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Abstract: The aim of this article is to conceptualize Temporary Collaborative Networks
(TCNs) as a distinet management problem and to develop a framework for analysing how
such networks become actionable under time pressure, distributed authority and incomplete
goal clarity. The article treats TCNs as a practical and theoretical puzzle: how actors who
do not share one hierarchy can organize joint action before stable routines, authority and
trust have time to form. The argument is that time-bounded, multi-actor arrangements can-
not be reduced either to temporary organizations, project networks or general collaborative
networks, because their central challenge is temporary stabilization: the limited but suffi-
cient stabilization of coordination, roles, goals, knowledge flows and performance criteria
before durable routines or settled authority can emerge. The study is based on a systema-
tizing literature review combined with a conceptual synthesis. Searches in Scopus and
EBSCOhost identified 296 records. After deduplication, title-abstract screening and selec-
tive full-text retrieval, 66 full texts were coded, and 36 publications formed the detailed
analytical core. The resulting framework organizes TCNs around 10 dimensions: temporar-
iness, networked multi-actor structure, governance architecture, coordination, goal and
value alignment, knowledge integration, quality and performance assurance, adaptive
reconfiguration, relational conditions and embeddedness. The article contributes to man-
agement studies by showing what has to be stabilized, and what must remain open, for
temporary collaboration to become actionable while remaining able to adapt, dissolve or
reconfigure.
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Introduction

A growing share of management work happens between organizations rather than
inside one of them. Public programmes, infrastructure projects, innovation clusters,
emergency arrangements, digital projects and inter-organizational initiatives often
require actors to collaborate for a limited time around a task that is urgent, complex
or difficult to define fully in advance. They look project-like, but not every one of
them is a project; they look collaborative, but collaboration is often fragile, negoti-
ated and time-bound.

Temporary organization theory made time, task, team and transition visible as
analytical categories (Lundin & Sdderholm, 1995). Temporary organizing research
then shifted attention from temporary form to process, practice and tension (Braun
& Lampel, 2020). Project network research added the inter-organizational dimension
and showed that projects frequently depend on relations among legally autonomous
but functionally interdependent actors (DeFillippi & Sydow, 2016; Sydow & Braun,
2018). Studies of ad hoc, virtual and collaborative networks have shown that collab-
oration may also be assembled outside classic project governance (Bendkowski,
2017; Cherry & Robillard, 2008; Liebert & Trzeciak, 2019). The difficulty is that
these vocabularies often pass one another rather than speak to one another.

The article does not start from a blank spot in the literature, but from a crowded
and poorly connected one. Temporary organization studies clarify the boundedness
but do not always foreground network plurality. Project network studies clarify gov-
ernance but often remain tied to formal project settings. Collaborative network stud-
ies clarify joint action but do not always address time pressure and temporary clo-
sure. Quality-management studies address performance and assurance, but quality is
rarely conceptualized as an inter-organizational and temporary management problem
(Lu et al., 2019; Shah et al., 2022).

The article therefore asks: how can temporary collaborative networks be concep-
tualized as a distinct management problem, and which dimensions organize this
problem? The aim is to integrate selected literature streams and propose a framework
of Temporary Collaborative Networks (TCNs). In a working sense, a TCN is under-
stood here as a time-bounded, multi-actor arrangement formed around a task, prob-
lem or opportunity that requires coordinated action across organizational, professional
or institutional boundaries before stable routines, settled authority and durable trust
can fully develop. The argument is deliberately modest: TCNs name a recurring man-
agement problem rather than a newly discovered organizational species. They capture
the managerial work of making temporary, multi-actor collaboration actionable.

Method

The study uses a systematizing literature review combined with conceptual
synthesis. The review was designed to integrate the literature streams needed to con-
ceptualize TCNs as a management problem rather than to produce an exhaustive
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inventory of every publication on projects, networks or collaboration. For this rea-
son, the procedure combined transparent corpus construction with selective full-text
coding oriented toward conceptual relevance and gap closure.

Searches were conducted in Scopus and EBSCOhost on 25 June 2026. The search
strategy used two blocks. The core block identified records close to the target concept
of temporary collaborative networks. The bridge block captured adjacent literature
on temporary organizing, temporary organizations, project networks and inter-organ-
izational projects when they addressed governance, coordination, knowledge inte-
gration, goal alignment, role allocation or quality management. In Scopus, the core
search used title and abstract fields, while the bridge search combined title terms
with title-abstract-keyword fields. In EBSCOhost, the searches used title and abstract
fields.

