (Kronlid & Baraldi, 2020). 

Two ideal types of intentionally created networks are identified in 
previous literature: hub-driven and multi-actor networks (Partanen & 
Möller, 2012). A key question in both types is how to steer a network of 
legally independent organizations toward common objectives (Möller & 
Halinen, 2017). The main difference is whether the network manage-
ment is shared amongst the network members (Provan & Kenis, 2008). 
In hub-driven networks, the hub-firm (e.g., Lorenzoni & Baden-Fuller, 
1995), or a public agency (e.g., Provan & Kenis, 2008), is the key 
actor who manages the network (Jarillo, 1988). It is often the hub-firm’s 
own goals that drive it to create the network, and all the interactions 
among actors in the network are geared toward the hub-firm’s goals 
(Partanen & Möller, 2012). Multi-actor networks, on the other hand, 
have a shared management between its members, or other elaborate 
governance forms (Provan & Kenis, 2008). Importantly, multi-actor 
networks have a common objective that requires members to interact 
across organizational boundaries, as well as usually an overarching 
contractual agreement (Partanen & Möller, 2012). The antibiotics R&D 
networks studied in this paper belong to the category of multi-actor 
networks, characterized by elaborate formal mechanisms for man-
aging interorganizational interactions. 

2.3. Managing interorganizational interactions in constructed multi-actor 
networks 

This section summarizes our arguments about the need to move 
away from the structural level of network governance in order to better 
understand network management, namely by means of the three key 
concepts of “intended social impact,” “management mechanisms,” and 
the continuous processes of “interorganizational interactions.” The 
various types of network governance such as network administrative 
organization, shared governance, and lead organization (Provan & 
Kenis, 2008), including their combinations with process control (Cia-
buschi et al., 2020), and hub-firm, as opposed to multi-actor, gover-
nance (Partanen & Möller, 2012), focus on the distribution and locus of 
decisional power for allocating resources and directing activities within 
an intentionally created network. However, as already mentioned, 
governance concerns the structural level of networks and does not cover 
how the key processes of interactions among actors are influenced on a 
daily basis. In fact, an additional layer of influence needs to be identified 
between structural governance and the actual process of interorgani-
zational interactions if one wants to understand how multi-actor net-
works are practically managed. Thus, irrespective of structural 
governance type, specific management mechanisms can be applied, 
ranging from formal rules and contracts to assigned roles and tempo-
rality (Kronlid, 2020). Such management mechanisms frame and restrict 
the process of interactions among actors in a constructed network, 
similar to what interorganizational controls applied between dyads of 
actors (Håkansson & Lind, 2004) or what the network pictures of single 
actors do in an emergent network (Ford et al., 2003: 176; Håkansson 
et al., 2009: 194). However, in a network created to achieve social 
impact, the intended social impact is even more important than the 
actual network outcomes in framing and restricting both the interactions 
and the management mechanisms applied to the network, as shown in 
Fig. 1. 

In turn, these management mechanisms affect both dyadic in-
teractions, involving two specific actors, and interconnected ones, 
involving several directly and indirectly connected actors (see Håkans-
son & Snehota, 1995; Kronlid, 2020). As for the processes of dyadic 
interactions, management mechanisms can influence their strength and 
content in terms of activity links, resource ties, and actor bonds 
(Håkansson & Snehota, 1995). Interconnected interactions, on the other 
hand, can be framed in terms of the number and identity of actors 
involved in complex interorganizational routines or ad hoc tasks 

assigned to selected subsets of network members (see Baraldi, 2008). In 
particular, the activity layer of interorganizational interactions may be 
influenced by management mechanisms such as contracts (Dekker, 
2004) requiring that two parties adapt their processes in a particular 
way; the resource layer may be affected by predefined roles (Bechky, 
2006) whereby the resources of a particular actor must be combined 
with those of another actor holding a particular role; and finally, the 
actor layer may be affected by temporality and termination, making it 
difficult to develop trust between actors due to time constraints (Kronlid 
& Baraldi, 2020). Further, both the interorganizational interactions and 
the management mechanisms are, in turn, related back to the predefined 
and jointly agreed upon goals concerning a specific social impact. 

Thus, the three concepts of network management mechanisms, in-
teractions, and intended social impact can be related to the upper tri-
angle of the “diamond model” shown in Fig. 1. Inspired by the “model of 
managing in networks,” proposed within the IMP perspective by Ford 
et al. (2003: 176) and Håkansson et al. (2009: 194), the framework in 
Fig. 1 adds to the original triangle the specific new component of 
network-wide “management mechanisms,” which (1) reflects the 
intended social impact aimed at by the network and simultaneously (2) 
frames interorganizational interactions toward specific outcomes in 
terms of social impact. Thus, whereas the model in Ford et al. (2003: 
176) focuses on the network pictures, networking, and network out-
comes of single actors, each one striving to manage “in” the network, the 
“diamond model” of Fig. 1 focuses on the whole network (Provan et al., 
2007). The starting point of this model is the intended social impact for 
the network (upper corner) and how the interactions in this network can 
be managed through goals commonly agreed ex ante and relying on 
unified management mechanisms. As jointly predefined goals are 
essential for the daily functioning of constructed networks, our paper 
delimits its focus on the upper triangle of Fig. 1 and analyzes the con-
nections between intended social impact, management mechanisms, and 
interorganizational interactions, without covering the dotted connec-
tions involving the lower triangle, namely the realized social impact in 
terms of outcomes achieved by the network. However, in our conclu-
sions, we propose further research that also should consider the realized 

Fig. 1. A framework on managing networks for social impact.  
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social impact in the frame of the diamond model in Fig. 1. 

3. Methodology 

Our research design is a comparative case study (Miles & Huberman, 
1994; Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007) featuring two 
networks in the area of antibiotics: ENABLE and CARB-X (see the tables 
in Section 4 for details). Qualitative case studies are a commonly used 
method in research on industrial networks (see e.g., Crespin-Mazet, 
Havenvid & Linné, 2015; Waluszewski, Hakansson & Snehota, 2019; 
Kronlid & Baraldi, 2020), as it allows for penetrating the complexities of 
interorganizational interactions and grasping their specific context 
(Easton, 1995). The comparative design was chosen in order to obtain 
variation in the contexts embedding interactions as well as in the other 
two key concepts investigated in the paper: management mechanisms 
and intended social impacts. In our sampling, it was important to select 
cases of partnerships that were comparable in terms of network struc-
ture and composition (a few dozen heterogeneous organizations), jointly 
agreed goals and social impact (global health and specifically antibiotic 
resistance), timing of establishment (both in the 2010s), and size of 
funding (USD 100–500 million). Comparing empirical data from these 
two cases enables identifying specific patterns in how the three corners 
of the upper triangle of Fig. 1 are connected, namely how the intended 
social impact in each network is related to its management mechanisms 
and interorganizational interactions, as well as how the latter are related 
with management mechanisms. 

Our data on the two networks comprise both primary and secondary 
data. Data about ENABLE were collected between 2016 and 2020 as part 
of a broader study including a total of 52 unstructured and semi- 
structured interviews (Miles & Huberman, 1994), of which 29 in-
terviews (six unstructured, 23 semi-structured) focused specifically on 
the management and structure of ENABLE. Respondents represented the 
two central management bodies of ENABLE (including continuous in-
teractions with ENABLE’s director), owners of drug molecules under 
development (project owners), and researchers from a particular struc-
ture called the “Drug Discovery Hub” (see Section 4). The six unstruc-
tured interviews focused on ENABLE’s overall goals, network structure, 
and the actors involved. The semi-structured interviews focused on 
interaction/collaboration, governance, “rules of the game” in the 
network, and value creation (i.e., what value emerged from this part-
nership). Most interviews were recorded and transcribed. Interview data 
were complemented with primary documentary data in the form of 
contracts, detailed planning, annual reports, texts of calls for applica-
tions, application templates, and presentations. The documentary data 
clarified the rights and obligations of ENABLE’s members, formal roles, 
rules for interaction, and the responsibilities of ENABLE’s various ele-
ments (the two management bodies, the “Drug Discovery Hub,” and 
project owners). Access was also granted to the original data and report 
from ENABLE’s internal survey with 44 respondents concerning its 
collaborative environment and decision-making processes. 

