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 Introduction 

This theoretical research approach contributes to the organizational routine studies and 
elucidates the consequences of organizational behavior when organizational routines 
are transformed or broken, when they cross the boundary of the business organization 
due to outsourcing. Organizational routines are assumed to carry aspects of knowledge, 
to execute control, and to be a base for learning and change. This introductory chapter 
starts with a significant case as a background for presenting the organizational routines, 
the approach, the purpose, and the contributions of the study. 

1.1 The Sun Story of Outsourcing 

The Sun story is about insourcing an outsourced library (Hill, 1998). It is a story 
with a success ending, even though the sequence of events of outsourcing a library 
function indicates a complexity of activities, effects, and consequences that could 
be further analyzed in relation to organizational routines. Behind outsourced 
business functions, i.e., previously performed in-house, there are organizational 
routines that relate to the organization’s structure and technology to be further 
studied (Feldman, 2000; Labatut, 2012). The published article about SunLibrary 
(Hill, 1998) is used as an illustration to show the significance of organizational 
routines from different perspectives in outsourcing and insourcing. 

Sun Microsystems Inc. is a Fortune 500 company, established in 1982, that 
designed and sold network computers in 150 countries (Tully, 1993, 1994, 
1999). Sun has been mentioned in different articles to demonstrate a company’s 
superior ability to survive the rigors of cost-based competition based on the 
philosophy to focus on core competencies and outsource the rest (Tully et al., 
1993). Sun’s library function, discussed as SunLibrary, was initially performed in-
house. Later, SunLibrary was operated as an outsourced library by Adecco, the 
international temporary placement agency, and finally it was insourced back to its 
parent company Sun. 



14 

The experience was told by the library manager Cynthia Hill (Hill, 1998). In the 
beginning of the story, SunLibrary, a unit of SunUniversity, was not considered a 
core competence of Sun even if it was involved in key market research projects 
with high visibility and high impact throughout Sun. Consequently, SunLibrary, 
being “… a conventional library, offering a core collection of services and 
materials, among them basic reference and an online catalog …” (Hill, 1998:46), 
was outsourced to Adecco. 

Adecco, committed to provide services in line with what the longstanding client 
Sun demanded, hired a special library manager, Cynthia Hill, because Adecco had 
no earlier experiences of operating corporate libraries. In the article (Hill, 1998), 
Cynthia Hill introduces herself as interested in exploring how information could 
be effectively delivered to a worldwide enterprise through technology. She is 
curious about the viability of outsourcing and about the possibility of being “… 
a bridge between Sun, my client, and Adecco, my employer …” (Hill, 1998:26). 

To provide the right level of service and staff for SunLibrary, a vision and 
management plan was created that took the bottom line and financial impact into 
account. The library evolved, research and literature searching functions 
developed, and new electronically delivered services were created and actively 
marketed.  

We also identified and licensed the appropriate web-based information services, 
delivering them worldwide to all Sun employees, and we increased our 
participation in the development of Sun’s intranet. (Hill, 1998: 47)  

Even if SunLibrary continued to develop, it could not fully use its capabilities. 
The explanation was that Sun, in order to comply with state and federal 
regulations for contract staff, had to establish procedures that defined and limited 
the scope of interaction between the regular Sun staff and the contracted staff: “… 
our status as contract employees kept a glass wall between us and Sun.” (Hill, 
1998: 46) As long as such non-removable ‘glass walls’ hindered SunLibrary to 
provide the right services the only solution seemed to be to convert the SunLibrary 
staff from outside outsourced status to inside insourced status. The directors of 
Sun were convinced that Sun would be better served by converting the SunLibrary 
staff to full-time, regular in-house staff. Some key decision points, like core 
competence, job performance, and financial impact, were specified. An 
investigation of the viability of insourcing was initiated to analyze the cost of 
keeping the library service outsourced versus insourced. The management fee was 
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not the only issue; the difficulties to get full value-added and the risks of losing 
staff to competitive business were also discussed among stakeholders. 