The Scopus core string was: TITLE("temporary collaborative network" OR "tem-
porary collaboration network" OR "temporary network™*" OR "ad hoc collaboration
network®" OR "ad-hoc collaboration network™®" OR "virtual temporary collaboration
network*") OR ABS("temporary collaborative network*" OR "temporary collabora-
tion network®" OR "ad hoc collaboration network™" OR "ad-hoc collaboration net-
work*" OR "virtual temporary collaboration network*"). The EBSCOhost core
string was: TI("temporary collaborative network*" OR "temporary collaboration
network®" OR "temporary network*" OR "ad hoc collaboration network*" OR "ad-
hoc collaboration network*" OR "virtual temporary collaboration network*") OR
AB("temporary collaborative network®*" OR "temporary collaboration network*"
OR "ad hoc collaboration network®" OR "ad-hoc collaboration network*" OR "vir-
tual temporary collaboration networl*").**

The Scopus bridge string was the following: TITLE("temporary organizing" OR
"temporary organization" OR '"temporary organisation" OR "project network*"
OR "inter-organizational project®" OR "interorganizational project*") AND TITLE-
ABS-KEY(govern®* OR coordinat* OR "network governance" OR '"coordination
mechanism*" OR "governance mechanism*" OR "knowledge integration" OR "goal
alignment" OR "goal ambiguity" OR "role allocation" OR "quality management" OR
"inter-organizational collaboration" OR ‘'interorganizational collaboration").
The EBSCOhost bridge string was as follows: TI ("temporary organizing" OR "tem-
porary organization*" OR '"temporary organisation®" OR "project network*" OR
"inter-organizational project™" OR "interorganizational project®*") AND (TI(govern*®
OR coordinat* OR "network governance" OR "coordination mechanism*" OR "gov-
ernance mechanism*" OR "knowledge integration" OR "goal alignment" OR "goal
ambiguity" OR "role allocation" OR "quality management" OR "inter-organizational
collaboration" OR "interorganizational collaboration") OR AB(govern* OR coordi-
nat* OR "network governance" OR "coordination mechanism*" OR "governance
mechanism*" OR "knowledge integration" OR "goal alignment" OR "goal ambigu-
ity" OR '"role allocation" OR "quality management" OR "inter-organizational col-
laboration" OR "interorganizational collaboration")).**

Records were included when they helped explain temporary, ad hoc, project-
based or otherwise time-bounded collaboration as a management issue. Inclusion
required a multi-actor, inter-organizational, networked or distributed arrangement
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and a clear connection to governance, coordination, role allocation, goal alignment,
knowledge integration, quality assurance, relational governance, performance or
adaptation. Records were excluded when they used temporary network terminology
in a purely technical, computational, biological, telecommunication or natural-
-science sense, or when they lacked an organizational and management-relevant
dimension. The review prioritized English-language scholarly publications in man-
agement, organization studies, project studies, quality management and adjacent so-
cial science fields; one Polish management article was retained as a terminological
anchor because it directly addressed temporary networks of cooperation.

The searches returned 296 raw records: 169 from Scopus and 127 from
EBSCOhost. Deduplication was conducted through DOI matching, normalized title
matching and cautious fuzzy-title checking. This removed 87 duplicate records and
left 209 records for title-abstract screening. Screening classified the records into four
categories: include after abstract, full-text needed, maybe discuss and exclude after
abstract. Sixty-four records were excluded at this stage, mainly because they referred
to technical or non-organizational meanings of temporary networks, or because their
link with management, organization or collaboration was too weak. The remaining
145 records formed the potentially relevant eligibility and retrieval pool.

Not all 145 potentially relevant records were coded in full text, because the aim
was conceptual synthesis rather than exhaustive evidence aggregation. Full-text re-
trieval proceeded in two waves. First, 52 records classified as initial core contribu-
tions were prioritized because they directly addressed temporary organizing, project
networks, inter-organizational projects, collaborative networks, governance or coor-
dination. Second, 18 additional records were selectively retrieved to close conceptual
gaps in the emerging framework, especially in relation to quality management, goal
alignment, knowledge integration, network orchestration and collaborative networks
beyond formal project governance. In total, 70 full texts were prioritized for retrieval
and coding. Four records were unavailable or removed at the full-text stage: two
targeted records were unavailable, one initial core-contribution record was unavail-
able, and one initial record was merged as a duplicate. This left 66 coded full texts.
Of these, 36 publications formed the detailed analytical core: 20 initial analytical
sources and 16 targeted gap-closing sources. Publications were assigned to the de-
tailed analytical core when they directly shaped at least one dimension of the TCN
framework or clarified a boundary between TCNs and adjacent concepts such as
temporary organizations, project networks, collaborative networks or inter-organiza-
tional projects. The remaining 30 full texts were used as supporting, background or
eligibility-check sources when they confirmed relevance, provided contextual sup-
port or helped assess a neighbouring literature stream without directly shaping the
final framework. The flow is summarized in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. PRISMA-informed flow of corpus construction

