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ABSTRACT
This paper investigates the social network dimension in processes of cross-national transfer. The empirical
focus is the conscious attempt to appropriate, in France after 1945, the American model of the large firm.
Structural conditions – internal crisis and geopolitical dependence – created the context in which country-to-
country transfer could take place. Our findings also show, however, that the transfer itself required the
activation of concrete mechanisms and, there, social networks proved key. Our evidence shows in fact the tight
and reciprocal interaction, the co-construction as it were, of social networks on the one hand and processes of
institutionalization on the other. Building upon our empirical findings, we propose furthermore that successful
cross-national transfer hinges on a particular kind of network structure. In the story recounted here diffusion
across national borders called for the smooth and successful articulation of two types of social networks – a
cross-national “weak ties” network and national “strong ties” ones. In the end, this paper belongs with the
current calls for cross-fertilization of institutional theory and social network theory. And we argue that both
approaches are useful and complementary when dealing with country-to-country transfers.
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INTRODUCTION

In 1895, Gabriel de Tarde was putting forth the provocative claim that all similarities and regularities in social

life were the consequences of imitation. This, he added, was even true of similarities between nations and

countries. Organizational, institutional and cultural features diffused across borders in a process where dominant

countries were the main providers of models (Tarde 1979). A century or so later, the idea that diffusion and

mimetic isomorphism might explain similarities in practices and structures has gained legitimacy, including in the

study of economic and business processes (Powell and DiMaggio 1991, Scott et al. 1994, Abrahamson 1996).

Even at the macro and cross-national level, diffusion and imitation seem to play a role. They account, at least in

part, for increasing institutional similarities across national boundaries (Westney 1987, Guillèn 1994, Meyer et

al. 1997, Djelic 1998). The problem, however, particularly at that level of analysis, is that we lack a systematic

theoretical specification of transfer or diffusion mechanisms.

The object of this paper is to move in that direction. The empirical focus is the conscious attempt to

appropriate, in post World War II France, the American model of the large, mass producing, bureaucratic and

managerial firm. In less than twenty years, French firms became increasingly similar to their American

counterparts, at least as far as size was concerned. Units of medium and small size were progressively

displaced in a number of industrial fields by small numbers of larger actors. This radical change took place

mostly through external growth and the multiplication of mergers and acquisitions in many industries. The

process was to a large extent driven, monitored and controlled by the French state – the French planning

council playing here a key role (Djelic 1998). The actions and decisions of French modernizers were motivated

by the fact that they saw the American economy as a model or benchmark and identified the large, capital

intensive firm as a key feature of that model (Commissariat Général du Plan 1946). They defined their own role
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in that context as being to induce a radical redefinition of French industry away from ‘backward traditions’

towards the aggressive modernity exemplified by American capitalism.

When we look at the context in which this transfer was attempted, the unique structural combination of

national crisis and geopolitical dependence emerges as important in that it made such transfer possible and even

likely – but not neccesary – and we show that in the second section of this paper. However, our findings also

show that going from likelihood to process required concrete mechanisms of transfer and that, there, social

networks proved key. Striking about this case is the fact that cross-national transfer started before the

institutionalization of diffusion channels between France and the United States although those two processes

rapidly came to interact with and reinforce each other. This points to the limits of classical institutional accounts

of diffusion that rely on preexisting institutional links, frames and connections to account for transfer and

contagion (Strang and Meyer 1993). Our evidence shows instead the tight and reciprocal interpenetration, the

co-construction as it were, of social networks on the one hand and processes of institutionalization on the other.

Building upon our empirical findings, we propose furthermore that successful cross-national transfer

hinges on a particular kind of network structure. In the story recounted here diffusion across national borders

called for the smooth and successful articulation of two types of social networks – a cross-national “weak ties”

network that we describe in section three and national “strong ties” ones that are presented in section four. In

the end, this paper belongs with the current calls for a cross-fertilization of institutional theory and social

network theory. And in the conclusion, we argue for the complementarity of both approaches when dealing

with cases of country-to-country transfer.

TRANSFER AND DIFFUSION : THINKING ABOUT MECHANISMS

Amongst other things, neo-institutional arguments have contributed to the recent revival of an old sociological

insight: similarities can be explained by processes of transfer and diffusion. Functionalist approaches, long



Page 4 27/09/04

dominant in social sciences, claim that regularities and similarities reveal parallel and discrete processes of fit

and adaptation, leading in general to more efficiency. Structures and institutions converge across boundaries –

whether firm, industry or national boundaries – reflecting independent reactions and adaptation to the same

types of market or technological pressures. A significant contribution of neo-institutional arguments has been to

point to the limits of this type of approach and to propose alternative explanatory frames (Meyer and Rowan

1977, DiMaggio and Powell 1983).

Institutional arguments and their limits

On the whole, institutional arguments suggest that regularities and similarities across units – be they firms,

industries, nations – stem from connectedness and even more precisely from institutional connectedness. The

literature has explored different forms of interconnection – from relatively simple mechanisms of imitation and

coercion to much more complex normative or socialization patterns (DiMaggio and Powell 1983, Meyer and

Rowan 1977, Strang and Meyer 1993).  It has also used different definitions of institutions and institutional

channels of transfer. Institutions and institutional channels of transfer may be structural or organizational – as in

the connecting links for example between the European Union and its member or associated member states or

between the World Bank and ‘client’ countries. Institutions and institutional channels may be much more

disembodied normative and cultural frames, floating out there in world society. The tendency today is to point

to the increasing role and place of normative or socialization logics and “disembodied” institutions that come

together with theorized scripts and increasingly immaterial “others” or mediators. This means, amongst other

things, a voluntary distancing from relational pictures and models of transfer and diffusion (Strang and Meyer

1993, Drori et al. 2003).

Still, the very existence of institutional channels, whether structural or normative, begs a number of

questions – the question of their origins and reproduction, the question of their dynamics and concrete
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workings. And this, in turn, points we argue to individual decisions and actions and to relational connectedness

– the links between individuals that superimpose upon, conflict with or on the contrary stabilize and reinforce

institutional webs. Institutional channels of transfer cannot be thought of, we propose, as being fully

disembodied and disembedded – they imply and interconnect with relational patterns. We argue against the

analytical separation of relational and institutional mechanisms or channels of transfer and call instead for a focus

on their tight interpenetration and complementarity, on their co-construction and co-evolution. This requires, we

suggest, linking the neo-institutional literature on diffusion and imitation with discussions in the field of social

network analysis. This paper contributes to the exploration of that path.