We have increased our research time available each day as we reduced or eliminated 
the time necessary to administrate the daily running of the department. As 
outsourced staff, we had to spend many hours on issues such as security (keeping 
our access to Sun open) and Information Resources support. As outsourced staff, 
every six months we had to complete a survey justifying our need to have access to 
Sun equipment and Sun’s intranet. Since not all outsourced services need this 
access, Sun requires that it be regularly reviewed a time-consuming process to 
prevent unauthorized access to proprietary and confidential information. (Hill, 
1998: 48) 

The business value associated with both outsourcing and insourcing was in favor 
of insourcing. The transition was negotiated and SunLibrary was insourced back 
again to Sun: 

Indeed, after operating an outsourced library onsite for six years, last July the 
computer company Sun Microsystems convened the eight outsourced workers into 
full-time, regular staff. (Hill, 1998: 46) 

However, the fact that SunLibrary staff at that point in time became Sun 
employees did not mean that the decision was irreversible, because Sun 
Microsystem continually reviews all services and organizational routines for its 
alignment to the parent organization (Hill, 1998).  

The Sun story illustrates some preliminary ideas, used to identify what happens 
to organizational routines in outsourcing and insourcing. Outsourcing involves 
replacement of existing organizational routines. It involves transfer of knowledge, 
technology, management procedures, staff, and vital resources closely connected 
to the type of knowledge possessed by the personnel of the firm and the services 
obtainable from its material resources (Penrose, 1959/1995). Firms that outsource 
seems to renounce control over knowledge of how to perform and coordinate 
outsourced functions or activities that are built up by organizational routines. The 
knowledge base, the organizational memory of the firm, could also affect future 
learning. 
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1.2 Outsourcing Organizational Routines 

The organizational routines are used to explain the inertial quality of 
organizational structure in evolutionary theories (Nelson and Winter, 1982). In 
the basic model of organizational evolution, the firm’s ‘repertoire of actions’ is 
seen as quite limited, driven by relatively stable business processes that relate to 
routines and relate the organization to its environment (Cyert and March, 1963; 
March, 1981; Nelson and Winter, 1982).  

Routines are difficult to study because they are a complex pattern between 
structure and action, i.e., between the organization as an object and organizing as 
a process of social action. Routines have become a cornerstone in theories of 
organizational learning and adaptation and reveal how the physical technology is 
involved in functions or activities but also how socially organized work is divided, 
managed, and coordinated (Becker, 2005). The practiced routines built into an 
organization define what the organization can do to accomplish a job (Nelson, 
1991). Penrose’s theory of the growth of the firm shows how collective resources 
are built up by learning by doing (Spender, 1996). Essential coordinating 
information is stored in the organizational routines and ‘remembered by doing’, 
which gives routines their constituting characteristics of ‘persisting over time’. It 
implies that firms are “… expected to behave in the future according to routines 
they have employed in the past, given an organization in fully routine operating 
state.” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 134) On the other hand, “… routines are never 
entirely static, because with repetition routines can be constantly improved …” 
(Dosi et al., 1992: 192).  

Organizational routines have a complexity with variations that indicate 
underlying phenomena and dynamics in structure and action (Feldman, 2000; 
Feldman and Rafaeli, 2002; Feldman and Pentland, 2003; Pentland and 
Feldman, 2005). The important distinction between resources and services made 
by Penrose is important when comparing organizational routines with services 
rendered and not with the physical resources that  

… can be defined independently of their use, while services cannot be so defined, 
the very word ‘service’ implying a function, an activity … Strictly speaking, it is 
never resources themselves that are the ’input’ in the productive process, but only 
the services that the resources can render. (Penrose, 1959/1995: 24-25) 
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One way to examine organizational routines is to isolate and highlight certain 
organizational routines from all routines of a firm by emphasizing the routines 
that are committed in the specific outsourcing or insourcing situation. 

Outsourcing leads to questions about how new behavior can emerge as a basis for 
dynamic capabilities (Teece et al., 1997) showing competitive advantages that 
differentiate one company from the other (Porter, 1996). Organizational routines 
are thereby assumed to show new explanations of interest for this study when 
coping with different aspects of outsourcing and insourcing. Outsourcing1 results 
in significant changes that affect the operational systems but also cut up, divest, 
de-centralize, or replace organizational relationships (Hendry, 1995; Allen and 
Chandrashekar, 2000; Freytag et al., 2012). From a competence-based perspective 
outsourcing could be considered “… a matter of altering the raison d’etre of the 
firm, namely the corporate competence configuration.” (Von Krogh and Roos, 
1994: 176)  

