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Abstract:

This article aims at presenting a systematic review dligattons that verified the network theory
and the theory of networks empirically, published in the entrepremigyournal with the highest
Impact Factor: “Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice”. We préssntpublication frequency
evolved over time, and classify papers into major streamstoépreneurship research. Our find-
ings suggest the theory of networks is an under-researched argsimgdior further advancing
the theory of entrepreneurship. We also find increasing publicaggnéncy of network related
research over time. Results oriented research were mastpoéieent in reviewed articles, while
relationship among network variables and innovation was only tested mrtiales so far which
suggests that more research is needed in this direction intthie.fWe belief that verification of
theories of networks in entrepreneurship and verification dioakhip between network variables
and innovation within the network theory are most promising. Thygnatity of this work lies in
identification of research opportunities and dynamics of enabivierification of network studies
in the field of entrepreneurship.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurs and organisations established by tparate in a complex mix of
relationships. To explain antecedents of theseioalkships, find patterns that ena-
ble to understand their complexity, and inquire iobnsequences of observed pat-
terns, Entrepreneurship scholars increasingly esgark theorizing. The study of
entrepreneurship through network lenses has beesasingly visible, as indicated
by earlier review of the filed (Hoang & Antoncid)@3). This review identified 70
papers that have been published on the role ofarksan the entrepreneurial con-
text in scholarly journals specializing in entrepgarship, sociology, and strategic
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management already in 2003. Since that time numibeublications that use net-
work approach in organization science has increasibdtantially, that enabled
clarification on network related theorizing in salcscience (Borgatti & Halgin,
2011). Building on advances in network theory weidied to apply two major cat-
egories of network theorizing: the theory of netkgoand the network theory in
systematic review of network research in the leggiiurnal in the field — Entre-
preneurship Theory and Practice.

Network theorizing raised out of a metaphor that weeatively used and
turned into rigorous theoretical propositions, inddia, by Harrison White, the
founder of Harvard Revolution in sociology, and Bou_atour, the author of the
actor-network theory. Harrison White (1992) putward a general sociological
theory based on organisations (and individualskiegeto control their identities
through embeddedness in netdoms. Bruno Latour {1®@8&e that the network
metaphor indicates concentration of resourcesmmietwork nodes. His actor-net-
work theory treats both machines and humans assastgocial processes, empha-
sizing the key importance of their interactiondaday’s organisations and socie-
ties. That theory anticipates phenomena that haea becently called the Internet
of things or the Internet of everything, visionsaoflobal network connecting not
only people but also objects. In the world wheradrads of millions of Internet
users are constantly exchanging huge amounts afmattion, the network meta-
phor seems to be commonly comprehensible. Thinabaut social networks, we
imagine the world entangled by relationships amaxahange participants who use
modern information technologies.

The network metaphor usefulness is not confineexfgaining the Internet
phenomena solely or even those that occur in seg&iems. The widespread ex-
istence of networks is evidenced by a growing nunafestudies and theoretical
proposals developed by physicists, mathematic@oraputer scientists, biologists
and epidemiologists. Also artists are interesteaeitworks, as exemplified exquis-
itely by Mark Lombardi’'s drawings collected by tihduseum of Modern Art
(MoMA) in New York. Understanding the rules of imfisation and resources flow
within a network structure also has crucial pradtimplications. For example, it
allowed for designing Google PageRank algorithmnBr Page, 1998), reducing
costs and improving effectiveness of the fight agaiaddiction to nicotine
(Christakis & Fowler, 2008), detecting and combgtiarrorist networks (Krebs,
2002), and effectively placing innovations in tharket (Valente, 1996).

In institutional economics, Powell (1990) points networks as the third
mechanism of economic organisation, along with mtsrland hierarchies. White
(2001) and Granovetter (1985) argue that marketsteroretical concepts sepa-
rated from reality, whereas, in fact, economic peses unfold primarily in social
networks of exchange and cooperation. Granovet{@885) theory of social em-
beddedness of economic processes contrasted adsichl economic theories that
disregarded the social aspect and were dominatéddibyidualistic, transactional
explanations of economic mechanisms. Castells ([18@i€es about an emerging
network society that develops as modern commuupicat&chnologies become
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widespread and global actors become more and mmeonnected. The network
metaphor allows him to reveal a comprehensive mabdfithe organisation of mod-
ern societies that are being constantly reconfigjufbe network society processes
cannot be effectively regulated by national lawgsithe network extends beyond
the borders of a single country. Citizens of themoek society smoothly switch
between organisations, associations or coalitibmsterests.