Somewhere in between individuals and systems, social networks represent an interesting category for

the conceptualization of social interaction and the reading of human behavior. The concept of social network

allows the social theorist to navigate between the charybdes of free agency and the scylla of structural and

cultural determinism. It is an “interesting tool, in other words, for linking micro and macro levels” in social

analysis (Granovetter 1973: 1360). There is widespread agreement in the social networks literature that social

networks differ both in their nature and in their associated benefits. A key dimension, in that regard, turns out to

be the density or the strength of the ties within the network. Granovetter (1973: 1361) defines the strength of a

tie as a “combination of the amount of time, the emotional intensity, the intimacy and the reciprocal services

which characterize the tie”. This particular dimension can be used to construct two symbolic ideal types of

social networks. At one end, what we call in-groups or closely-knit social networks are characterized by a

predominance of strong ties. At the other end, what we label webs or bridging networks are made up of much

weaker ties.

Social networks : In-groups and bridging networks
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In-groups exhibit recurrent and long term patterns of relationships between members, close and repeated

interactions. Generally, dense in-groups of that sort function within a common embedding background –

whether cultural, national or ethnic (Bian and Ang 1997, Light and Bonacich 1988), regional (Lazerson 1995),

gender (Brass 1985), class (Useem 1982) or religious (Gold 1995). They imply proximity, homogeneity,

reciprocity and a fair amount of face-to-face and direct interactions between members. The benefits of this type

of networks are of two kinds. A first advantage of in-groups is that they constitute a community and provide a

sense of belonging to their members, giving meaning to both collective and individual actions and driving in the

process personal achievement and individual performance (Durkheim 1991 [1897], Ali and Toner 1995,

Valenzuela and Dornbusch 1994). A second advantage of dense networks is more structural than

psychological. In-groups tend to make things easy for their members, smoothing out undertakings and

facilitating interactions. Dense in-groups and embeddedness increase trust and cohesion (Granovetter 1985).

They reduce transaction costs and the need for control and monitoring while improving quality of delivery and

performance (Uzzi 1997). They also facilitate collaboration, cooperation and exchange while they ease and

speed up circulation of information and diffusion of practices within the group (Lazerson 1995, Uzzi 1997).

Social networks where weaker ties are predominant – webs or bridging networks – are quite different.

Contacts are more scarce within those networks and tend to lack both intensity and intimacy. Ties may be only

indirect and face-to-face interactions are rarer (Granovetter 1973, Burt 1992). This type of network does not

presuppose a common embedding cultural or spatial background. Weak ties tend, in fact, to cross over and

bridge several in-groups. Members of these webs or bridging networks are likely to belong, at the very same

time, to at least one and possibly several closely-knit social networks. For a particular individual, the benefits of

bridging networks lay in the variety of resources they provide and in the richness and diversity of contacts and

opportunities they open up (Granovetter 1973, 1995, Burt 1992, Watts 1999). At meso and macro levels, an

important function of weak ties is that of bringing closer together fragmented communities or in-groups
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(Granovetter 1973, 1983). Bridging social networks thus contribute to an overall integration at those levels.

They break the isolation of in-groups and prevent the consequent narrowing of those isolated worlds (Coser

1975).

From categorization to complementarity

In-groups and dense or strong ties create the conditions – trust, familiarity, mutual understanding and common

language, shared preoccupations and values – that facilitate and speed up the circulation of an idea or practice

within a particular group, leading in time to cohesion and relative uniformity. Strong ties are therefore conducive

to patterns of rapid and contagious adoption, to the ‘exploitation’, in March’s (1991) words, of a particular

practice and idea that is already available within the group. Within such dense networks, centrality is an

important attribute. Individuals or network members with a structurally central position are more likely both to

be the source of a diffusing idea, piece of knowledge or practice or to be rapidly influenced by circulating

information or knowledge. While the density of in-groups clearly makes for their strength, it also constitutes

their main weakness. Correlates of density are homogeneity and closure. And those defining characteristics in

turn make it less likely that radical learning or radical innovation will take place within these groups. A risk with

tight in-groups is that they limit the world of their members, causing them to wear blinkers and preventing

change and adaptability.

The defining features of webs or bridging networks, on the other hand, make them complementary to

dense in-groups. Because of their openness and relative heterogeneity, because they bridge different and

otherwise isolated worlds, these networks are more likely to be channels of exploratory and radical learning

(March 1991) and to foster the circulation and transfer of ideas across, much more than within, worlds. What

may be horizontal imitation within bridging networks is likely to translate for a particular in-group as radical

innovation. As a consequence, bridging networks emerge as an exploratory device for homogeneous and
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isolated in-groups. They create points of contacts with foreign worlds and are the principal channels for the

importation of radically different – and potentially radically disturbing – practices and ideas. Rather than

centrality, an important attribute here is marginality. Members of bridging networks are more likely to occupy

marginal structural positions within the respective tight in-groups they also belong to.

The literature has identified those important differences between network types. On the whole, though,

contributions have tended to focus either on in-groups and strong ties (Lazerson 1995, Uzzi 1997) or on

bridging networks and weak ties (Granovetter 1973, Burt 1992, Powell et al. 1996). Rarely has the focus of

attention been on the articulation of both types of networks – although this has been identified as an interesting

research agenda (Granovetter 1982). Going beyond the watertight differentiation between “strong” and “weak”

ties that characterizes so much of social network literature (Granovetter 1982), we propose and illustrate in this

paper their complementarity. We do so by looking at diffusion and imitation at the cross-national level after

World War II. We find, at that level of analysis, that the transfer of ideas and practices called for an articulation

of strong and weak ties. We point to the significant role of a cross-national network – which we symbolically

associate with a bridging or weak ties network. We also show how this bridging cross-national network had to

closely articulate with a set of local communities that we symbolically associate with in-groups or strong ties

networks. The articulation of both types of social networks allows us to complement the institutional literature

on transfer and diffusion by pointing to the mechanisms behind the structuring, the functioning and the

transformation of institutional channels of transfer.

FRANCE AFTER 1945 : A CONTEXT CONDUCIVE TO DIFFUSION

For many European nations, World War II was a traumatic episode. In the case of France, the war brought

about the collapse of the preexisting political and social order and a strong sense of crisis. At the same time, the

war had led to a reconfiguration of the geopolitical landscape. For France, this concretely meant increasing
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geopolitical dependence on the United States, particularly after 1947 and the launching of the Marshall Plan.