Data collection about CARB-X mirrors that of ENABLE. It comprises a 
total of 20 semi-structured interviews with the director and other senior 
managers of CARB-X between 2017 and 2019. The interviews focused on 
the goals of CARB-X, its structure, and management. The authors also 
attended seminars and had several informal discussions with the direc-
tor of CARB-X, which provided additional insights into its management. 
Moreover, we accessed primary documentary data in the form of project 
selection procedures and applications (covered by confidentiality under 
a non-disclosure agreement with CARB-X). We also attended a series of 
meetings in 2018 and 2019 with presentations showing CARB-X’s 
structure, expected benefits, and challenges. Further, internal steering 
documents such as descriptions of work as well as organizational and 
governance charts were accessed. Finally, similar to ENABLE, we 
accessed data from a survey of 55 project owners covering their per-
spectives on the application process, being part CARB-X, and its orga-
nization and governance. 

All this data gives a comprehensive picture of the structure, man-
agement mechanisms, key interorganizational interactions, as well as 
the intended impact and goals of the two partnerships. The data were 
analyzed in several steps. First, the narratives (Boje, 2001) in the in-
terviews and documents were broken down into the nine dimensions of 
the three tables in Section 4: 1) intended social impacts, 2) involved 
actors, 3) governance (dimensions that concern the notion of social 
impact), 4) actors’ tasks/functions, 5) network structure, 6) manage-
ment mechanisms (dimensions that concern the notion of management 
mechanisms), 7) content, 8) forms of interaction, and 9) network-wide 
processes (dimensions that concern the notion of interorganizational 
interactions). The data collected was then analyzed according to themes 
such as value creation, efficiency, and effectiveness of the partnerships. 
Soon thereafter, we started applying the theoretical frame displayed in 
Fig. 1 about managing networks for social impact, which also evolved 
with the analysis and further data collection. We have thus adopted an 
abductive approach with systematic combining (Dubois & Gadde, 2002) 
between theories and empirical material derived from various streams of 
data collection. The two cases were first analyzed separately and then 
compared more explicitly, which stimulated further data collection to 
fill the gaps and allow a fuller comparison between the dimensions of the 
two networks. In terms of dialogue with extant theory, we started from 
the network governance literature from political science (e.g., Provan & 
Kenis, 2008) and then combined it with IMP’s network concepts 
(Håkansson & Snehota, 1995) to allow for penetrating into specific 
interorganizational interactions in the two cases. 

4. Findings 

This section presents nine key dimensions of the two antibiotics R&D 
networks summarized in three tables to allow for a more direct com-
parison. ENABLE started in 2014 with funding of about USD 100 million 
involving only European parties, whereas CARB-X started in 2016 with 
funding of about USD 500 million involving parties from around the 
world. The nine dimensions of the two partnerships presented here are 
meant to capture the three concepts discussed in our theoretical framing 
(intended social impact, network management mechanisms, and inter-
organizational interactions) and are as follows: intended social impacts/ 
goals, involved actors, and governance type (Table 1, concerning the 
notion of the network’s intended social impact); functions/tasks of the 
actors, structure of the network, and management mechanisms (Table 2, 
concerning the notion of management mechanisms); content and form 
of interactions, and network-wide processes (Table 3, concerning the 
notion of inter-organizational interactions). 

Table 1 shows that the intended social impacts of both networks 
belong to the general theme of public health as well as to address the 
broken market in the antibiotics field by attracting private investments 
back. However, the two partnerships differ in terms of the specific social 
impact they aim at, as expressed by their particular range of goals. 
ENABLE focuses on supporting public health by developing early-stage 
new antibiotics, whereas CARB-X aims to support public health 
through its three pillars of treatment (drugs), prevention (vaccines), and 
rapid diagnostics. Another difference is that ENABLE aims to re-create a 
public R&D infrastructure for antibiotics, which has largely been dis-
banded in the last 20 years, and concurrently create R&D collaborations 
between public and private actors that had not previously been inter-
acting, whereas CARB-X is more concerned with stimulating research 
activities of drug developers by funding and supporting them individ-
ually. In particular, ENABLE aims to build a collaborative “Drug Dis-
covery Hub” that operates on a restricted set of specific molecules, 
whereas CARB-X is predominantly concerned with supporting and 
funding R&D activities of individual drug developers. 

In terms of the actors involved in ENABLE, as compared to CARB-X, 
the former has fewer actors, and much fewer funders. Another important 
difference between the two networks is that while ENABLE is focused on 
Europe in terms of actors and funders, CARB-X has a global reach in both 
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resspects. 
Lastly, Table 1 show how ENABLE and CARB-X differ in terms of 

governance: ENABLE has a network administrative organization (NAO) 
comprising several committees but even more importantly strong 
participation by network actors combined with very strong process 
control (formal rules and pre-defined roles), while CARB-X has a rela-
tively stronger NAO anchored in a Joint Oversight Committee (JOC), but 
less participation and process control than ENABLE, and conversely 
more output control (i.e., goals set up for single developers’ projects). 
The different importance of process control is visible in the extensive use 
of formal rules and roles within ENABLE, while CARB-X minimizes this 
type of use to avoid “burdening” the participating actors. Moreover, 
deadlines and other temporal frames are enforced more strictly in 
ENABLE, while they are adaptable to unexpected results and external 
changes in CARB-X. Furthermore, while ENABLE has particularly strict 
steering by committees throughout its operations, CARB-X has compa-
rably more flexible steering, based on the developer’s discretion from its 
committees, bar the JOC. 

Table 2 shows our findings focusing on functions/tasks of network 
actors, the structure of the network, and the management mechanisms. 
The dimension of actors’ functions and tasks concerns the network’s 
management mechanisms because functions such as funder, central 
coordinator/manager, expert/evaluator, service/competence provider, 
and project owner are formally assigned roles that contribute to man-
aging the interactions among actors. The dimension of network structure 
concerns management mechanisms because it defines how actors are 
formally connected to each other, as well as which actors can be 
included within the boundaries of the network. 

Starting with the functions/tasks of the actors, both networks are set 
up similarly. There are actors with clearly defined coordination and 
management functions in both networks. In ENABLE, most of the co-
ordination is handled by the CMO (Consortium Management Office), 
which is responsible for the day-to-day running of ENABLE. The CMO is 
complemented by the PMC (Portfolio Management Committee) which 
makes funding decisions (including termination) based on scientific 
evaluations. In CARB-X, the JOC is responsible for final decisions to fund 
project owners and key strategic objectives for CARB-X as a whole. 

CARB-X Executive Team is supported by an external Advisory Board for 
scientific evaluations, at the application stages as well as during project 
progression reviews. 

In addition to funding and coordination, both networks offer R&D 
activities. However, ENABLE’s project owners are required to use these 
services, whereas CARB-X’s project owners can spend the funding they 
receive outside of the partnership, as they deem best. This aspect is re-
flected in the different structure of the two networks: The R&D function 
in ENABLE is accordingly very centralized, with their Drug Discovery 
Hub having a major impact in terms of R&D support given to the project 
owners who are members of ENABLE and are required to make use of 
ENABLE’s platform (see Fig. 2). More specifically, ENABLE members 
cannot choose to only receive funding, they must also use the R&D 
function in the network. 

Within CARB-X, the project owners have the freedom to spend CARB- 
X funds internally within their organizations or with external contrac-
tors. However, CARB-X provides project owners access to a broad array 
of support opportunities through the Global Accelerator Network (GAN) 
and its subject matter experts. For instance, a menu of preclinical ser-
vices offered by NIAID is available to project owners who explicitly 
express the need for such support. 

Another important commonality and main structural feature of both 
networks is their dependence on new project owners joining the net-
works with their projects, so that the project portfolios of both part-
nerships can be sustained. Both networks have structured their support 
functions according to disciplines. However, within ENABLE, there is a 
greater degree of specialization with specific groups created around 
detailed disciplines (microbiology, chemistry, in vivo-in vitro studies), 
compared to CARB-X whose ‘acceleration’ model offers a broader range 
of support, including also business issues (see Fig. 3). 