There are both direct and indirect negative effects when organizational units are 
divested, i.e., outsourced, such as reduced or missed knowledge transfer and a 
weakened organizational memory, no longer updated. “The phantom limb effect 
is the sum of both these negative effects.” (Von Krogh and Roos, 1994: 176) 
When services and knowledge that reside inside the organizational routines are 
outsourced, managers often complain about loss of control over business 
processes, technologies, and work standards (Raiborn et al., 2009). Several pitfalls 
have been recognized like loss of control of work standards, reduced employee 
innovation, higher-than-expected transaction costs, and loss of competence when 
functions are taken away from the organization (Bettis et al., 1992; Hendry, 1995; 
Lei and Hitt, 1995; Greer et al., 1999; Barthélemy, 2003; Langfield-Smith and 
Smith, 2003; Raiborn et al., 2009; Holweg and Pil, 2012). Consequences of 
outsourcing and the development of outsourcing trends will be further discussed 
in relation to the various analyses of the different theoretical perspectives of the 
study.  

Benefits of outsourcing include flexibility, access to the latest and most effective 
technology, methodologies, and practices (Raiborn et al., 2009). However, even 
if an outsourcing company2 achieves cost savings, cost restructuring, and manages 
                                                 
1 Outsourcing is defined as contracting with a third service provider for the management and 
completion of a certain amount of work, for a specified length of time, cost, and level of service. 
Offshoring refers to the relocation of organizational activities to another country (Oshri et al., 
2009).  
2 In addition to outsourcing company, ‘purchaser’, ‘procurer’ and ‘buyer’ are used with the same 
meaning in the following chapters.  
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to take hold of an external provider’s3 technology and knowledge, different 
outsourcing studies have shown mixed results or even failed expected benefits 
(Hendry, 1995; Barthélemy, 2003; MacQueen, 2007; Freitag et al., 2012; 
Courpasson et al., 2016). Other authors directed their studies towards ‘sun stories’ 
telling about success companies gaining access to the best in ‘the world know-
how’, looking at outsourcing as a means of achieving performance improvements 
in different areas of business (Lacity and Willcocks, 1995; Quinn, 1999, 2000; 
McIvor, 2008; Ford et al., 2011).  

Nevertheless, outsourcing is expected to result in significant changes that affect 
the operational systems but also cut up, divest, de-centralize, or replace 
organizational relationships with contractual ones (Hendry, 1995; Allen and 
Chandrashekar, 2000; Freytag et al., 2012). 

1.3 Studying Organizational Routines 

The concept of organizational routine refers to “… a repetitive pattern of activity 
in an entire organization …” that is frequently applied with a decreasing need for 
conscious choices (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 97). Skilled human performance is 
automatic in the sense that most of the details are executed without conscious 
volition. Closely related to the concept of routine are the terms plan, script, habit, 
and program. Important is that Nelson and Winter (1982: 94) emphasize “… the 
automaticity of skillful behavior and the suppression of choice that this involves.”  

The concept of organizational routine also brings other questions about how 
skills4 are learned, where knowledge is situated, and what happens when 
conditions change (Feldman, 2004; Becker et al., 2005). It is said that the 
routinization of activity constitutes the general phenomena of organizational 
memory, in which the organization’s specific operational knowledge is stored; in 
human heads, in procedures, in computer memories, and in production systems 
(Simon, 1991; Huber, 1996). Even if the routine operation of an organization is 
self-sustaining, the “… organization is not a perpetual motion machine; it is an 
open system that survives through some form of exchange with its environment.” 
(Nelson and Winter, 1982: 113) The idea is that organizations remember routines 
                                                 
3 In addition to provider, ‘supplier’, ‘vendor’ and ‘sub-contractor’ are used with the same meaning 
in the following chapters. 
4 Skills intend ”… a capability for a smooth sequence of coordinated behavior that is ordinarily 
effective relative to its objective.” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 73) 
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by exercising them and not just by keeping them assured through written records. 
It requires that all members continue to ‘know their jobs’ defined by the routines 
that call for performance through receiving and interpreting flows of 
communication (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 100). 

The organizational routines survive the individual actor. They are, thus, able to 
uphold and transmit organizational memory, into which both control and 
knowledge have been built, representing the experiences and actions that have 
appeared to be successful in the past, and will approximate future learning (Nelson 
and Winter, 1982; Lazaric, 2011; Miller et al., 2014).  

The organizational routine can be compared a jewel, in the sense that it has sides 
or facets and can, like most objects and ideas, be seen in different ways depending 
on which facet you are looking at. The examination of the nature of the routine 
depends on the aspect, i.e., the facet that is found important.  