The United States projected at the time economic and social models that broke radically with French – and

European – traditions. It was likely in that context that American models would be considered as possible

alternatives at least by those on the national scene that denounced a bankrupt system. Likelihood, though, is not

necessity and the use below of the Italian case for counterfactual reasoning clearly shows that.

National crisis and geopolitical dependence

In France, the groups that emerged after 1945 from the national resistance movement to seize the reins of

power shared an acute sense of national crisis. United around the powerful and charismatic figure of Général de

Gaulle, the new coalition in power covered the entire political spectrum – from communists and socialists to

more conservative and traditionalist elements. The new French élite blamed defeat and collaboration at least in

part on inadequate and “backward” socio-economic structures (Michel and Mirkine-Guetzevitch 1954,

Commissariat Général au Plan 1946). The war had acted as a catalyst and members of that new élite called for

a radical break from a past associated with economic stagnation, shame and defeat. They were ready to

propose a radical redefinition of national problems and to search for new solutions.

The background to this search was a redefinition of the geopolitical order and the emergence of two

poles or alternatives – the American and the Soviet. The strength and legitimacy of the national communist party

meant that until 1947 France stayed somewhere in the middle. The beginning of the Cold War, however, and

the launch of the Marshall Plan created a new situation, increasing significantly the geopolitical dependence of

France on the United States. Standing in stark contrast to the destitution of Europe, the United States emerged

from the war a rich and mighty superpower. In the minds of many on both sides of the Atlantic, the geopolitical

rise of that country had to do with its industrial capacities and with its peculiar system of economic organization.
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Crystallization of an American model

During the years bridging the nineteenth and the twentieth centuries, the American economy had undergone a

radical and large-scale transformation. A new form of capitalism, which we can label for short corporate and

managerial, emerged in the process (Chandler 1962, 1977, Fligstein 1990, Roy 1997). The new constellation

of rules and structures shaping economic activity in the United States from that point on set that country apart

and made it quite unique and singular. We identify six main dimensions in that constellation. First, we find the

large capital intensive firm (Chandler 1962, 1977, 1990). Second, together with the large size of key players,

we point to an oligopolistic understanding of competition policed by antitrust regulation. Third, the constitution

of large firms often through mergers and acquisitions at the end of the 19th century was made possible by and

required a change in legal status. The joint stock corporation with dispersed ownership became quite common

in American capitalism (Roy 1997). Four, those joint stock corporations were listed on stock exchanges where

they found a large share of the vast capital they required. Five, those corporations also soon came to be ruled

by professional managers, whose legitimacy did not reside in ownership rights (Berle and Means 1932). Six,

the separation between ownership and the everyday handling of company affairs turned out to be a major

revolution. It triggered the emergence of a profession – management – and the structuring of an organizational

field around that profession (Sutton et al. 1956, Zunz 1990). Those six dimensions are brought together in

figure 1 below.

Figure 1 about here

The connection and articulation between these six elements and the recognition that they define,

altogether, a peculiar and historically unique system of economic organization is naturally a post-hoc

reconstruction. In the years that followed World War II, the American model was not systematically packaged

as a whole although each of the six dimensions presented above can easily be identified in the documents of the

time (Hoffman 1951, Harbison and Myers 1959, Commissariat Général au Plan 1946). Europeans picked and
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chose amongst those elements, reinterpreting them in the process sometimes quite significantly (Djelic 1998,

Zeitlin and Herrigel 2000). In France, the principal focus was the large, capital intensive firm. In the early post

World War II years, the attempt at transferring the American model was in France essentially an attempt at

restructuring key industries around one or a few large and capital intensive firms (Commissariat Général au Plan

1946, Djelic 1998).

Likelihood but not necessity: learning from the Italian case

While the conditions were ripe in France for the United States to become, indeed, a model provider particularly

when it came to the economy, likelihood stops short of necessity. The story of Italy in that period is in that

respect an interesting negative comparison (Mill 1843).  While Italy was left after the war in a situation that in

many ways was similar to the French one, there was no process of cross-national transfer in the Italian case that

could compare with what happened in France. A similar context and set of conditions thus did not lead to

similar outcomes. The comparison shows that the nature and structure of social networks go a long way in

explaining that.

Like France, Italy was in 1945 a country in crisis and it soon became clear that it was to become

dependent upon the United States, both geopolitically and economically. The resistance groups active after

1943 in the Northern parts of the country radically distanced themselves from the previous regime and sharply

criticized preexisting political, economic and social structures. However, because they were dominated by

members of the communist and socialist parties, the United States blocked their access to political power. Very

soon after 1945, Washington became convinced that the main danger in Italy was not so much a return to the

past as the strength of the communist party, which then represented around 25% of the Italian electorate.

American decision makers therefore ended up sponsoring the Christian Democratic party, which had a clear

anti-communist discourse but was certainly one of the least reform-minded and one of the most conservative
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Italian parties at the time (Hughes 1965, Romano 1977). The petite bourgeoisie and small business made up a

significant share of the constituency of the Democrazia Cristiana. Its leaders, championed by the Washington

government, proved not at all ready to propose or accept large-scale disruptions of the Italian social, economic

and industrial order (Miller 1986).

The dependence of Italy on the United States was acute and became all the more so after 1947 with

the onset of the Cold War and the launching of the Marshall Plan. American Marshall planners had in mind for

Italy a similar type of modernization project as was being pushed in France. The Italian office of the Economic

Cooperation Administration (ECA), the institution in charge of running the Marshall plan, was ready to

elaborate and to help implement programs that would increase production capacities and bring about the

modernization and restructuring of Italian industry. Members of the ECA office in Italy pointed, in fact, to what

was being done in France. Marshall aid should be used to invest in a few industries and prompt there mergers

and reorganizations around a few large national champions. These key industries would in turn have a multiplier

effect and would probably emerge as models for the rest of the economy (Miller 1986, Harper 1986). But the

ECA office in Rome did not find any interlocutors sympathetic to their project on the Italian political and

technocratic scene (Zamagni 1986). Members of the ECA office in Rome and those men in positions of

institutional and political power in Italy seemed in fact separated by an abyss. Communication was impossible

most of the time and both groups generally worked at counter purposes.