While the functions/tasks of the actors are similar in the two net-
works, there are some important differences in the structures connecting 
them. As CARB-X’s funders are also part of the JOC, the body within 
CARB-X that makes investment decisions, there is a close connection 
between the funders and the management of CARB-X. This is not the 
case in ENABLE, where the sole funder EU/IMI (Innovative Medicines 
Initiative) leaves all decisions to the joint management of ENABLE 

Table 1 
Social impacts, actors, and governance of the two networks.   

ENABLE CARB-X 

1- Intended social impacts (and jointly 
agreed goals) 

-Public health via new drug molecules: goal to develop a narrow 
portfolio with a specific number of molecules against specific 
targets and until very specific R&D stages.  

-Restore public research infrastructure by building a Drug 
Discovery Hub for antibiotic development.  

-Address broken market by creating R&D collaborations between 
previously non-interacting public and private actors.  

-Public health via both new drug molecules and other technologies: goal 
to create a very broad portfolio against antibiotic resistance 
including, e.g., drugs, diagnostics, and vaccines at various early 
R&D stages. 
-Stimulate and reinforce private and public research. 
-Address broken market by supporting and funding a broad portfolio of 
separate actors and projects. 

2- Involved actors: how many, who, 
which types, from where? 

About 40 organizations, only from Europe: 
-EU-funding body (IMI, Innovative Medicines Initiative, a PPP 
itself EU-EFPIA), and EFPIA (European Federation of 
Pharmaceutical Industries and Associations) 
-2–3 Big pharma companies, 
-a dozen SMEs, 
-about 20 academic labs, 
-2–3 public research institutes providing test services, 
-1–2 private CROs (Contract Research Organizations). 

About 60 organizations from around the world: 
-6 funding bodies (BARDA/ASPR, Wellcome Trust, GAMRIF/UK, 
German Gov.), alliance partner (Gates Foundation), 
-7 global accelerators, 
-3 screening partners, 
-1 public research institute providing test services (NIAID), 
-44 developers (39 SMEs, 4 Big Pharma, 1 academic lab), but still 
selecting projects to be funded. 

3- Governance: centralization vs. 
decentralization (control of activities 
and decision-making). 

-A NAO (network administration organization) combined with 
shared participation but also very strong process control in daily 
operations.  

-Comprehensive use of rules and roles  

-Pivotal role of temporality (time pressures, deadlines/gates). 
-A handful very strong empowered committees representing the 
network actors. 

-A NAO combined with some, although limited, shared participation 
but predominantly strong output control (rather than process control 
in daily operations). 
-Marginal use of rules and roles (minimize burden and avoid putting 
a “tax” on projects). 
-Important but negotiable use of temporality/deadlines. 
-One strong Joint Oversight Committee (JOC), led by funders and 
the CARB-X Executive Team (XT).  
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(CMO, PMC, and GA – General Assembly). In addition, decision-making 
in ENABLE is spread out over two management bodies (CMO and PMC) 
and occasionally, the General Assembly that includes all ENABLE 
members. In contrast, CARB-X has only one decision-making body (the 
JOC), with the Advisory Board making scientific recommendations 
without having decision rights. 

The two networks also use their R&D capacities quite differently. 

While ENABLE uses its R&D function (jointly contributing resources and 
activities of about 25 organizations comprising around 100 people) in all 
its drug development programs, it is more optional for project owners in 
CARB-X to use its R&D function (which is moreover much less extensive 
than ENABLE’s). Thus, ENABLE has a clear focus on conducting joint 
R&D, while CARB-X focuses on funding project owners and supporting 
them through acceleration thanks to its internal R&D Team and a 

Table 2 
Actors’ functions, network structure, and management mechanisms of the two networks.   

ENABLE CARB-X 

4. Functions/tasks of the actors: funder, 
central coordinator/manager, expert/ 
evaluator, service/competence provider, 
project owner, etc. 

-Funders: EU only funder in terms of cash, EFPIA partners 
major funders in-kind (FTEs). 
-Central coordinator/manager: Uppsala University, closely 
related to GSK and Sanofi/Evotec, then many central bodies 
created: Consortium Management Office (CMO), with only 
core members of ENABLE steering overall processes, and 
Portfolio Management Committee (PMC) with also external 
evaluators making key go/no go decisions on molecules. 
-Expert/evaluators: formally the PMC with internal 
members representing academia (public) and industry evenly 
+ external independent members who formally decide 
terminations. 
-Service/competence providers: the Drug Discovery Hub is 
organized by competence areas (microbiology, chemistry, 
etc.) as if it were the R&D lab of a pharma (engaging about 
100 people specialized in antibiotics), with about 20 academic 
labs, 2–3 public institutes, and 1–2 private CROs. 
-Project owners: known as “hit-owners” inside ENABLE, a 
dozen SMEs, GSK, Sanofi-Evotec, and a dozen academic labs. 
They receive funds and drive their drug programs1 through 
ENABLE’s Drug Discovery Hub.  

-Funders: BARDA/ASPR, Wellcome Trust, GAMRIF/UK, the 
German Gov., and Gates Foundation funds with cash, NIAID via 
in-kind. 
-Central coordinator/manager: CARB-X Executive Team 
(XT), formally part of Boston University. Joint Oversight 
Committee (JOC) decides about projects, following CARB-X’s 
recommendations based in turn on an external Advisory Board 
(AdBd) that reviews applications and project progression. 
-Expert/evaluators: formally the AdBd with members 
representing academia, government bodies, and industry. 
-Service/competence providers: the Global Accelerator 
Network (GAN) includes 7 firms organized by competence area 
and geography. GAN provides support based on individual 
project’s needs assessed by CARB-X. Also, a large network of 
experts can support individual projects with a broad range of 
expertise. 
-Project owners: 39 SME projects, 4 Big Pharma projects, and 1 
academic lab project. They receive funds and support through a 
‘Company Support Team’ (CST) composed of CARB-X R&D 
Team members and experts fitting each project. The product 
developers retain delivery responsibility for their projects. 

5. Structure of the network: who is connected 
with whom? And the boundaries of the 
network. 

-Connections: Central position of the CMO which connects all 
other bodies and the single actors: CMO mediates between hit 
owners and the PMC, interacts with new potential hit owners 
and new members of the Drug Discovery Hub, and with IMI 
(CMO is the only body of ENABLE doing it). PMC is an 
evaluation body and cannot interact directly with hit-owners 
except at evaluation meetings. Hit-owners interact intensively 
and regularly (weekly) with single actors in the Drug 
Discovery Hub for support to their molecules. Actors in the 
Discovery Hub belong to seven “platform resources” gathering 
specific scientific disciplines (chemistry, microbiology, etc.).  

- Boundaries: Strict boundaries of membership via approval 
by the PMC for new hit owners, then formalized membership 
via contracts with clear rights and obligations, initial 
applications for other members (with contract signing there 
too). Formal membership in the GA. Only for EU parties. 

-Connections: Central is the position of the JOC, which 
formally connects all other bodies and the projects. The JOC 
includes representatives of CARB-X’s funders and Executive 
Team. It makes investment decisions based on 
recommendations from the AdBd. The Project Management 
Office (PMO) works to improve the way CARB-X manages its 
processes and projects. The R&D Team interacts with all 
projects and follows them from evaluation to graduation. The 
AdBd evaluates all applicants and makes recommendations to 
CARB-X XT, which then recommends projects for the JOC. 
Projects interact with actors in the GAN for business, technical, 
and scientific support.  

-Boundaries: Strict boundaries of membership via approval by 
the JOC for new projects, then formalized membership via 
contracts with clear rights and obligations. CARB-X aim to fund 
the best science, wherever in the world it is found, presently 
projects in 10 countries.  