Source: Own elaboration

Coding was iterative and conceptual. Each full text was coded for the type of
arrangement studied, the level of analysis, the management problem addressed and
its contribution to the emerging TCN framework. The coding scheme included ten
dimensions: temporariness, networked multi-actor structure, governance architec-
ture, coordination, goal and value alignment, knowledge integration, quality and per-
formance assurance, adaptive reconfiguration, relational conditions and embed-
dedness. The initial categories came from the review question and the search strategy,
while the final set was refined through repeated reading of the full-text corpus.
The synthesis compared how the adjacent literatures explained these dimensions,
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where they overlapped and where their explanatory limits appeared. The coding was
used for concept development, not for effect-size aggregation or statistical comparison.

The first building block is temporary organization theory. Lundin and Séderholm
(1995) shifted attention from permanence to bounded action. Later studies showed
that temporary organizing relies on role systems, deadlines, sequencing and interac-
tion patterns that allow actors to coordinate despite limited time and incomplete
familiarity (Bechky, 2006; Fernandes et al., 2018; Peters & Pressey, 2016). The pro-
ject-ecology perspective adds that temporary organizing is also embedded in wider
relational and institutional contexts (Grabher & Ibert, 2011). For the present argu-
ment, the key lesson is that temporariness is not just duration. It changes what can
be stabilized and what must remain provisional.

Project network research brings in the actors outside a single hierarchy. Project
networks are not simply projects with more stakeholders. They involve multiple or-
ganizations, overlapping boundaries, partial authority, differentiated responsibilities
and recurrent tensions between project goals and organizational interests (DeFillippi
& Sydow, 2016; Jones & Lichtenstein, 2009; Sydow & Braun, 2018). Governance
studies show that responsibilities, routines, roles, relations, monitoring, decision-
making and capability building become central when project action crosses organi-
zational boundaries (Kujala et al., 2021; Miiller et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2023).
Integration and orchestration studies add that such mechanisms must be actively as-
sembled and maintained across the network, rather than assumed as background con-
ditions (Roehrich et al., 2023; Saukko et al., 2019).

The third set of studies keeps TCNs from collapsing into project-network theory.
It points to collaborative, ad hoc, temporary and virtual arrangements that may
be assembled outside formal project governance. Temporary networks can be useful
when organizations need rapid access to resources under time limits (Pérez-
-Nordtvedt et al., 2013), while collaboration can be assembled around software prob-
lems, innovation clusters, government-industry initiatives, humanitarian operations
or virtual arrangements (Calamel et al., 2012; Cherry & Robillard, 2008; Liebert
& Trzeciak, 2019; Pellegrin-Romeggio & Vega, 2014; Tiwari, 2015; Vega, 2019).
Bendkowski’s work on temporary networks of cooperation is especially useful ter-
minologically because it shows that similar phenomena have already been noticed in
the Polish management literature, even if the conceptual vocabulary remains unset-
tled (Bendkowski, 2017).

The fourth stream concerns strategic alignment, knowledge integration and quality.
Temporary networks face goal plurality because participants pursue both common
and organization-specific objectives. Haniff and Galloway (2022) show that project
networks operate under overlapping organizational boundaries and multiple strategic
aspirations. Lind (2015) similarly links goal diversity with resource development in
an inter-organizational project. Knowledge integration studies add that resources and
expertise are distributed and must be identified, combined and mobilized rather than
simply transferred (Majuri, 2022; Tiwari, 2015). Quality studies indicate that perfor-
mance assurance in inter-organizational projects depends not only on internal prac-
tices but also on governance and communication across organizations (Lu et al.,
2019; Shah et al., 2022).
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The point of putting these streams next to one another is not to rename them, but
to show the management problem that sits across them. A TCN is not merely a tem-
porary organization, because it is structured by multiple actors and boundary-
-spanning dependencies. It is not only a project network, because temporary net-
works and dynamically assembled collaboration can appear outside formal project
settings (Pellegrin-Romeggio & Vega, 2014; Pérez-Nordtvedt et al., 2013; van
Fenema et al., 2016; Vega, 2019). It is not a collaborative network, because time
pressure, temporary closure and limited routinization alter the conditions of collab-
oration.