In time, a few nodes emerged in Italy that would relay this American modernization project and militate

for large firms and mass production. These nodes were essentially a small group of progressive Italian

businessmen. Oscar Sinigaglia, chairman of Finsider, the steel branch of the state-controlled conglomerate IRI,

Vittorio Valetta, the chairman of Fiat or Adriano Olivetti at Olivetti amongst others became increasingly familiar

with  and impressed by the functioning of the American economy during the Marshall plan years (Ranieri 1998,

2000). The increasing density of links between both countries, the institutionalization of channels of exchange
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and communication and the availability of American resources and goodwill all contributed to making that

happen. In the end, though, their efforts remained marginal and somewhat peripheral. There were indeed a few

cases of successful restructuring with the emergence of large productive entities in Italy. But those were

concentrated geographically in the North Western regions of the country and sectorially mostly in steel and

automobile. There was no centrally coordinated or large-scale attempt at transforming the entire Italian

economy along those lines. And the main reason for that had to do with the fact that the small Italian side of the

bridging cross-national network and the Italian group of institutional power holders did not overlap – or ever so

little (Zamagni 1986). This, we propose and document below, was a key difference from what happened in the

French case and, we argue, the main explanation for the difference in outcome between both countries.

CROSSING THE ATLANTIC: THE STRUCTURATION OF A BRIDGING NETWORK

A small bridging transnational network was instrumental in activating and stimulating the process of cross-

national transfer from the United States to France. This network had started from a very narrow base. Its core

had essentially been constituted through the 1930s and early 1940s, on American soil, and particularly in the

context of the American war effort. For the most part, it was made up of actors from the public and semi-public

sphere in both countries.

The key nodes

On the French side, a key node was Jean Monnet (Duchêne 1994, Brinkley and Hackett 1991). Jean Monnet

was an exceptional character. At age 26, in 1914, he was coordinating supply and trade between Allied

powers. From 1923 and until World War II, he was involved in international finance and consulting with an

American base. During World War II, he was the only foreign member of the British Supply Council. In 1941

he was sent to Washington by that Council to negotiate supplies and equipment for the war effort and worked
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in close collaboration with members of the American War Production Board. During the second half of the war,

Monnet turned his energies back to French problems. As a member of the French national liberation

committee, headed by Charles de Gaulle, he was in charge of the French Supply Council. At the very same

time, he was also working on longer-term projects for France, thinking through what would become French

flexible planning (Djelic 1998).

In the context of his various professional engagements, Jean Monnet came to greatly admire the

economic power and industrial efficiency of the United States, its productive capacities and its dynamism. His

stay in Washington also allowed him to build up an impressive network and to nurture privileged relationships

with American politicians, civil servants, lawyers and businessmen. This social network would prove an

important foundation for the large-scale transnational process of transfer after 1945. While Monnet’s list of

contacts in the US read like a Who’s Who, many of those links were “weak” particularly after 1945 when

Monnet was back in France. Direct interactions were rare, quite often the links were dormant but they could be

mobilized at will (Ball 1981). The background to most of Monnet’s connections was professional – they had

been activated and could be revived around common or compatible projects or interests. There were two many

differences between the French “peasant” and his American friends to describe that network as an in-group –

even though a few of those professional connections combined with real friendships.

Jean Monnet is difficult to classify – he was not merely an expert, nor was he a politician. One could

call him, though, a statesman. At the end of World War II, he was ‘marginal’ to most in-groups in France but

he was a boundary spanner. He was a man of the public sphere and nevertheless he was an outsider to the

community of politicians and to that of French technocrats at the time. He had family roots in the private,

business sphere in France – his family was in the Cognac trade. At the same time, his experiences in the

American private sphere – as banker and consultant – meant that he was quite removed indeed from traditional

French business communities.
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As figure 2 shows, the core of his social network in the United States was also made up of individuals

who were outsiders to local in-groups as well as boundary spanners. Paul Hoffman had been a businessman –

Chairman of the Studebaker Corporation – before he started cooperating with the American government. In

1942, he was one of the key founding members of the Committee for Economic Development (CED). This

Committee was created as a joint initiative of progressive businessmen and the American Secretary of

Commerce, Jesse Jones. Its agenda was to involve the American business community in national planning for

the postwar period and to determine the conditions necessary to preserve full employment after the end of the

war (Schrieftgiesser 1967, Jones 1972). The group of progressive businessmen who made up the CED had

come to terms with the New Deal and with the Keynesian revolution and they accepted a degree of

government intervention in the economy. In that they emerged indeed as being quite unorthodox on the

American business scene at the time. In 1948, Paul Hoffman would be appointed Chief Administrator of the

Economic Cooperation Administration (ECA), the administration in charge of running the Marshall Plan. He

drew upon the CED to staff the ECA. Averell Harriman, partner in the Wall Street firm of Brown Brothers,

Harriman, became the ECA Special Representative to Europe. William Foster, Harriman’s deputy, had been

president of a steel products company and a member of the CED. Howard Bruce, deputy administrator in

Washington, had been director and board member of several large business firms. The man who headed the

French mission, David Bruce, was a Baltimore businessman. James Zellerbach, in Italy, had been board

chairman of the Crown Zellerbach Corporation and also member of the CED (Hogan 1987).

Figure 2 about here

The experts

In January 1946, Jean Monnet set up the French planning council, an organization in charge of the

reconstruction and modernization of the French economy. Some of Monnet’s collaborators in that organization
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had their own transatlantic connections, a set of direct or indirect weak links. Robert Marjolin had been

working in Washington during the war. Pierre Uri was a brilliant economist who had been exposed, through his

mentor François Perroux, to Keynesian ideas. He was particularly familiar with the implementation of

Keynesian ideas in the context of the American New Deal. At the time, this type of knowledge was rare, in fact

all but exceptional, in France.

During the war, Jean Monnet and the few Frenchmen then in Washington had developed links with a

group of American technocrats and experts who were then running the flexible planning machine, one step

behind the politicians and star businessmen. While officially head of the French Supply Council (CFA) in 1944

and 1945, Jean Monnet had been working together with some of those men on preparing what would become

the French or Monnet flexible plan. Robert Nathan, who had been chairman of the planning committee in the

American War Production Board was closely involved in this process. George Ball was another American

expert, a lawyer this time, officially employed by the CFA in 1945 and who was helping Jean Monnet think

through the general direction and approach of the French plan. Another American lawyer, Eugen Rostow, also

played a significant role, helping Monnet identify the key features of the American ‘model’ that were at the

source of its efficiency and productivity (Djelic 1998: 96).

The politicians

Outside the circle of Monnet’s direct collaborators, there were a few other important connecting nodes in

France. André Philip, a socialist member of Parliament, was instrumental in the creation of ENA (Ecole

Nationale d’Administration) in 1945. The objective was to modernize the French technocratic and political

élite, both through a more meritocratic system of selection and through the systematic preparation of that élite

to the handling of economic affairs. The explicit model was the United States of the Second New Deal period,

where the state played a key role in the economy. In the mid-1920s, André Philip had studied in the United
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States at the University of Wisconsin, Maddison and he also brought into the ENA project his admiration for

the American education system. The pedagogy would be innovative, on the model of what was done in the

United States – study groups, case studies, research and surveys or seminars (Journal Officiel 1945).