6. Management mechanisms: -Very strong focus on formalized roles (assigned to specific 
individuals at member organizations: e.g., drug Program 
Leader or Co-leader, microbiologist), routines and rules 
(contract based) to clearly steer behavior and interactions 
inside ENABLE. 
-Strong and strict use of temporality according to rigid 3- 
months cycle: central bodies, especially PMC, make key 
decisions that can affect the fate of hit owners. (terminate 
their project or select new ones), and indirectly also of the 
Drug Discovery Hub actors by making their competences more 
or less relevant and utilized. 
-Much steering comes from the rules/routines which the 
participating organizations jointly agreed on in the original 
application to IMI, which then became a binding contract for 
them. 
-The PMC is also meant to be representative of the various 
members in making key decisions such as inclusion and 
termination: the same contract also delegates control from 
single organizations to the central bodies (CMO and PMC).  

-A strong (contractual) focus on deliverables and milestones 
clearly steer outcomes in projects supported by CARB-X. 
-JOC and XT, by making key decisions on project initiation or 
continuation at contractual milestones, can affect the fate of 
projects. 
-Deliverables and milestones agreed jointly with the applicant. 
Re-negotiable as warranted. 
-While very unusual, if necessary, CARB-X has the right to 
inspect any locales or documentation pertaining to the 
agreement with the project owner. 
-Much more commonly, CARB-X interacts with project owners, 
works with their data, and helps them to understand the project 
and what support it needs moving forward. 
-A CST meets with each project owner at least once per quarter 
and connects it to the various kinds of accelerator or subject 
matter expert support that the project is deemed to need or 
could benefit from.   

1 Inside ENABLE, the term drug development program is used, while the term project is used inside CARB-X. We use both terms interchangeably in the rest of the 
paper. 
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Company Support Team (CST) specifically designed for each project. 
Reflecting ENABLE’s emphasis on actually performing R&D activ-

ities jointly between several partners, ENABLE’s network management 
mechanisms rely heavily on (1) contract-based rules and routines 
specifying coordination in great detail, (2) formally assigned roles (to 
individuals and several committees/bodies), and (3) a stricter use of 
temporality, deadlines, and termination (a rigid 3-month cycle) to steer 
the drug programs inside its portfolio. CARB-X instead applies network 
management mechanisms such as routines, temporality (with 

individually negotiated deadlines), and pre-defined roles more flexibly, 
but simultaneously puts great emphasis on eventually obtaining the 
jointly agreed-upon outcomes from every funded project. 

Table 3 delves into the contents and forms of interaction and 
network-wide processes, which together define the notion of interor-
ganizational interactions. The content of interactions indicates which 
resources (e.g., information or funds) are exchanged and adapted, both 
unilaterally and bilaterally, among the actors in the two networks. 
Table 3 shows that monetary funds in CARB-X mostly flow to project 

Table 3 
Content and forms of interactions and network-wide processes of the two networks.   

ENABLE CARB-X 

7. Content of interactions: exchange of information, 
goods and other resources (e.g., funds), adaptations 
(technical or organizational). Unilateral or 
bilateral. 

-Specific financial info (reporting) from Discovery Hub and 
hit owners to CMO and then to IMI; tech/scientific info 
exchange hit owner-CMO-PMC, after info exchange hit 
owner-Drug Discovery Hub; tech/scientific info exchange 
new applying hit owners-CMO-PMC and also between 
different actors of the Drug Discovery Hub; mutual scientific 
info updates at GA between all members. 
-Funds flow from IMI to CMO and then partly to hit-owners 
and mostly to the Drug Discovery Hub actors (based on 
activities required by hit-owners). 
-Molecules moving between hit-owners and the Drug 
Discovery Hub through logistic specialized partner; test 
results coming back in exchange. 
-Adaptations of activities by hit owners and the Drug 
Discovery Hub actors to fit the 3-months PMC cycle in term 
of timing: generally compulsory adaptation to the rules and 
routines required by ENABLE contracts for all participating 
parties. This pooled adaptation to a centralized script 
dominates. 
-But some dyadic adaptations also between a single actor in 
the Drug Discovery Hub and a single hit-owner in tests and 
technology applied to certain molecules, more spontaneous 
than coerced by ENABLE. 
-Also some actors selected to the Drug Discovery Hub due to 
match specific molecules’ competence requirements.  

- Specific project progress and financial info (reporting) 
from product developers to CST, and then to the XT. 
Aggregated financial information and progress report is 
provided monthly to the JOC (which also includes the 
funders). During evaluations, information goes also from the 
AdBd to CARB-X XT and then to the JOC. 
-Funds flow from the funders to Boston University 
(administrative home and legal entity of CARB-X) and then 
mostly to project owners, in small parts to the GAN, and the 
rest of the internal organization (AdBd and subject matter 
experts). Funds are based on activities required by project 
owners. 
-Freedom for project owners in choosing level of support 
from CARB-X and flexibility by CARB-X in handling each 
project according to its own needs. 
-All project owners use CARB-X funds to perform activities 
internally or acquire them outside the CARB-X network. 
–No projects required to have their technologies handled by 
the GAN. Instead, all project owners retain full 
responsibilities and control of their project. 
-Some dyadic adaptations between some individual projects 
and the GAN. 
-Pooled adaptations are much less visible in CARB-X.  

8. Forms of interactions: meetings, other 
communication forms, technical/logistical 
interdependencies. 

-Meetings scheduled and imposed strictly between pre- 
defined actors and individuals with particular roles. 
-Information contents and decisions to be taken pre-defined 
at these meetings (e.g., weekly meetings for drug programs 
or PMC go/no go decision meetings). 
-Strong and clear interdependencies created between hit- 
owners and actors of the Drug Discovery Hub for activities 
performed, their specifications and timing (time pressure for 
PMC meeting for go/no go decisions). 

-Quarterly meetings between project owner and the CST, 
and on a needs-basis (e.g., for upcoming milestones) 
between the CST, project owners, GAN members, and 
experts. 
-Formal meetings with the AdBd following the application 
cycle and project’s own milestones. 
-Frequent informal discussions between project owners and 
CARB-X R&D or Finance lead. 
-Specific reports required by the JOC. Projects missing 
milestones or deliverables may be terminated or revised by 
JOC. 
-Limited but tailored interdependencies between projects 
owners and actors in the GAN. 

9. Network-wide processes: applications, 
evaluations/selections, funding, monitoring/ 
supervision, R&D activities. 

-ENABLE was created via joining two consortia winning the 
IMI original application (one for the Drug Discovery Hub 
and one for an initial pool of hit-owners) with pre- 
established EFPIA consortium. 
-Then need to constantly fill up ENABLE portfolio as 
development programs can be terminated, aiming at having 
4–5 active programs at the same time. 
-Hence ad-hoc calls by the CMO for selection of new 
molecules/recruitment of hit owners. 
-Everything (both new molecules/applications and 
molecules in ENABLE portfolio) is evaluated by the PMC. 
-The PMC monitors projects trimestrally and can decide 
termination (end of funding inside ENABLE) 
-The PMC also provides feedback and suggestions for 
continued drug programs. 
-R&D activities occur within specifically created drug 
development teams, including people from both the hit- 
owner and relevant actor(s) in the Drug Discovery Hub. 
Tests mostly performed by the latter actors. 
-IMI monitors yearly via the CMO reports checking finance 
and scientific performance. 

-Regular open global application calls with different 
technology foci, approved by the JOC. 
-Highly structured selection process: 1. CARB-X sets the 
scope and timing of the funding cycle. 2. Expressions of 
Interest (EOI) are submitted. 3. Review of EOI: CARB-X and 
AdBd evaluate applications. 4. Selected applications invited 
for a confidential Short Form application. 5. CARB-X and 
AdBd evaluate the Short Forms. 6. Selected applicants 
submit a Long Form application and detailed budget. 7. 
Long Form applicants are invited to present their projects in 
person to the AdBd. Applicants undergo financial and legal 
due diligence. 8. Funding recommendations by CARB-X XT 
and final decision by the JOC. 
-JOC monitors every project’s financials and milestones. 
-JOC evaluates and decides about every new investment in 
ongoing projects in CARB-X portfolio. 
- JOC can decide termination (end of funding by CARB-X) 
based on recommendation from XT, due to, e.g., missed 
milestone or request from project. 
-Project owners conduct R&D activities internally (or with 
partial outsourcing to contracted orgs.). 
-The funders monitor CARB-X on a yearly basis using KPIs.  
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Fig. 2. The network of ENABLE.  