Analytical implications of the reviewed streams

Across the reviewed literature, one practical problem keeps returning: temporary
collaboration becomes actionable only when selected elements are stabilized without
closing the network too early. Permanent organizations may stabilize routines,
authority and membership over time; TCNs usually cannot. They therefore rely on
provisional devices such as milestones, decision forums, interface roles, contracts,
information platforms and escalation paths. These devices create enough temporary
order for actors to coordinate, allocate authority, align tasks and keep divergent goals
workable.

Three implications follow. First, authority in TCNs is usually incomplete and dis-
tributed among clients, lead organizations, boards, experts and stakeholders, so de-
cisions must be sorted between centralization, local negotiation and temporary open-
ness. Second, knowledge has to be made usable across boundaries through
interfaces, shared platforms, workshops or boundary-spanning roles. Third, quality
cannot be reduced to the internal system of one organization: the network must pro-
visionally define what counts as reliable information, acceptable handover, legiti-
mate decision-making and sufficient performance evidence.

Conceptual framework

Building on the working definition introduced in the Introduction, this section
develops TCNs as a management framework organized around temporary stabiliza-
tion: making collaboration sufficiently stable to act while keeping it temporary
enough to adapt, dissolve or reconfigure. Figure 2 presents the framework as four
layers: constitutive conditions, management architecture, integration capacities, and
assurance and outcome logic. Table 1 summarizes the ten analytical dimensions and
the core management question attached to each of them.

The dimensions specify what must be stabilized in practice. Temporariness and
networked structure define the setting; governance, coordination and goal alignment
make joint action workable; knowledge integration, relational conditions, embed-
dedness and adaptation support integration across boundaries; quality and perfor-
mance assurance define how acceptable joint outcomes are assessed.

The framework is also useful because it draws boundaries. First, not every col-
laboration is a TCN. A stable partnership with routine governance lacks the temporal
problem at the centre of the concept. Second, not every temporary project is a TCN.
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A project conducted inside one organization may be temporary but not networked in
the relevant sense. Third, TCNs do not eliminate power, conflict or ambiguity.
They become stable enough to act despite them.

Table 1. Analytical dimensions and core management questions of temporary
collaborative networks

Dimension Core management question
Temporariness How is action bounded, paced and closed?
Networked multi-actor Who contributes resources, authority and knowledge

structure across boundaries?

. How are decision rights, accountability and rules
Governance architecture ghts, ty

distributed?
Coordination How are tasks, interfaces and timing aligned?
Goal and value alignment How are divergent objectives made workable?
Knowledge integration How is distributed expertise combined?
ality/performance . .
Qu ;}; spurance How is acceptable performance defined and monitored?

Adaptive reconfiguration How does the network adjust when assumptions change?

Relational conditions How are trust, conflict and communication handled?

How do prior ties, institutions and future expectations

Embeddedness shape the network?

Source: Own elaboration

The dimensions in Table 1 are analytical distinctions rather than isolated varia-
bles. Their theoretical anchors come from the literature streams synthesized above:
temporary organization and temporary organizing research support the temporari-
ness dimension; project network and inter-organizational project research support
the networked structure, governance and coordination dimensions; strategic align-
ment and knowledge-integration studies support the goal, value and knowledge di-
mensions; quality-management studies support the assurance dimension; and pro-
ject-ecology, relational-governance and temporary-network studies support the
relational, embeddedness and adaptive dimensions. The purpose of the table is there-
fore not to separate the dimensions mechanically, but to identify the main manage-
ment question that each dimension makes visible.

Some dimensions necessarily overlap in practice, but they do not perform the
same analytical role. Governance concerns who has the right to decide, define rules
and bear accountability, whereas coordination concerns how tasks, interfaces and
timing are connected in action. Relational conditions refer to the current quality of
interaction, including trust, conflict and communication, whereas embeddedness
refers to prior ties, institutional settings and future expectations that shape the tem-
porary network before and beyond its immediate operation. Quality and performance
assurance refers to the criteria and evidence through which joint action is assessed;
performance monitoring is one mechanism within this broader assurance logic.
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Constitutive conditions
TEMP: bounded and paced action | NET: networked multi-actor arrangement

v

Management architecture
GOV: decision rights and accountability
COORD: interfaces and timing | GOAL: workable alignment

v

Integration capacities
KNOW: knowledge integration | REL: trust and conflict handling
EMBED: prior ties and institutions | ADAPT: reconfiguration

v

Assurance and outcome logic
QUAL.: process and performance criteria
reliable joint outcome

Figure 2. Four-layer conceptual framework of Temporary Collaborative Networks

Source: Own elaboration

Figure 2 should be read from top to bottom. TCNs first require temporary and
networked conditions, then a provisional management architecture, then capacities
for integrating goals, knowledge, relations and adaptation, and finally criteria for
assuring a reliable joint outcome. The propositions below translate this layered logic
into conceptual claims for further theory development and empirical testing.