In the network society, where interrelated indiatfuare involved in the ex-
change of resources and information, an entreprensuccess inevitably depends
on his or her position and characteristics of tsvork in which he or she operates.
Position in the network structure determines opputies and imposes restrictions
on freedom of action. Network characteristics goviyrnamics and possibilities of
exchange and access to resources and information.

Our article aims at presenting a systematic rewtpublications that verified
the network theory and the theory of networks eiogily and were printed in the
entrepreneurship journal with the highest Impactéa “Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice”. Our literature review outlines Kegdretical proposals for a network
approach: the network theory and theory of networksintroduce this theoretical
approaches we briefly introduced their key assupngtand illustrated each by ex-
ample of a seminal study conducted in these tawitiThen, we introduce meth-
odology of our study and present the results ofsystematic literature review of
“Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice” publication4995-2015. Resorting to
the Scopus database, we selected 71 articles peblis the last 20 years that use
the word “network” in their abstracts. Subsequenthe divided the articles into
those addressing theoretical proposals and thgs®tieg empirical research to
verify the theories. Since our review seeks toldista how advanced empirical
research into links between networks where entresunes operate and their perfor-
mance is, the next step left out articles aimeskatnining other relationships. We
do not analyse in detail theoretical articles ttattain no empirical research re-
sults, either. We selected 38 articles for ourlfaralysis, considering them as an
attempt to verify two broad theoretical traditiaiat we introduced earlier. Our
literature review indicates popularity of these tamproaches in the journal when
mainstream entrepreneurship research is preséfitedlso describe changes in the
number of publications in question in the studiedq of 20 years. In conclusions,
we identify promising areas of future research #taves to verify the network
theories in the field of entrepreneurship.

2. NETWORK THEORY AND THE THEORY OF NETWORKS

The growing importance of the network approachh&drganisation and manage-
ment theory was mentioned by Borgatti and Fost@032, who indicated that its
popularity increased exponentially, as measurethbynumber of publications in
scientific journals. A network may be made up of aet of objects connected by
relationships that form analysable patterns. Objewy be alternatively referred to
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as actors, nodes or vertices, and their intergglatmay be termed ties, lines, con-
nections or edges of a network. A network analgigjhlights the fundamental im-
portance of relationship patterns that form thaigtbfor explaining the phenomena
addressed by social sciences and for the entrejmsrp theory developed based
on such sciences.

A social network analysis aims at clarifying linkstween the structure of
relationships and connections and characteristittsessocial system. It comprises
two key aspects: mechanisms governing the formatidhe social system and its
characteristics, and consequences of network amafiign (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998;
Rowley, Behrens & Krackhardt, 2000). Borgatti analdth (2011, p. 1168) point
to the distinction between those two theoreticalvinek issues that are analytically
separate, defining them as the theory of netwankisthe network theory.

The theory of networks explains the origins andatiristics of an observed
network, for example its non-scalability, i.e. fhet that the relationships between
network nodes are distributed exponentially. Sudhist&ribution may result from
preferential connections, namely the tendency afesdo establish relationships
with popular network objects (Barabasi & Albert999. Another research project,
in line with the theory of networks, would definetwork properties, for instance
its density as a measure of network relationshiggdportion to all possible rela-
tionships. Networks where entrepreneurs operateegpected to have different
densities, depending on the culture of a countrgntrepreneurs tend to be driven
by more individualistic values, the network densitgxpected to be low, resulting
in slower dissemination of practices and innovatod greater differentiation of
entrepreneurs’ attitudes. Empirical studies undertheory of networks are, there-
fore, conducted as macro-analyses of entreprenipuilsterminants described by
measurements of global network properties.

Research under the theory of networks is also ek@apby analyses of the
extent to which the structure examined has theadharistics of a small-world net-
work. The concept of small-world network refersthe classical theoretical pro-
posal put forward by Milgram (1967), who stated tators of even very extensive
networks are separated by only a few direct conmegtusually not more than six.
A small-world network is a specific class of netk®mwith many strongly interre-
lated subgroups and a relatively short path of eotians between nodes (Watts
& Strogatz, 1998). Uzzi, Amaral and Reed-Tsoch&9) 2 discussed the applica-
tions of small-world network research methods, fgnto the existence of such
networks in a wide variety of organisational systefor instance networks of re-
lationships between musicians and actors, netwafr@liances, research networks
examined through mutual citations, inter-organisel networks built through per-
sonal relationships among board members, paterecation and energy net-
works. The fact that small-world networks prevaitiifferent types of inter-organ-
isational and personal networks proves high efficyeof network action coordina-
tion mechanisms and resilience of those systerdistaptions.