Fig. 3. The network of CARB-X.  

E. Baraldi et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 



Journal of Business Research 141 (2022) 264–278

273

owners. However, in ENABLE, funds mostly reach the parties in the Drug 
Discovery Hub who perform R&D activities required by the project 
owner. Within ENABLE, adaptations in the activities performed have to 
follow the scripts dictated by ENABLE’s rules and routines, especially in 
terms of timing, even though there can be occasional minor adaptations 
that are specific to single drug projects. Instead, CARB-X treats each drug 
project as unique and tailors a negotiated project plan (including time-
lines and milestones), budget, and the level of support to the needs of 
that project. 

The forms of interaction indicate how they happen via channels such 
as meetings and other communication forms and how they become 
visible through specific technical or logistical interdependencies. These 
interaction forms in ENABLE follow its aforementioned standardized 
approach, which dictates uniform types and timing of frequently 
occurring meetings as well as their contents, whereas CARB-X uses a 
tailored approach concerning who should meet, when, and about what 
(except for reviews or reporting meetings, which are more formalized). 
Moreover, while there are clearly specified logistical and technical in-
terdependencies explicitly constructed between project owners and ac-
tors in ENABLE’s Drug Discovery Hub, interdependencies are more 
limited and tailored inside CARB-X, as are the ones between the project 
owners and the actors operating within CARB-X’s GAN as well as the 
subject matter experts. 

Finally, network-wide processes define broader interaction patterns 
that engage several actors in the whole network, based on their specific 
roles and competences, in performing core activities such as selection of 
new members, funding, or joint R&D activities. In particular, ENABLE’s 
network-wide processes are geared toward working intensively, i.e., 
directly performing several R&D activities, on a focused portfolio of 4–5 
drug programs in parallel, in order to meet a strict deadline for final 
delivery to its funder IMI. ENABLE has also created routines to 
constantly refill its portfolio (via ad-hoc calls for new participants) 
whenever any drug program is terminated. CARB-X, instead, simulta-
neously has many more projects in its portfolio, but does not directly 
perform R&D activities, nor does it steer those of project owners as 
rigidly as does ENABLE. In order to build a larger and technically more 
varied portfolio, CARB-X has a wide-reaching and very refined selection 
process with recurring calls for new projects in multiple technical areas. 
Due to ENABLE’s responsibility of actually conducting R&D and its 
greater specialization in terms of technologies, this network applies a 
more rigid process control and creates stronger interdependencies, as 
opposed to the broader technologies portfolio of CARB-X and its focus on 
creating the best individual support to reach the goals of each funded 
project. 

5. Discussion 

In this section, we address our research questions concerning the 
connections between intended social impact(s), network management 
mechanisms, and interorganizational interactions. We start by consid-
ering and comparing each of these three elements separately. 

The intended social impact of CARB-X appears to be broader in terms 
of technologies than that of ENABLE, which has a more specific focus on 
particular molecules, on re-creating a public R&D infrastructure for 
antibiotics and building collaborations among specific actors within the 
EU, compared to CARB-X’s more general goal of stimulating R&D 
globally for several technologies. 

As for management mechanisms, CARB-X and ENABLE seem to rely on 
similar tools to steer the network, namely contracts, routines, roles, and 
temporality to comply with expected results evaluated at specific 
deadlines. However, these mechanisms are used differently by the two 
networks, with ENABLE using them more strictly (e.g., the rigid tri-
mestral evaluation cycle) and according to more elaborated process 
control mechanisms, as opposed to CARB-X which uses process control 
in a more flexible way and instead relies more on controlling outputs. 
Another difference is that only ENABLE entails official membership for 

the actors involved, including participation in a joint decision-making 
“General Assembly.” 

Finally, there are important differences concerning interorganiza-
tional interactions, which involve only European actors for ENABLE, as 
opposed to CARB-X’s global reach, and are more multilateral and 
interconnected within ENABLE compared to CARB-X. Moreover, in-
teractions within ENABLE follow a stricter and required pattern 
whereby project owners have to use ENABLE’s “internal” R&D function, 
whereas there is more flexibility in interactions within CARB-X as each 
project is handled differently to match its specific situation and needs, as 
long as it reaches the deliverables contractually agreed upon. In fact, 
CARB-X is designed to oversee, guide, and support developers’ projects, 
not to perform them on their behalf. 

These are important differences visible within each of the key con-
cepts in our analytical framework in the upper triangle of Fig. 1. To 
address our two research questions, we can now discuss the two cases, 
considering how each of the three corners of our model relates to each 
other. We start with the connection between intended social impact and 
network management mechanisms (Section 5.1); then, we move to the 
connection between the intended social impact and interorganizational 
interactions (5.2); and finally, we consider the connection between 
network management mechanism and interorganizational interactions 
(5.3). We conclude our discussion by considering how the three concepts 
relate altogether (Section 5.4). 

5.1. Relating intended social impact and network management 
mechanisms 

Achieving social impact is paramount for antibiotic networks, as it is 
the very aim for which they were created. The various organizations 
engaging in these networks together pursue social impact by accepting – 
from the start – common objectives, rules and contracts, pre-defined 
roles for all actors involved (which reflects a prominent aspect of pro-
cess control), and temporality (Kronlid, 2020). Pre-defined goals and 
management mechanisms are essential for the functioning of these 
partnerships (see Fig. 1, and Möller & Halinen, 2017). Consequently, it is 
important to analyze how intended social impact connects with the 
adopted management mechanisms. 

At a general level, there are common traits between the two networks 
analyzed, which confirm the connection between the intended social 
impact and the choice of mechanisms used to manage the network. As 
described in Table 1, both partnerships address the problem of antibiotic 
resistance by supporting and funding R&D. Because of the nature of the 
problem at hand (characterized by high uncertainty, urgency, 
complexity, and ambition level), these networks had to implement 
strong governance to align the goals of the heterogeneous actors and to 
coordinate and synchronize the network’s activities in order to meet 
their already agreed upon goals (Partanen & Möller, 2012). As shown in 
Table 2, this strong governance relies, in turn, on a wide range of 
management mechanisms. 

At a more fine-grained level, the two cases reveal that different 
specific intended social impacts (goals, technological focus, scope of 
action, number of partners) relate with different or differently applied 
management mechanisms, according to the following specific connec-
tions. First, ENABLE’s emphasis on actually performing R&D activities 
collaboratively to achieve the goal of recreating a public R&D infra-
structure can be related to its use of network management mechanisms 
that rely heavily on contract-based rules and routines (specifying coor-
dination in great detail) and formally assigned roles. As CARB-X does not 
explicitly pursue the re-creation of this kind of R&D infrastructure, it 
applies process control mechanisms such as routines and pre-defined 
roles in a more flexible way than does ENABLE. However, it applies 
more output control mechanisms by placing great emphasis on even-
tually obtaining the agreed outcomes from every funded project, 
downplaying details surrounding how specifically this output is 
obtained. 
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Secondly, the narrower and deeper technological focus of ENABLE 
relates to certain management mechanisms, namely a stronger use of 
contractual routines and roles (see point 6 of Table 2). The fact that 
ENABLE defines very specialized roles is important for mobilizing the 
right competences. The clear design of roles and a structure of powerful 
and strongly linked committees are the basis of the virtual R&D infra-
structure created within ENABLE. On the contrary, CARB-X does not 
have these strongly linked committees controlling an R&D facility 
because it does not intend to create such an infrastructure or to perform 
R&D directly. 

Thirdly, we also observe some differences related to the way the two 
networks address the broken market in the antibiotics field. ENABLE 
tries to create collaborations between non-previously interacting actors, 
while CARB-X provides support and funding to a portfolio of separate 
actors and projects. These different flavors in how they contribute to 
alleviate this broken market also translates in the applied management 
mechanism: for instance, more process control in ENABLE (e.g., roles 
and contractual routines) is applied to steer these collaborations, as 
opposed to the output control used in CARB-X to verify that the single 
actor uses the funds properly and meets the expected scientific results. 
Finally, there is a stronger use of temporality in ENABLE (rigid 3-month 
cycle and pre-defined templates) than CARB-X (negotiable deadlines 
regularly monitored to verify the progress): this difference can be 
explained by ENABLE’s narrower technical scope, requiring the delivery 
of very specific molecules in a restricted timeframe and relying on 
smaller funding and fewer actors, which requires timely and extensive 
actions if a partner should be substituted. 