Amongst French politicians, Pierre Mendès-France also deserves to be mentioned. As French politicians

go, he was an oddity. A member of the Parti Radical Socialiste, a center-right party, Mendès-France had been

a key figure of the French resistance (Lacouture 1981, Bedarida and Rioux 1985). In 1938, he had briefly

been Under-Secretary of the Treasury in the government of the socialist Léon Blum. He was then working with

Georges Boris, his head of staff, who had a lot of impact on him. Georges Boris was an economist, one of the

first Frenchmen to have studied and admired the American New Deal. He published a book in 1933, La

Révolution Roosevelt, the first book in French on the New Deal. The program of the Mendès-France / Boris

team was influenced by the American experience and had clear reflationary overtones. But Léon Blum’s

government was rapidly overturned, in a pattern fairly characteristic of the unstable Third Republic, and this

program was never implemented. After a brief (again!) appointment in de Gaulle’s 1945 provisional

government, Pierre Mendès-France finally became Prime Minister in 1954 – but once again this only lasted a

few months.

The role and significance of Pierre Mendès-France in the postwar years in France were therefore much

more at a symbolic than at a real policy-making level. He seemed to herald a redefinition of the role of the

politician. He was the prototype of the ‘technocrat-politician’, a political actor interested in economic issues and

characterized by a capacity to understand them. He believed that state intervention in the economic sphere

should increase significantly and that politicians ought to become technicians and experts, just like civil servants.

By the end of the 1940s and the beginning of the 1950s, Pierre Mendès-France was the French politician who

came closest to sharing the ideals of modernizing civil servants. He had about him some of that ‘modernizing’

aura that any kind of direct or indirect connection to the United States tended to give, in France, at the time.
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On the American side, a number of statesmen and politicians should be mentioned. Their more direct

connecting link with the French side of the network was through Jean Monnet. One of those statesmen was

John McCloy who would become, in 1949, American High Commissioner to Germany. In the 1930s, McCloy

had been a lawyer in the prestigious American firm, Cravath. He had met Jean Monnet and worked with him

during this period, when Monnet was an investment banker with the American firm of Blair and Company.

Dwight Morrow, a Morgan banker, who later became Ambassador to Mexico, was also an old professional

acquaintance of Jean Monnet from the late 1920s. Morrow has significant clout in Washington and he was also

the open door to the Morgan world and networks (Chernow 1990). Dean Acheson and after him John Foster

Dulles were two powerful American Secretaries of State of the Eisenhower era. Both were related, through

previous professional and personal interactions with Jean Monnet.

The journalists

In France, as in the United States, a few journalists belonged to that web or transatlantic sphere – although they

found themselves somewhat more towards the margins. In France, two journalists, Jean-Jacques Servan-

Schreiber and Françoise Giroud created L’Express in 1953, a weekly publication. Jean-Jacques Servan-

Schreiber, a bright young man of 25, was fascinated by the United States and by the American model. He also

saw the need for economic and industrial modernization in France. He believed, in particular, in the move away

from small family firms towards large, capital intensive and managerial corporations following the model of what

had happened on the other side of the Atlantic (Servan-Schreiber 1967). This would call for the emergence of

a new breed of economic leaders, professional managers, technicians and experts and he set out to play a role

in stimulating and fostering such an evolution. L’Express would be a mouthpiece for this new status group, the

cadres, who with new values, lifestyle and patterns of consumption would be symbolic of French modernization

(Boltanski 1982).                                                                                                         
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In that context, the editorial board of L’Express set out in 1953 to turn Pierre Mendès-France into

the political symbol of this new France, which was in fact still to emerge. With this objective in mind, it

once again found references and models on the other side of the Atlantic. Pierre Mendès-France was called

PMF in L’Express, just as Franklin Delano Roosevelt had been called FDR in the New Republic by Walter

Lippman – with whom Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber clearly identified himself (Steel 1980). The purpose was

not so much to highlight the interventionist nature of Mendès-France’s platform as to suggest dynamism,

technical expertise and efficiency, all qualities identified at the time as very American.

In the United States, beyond Walter Lippman, who was directly connected to Jean Monnet, a few other

journalists can be singled out – for example James Reston from the New York Times or Katherine and Philip

Graham from The Washington Post.

Towards institutional density

What this description shows is thus that a social network linking France to the United States preexisted the

formal institutionalization of channels of exchange and communication between both countries.  Relational

networks were instrumental during the early period of transfer. They were also instrumental, we argue, in the

emergence and stabilization of institutional mechanisms of transfer. What we witness in the immediate post

World War II years is a continuous process of co-evolution – where relational networks were an important

foundation for the structuring of institutional channels and mechanisms of diffusion and where those channels and

mechanisms in turn made for expanding and denser networks. A few weak ties, linking individuals with many

differences but who shared a common project or vision, were instrumental in creating the institutional conditions

for their own stabilization. In turn, those conditions allowed for the multiplication and greater density of ties in

the bridging network and made for changes, in time, in the nature of the network. The latter would go from

linking actors mostly in the public and semi-public realm to include more and more representatives from the
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private sphere – from private foundations first during the 1950s and then somewhat later, after 1960, from

consulting companies and individual firms.

In the post Second World War context, the bridging social network linking France to the United States

played three different and key roles. First, it was a channel of communication and information and as such it

created a proximity, for those Frenchmen interested, with the American model, making the latter available and

understandable. The bridging social network was the original channel through which some Frenchmen became

familiar with and fascinated by the large American capital intensive firm, to the point of wanting to transplant it in

their own country. Second, this bridging social network also turned out to be the basis or the foundation for the

process of cross-national institution building that started after 1945 and particularly once the Marshall Plan had

been launched. The connections and links that brought together individuals in 1945 crystallized and became

institutionalized when those individuals themselves turned into institutional entrepreneurs. When Jean Monnet

created the French planning council and when Paul Hoffman gave life and content to the Economic Cooperation

Administration (ECA) or a little bit later on when he moved on to the Ford Foundation, the personal

connections between both men were translated at the institutional level. This made for a formalization,

structuration and institutionalization of transfer channels and mechanisms. Such institutionalization, in turn, of

transfer channels and mechanisms created the conditions for a transformation of relational patterns bridging both

sides of the Atlantic. Finally, the third role of the bridging network was to serve as a lever for French

modernizing actors in their dealings with French society. The small French group used the resources and

support provided by the American nodes to gain institutional leverage in France and expand its own ranks as

well as to fight and circumvent resistance. We give a sense below of such a process.