The network theory aims at explaining the consegegwf network variables
such as centrality, operation in structural holed eharacteristics of ties for the
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performance of network participants (Granovetté&¥73 Freeman, 1979; Burt,
1992). Granovetter used the characteristics otdie®velop the theory of strength
of weak ties (SWT) (Granovetter, 1973). He wasdiyeinspired by research into
the job seeking process that found that weak tregighe valuable information
about job offers. It is the information from acquainces weakly tied with job seek-
ers, rather than from closely related friends, thettease the probability of success
in the labour market. This is because persons lgloekated with job seekers live
in the same environment and usually have accesisitar information. Valuable
information is communicated by people who have s&¢e multiple groups with
different information. Weak ties accelerate flowsinetwork and provide fast ac-
cess to its remote parts.

Examination of links between the effects of actamal the quality of relation-
ships is also well illustrated by one of the mastliently cited scientific articles
addressing networks (Uzzi, 1997). Its author ingestéd women'’s fashion compa-
nies in New York and found that two distinctive @gpof relationships existed be-
tween those companies and their suppliers. Thgsestare also included in the
SWT theory described above. Respondents talkedtdabem in different ways.
The first type includes relationships marked byialoembeddedness and called
“close” or “special” by CEOs of examined compank@sch relationships are based
on reciprocity, emotional involvement, intensiveckange of information, trust,
joint problem solving and a longer time horizone®econd type comprises market
transactions (arm’s length ties), individual agream where suppliers were se-
lected chiefly according to the lowest price cidar Uzzi stated that embeddedness
was associated with saving time (economies of time)the ability to seize emerg-
ing market opportunities quickly. Embeddedness eddaces transaction costs be-
cause partners having a long-term relationship tenglust each other. He also
highlighted that excessive embeddedness restratedss to information about
changes outside the network of a company’s cldatioaships.

The theory of structural holes is a perfect exangpleasoning in the context
of the network theory, which states that the posgiof nodes affect their perfor-
mance. It was developed by Ron Burt (1992) on tissbof research into issues
similar to those that became the foundation fom@vatter’'s theory of strength of
weak ties. Burt focused on the impact of a divediEgocentric network structure,
i.e. a network of people directly related with cialades, on the speed of promotion.
He put forward the hypothesis that promotion ikeith with structural holes in ego-
centric networks. Holes also exist where two pediple with a candidate for pro-
motion do not have mutual relationships. Structtw@ks allow the candidate to
control information flow between unrelated contaatsl access knowledge from
many sources. This affects his or her expert posiind should be positively cor-
related with promotion likelihood, as confirmed that author’s research. In his
argumentation, he does not focus on the qualitglationships but on their struc-
ture and the position of candidates for promotion.

We have drawn a distinction between the networbkrthand the theory of
networks in this section. We introduced the essef@ach of these theories and
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discussed seminal studies that illustrate botlrdier to achieve this we have cho-
sen the most frequently cited works that examinetsvark structures and effects
of network actors’ positions. In the next chaptee, analyse those two types of
theories in the entrepreneurship literature based peview of texts published in
“Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice” during 2@rgeWe were curious how
often in mentioned journal the issue of network Westopic of articles and, con-
sidering the entrepreneurship field, in what cohtewas analysed. The aim was
to determine what areas were taken into consiaderatithe analysis of the network
in ETP.

3. MATERIALS AND METHODS

In this article, we report preliminary researchttivae want to develop into a sys-
tematic review of entrepreneurship literature. \Wend to provide a comprehen-
sive review of publications aimed at verifying netl theories empirically. We
would like to include more scientific journals adglsing entrepreneurship and ex-
pand the scope of our analyses. At the preseng sthgreliminary research, we
have chosen to analyse the entrepreneurship jowitiathe highest IF: “Entrepre-
neurship Theory and Practice”. Based on the Scdptabase, we limited our se-
lection of articles to 1995-2015.