Considering the above connections, we can infer that the general link 
between the intended social impact and management mechanisms 
adopted includes the following detailed links: (1) an impact entailing the 
creation of specific infrastructures with complex interdependencies is 
associated with management mechanisms based on stronger process 
control such as contract-based routines and roles (ENABLE); (2) an 
impact requiring the network to obtain specific pre-defined techno-sci-
entific results with relatively smaller funding and network size is asso-
ciated with stricter use of temporality (ENABLE), compared to managing 
an open and more flexible portfolio of projects (CARB-X); and (3) 
broader scope of the intended social impact in terms of e.g., multiple 
technologies, number of actors, and their geographic origins, is associ-
ated with using more output control (CARB-X) because it would be quite 
difficult to manage so many competences, actors, and processes spread 
across the globe by means of detailed roles and routines. 

5.2. Relating intended social impact and interorganizational interactions 

The general connection between intended social impact and in-
teractions is firstly that the dyadic and interconnected interactions 
unfolding in the two networks actively and concretely support achieving 
such goals as the development of new antibiotics through the sharing of 
expertise and resources beyond those that single actors control. These 
interactions support the achievement of the network’s goal, especially 
because they are not randomly emergent from free networking 
(Håkansson & Snehota, 1995), but they are steered specifically to sup-
port each actor’s contribution to reach the intended social impact. 
Secondly, the intended impact, in turn, permeates the specific in-
teractions by means of the overarching goals of the networks. As the 
various actors joining the investigated networks have accepted a com-
mon goal such as developing new antibiotics, the dyadic and inter-
connected interactions among the various actors are geared toward a 
clear goal: for instance, hit-owners in ENABLE interact with actors in the 
Drug Discovery Hub for the common task of progressing their molecule 
in the R&D process, by conducting joint tests and exchanging relevant 
information. 

Beyond this general connection, there are more specific ways in 
which the intended social impact and the interactions in the networks 
are related, which are visible when looking at the differences between 

the two cases. Looking at the scope of the intended social impact, we 
observe that the broad technological goals of CARB-X, embracing as 
diverging solutions as drugs, vaccines, and diagnostics at various stages 
of development, result in involving many actors from these various 
technical domains, and thereby generating a large number of interor-
ganizational interactions. However, these interactions are compara-
tively lighter, such as periodic evaluation meetings and reporting 
between a project owner and the Company Support Team (CST), because 
CARB-X would not be able to steer so many actors and interactions. 
Instead, the more focused social impact goal of ENABLE, delimited to a 
special type of drug like antibiotics in a particular stage of development, 
is connected with involving a more restricted number of actors, but 
creating deeper and more steered interorganizational interactions 
among them, including complex interconnected ones involving several 
separate organizations at the same time, for instance, intensive collab-
orative efforts to test a molecule, which usually involve simultaneously 
many actors belonging to ENABLE’s Drug Discovery Hub. 

The specific nature of the intended social impact also relates spe-
cifically to the interactions unfolding in the network: ENABLE’s goal of 
re-creating a complete public R&D infrastructure through EU funding is 
related to selecting only European actors that are expected to interact 
closely and according to highly steered interconnected patterns, 
including, for instance, very extensive and detailed meetings, commonly 
agreed testing criteria and routines, intensive information exchange, 
and a demanding evaluation cycle. In contrast, CARB-X’s goal of more 
generally supporting the R&D efforts of single actors from around the 
world is related to stimulating mostly dyadic interactions with more 
flexibility, to a point that, except for communications with the CST, each 
project owner is free to decide if and how to interact with actors in the 
Global Accelerator Network (GAN). Another relevant nature of the so-
cial impact of each network is whether its goal includes stimulating R&D 
collaborations between actors – and here ENABLE and CARB-X differ. 
ENABLE aims explicitly at creating collaborations between actors that 
otherwise seldom collaborate (SMEs, big pharma, academia), which 
translates into deep, strongly steered, and complex (both dyadic and 
interconnected) interactions. For instance, actors in the Drug Discovery 
Hub conduct multiple tests adapted to the particular molecule of a hit- 
owner based on the requests posed by the actors participating to the 
Portfolio Management Committee (PMC). Instead, CARB-X’s intended 
social impact does not include creating collaboration between actors 
who do not normally collaborate, which translates into predominantly 
dyadic interactions departing from the interest of single project owners, 
as well as more arm’s length relationships between actors. 

In sum, we identified three relevant types of specific connections 
between the intended social impact and interorganizational in-
teractions: (1) a broad impact in terms of technological areas is associ-
ated with many, but light, interactions (CARB-X); (2) a social impact like 
the creation of a specific R&D infrastructure is associated with deep, 
heavily steered, and interconnected interactions between actors selected 
from a restricted geographic area (ENABLE); and (3) if collaboration per 
se is explicitly an intended social impact, interactions in the network 
tend to be deeper. 

5.3. Relating network management mechanisms and interorganizational 
interactions 

An important connection here is that management mechanisms 
frame interorganizational interactions in terms of when and how single 
actors interact with each other; for instance, if they do so as dyads (e.g., 
a project owner and an accelerator inside CARB-X) or in more complex 
interconnected patterns (e.g., a project owner and several actors within 
ENABLE’s Drug Discovery Hub). Similarly, particular management 
mechanisms, such as roles and routines, define the adaptations between 
single actors. Other contractual arrangements influence risk-bearing and 
sharing between actors. 

While both networks are characterized by considerable risk-bearing 
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by public or philanthropic funders, they also present differences in how 
these kinds of interactions relate to management mechanisms. ENABLE 
has a single public funder, EU/IMI, whose dominant position entails 
following IMI’s rules and standards of rigid control, as reflected in EN-
ABLE’s more extensive use of process control. ENABLE also applies 
temporality more strictly, reflecting the fact that, with the financial risk 
borne almost only by one actor (EU/IMI), evaluations have to be more 
frequent and strict. For CARB-X, instead, the financial risk is borne by 
several funders, who also provide considerably more funds, which al-
lows CARB-X to apply temporality less strictly. CARB-X funders are also 
less interested in applying rigid process control, being more concerned 
with obtaining a certain outcome, rather than the specific process to 
achieve it. 

There are also other differences in how the interorganizational in-
teractions of the two networks relate with their network management 
mechanisms. ENABLE’s management mechanisms, namely multilateral 
contracts and sophisticated and specific roles, relate to more inter-
connected interactions within this network. CARB-X’s predominant use 
of bilateral contracts giving developers more flexibility in how to use 
funds results in mostly dyadic interactions inside this network, e.g., 
between project owners and the JOC or the accelerators, which are all 
characterized by high levels of freedom. ENABLE’s activity pattern was 
thus much more influenced by the management mechanisms, especially 
those requiring project owners to use ENABLE’s “internal” Discovery 
Hub, while CARB-X’s activity pattern evolved more based on the needs 
and wishes of project owners. As the latter used R&D support mostly 
from outside CARB-X’s GAN, the activity pattern stretched outside 
CARB-X’s boundaries much more than ENABLE’s. Thus, due to the 
limited use of process control mechanisms, CARB-X’s activity pattern 
resembled more that of emergent networks (Håkansson & Snehota, 
1995). The strict use of roles and contract-based routines created many 
more interdependencies between project owners and ENABLE’s Dis-
covery Hub. Instead, inside CARB-X, bilateral contracts and outcome 
control created mostly dyadic interdependencies between project 
owners and CARB-X’s Executive Team (and indirectly the funders). 