Propositions for theory development

The framework leads to four propositions.

P1: The stronger the time pressure and task uncertainty in a temporary collabora-
tive network, the more important the provisional governance devices become to en-
able action. This proposition does not imply that formalization solves uncertainty.
It implies that temporary rules, decision forums and escalation paths make uncer-
tainty collectively manageable.

P2: Temporary collaborative networks perform better when goal alignment is
treated as workable alignment rather than full consensus. Under multi-actor condi-
tions, complete agreement may be unrealistic or even counterproductive. What is
needed is a negotiated minimum that allows actors to coordinate while maintaining
awareness of residual tensions.

P3: Knowledge integration in a TCN depends less on the amount of knowledge
available in the network and more on the quality of interfaces through which
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knowledge is made visible, translated and combined. This proposition directs atten-
tion from possession of expertise to the practices that make expertise usable across
boundaries.

P4: Quality assurance in TCNs depends on the coupling of governance and coor-
dination. Quality criteria remain fragile when they are defined by one organization
but implemented through several actors. They become more robust when linked to
shared monitoring, transparent communication and agreed decision rules. These
propositions should be treated as conceptual claims for future empirical testing rather
than as conclusions already verified by the review.

Discussion

The framework contributes to temporary organization research by moving from
boundedness to boundary-spanning temporary action. Temporary organizing is not
treated only as an internal process of a temporary system, but as a problem of coor-
dinating actors whose commitments, identities and performance criteria remain an-
chored partly outside the network. This perspective extends the insight that tempo-
rary organizations depend on roles, deadlines and transitions by adding the problem
of multi-actor plurality.

For project network research, the added value is not another label but a wider
lens. Project network studies provide strong tools for analyzing governance, coordi-
nation, integration, orchestration and inter-organizational dependencies (DeFillippi
& Sydow, 2016; Kujala et al., 2021; Oliveira & Lumineau, 2017; Roehrich et al.,
2023; Saukko et al., 2019). The TCN concept uses these tools but does not reduce
temporary collaboration to formal projects. It also foregrounds goal plurality, quality
assurance and adaptive reconfiguration as recurring problems across different kinds
of temporary networks.

For collaborative-network research, the article brings time pressure and closure
into the foreground. Collaboration is not only a matter of connection, trust or infor-
mation sharing. Research on temporary networks, reconstruction operations and dy-
namically assembled project networks shows that actors must mobilize resources
quickly while still preserving adaptability (Pérez-Nordtvedt et al., 2013; van Fenema
et al., 2016; Vega, 2019). In TCNs, actors must decide what to stabilize quickly and
what to keep open. This is the point at which temporary stabilization becomes more
than a summary phrase: it names the work of deciding what must hold, for now, so
that joint action can proceed.

The quality-management implication is more tentative but important. Quality in
TCNs cannot be understood only as compliance with internal procedures. It is also
the quality of coordination, communication, decision criteria, role clarity, knowledge
integration and performance monitoring across boundaries. Existing evidence on
quality management in inter-organizational projects supports this direction (Lu et al.,
2019; Shah et al., 2022), but the area remains less saturated than governance or
coordination research. Future research should therefore examine how temporary net-
works define and assure quality when responsibility is distributed.
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Limitations and future research

Two limits should be kept visible. First, the review was systematizing rather than
exhaustive: it integrated streams relevant to TCNs rather than every publication on
projects, networks or collaboration. Therefore, the framework should be read as
a theory-building device, not a definitive map. Second, the analytical core is influ-
enced by project-network and inter-organizational project research, which may nar-
row the concept toward formal projects. Future research should examine TCNs in
settings where the project label is less dominant, such as public programmes, crisis
response, humanitarian action, innovation ecosystems and digital work arrangements
(van Fenema et al., 2016; Vega, 2019). Third, the quality-management dimension
requires further development. The review identified relevant studies on quality man-
agement practices and inter-organizational project performance, but this stream is
less mature than the governance and coordination literature. Future research should
investigate how temporary networks define quality criteria, allocate responsibility
for quality failures and produce evidence of performance when no single organiza-
tion controls the whole process.