MOVING INTO FRANCE: THE PROGRESSIVE ARTICULATION WITH IN-GROUPS
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The project of modernizing the French economy and transforming it with the model of the American large firm

in mind was quite an ambitious one. And the group initially bearing it in France was small and somewhat

marginal on the national scene. Most of its members were outsiders to traditional circles and institutions of

power in France, having often spent time abroad before and during the war. They knew that they would not be

able to push for such a large-scale transformation without the help, support and cooptation of national nodes

and institutional relays. The strategy that emerged in that context was to spread tentacles within French society

and institutions through a mixture of cooptation and ‘Trojan horse’ type initiatives. Sporadically and when they

felt the need, French members of the bridging network knew how to make the best of the support and

resources provided by their American partners.

Moving towards business communities

Inspired by the structure of the American War Production Board, Jean Monnet had set up the French

planning council as a small and flexible institution. In the War Production Board, a small group of experts – the

planning committee led by Robert Nathan – had been defining the general direction, providing continuity for and

coordinating the production programs of twenty-four industry branches that brought together representatives

from business, labor and government. Within the French planning council, a task force of around twenty experts

defined general trends for the evolution of the national economy, with respect, for example, to production and

productivity levels, investment priorities, or restructuring. Detailed plans by industry or sector were the

responsibility of eighteen modernization commissions that brought together representatives of business, labor

and the government and were coordinated by members of the planning council. 

Initially, a majority of French business leaders had perceived the planning council and its project as a

threat. French modernizers realized early on, however, that this group was critical to their project. Hence,

modernization commissions were set up with a view to progressively break business resistance. Monnet’s idea
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was to bring together, within modernization commissions, the rare progressive leaders of a given industry and a

few more traditional representatives, thus fostering interactions between them and pushing along a slow but real

transformation of mentalities. These efforts were furthered, starting in 1949, by the American-sponsored

productivity drive where the idea was the same. The aim of the productivity drive or technical assistance

program, launched under the overall umbrella of the Marshall plan, was ultimately to re-educate a traditional

European business class by putting it in direct contact with the more progressive elements of its American

counterpart. What the modernization commissions did in the national context, the productivity missions would

systematize, this time within a transnational framework.

Work within modernization commissions lasted for about a year and the output was the first French plan.

Its clearly stated goal was “to bring all Frenchmen and women the benefits of material well-being accruing to

citizens of more advanced countries”. The referent was “American high standards of living” which were

essentially due, it was argued to a “production of goods and services by worked hours always on the increase”

(Commissariat Général au Plan, 1946:12). In its detailed version, the French plan gave a clear definition of what

was understood by “modernization”. Modernization meant concentration within each sector of industry, and

more precisely larger production units and firms. Harold Lubell, an American scholar who spent a few months

studying the mechanics of the French planning council, confirmed that for its members, it appeared obvious that

“the strength of America [lay] in the size of its industrial giants”. “Any combination of French industrial firms, he

indicated, was almost automatically approved as a step in the right direction” (Lubell, 1951).

The institutionalization through and around the French planning council and the productivity program of

transfer channels and mechanisms that strengthened and pushed forward the modernization project had for

direct consequence to progressively stabilize and enlarge the networks in France relaying and translating that

project. The first to be seduced were the younger representatives of large French firms. The latter were also

often prominent members of the French peak business association, the Confédération Nationale du Patronat
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Français (CNPF). They came to share the view of the modernizing technocrats that, on the whole, French firms

were too small and not specialized enough. In a speech to students at a top engineering school, Polytechnique,

Robert Norguet, who was chairman of the productivity commission within the CNPF, was calling in 1950 for

the end of an ‘archaic’ industrial order with, indeed, little regrets:

The parceling out of industry in France is considerable….This is due both to the small size of firms and to
their lack of specialization….. I understand, naturally, that the more firms there are, the more
owners…Let us be careful though. In a modern world where concentration and specialization are the
rule, we should not foolishly go against the stream…. The solution is painful but unavoidable: those firms
too small to be modernized will have to disappear (Norguet 1950).

       This group contributed to spreading the modernization agenda within the CNPF, although the latter

remained divided on the matter for a while still. In the meantime, modernizing businessmen were essentially seen

as ‘traitors to the French business class’ by members of another business association, the Confédération

Générale des Petites et Moyennes Entreprises (CGPME). The CGPME brought together small and medium-

sized firms, generally family owned and run. By the late 1940s, the organization claimed to represent 50% of

French industrial production, 95% of French distribution and to employ 48% of French labor (Lavau 1955).

The CGPME was violently against the modernization project and it launched an organized campaign of

resistance, making use of its political links and connections. It worked, in particular, through the National

Assembly. But Jean Monnet had from the start placed the planning council and the French modernizing plan

outside of the reach of the Assembly (Djelic 1998). The Second Plan was for example already in full swing

when it was discussed in 1955 within the National Assembly. There, the parliamentary commission on industrial

production expressed strong reservations:

Don’t we have the feeling, in fact, that only large companies are taken into consideration by the second
plan, while small and medium-sized firms as well as the craft sector will be sacrificed on the altar of the
new economic organization? (Commission 1956).

In the meantime, mergers, reorganizations and restructuring  had already been taking place for
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quite a while and on a large scale under the impulse of the planning council. Members of the CGPME

realized that, pointing that ‘France is now the country with the highest number of bankruptcies; every

week brings its share of new mergers’ (IIC 1953). In time, the modernization process would weaken the

ranks of the opponents – many of whom simply and progressively disappeared from the French business

scene. The disappearance of many small firms, the passing of an old generation of industrial leaders and

the emergence of large industrial entities combined to stabilize in time the modernization project and

make it more widely accepted amongst the ‘survivors’ of the French business community.

Targeting labor

Another key group, modernizers realized, was labor, but in the end the attempt to win this group over was

much less successful. There again, they used a strategy of cooptation, bringing labor representatives into

modernization commissions and having them share in the elaboration of the plan. During the first months, labor

reacted rather enthusiastically to the modernization project and to the initiative of the planning council that gave

them, for the first time, some say in economic decision making. The communist trade union, the CGT, was

initially very supportive. It agreed to a longer working week (48 hours) during the period of reconstruction,

calling for a mobilization of French labor to “wage the battle of production” (Monnet 1976, Carew 1987).