The different levels of freedom entailed by the management mech-
anisms in the two networks also influenced the heterogeneity of re-
sources (Penrose, 1959) available to project owners and how the 
resources of various actors could be combined (Baraldi, 2008). The 
dominant role of ENABLE’s Discovery Hub delimited the heterogeneity 
of resources available to project owners in this network. On the other 
hand, CARB-X’s project owners were able to access a much wider mix of 
resources as they were free to use CARB-X’s funding outside this 
network, based on their needs. Further, ENABLE’s strict rules and pre- 
assigned roles also restricted the path of development for resource 
combinations inside ENABLE, while this was freer inside CARB-X. 

There are also differences in the impact of management mechanisms 
on the actor layer of interactions in the two networks: ENABLE’s strict 
roles and routines not only reduced the freedom of project owners and 
Discovery Hub members in choosing whom to interact with, but also 
required that they trusted the capabilities and goodwill of their partners. 
Moreover, ENABLE’s extensive use of temporality through frequent 
evaluations, recurrent terminations, and inclusions of new drug pro-
grams led to fluid participation and the need to restart trust-building 
processes. CARB-X’s less strict roles and routines, instead, allowed its 
members to interact more freely and also to use services from estab-
lished partners whom they already trusted, without experiencing the 
same pressure of temporality and termination in those interactions. 

Summing up, some relevant variations in the connections between 
network management mechanisms and interorganizational interactions 
include the following: (1) an interaction pattern revolving around a 
single funder is associated with stronger process control mechanisms 
and stricter use of temporality (ENABLE); (2) clearly specified roles and 
contractual routines can create complex interconnected and deep in-
teractions; and (3) these same types of management mechanisms also 
tend to restrict the activity pattern, the heterogeneity, and the 

development path of resources in the network, while a strict use of 
temporality can require constant re-creation of trust among actors. 

5.4. Synthesis: Linking the three concepts together 

Based on the discussion in Sections 5.1–5.3, we can now answer our 
two research questions. For our first question, intended social impact (a) 
relates to network management mechanisms by influencing their choice 
from the start of the partnership (Section 5.1) and (b) a particular 
intended social impact orients the kind of interactions stimulated, or 
even allowed, in the network (Section 5.2). For our second question, the 
link between network management mechanisms and interorganizational 
interactions entails that specific mechanisms frame the interactions 
unfolding in the network, but structural elements such as the number, 
position, and power of the interacting actors make specific mechanisms 
more or less applicable to the network (Section 5.3). After considering 
the links between single pairs of concepts, we now explore some 
“chains” connecting all three concepts (i.e., all three corners in the upper 
triangle of Fig. 1). 

For instance, CARB-X entails a chain with (a) broad social impact 
related to (b) many actors connected by light interactions because it 
would be extremely difficult to apply (c) strict process control mecha-
nisms (roles/routines) to so many and geographically dispersed in-
teractions. In contrast, ENABLE has a chain of (a) narrow and specified 
social impact combined with (b) few actors joined by deeper and 
interconnected interactions enabled by (c) focused process control via 
strict pre-defined roles and routines. 

Moreover, ENABLE’s intended social impact of (a) creating R&D 
collaborations is supported by (b) management mechanisms like strict 
roles and routines, which in turn generate (c) interconnected and deep 
interactions. In contrast, CARB-X’s social impact of (a) reinforcing pri-
vate actor’s R&D can be achieved by (b) fewer steering mechanisms such 
as more flexible bilateral contracts which result in (c) dyadic and lighter 
interactions. 

The last chain worth mentioning departs again from a more or less 
broad social impact but expressed in more techno-scientific terms: (a) 
ENABLE’s social impact focusing on specific molecules requires (b) 
management mechanisms with strict routines of using only the internal 
Drug Discovery Hub, which results in (c) reduced resource heterogeneity 
in this network of interactions. In contrast, (a) CARB-X’s social impact 
embracing several molecules and other technologies entail (b) man-
agement mechanisms with less strict rules and freedom to use external 
R&D centers, which results in (c) greater heterogeneity of resources 
available for interactions. 

6. Conclusions 

Our paper provides a series of contributions specifically addressing 
the topic of management of interorganizational relationships and net-
works for social impact, and the IMP-inspired literature on networks in 
particular. First, at a general level, we provide new empirical evidence 
concerning interactions in networks created to focus explicitly on social 
impact. Specifically, our study shows the relevance of the ex-ante 
explicitly defined and commonly agreed social impact(s) to under-
stand why certain management mechanisms are applied to stimulate 
specific interactions. Thus, we support the view that the intended social 
impact affects both network management mechanisms and interorga-
nizational interactions (Partanen & Möller, 2012). Consequently, we 
also conclude that defining the intended social impact (see also the 
notions of goal setting, visioning, and sense making in Aarikka-Stenroos, 
Jaakkola, Harrison, & Mäkitalo-Keinonen, 2017, and Möller & Halinen, 
2017) is critical as it will influence the choice of the management 
mechanisms and the interactions in a network aiming to achieve this 
impact. 

Second, when considering the differences between the specific 
intended impact of a network (which can vary within the broader frame 
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of e.g., “public health”), we see how the underlying value-creating 
system differs according to the specific goals of the network (see e.g., 
Möller, Rajala & Svahn, 2005). In other words, we argue that different 
specifications of social impacts, in terms of different pre-defined goals, 
stimulate the use of different managerial mechanisms and the occur-
rence of different types of interactions in the network. With reference to 
the conceptualization of Möller and Halinen (2017), our paper espe-
cially shows how the field layer (need for social impact), the network 
layer (interorganizational interaction), and management activities are 
connected and influence each other. For instance, for ENABLE, aiming at 
re-establishing a public R&D infrastructure entails more intense in-
teractions and complex (interconnected) interdependencies in the 
partnership; while for CARB-X, aiming at supporting single project 
owners to reach a high innovation output in a wider technology port-
folio entails less intense and mostly dyadic interactions. As for the 
linkage between social impact and managerial mechanisms, our results 
point out that a narrow and specific social impact (e.g., in the ENABLE 
case) entails a stricter use of management mechanisms, especially pro-
cess control, which are applied to steer interactions more in detail (as 
opposed to in the CARB-X case). 

Third, next to identifying a condition – the intended social impact of 
the network – that favors the management “of” as opposed to “in” net-
works (Ritter et al., 2004), these results extend the existing IMP-inspired 
literature on strategic business networks (e.g., Möller & Halinen, 1999, 
2017; Möller & Svahn, 2003; Matinheikki, Artto, Peltokorpi & Rajala, 
2016) by showing that when there is no central hub such as a dominant 
firm steering the network, the network can still be managed by means of 
strong linkages between a jointly agreed intended social impact and 
specific management mechanisms. The finding that a network can 
actually manage itself, without a central hub steering it, is an important 
contribution because it shifts the locus of management from single ac-
tors to such other network-level elements as control mechanisms and 
goals collectively accepted by the various actors. In particular, this 
intended social impact needs to be made very explicit before the creation 
of the network and recognized as its primary objective. While this 
impact may be defined ex ante by the initiative takers, it must be 
accepted also by all other actors joining the network, as this acceptance 
would imply their subsequent compliance with the network’s formal 
management mechanisms (see Kronlid, 2020). This furthermore means 
that an intentionally created network guided by an intended social 
impact is a specific type of network with a collectively relevant and more 
ambitious goal compared to those most often studied in the IMP-inspired 
literature on intentionally created networks, which mostly adopts a 
single firm’s perspective (see e.g., Möller, Rajala & Svahn, 2005; Möller 
& Rajala, 2007). 

Due to the centrality of social impact for these networks, further 
research is needed to understand the genesis and the process of defining 
such intended social impacts, as they influence the creation of the 
network, its management, and the interorganizational interactions that 
will follow. This is certainly an area that deserves further attention, 
especially the role of the network founders in defining its intended social 
impact. Moreover, our study is deeply contextualized in an extremely 
urgent and valuable societal need: global health in relation to antibiotic 
resistance. These results may differ from other types of societal needs 
and global challenges, for instance, problems unrelated to R&D and 
health or characterized by less uncertainty and complexity (e.g., poverty 
or education). Therefore, further research should explore our research 
questions in other contexts. 