In this study, to be able to present the complexity of the organizational routine, 
three facets are chosen. The aspects of knowledge, control, and learning are 
elucidated as three states of ideas that give life to the organizational routine. These 
three aspects of knowledge, control and learning are assumed to cope alone with 
the engagement of organizational routines. Other aspects like competence, 
capabilities, culture, trust, structure, or authority have been discussed during the 
elaboration of aspects and found possible to cover with the chosen aspects and 
their intersections. However, the three aspects were understood as the relevant 
resources rendering simultaneous services as lever of performance presuming 
‘Penrosean businessman’, who believes that there is ‘always more to know’ about 
the resources of the firm (Penrose, 1959/1995). 

 

Figure 1.1 The three aspects of knowledge, control, and learning  

The first aspect to be revealed is knowledge of the firm seen as embedded in the 
organizational routines, like technological knowledge, explicit knowledge stored 



20 

in documents or computer files, and tacit knowing5 of the employees. According 
to the evolutionary approach, knowledge is the drivers of most activities and 
changes (March, 1981), but also the result of organizational learning that builds 
and changes the routines (Winter, 1996). 

Control is chosen as the second aspect to be discussed in the light of actors and 
objects to be controlled, where structure per se is seen a control mechanism (Otley 
et al., 1995). Control of performance implies coordination and communication 
of knowledge in the firm as well as a certain way of determining the prospective 
for learning. 

Learning is chosen as the third aspect to reach the changes and modifications of 
routines due to new knowledge, to experiences, or to evaluation of outcome and 
planning. Working with prediction and control of organizational capabilities and 
resources was seen as a path-dependent process that generates knowledge (Loasby, 
1999), presuming the firm builds new knowledge around its recurrent operating 
routines through combination and exchange (Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson 
and Winter, 1982; Rathe and Witt, 2001). The learning perspective indicates the 
dynamics of organizational routines.  

Three theoretical perspectives of knowledge management, management control, 
and organizational learning are elaborated to be able to do an in-depth 
interpretation from different theoretical perspectives. To consider a perspective is 
to choose a frame of reference and use its point of view. These theoretical 
perspectives are three choices of context, from which to determine and form a 
coherent belief about the organizational routines. The theoretical perspectives 
were considered to cover different aspects connected to the three chosen aspects. 

The first perspective, the knowledge management perspective, is emphasized 
because the knowledge aspect is assumed to be an important lever of performance. 
The knowledge aspect of the organizational routine links the organizational 
routine to the specific performance of knowledge in the business organization, 
where the search for knowledge is seen as part of the normal operation of the firm 
(Penrose, 1959/1995; Nelson and Winter, 1982). 

The second perspective, the management control perspective, is used to show how 
the control aspect of the formal, information-based routines that help managers 
maintain or alter patterns in organizational activities to deliver key results and 

                                                 
5 The structure of tacit knowing is similar to that of knowing a skill. The expression ‘tacit 

knowing’ is used for tacit/implicit knowledge because understanding is tacit according to 
Polanyi (1962: 605). 
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adapt to the environment (Simons, 1987, 1995; Merchant and Otley, 2007). 
“Control lapses may be the cause or effect of memory lapses” (Nelson and Winter, 
1982: 115) that emanate from values and norms in the organization with “… the 
power to control and direct each bit of work in the organization” (Itami, 1987: 
23). 

The third perspective, the organizational learning perspective, is strongly 
connected to the learning aspect that emphasize the need to fit new information 
into existing knowledge and contribute to the development of the firm 
(Macdonald, 1995). The absorption of new skills and capabilities is assumed to 
depend heavily on firm-specific characteristics and embedded knowledge, limited 
to a routine-based, history-dependent, and target-oriented view (Cohen and 
Levinthal, 1990). It is proposed that “… success at the innovative frontier may 
depend on the quality of the support from the ‘civilized’ regions of established 
routine” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 131). Established routines cover the 
operational knowledge of the firm and have an influence over the development of 
new routines.  

1.4 The Research Project  

The initial examination of organizational routine theory starts the analysis of 
whether and how conceptual and physical routines could be recombined or 
replaced when changes transform or break organizational routines that cross the 
boundaries of the organization due to outsourcing or insourcing.  