However, the onset of the Cold War in 1947 and the launching of the Marshall plan broke this united front.

Although leaders of the CGT claimed that they “still espoused most of the early objectives of the Monnet plan”,

they also made it clear that “they refused and denounced all foreign financing which imposed conditions

dangerous to the independence of the nation” (Le Peuple, June 23-30, 1949). By then, the early transatlantic

network was crystallizing into institutional connections and webs and the French plan was being financed to a

great extent by Marshall plan funds. Under pressure from Moscow and the French communist party, CGT
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representatives left at the end of 1947 all committees and commissions, boycotting the French plan and its

institutions.

After that, French modernizers relied mostly on collaboration with non communist trade unions – the

CGT-FO (Force Ouvrière) and the CFTC (Confédération Générale des Travailleurs Chrétiens). The latter did

not represent a large share of French labor but they remained involved and were ready to cooperate in spite of

violent accusations of betrayal coming from the CGT. However, the situation of those non communist trade

unions was uncomfortable and it would become all the more so that they soon felt manipulated. By the mid-

1950s, the modernization project and the productivity crusade were being increasingly appropriated by the

French business class as a means to reducing cost, increasing production and ultimately profit. There was little

readiness amongst business leaders to share the benefits of productivity and production increases with labor.

After several attempts at imposing the negotiation of satisfactory agreements between business and labor, non

communist trade unions gave up and withdrew, in the early spring of 1953, from all committees and

commissions.

Winning over the administration

In 1945, Monnet clearly did not trust the French administration as an agent of change. “It appeared obvious”,

he once said, that this administration “could never elaborate a plan to deeply transform the country” (Monnet,

1976: 336). Still, he was also convinced that modernization would proceed more smoothly and have a greater

impact if it found relays with goodwill in traditional political and administrative centers of power.

The Treasury in the Ministry of Finance would become such a relay – and a powerful one – after the

appointment in 1947 of François Bloch-Lainé as Chairman. Before 1940, the French Ministry of Finance and

the Treasury had been zealous champions of financial and budgetary orthodoxy, systematically striving to

balance state accounts. François Bloch-Lainé imposed a radical break from this tradition. His objective was to
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involve the Treasury in the rebuilding and restructuring of French industry. Hence he advocated close

collaboration with the otherwise unconventional and somewhat marginal planning council (Bloch-Lainé 1976,

Fourquet 1980). Those institutions soon shared common objectives and both groups of modernizers worked

together, generally in agreement and synergy. The web they came to spin thickened rapidly, first across French

administration and later across civil society. To implement such a trojan horse strategy, they used the new civil

service school, the Ecole Nationale d’Administration (ENA).

The ENA was created in 1945 as a breeding-ground for high ranking civil servants. It was to produce a

new technocracy that would guarantee the independence of state action relative to private interests. Birth rights

and social and family networks were to give way to meritocracy as selection criteria. Soon after its creation, the

ENA was all but taken over by the small group of modernizers from the planning council and the Treasury

(Fourquet 1980: 192). Keynesian economics became the ENA gospel while the writings of Schumpeter and

Galbraith also had significant influence. Keynes was taught by Pierre Uri, amongst others, and François

Perroux’s Histoire des Doctrines Economiques, published in 1947, became a reference textbook. ENA

students soon became champions of economic growth and efficiency, advocates of industrial society,

managerial capitalism and productivity. They favored the large mass producing firms, feeling closer to

professional managers than to small business owners (Kesler 1985). The most impressive achievement of ENA

was thus the rapid creation of a new generation of civil servants, who believed that the state was a necessary

motor of economic or industrial transformation and economic expansion. The planning council and the Treasury

had managed to diffuse their modernization project to the ENA. In turn, that school proved to be a powerful

instrument for the diffusion and institutionalization within the French administration of those ideas, objectives and

values.

Reaching to civil society
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In time, the reach went down to civil society. A first path worth underscoring here was the progressive

emergence of a modernizing press as symbolized by the creation of L’Express in 1953. The idea, as we argued

above, was to prepare the ground for a population not yet in the making – the cadres. The movement went

further in the following years with the emergence of business magazines for a wide readership. L’Expansion

was created with such a positioning by Jean-Louis Servan-Schreiber – the brother of JJSS – in 1967. Jean-

Louis Servan-Schreiber had spent time in the US and he was very explicit about the fact that his model for

L’Expansion was Fortune. The two Servan-Schreiber brothers were building on an heritage, that of their

father and uncle who had created Les Echos in 1908 and turned it into the first economic daily in France. In the

end, the emergence and stabilization of a modernized business press in France owed a lot to the Servan-

Schreiber family and the small network around it as well as to their direct connections and explicit reference to

American models.

Another path towards civil society deserves to be mentioned. From the mid-1950s on, a business

education field was being structured in France. The Technical Assistance program or productivity drive,

launched in 1949 by the United States as a program complementary to the Marshall Plan, played here again a

significant role. Promising young students were sent to the United States and American business schools for

periods of up to a year in the context of productivity missions. Upon their return, some of them would join the

new faculties within the revamped French Ecoles de Commerce (HEC or ESSEC). From that point on, those

schools have followed the Americanization or MBAization road, away from the accounting schools they had

originally been (Amdam et al. 2003). Another important moment in the structuration of a business education

field was the creation of INSEAD in 1959.

Behind that moment, there is an exceptional character – the General Doriot. Born in France in 1899,

Doriot arrived in the United States in 1921. There, he attended the Harvard Business School (HBS) and in

1926, he had become Assistant Dean and Associate Professor of Industrial Management at Harvard. In 1930,
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he was instrumental in funneling HBS funds and expertise for the creation in Paris of the Centre de

Préparation aux Affaires (CPA). The CPA was run by the Paris Chamber of Commerce and it can be seen

as the first modern business program in France, integrating in its teaching the Harvard case method. In 1940,

Doriot became a naturalized American citizen and he played a key role in the US War Department, supporting

the war effort. By the end of the war, he had been made General of the American army. Starting in the 1950s,

with the launch of the American technical assistance program, Doriot turned his energies back to Europe.

Working in close collaboration with the Ford Foundation – then headed by Paul Hoffman – he was one of the

key founding fathers of INSEAD. INSEAD was set up in 1959 in Fontainebleau, a small town outside Paris. It

was built to be a European business school, similar in its objectives, methods and structures to Harvard

Business School but covering the program in a shorter period of time. Doriot was also instrumental, together

with Pierre Tabatoni, in the process that led to the creation after 1955 of new establishments within French

Universities with a focus on business studies. Those establishments called Instituts d’Administration des

Entreprises (IAE) multiplied quite fast (Godelier 1997).