Initially, we tried to look for texts addressingethetwork theory and the the-
ory of networks. However, regardless of the seatutase, the results comprised
the same 16 articles. We, therefore, decided tad®o our search and selected
articles that contained the word “network” in thabstracts. This resulted in more
texts, namely 71. Thus, we were able to prepamader analysis of the issue in
guestion and verify which theory is actually useddata analysis.

Following the initial selection, we rejected 9 thaioally irrelevant articles
that contained the word “network” in a meaning @iéint from “a network of rela-
tionships” or that concerned, for example, citatioks between entrepreneurship
researchers (Grégoire, Noél, Déry & Béchard, 2008 article covered a litera-
ture review of research into networks in entrepuoesigip (Slotte-Kock & Coviello,
2010). 23 publications presented studies on thedanpf a network on a selected
phenomenon. The objective of our review was totifiearticles that verified em-
pirically the network theory and the theory of netiss described in the previous
chapter. We wanted to find out how researchersyaaatetworks, what they re-
search and what network characteristics are destriwhich helped us to outline
the research programme in the conclusions. BaseHeoreview of abstracts and
an overview of the methodology and methods of asslgf the collected data, we
classified 38 articles for final analysis.

When reviewing publications on networks, we warteanswer the following
guestions:

- Which theory is mainly used to do research intevoets in entrepreneurship
(theory of networks vs. network theory)?
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— In which context of entrepreneurship are networksstmfrequently re-
searched?

- Which network characteristics are most often armalyis research into net-
works in entrepreneurship?

We divided the selected articles according to tha eesearched, network the-
ory used and the method of network analysis, andhmed the articles to network
characteristics that were described in the studies;, density, relationship type,
centrality, structure or content. We also idendifeethemes that were discussed in
the articles in the entrepreneurship context ofaesh: innovation, company de-
velopment understood also as company growth, reeewand resource accumula-
tion, achievement understood also as the humbagm@fements concluded, effec-
tiveness, etc., financing — all methods of finageicollaboration with banks, lend-
ing and cooperation including texts describing @apon between companies,
suppliers, entrepreneurs and institutions. Aboeents arose from the grouping of
articles in the thematic area. Reviewing articlesided us to define the main topics
which were discussed, and categorize them into dlieroategories. Our main an-
alytical frame was to distinguish papers as effittémg concepts of network theory
or theory of networks as proposed by Borgatti aathi (2011). At more detailed
level we assigned papers according to specific oreagand network concepts used
by their authors. We have looked for commonly usetivork concepts such as:
density, centrality, type of relationship, struetwand content. Some articles are
classified in several categories as the use ofamis@nd measures is not mutually
exclusive.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The analysis of abstracts of 39 articles seleabeddview allowed us to classify
them to two theoretical areas mentioned in theimiedry literature analysis and
to one of 6 research area categories. We classifead independently, and when
opinions differed, we read whole articles in ortterassign them to appropriate
categories. The results of our review are providetiable 1 below.

It appeared that most studies — as many as 14%6mw83all articles on network
research published in the journal that we choseuged on business achievements.
As illustrated in Table 1, researchers concentrptgdarily on analysing the type
of relationship and its impact on entrepreneurii@aements, hence used the net-
work theory more frequently, although network stowes and sizes were also ex-
amined. Among the selected texts, the article lyv&and Salaff (2003) has most
citations and describes networking patterns amaotigggreneurs and their impact
on business operations, exemplified for 4 diffe@intries. The second most fre-
guently cited article is that by Louise, Althanassiand Crittenden (2000), who
presented the influence of the founder’s centraltjpm on strategic business man-
agement, and thus on company performance. Bas#lteorpncept of social net-
work and the founder’s central position, they deped a model for further exam-
ination of strategic business management. The thost often cited (150) text by
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Hite (2005) builds on case studies and analyseddduness of entrepreneurs in
the context of recognising opportunities, seekiegpurces and effective manage-
ment. The next most often cited (121 citations)lgtoresents the network structure
of academic entrepreneurs managing companies iougastages of development
(Mosey & Wright, 2007). The research involved intews with academic entre-
preneurs who were asked to describe the struconéent and management of their
networks at the beginning of the research and agften one year. In his text, cited
82 times, Westhead (1995) addresses achievemeargadiag on the type of high-
technology company managers and the type of te&tionships. A quite often
cited article (70 citations) by Lester and Cannéla06) is about building social
capital by family businesses and its impact onrtleivival. Other articles in this
group focused mainly on the type of relationshtppe of persons in the network
and their impact on achievements (Godwin, Steve®sener, 2006; Wu, Wang,
Chen & Pan, 2008; Huse & Swartz, 2010; Scarbrougdl.e2013; Sautet, 2013;
Ebbers, 2014), also with reference to success amthiby transnational entrepre-
neurs (Wenhong & Tan, 2009).