Further research should also focus on studying these constructed 
networks longitudinally in order to capture the historical development 
and changes in the elements of the model of Fig. 1, as well as making the 
positive or negative effects of management mechanisms on interorga-
nizational interactions explicit, which was not in focus in this paper. 
Another aspect related to this, which is also a limitation of this study, is 
that we have not investigated the realized social impact of the studied 
networks (i.e., the lower corner in the dotted triangle of Fig. 1), because 

these network outcomes will emerge and can be studied only over the 
long term. Thus, future research should explore the link and the dy-
namics connecting “intended social impact,” “management mecha-
nisms,” “interactions,” and actual output in terms of “realized social 
impact”: a key research question could be, for instance, how manage-
ment mechanisms and their application change as a reaction to a 
misalignment between the realized and the intended social impact of the 
network, making the triangle of Fig. 1 truly a diamond model. Next to 
the links displayed in Fig. 1, which indicate that the “intended social 
impact” can influence the “realized social impact” through management 
mechanisms and interactions, there can also be a feedback link whereby 
the realized impact of the network may over time induce an evolution of 
its intended impact. 

6.1. Policy and managerial implications 

Policymakers and funders that initiate new multi-sectorial networks 
with the intention to reach a specific social impact need to not only 
define the intended social impact but also design specific network 
management mechanisms that make it possible to achieve the intended 
social impact. Moreover, they need to consider the potential positive and 
negative effects of these mechanisms on interorganizational interactions 
in terms of achievement of the intended social impact. Network mem-
bers, on the other hand, are required to adhere to the network man-
agement mechanisms, forgoing some of their freedom. For instance, 
some actors might be forced to interact with other specific actors, and to 
an extent, actors not of their choosing. Therefore, it is important that 
every actor carefully assesses pros and cons prior to joining such net-
works. Moreover, actors that join such networks should not only 
consider their own role in the network but also how they are related to 
other network members. The more specific and interconnected the in-
teractions, the more complex and demanding will be the networking 
needed. Lastly, even if actors may be restricted in their interactions 
within these types of networks, there might still be effects stretching to 
each member’s wider network in terms of both direct and indirect re-
lationships, which each actor, as well as policymakers, should consider. 
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Partanen, J., & Möller, K. (2012). How to build a strategic network: A practitioner- 
oriented process model for the ICT sector. Industrial Marketing Management, 41(3), 
481–494. 

Penrose, E. T. (1959). The theory of the growth of the firm. New York: John Wiley & Sons 
Ltd.  

Peters, L. D., & Pressey, A. D. (2016). The co-ordinative practices of temporary 
organisations. Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 31(2), 301–311. 

Planko, J., Chappin, M. M., Cramer, J. M., & Hekkert, M. P. (2017). Managing strategic 
system-building networks in emerging business fields: A case study of the Dutch 
smart grid sector. Industrial Marketing Management, 67, 37–51. 

Powell, W. W. (1990). Neither market nor hierarchy: Network forms of organization. 
Research in Organizational Behavior, 12, 295–336. 

Provan, K. G., & Kenis, P. (2008). Modes of network governance: Structure, management, 
and effectiveness. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 18(2), 
229–252. 

Provan, K. G., Fish, A., & Sydow, J. (2007). Interorganizational networks at the network 
level: A review of the empirical literature on whole networks. Journal of Management, 
33(3), 479–516. 

Ritter, T., Wilkinson, I. F., & Johnston, W. J. (2004). Managing in complex business 
networks. Industrial Marketing Management, 33, 175–183. 

Robinson, D. K. R., & Mazzucato, M. (2019). The evolution of mission-oriented policies: 
Exploring changing market creating policies in the US and European space sector. 
Research Policy, 48(4), 936–948. 

Schot, J., & Steinmueller, W. E. (2018). Three frames for innovation policy: R&D, 
systems of innovation and transformative change. Research Policy, 47(9), 
1554–1567. 

Selsky, J. W., & Parker, B. (2005). Cross-sector partnerships to address social issues: 
Challenges to theory and practice. Journal of Management, 31(6), 849–873. 

Tang, L., Shen, Q., & Cheng, E. W. (2010). A review of studies on public–private 
partnership projects in the construction industry. International Journal of Project 
Management, 28(7), 683–694. 

Waluszewski, A., Håkansson, H., & Snehota, I. (2019). The public-private partnership 
(PPP) disaster of a new hospital – expected political and existing business interaction 
patterns. Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 34(5), 1119–1130. 

WHO (2019). No Time to Wait: Securing the future from drug-resistant infections, WHO 
Report to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. Retrieved from the WHO 

E. Baraldi et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0350


Journal of Business Research 141 (2022) 264–278

278

Website on May 6th, 2020: https://www.who.int/antimicrobial-resistance/ 
interagency-coordination-group/final-report/en/. 

Woodroof, P. J., Deitz, G. D., Howie, K. M., & Evans, R. D., Jr. (2019). The effect of cause- 
related marketing on firm value: A look at Fortune’s most admired all-stars. Journal of 
the Academy of Marketing Science, 47, 899–918. 

Zou, W., Kumaraswamy, M., Chung, J., & Wong, J. (2014). Identifying the critical success 
factors for relationship management in PPP projects. International Journal of Project 
Management, 32(2), 265–274. 

Enrico Baraldi is Professor of Industrial Engineering & Management at the Department of 
Civil and Industrial Engineering, Uppsala University. Recently he has been involved in the 
leadership of three international project focusing on the design and simulation of alter-
native economic models for stimulating antibiotics R&D. Enrico Baraldi has 20 years of 
experience as researcher and consultant in the area of business and product development 
in complex interorganizational networks from several industries (ICT, biotech, medtech, 
furniture, automotive, pharma). Next to value and supply chain analysis he specializes also 
in the field of innovation management, strategy development and commercialization of 
science. His research is published in, among others, Academy of Management Perspectives, 
California Management Review, European Management Journal, Technovation, Industrial 
Marketing Management, Journal of Business Research, Science & Public Policy, and The 
Lancet Infectious Diseases. 

Francesco Ciabuschi is a Professor of International Business at the Department of Business 
Studies, Uppsala University, and Management, Bologna University. His research is 

published in many international journals (such as Academy of Management Perspectives, 
Industrial Marketing and Management, Journal of International Business Studies, Journal 
of Management Studies, Journal of Business Research, Long Range Planning, Journal of 
World Business, The Lancet Infectious Diseases) and received several international rec-
ognitions and awards. Francesco Ciabuschi research interests concern international busi-
ness, strategy and entrepreneurship, and innovation management. His current research 
projects deal with: International technology transfer and sourcing; Value creation in 
multinationals; Reshoring; Emerging countries multinationals; International multi-
sectorial partnerships; New models for antibiotic innovation. 

Carl Kronlid is a Lecturer in Industrial Engineering and Management at the Department of 
Civil and Industrial Engineering, Uppsala University. His research focuses on industrial 
marketing, interorganizational networks, innovation management, temporary organizing 
and network governance. 

Olof Lindahl is an Associate Senior Lecturer at the Department of Business Studies, Uppsala 
University. His background is in studies of R&D and the management of innovation. In the 
last few years his research has focused on several sectors including pharmaceutical, me-
chanical, and precision engineering. Lindahl’s research has three main themes: (1) 
research on public R&D incentives in antibiotics and diagnostic technologies, (2) the in-
ternational transfer of practices and technologies in R&D and manufacturing, and (3) 
internationalization and reshoring. 

E. Baraldi et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(21)00941-3/h0365

	Managing interorganizational interactions for social impact: A study of two antibiotics R&D networks
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical framing
	2.1 Intended social impact: The example of antibiotics
	2.2 Managing networks and management mechanisms
	2.3 Managing interorganizational interactions in constructed multi-actor networks

	3 Methodology
	4 Findings
	5 Discussion
	5.1 Relating intended social impact and network management mechanisms
	5.2 Relating intended social impact and interorganizational interactions
	5.3 Relating network management mechanisms and interorganizational interactions
	5.4 Synthesis: Linking the three concepts together

	6 Conclusions
	6.1 Policy and managerial implications
	Credit authorship contribution statement


	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Acknowledgements
	References