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Institutional accounts tend to explain transfer and diffusion processes by institutional connectedness – institutions

meaning here either organizational channels of diffusion or floating and disembodied cultural categories. This

paper has been asking about the origins of institutional channels of transfer and about the conditions of their

transformation. In that respect, this paper does not challenge institutional accounts but rather complements

them. It deals with issues of origins and change of institutions, whether structural or normative – issues that on

the whole have been neglected by neo-institutional theory (Clemens and Cook 1999). When dealing with those

issues, we propose that there is a need to focus on individual connections, social networks and relational
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patterns – without forgetting, naturally, that those are themselves embedded within multiple preexisting

institutional logics.

In this paper, we have attempted to bring together institutional theory and social network theory. Our

evidence tends to show that a key condition for successful cross-national transfer was the co-evolution and co-

construction, or evolving and dynamic interaction between relational patterns and institutionalization processes.

We have tried to outline the mechanics leading from social networks to institutional patterns and institutionalized

processes of transfer and diffusion in a cross-national context. A particular configuration of social networks, we

find, seems necessary to create the conditions for large scale cross-national transfer. The evidence presented

above points to a progressive, and sometimes difficult, articulation between a cross-national bridging network

and key in-groups in France. A small group of early French modernizers slowly extended their reach within

French society, diffusing in the process their project of reshaping French industry. The referent they had in mind

for that project was the large mass producing American firm. Through cooptation and Trojan horse strategies, a

greater number of individuals and groups within French society came in time to endorse that project. With the

support of their American partners in the bridging network, French modernizers played go-between, allowing

local actors to become familiar with a foreign model. They were also working to stimulate the emergence of

direct relational patterns between some of those local groups or actors and American counterparts. The

institutionalization of transfer mechanisms thus contributed in time to enlarge and thicken the social networks

that relayed and translated the modernization project. Figure 3 gives a summary representation of this process

of contagion and co-construction.

- Figure 3 about here –

Transforming the French firm
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A consequence of the increasing density of links and of their progressive institutionalization, both within France

and between France and the United States, was in time the appropriation of the modernization project within

French society. What had initially been a foreign model became in time neutralized. From a foreign blueprint,

external and potentially quite disturbing to local French practices, the large mass-producing firm was

reinterpreted and reinvented as a home-grown solution to French problems. Post World War II France has

become tightly associated, in retrospect, with large national champions (Cohen 1969) when the emergence of

those large firms is in fact, as we have shown, the product of that period.

Ultimately, change was significant and the attempted transfer had great consequences. Throughout the

first part of the twentieth century, there had been no discernible trend in France of an increase in the average

size of firms (Cassis 1997). By 1945 still, 85 percent of all industrial establishments had no more than five

employees and a significant share of French industry would have been more accurately classified as craft

(INSEE 1953). Large firms or establishments remained rare. In contrast to this long period of stability, the two

decades following the end of the Second World War were marked by a rapid and radical change in the size

structure of French industry. Establishments employing more than 500 persons represented 30 percent of the

industrial labor force in 1954 and 44 percent in 1966. As table 1 shows, the number of very large companies –

employing more than 10,000 persons – remained quite stable until 1950 and then it went up significantly and

quite fast.

Table 1 about here

Some theoretical reflections

The successful cross-national diffusion of ideas and practices requires, we find, a dynamic interaction between

relational networks and institutionalized channels and mechanisms of transfer – not simply one or the other but a

combination and a co-construction of both. We argue, furthermore, that the nature of relational networks
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matters in that context. In the story recounted above, we document a close articulation between a cross-

national bridging network and a set of key local in-groups. We associate the cross-national bridging network

with weak ties – in the case described here connections were neither tight nor regular and the glue was a

common project or vision rather than common traditions or cultural referents. We associate local networks with

denser ties and a stronger sense of community. These associations are naturally symbolic and national in-

groups, in particular, were far from perfectly homogeneous, as we have seen for example with the French

business communities, in their reaction to the modernization project.

Another key finding is that the articulation between the bridging network and local in-groups hinges to a

great extent upon the local element of the bridging network. In the case described here, the latter was made up

of individuals who had initially been quite marginal in their own national context. This marginal position

correlated in fact with their capacity to understand, appreciate and even appropriate foreign ideas and

practices. But it appears that the successful transfer of those ideas and practices on a large-scale required that

those groups move closer to the core within their own national context. They had, at least, to weave and

stabilize links with a few core groups, who then became local relays for the foreign-inspired project.   

Finally, a sign by which to measure success was the extent to which the initial foreign practice or idea

became in time appropriated locally – and potentially reinterpreted and translated. Ultimately, local actors

should forget about the foreign origins of those ideas and practices and the cross-national channels should fade

or else become so dense and widespread as to be taken for granted and hence somewhat transparent. At that

point diffusion becomes essentially a process of local contagion, within in-groups and through dense ties. In the

meantime, institutional channels of diffusion are becoming thicker and denser with an impact in time on the

nature of relational patterns. Institutional channels of diffusion may even become more cultural and normative

than structural or organizational but those “disembodied” mechanisms remain, we argue, embedded and in close

and dynamic interaction with social networks and relational patterns. Our evidence shows that the synergy
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between and co-construction of relational patterns and institutional channels of transfer – both structural and

cultural – leads to a significant acceleration of the transfer process.

Our findings, we propose, have wide applicability that goes well beyond the particular empirical case

detailed here. In particular, they can be used not only as descriptive but also as prescriptive tools. An

articulation between bridging networks and local in-groups or the mapping of institutional channels of exchange

and communication on preexisting social networks all seem relevant, for example, for the transfer of ideas and

practices within multinational firms. These findings also make sense for thinking about the transfer of institutions

and practices to developing and transition countries, particularly in the case of Eastern Europe, but also one

would think in a situation like that of Irak.

Note: The author would like to thank the anonymous reviewers as well as John Meyer and workshop
participants at Uppsala University and the Stockholm School of Economics, Sweden, for highly helpful
comments and suggestions in the process of revising this article.
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FIGURES:

Figure 1 : The American Model
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Figure 2: The bridging network between France and the United States – main nodes
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Figure 3: Institution building in France and targeting in-groups
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TABLE

Table 1: Very large firms in France (employing more than 10,000 persons)

1910 1929 1953 1972 1989

10 22 20 62 81

Source: compiled from Cassis (1997), pages 10, 34, 63