Table 1.Division of articles by area, theory and netwonklgsis area
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Innovation 2 1 1 1 1 1
Company development 4 2 2 1 3 j ]
Resources 5 4 1 2 4 1 1 1
Achievements 14 9 5 5 9 2 5 3
Financing 7 6 1 6 3 1
Cooperation 7 6 1 3 7 3 1
Total 39 28 11 10 2 30 4 13 7

Source: own elaboration.

We assigned seven texts to the thematic area piecation and seven articles
to the topic of raising funds by entrepreneurs.

As regards articles describing research into thgaghof networks on coop-
eration among entrepreneurs, investors etc., iatsnbe noted that the researchers
concentrated chiefly on studying types of netwelktionships (Webb et al., 2010;
Karra, Tracey & Phillips, 2006), then the netwoaitkisture (Ring, Peredo & Chris-
man, 2010) and the network size (Kuhn & Gallow&®1 2, Patel & Conklin, 2009).
Only one article used the theory of networks (RPgredo & Chrisman, 2010) and
others employed the network theory (i.a. Bartholan& Smith, 2006; Daspit
& Long, 2014).
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That was also the case for articles on the impacétwvorks on the search for
financing by entrepreneurs where the authors alisaapily analysed relationship
types, chiefly using the network theory (i.a. Ch&rran, 2009; Du, Guariglia
& Newman, 2015), with only one article resortingthe theory of networks (Fiet,
1996). The research mostly concerned methods ddibginetworks in order to
gain easier access to loans (Saparito, Elam & Br2@h3; Du, Guariglia & New-
man, 2015) or generally to raise funds more effetyi (Jonsson & Lindbergh,
2013; Kreiser, Patel & Fiet, 2013).

Another group of five articles (13%) presented reels in the context of re-
source accumulation. Again, what could be noticed tihe popularity of network
relationship type analyses with account being taketmose relationships that al-
lowed for successful use of resources (Haugh, 20Bayesi, George & Antonakis,
2014), then the popularity of network size analy&=mnrau & Werner, 2014), and
finally centrality (Keil, Maula & Wilson, 2010) andenerally network structure
and content (Sullivan & Ford, 2014). No articleigsed to the topic of resources
and their accumulation used the theory of networks.

Four articles were categorised as addressing comgevelopment and the
fewest texts dealt with innovation (2 articles)almalysing networks in the context
of company development, the first study examinedittipact of relationship types
on company operations in different stages of deraknt (Arregle et al., 2015),
whereas the second one focused on the role playadtivorks and their densities
in internationalisation of companies (Musteen, Ba&tButts, 2014). In their re-
search, De Carolis, Litzky and Eddieston (2009rafited to find out what type of
networks and network relationships has a posititezeon company development.
Their research results are quite often cited —it&di@ns. They analysed the types
of people involved in entrepreneurs’ networks. HanEl995) studied growing or-
ganisations with a focus on the types and frequerdpteractions among their
members.

In the area of innovation, one article addrességari density and centrality
and their consequences for business innovation, dlaeng & Wang, 2015). The
authors of the second study analysed the type tofamnk relationships and com-
mercialisation of innovations (Partanen, Chetty &jdka, 2014). Tan, Zhang and
Wang’s (2015) publication used both network theaomyg theory of networks.

To summarise, based on our analysis, we noticaddbsaarch into networks
in entrepreneurship mostly concentrated on typeelafionships and their effects
on achievements, financing, cooperation and resoaccumulation. The fewest
studies addressed density, centrality and otherarktvariables. Researchers least
frequently referred to studies related to the thedrnetworks, which means that
there is a gap in the entrepreneurship literature.

What we also found interesting was an analysis@fhumber of articles based
on network research over the last 20 years, agped in the table below.