Fourth, the framework needs empirical testing. Case studies could examine how
TCNs emerge, which stabilization devices are introduced, how goal ambiguity is
handled and when temporary stabilization becomes either too weak to support action
or too rigid to support adaptation. Comparative research could also test whether dif-
ferent sectors require different combinations of governance, coordination and rela-
tional mechanisms.

Finally, temporary networks rarely disappear without leaving traces. They often
leave routines, expectations, partner memories, reputational effects, data infrastruc-
tures and future collaboration options. Project-ecology research suggests that tem-
porary action is rarely isolated from prior and subsequent relational settings (Grabher
& Ibert, 2011). Research should therefore examine not only how TCNs form and
operate, but also how they dissolve, transform or become embedded in later net-
works.

Conclusions

This article asked how Temporary Collaborative Networks can be conceptualized
as a distinct management problem and which dimensions organize this problem. Its
aim was to integrate selected streams of literature and develop a conceptual frame-
work for analysing temporary, multi-actor collaboration under time pressure, distrib-
uted authority and incomplete goal clarity. The answer proposed here is that TCNs
are worth naming because they make visible a recurring management problem: how
temporary, multi-actor arrangements become stable enough to act before durable
routines, settled authority and stable trust can emerge. By integrating literatures on
temporary organizations, temporary organizing, project networks, inter-organiza-
tional projects, collaborative networks, governance, coordination, knowledge inte-
gration and quality management, the article developed a ten-dimensional framework
organized around the idea of temporary stabilization. The framework is best read as
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an analytical device rather than a finished theory. It is a way of seeing the problem
more clearly, not a final theory of it. It helps distinguish TCNs from adjacent con-
cepts and indicates where future empirical work is needed. Particularly important are
studies on quality assurance in temporary networks, the management of ambiguous
or competing goals, and the conditions under which temporary stabilization supports
adaptability rather than creating premature closure.
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TYMCZASOWE SIECI WSPOLDZIALANIA JAKO PROBLEM ZARZADCZY:
PRZEGLAD LITERATURY I RAMY KONCEPTUALNE

Streszcezenie: Celem artykuhu jest konceptualizacja tymczasowych sieci wspoldziatania
jako odrebnego problemu zarzadczego oraz opracowanie ramy analitycznej pozwalajacej
wyjasni¢, w jaki sposob takie sieci staja si¢ zdolne do dziatania w warunkach presji czasu,
rozproszonego autorytetu i niepeinej jasnosci celow. W artykule potraktowano tymczasowe
sieci wspoldziatania jako praktyczny i teoretyczny problem: jak aktorzy, ktérzy nie podle-
gaja jednej hierarchii, moga organizowa¢ wspolne dziatanie, zanim zdaza powstac stabilne
rutyny, trwaly autorytet i zaufanie. Zastosowano przeglad systematyzujacy polaczony
z synteza konceptualng. Wyszukiwania w bazach Scopus i EBSCOhost pozwolily zidenty-
fikowa¢ 296 rekordow. Po usunigciu duplikatow, selekeji na podstawie tytutéw i abstrak-
tow oraz selektywnym pozyskiwaniu pelnych tekstéw zakodowano 66 pelnych tekstow,
z ktorych 36 publikacji utworzylo szczegolowy rdzen analityczny. Wynikiem jest rama
konceptualna obejmujaca 10 wymiardéw: tymczasowosc, wielopodmiotowa strukture sie-
ciowa, architekture zarzadzania, koordynacje, uzgadnianie celow i wartosci, integracje wie-
dzy, zapewnianie jakosci i wynikow, adaptacyjna rekonfiguracje, warunki relacyjne oraz
osadzenie. W artykule pokazano, Ze kluczowym zadaniem zarzadczym w tymczasowych
sieciach wspotdziatania jest tymczasowa stabilizacja: wystarczajace ustabilizowanie koor-
dynacji, r6l, celow, przeplywow wiedzy i kryteriow jakos$ci przy jednoczesnym zachowaniu
zdolnosci sieci do adaptacji, rozwiazania lub rekonfiguracji.

Slowa Kkluczowe: zarzadzanie sieciowe, sieci projektowe, zarzadzanie jakoscia, tymcza-
sowe sieci wspotdziatania, organizowanie tymczasowe
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