As can be observed, articles reporting networkyeseasl are not very popular
in “Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice”. By 208&ly single or no texts were
actually published. It was only after 2005 whenoa&a notice an increased interest
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in research into networks in the field of entrepnanship. Especially over the last
5 years, this subject seems to have been attraoiimg and more interest, although
the number of publications has remained more artlessame since 2010. In recent
years, roughly since 2006, such topics as cooperafinancing, search for re-
sources have earned recognition, and since quiéatly, innovation and company
development have become more popular.

Table 2. Distribution of 39 selected articles in 1995-2@5year and popularity of the
topic

Year/thematic area

Innovation 1 1 1
Company development ] il 1
Resources 1 ] B
Achievements 1 1 1 1 4 ] |
Financing 1 2 3 1]
Cooperation 2 1 2 ] 1
Total no. of articles 2 1 1 1] ] 4 p 4 b A 5 7 4
Source: own elaboration.

>
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=

5. CONCLUSIONS

Our analysis allowed us to answer the questionswibaasked. It turned out that
research to verify the theory of networks empificed much less frequently pub-
lished in the entrepreneurship literature thanaeteaimed at verifying the net-
work theory. This offers a huge potential for expig that scientific branch and
looking at entrepreneurship from a different pectigpe than before. It is worth
reflecting on projects intending to describe glafetivork structures among entre-
preneurs, examine network density and other cheniatits and reasons for the
formation of networks whose importance cannot ler@wphasised in modern en-
trepreneurship. It seems interesting to study ifferdnces in relationship types
and other characteristics across individual coestand examine them in the con-
text of cultural differences. Cultural differencés, example individualism versus
collectivism, should be relevant to the charactiessof networks of entrepreneurs
operating in different countries. A promising rasédfield should also cover anal-
yses of transnational networks of entrepreneursthait adaptation to various
structures that determine dynamics of the flow exchange of resources and in-
formation. It is notworthy that studies of embeduesk-initiated in economic so-
ciology by Granovetter (1973) are very promisingha field of entrepreneurship.
In particular, exploring effects of weak and strdigg (Granovetter, 1973; Burt,
1992) on entrepreneurial behavior in different eahand across geographies could
extend our knowledge of determinants of success.
Studies based on the network theory are rarelyighdd in the journal “En-

trepreneurship Theory and Practice”, although gireadhics of publications that we
have presented indicates their growing populaHgrticularly promising research
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directions that will verify the importance of ergreneurs’ position within net-
works seem to be those that will explore links ket networks and innovation
processes. Network models explaining the dynanfidcsnovation spread indicate
different roles of network nodes, depending onrthesition (Valente, 1996). The
small number of articles could be caused by thetfeaat that issue is still under
researched. Other reason could be that researtbershe entrepreneurship field
consider this area as a not very suitable for prereeurship research. The biggest
problem is that our review is narrowed to one jaliiand this topic could be not
very suitable for the journal requirements.

Another promising direction of such research wheeehave seen relatively
few publications so far is an analysis of correlasi between constraints and op-
portunities for company development, ensuing frow position in the network
structure. Although researchers mostly paid aterit relationship types and their
impact on achievements, that topic has not beeawstld. Investigation done by
Uzzi (1997) should be useful for researchers isdlerea. Few of the studies pre-
sented use standard measures of centrality, demsityoccurrence in structural
holes that were operationalised as part of theaboeiwork analysis. This suggests
that this discipline may be developed by applyioga network analysis methods
in entrepreneurship.

The biggest limitation of our review is probablytfocus on only one scien-
tific journal. However, the goal of our article washighlight the fact that network
analysis is very useful and interesting and todatdi a possible direction for entre-
preneurship research development. We are awar¢hiésue of networks in in-
novation may be more frequently addressed in jdsifiogused primarily on inno-
vation, hence the small number of texts on thigctdhough perhaps network anal-
yses are not conducted in that direction. This ireguwerification. A weakness of
our analysis also lies in confining it mostly t@déng abstracts, with hardly skim-
ming whole articles. This makes information incoatpl Nonetheless, it is a good
suggestion for in-depth analyses.

Our literature review shows that the network theorgl the theory of networks
are becoming important approaches that make ititdest® look at key and un-
changed issues of entrepreneurship from a new @etrgp. In the network society,
where the importance of relationships for the ssathieved by individuals seems
to be growing, we expect further dynamic expansibantrepreneurship research
resorting to theoretical perspectives discusseatimarticle. Our classification of
articles could be helpful in identifying areas wih#éne network approach is rarely
used.
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