Knowledge is assumed to be cut off from the organization’s established control 
system when exposed to outsourcing, whereby, the organization eventually is left 
with ‘phantom limbs pain’6, emanating out of the daily routine activities. Having 
in mind ‘the slippery concept of knowledge’ (Penrose, 1959/1995), the approach 
is to let outsourcing serve as a limit for the organizational routines under study 
and to look at organizational routines when they are de facto absent, e.g., 
outsourced. In so doing, outsourcing provides us with a finite area of 
organizational routines marked off by a loss of knowledge, and a loss of control 
over business processes, implying even a potential loss of learning options.  

                                                 
6 Phantom ultimately from Greek phantasma, compare fantasy and apparition. ‘Phantom limb 
syndrome’ was first described in 1552 by French surgeon Ambroise Paré, who operated on 
wounded soldiers and wrote about patients who complained of pain in amputated limbs 
(https://www.britannica.com/science/phantom-limb-syndrome). 
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The resource-based, evolutionary perspective yields important insights in the 
variability and stability of the organizational routines (Nelson and Winter, 1982; 
Mahnke, 2001). The theoretical analysis will develop the importance of the three 
aspects of knowledge, control, and learning for changes in the organizational 
structure and its boundaries. Earlier research has focused on organizations’ 
stabilizing processes and structural properties (Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996; 
Becker, 2004; Felin and Foss, 2004). However, the focus is on shifts in 
organizational routines, when challenged by structural changes, like outsourcing 
and insourcing (Brege et al., 2010), to show how lessons of experience are 
accumulated within organizational routines and how they are recorded and shared 
in the organization (Levitt and March, 1996). Unpacking the structure and 
dynamics of the organizational routine (Feldman and Pentland, 2003; Pentland 
et al., 2012; Feldman et al., 2016) will make it possible to reflect on organizational 
routines involved in outsourcing and insourcing and on the presumed role they 
play as container of knowledge, executer of control and bearer of learning. 

In the attempt to unfold changes in the organizational routines, the question of 
influencing, designing, and managing the organizational routines is the “… need 
to understand internal dynamics of routines is particularly strong …” (Pentland 
and Feldman, 2005: 793).  

When a function, a process, or an activity built up by organizational routines is 
outsourced, the question is whether the organization still is in control of 
knowledge deployment as a base for learning. Organizational routines of a 
function that are no longer in use may erode, because coordination of what 
happens outside the boundary of the organization in time and distance is difficult 
for management to control.  

1.5 Purpose and Contribution 

This study is grounded in discussions on “…organizations that are engaged in the 
provision of goods and services for some outside clientele … business firms, 
concerned with survival and profits …” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 96). The 
focus on organizational routines as an organizational phenomenon relates to large 
and complex organizations, where it is impossible for top management to direct 
or observe details of the organization. 
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The purpose of this study is to clarify the dynamics of organizational routines, 
crossing the boundary of a business organization due to outsourcing, to learn 
about the loss of organizational memory, accountability, and predictability, when 
organizational routines are cut off and put out of context. 

The contribution of the theoretical study is to explain how organizational routines 
can give a coherent view of the firm’s repertoire of actions. In employing all three 
aspects of knowledge, control, and learning, and the corresponding theoretical 
perspectives of knowledge management, management control, and organizational 
learning. It is further possible to develop three relevant intersections of 
organizational memory, accountability, and predictability that are affected by the 
boundaries of an organization involved in outsourcing and insourcing.  

1.6 Approaching the Study 

The hermeneutical approach is chosen in this study. The organizational routines 
are well suited for a hermeneutical approach because the interpretation of social 
phenomena is never a straightforward activity. Through the hermeneutical 
approach, it is possible to analyze organizational routines that are characterized of 
ambiguity and conflicts (Butler, 1998; Zimmermann, 2015). Unlike other 
concrete research subjects, organizational routines are observed as texts or 
behaviors that they give rise to (Johansson and Siverbo, 2009: 150). In this study, 
importance has been assigned to discourses on organizational routines to 
understand how the whole of the organizational routine is reached by examining 
the parts, the different aspects of knowledge, control, and learning, inherent in 
organizational routines.  

The organizational routine as the phenomenon of this study is presented in 
different distinct hermeneutic arcs following Ricoeur (1988, 1991). In the first 
hermeneutic arc, the organizational routines and the three different aspects of 
knowledge, control, and learning are chosen using works from the three 
theoretical perspectives of knowledge management, management control and 
organizational learning to expand the interpreter’s horizon from the initial pre-
understandings (Ghasemi et al., 2011).  

In a second hermeneutic arc, the three different aspects of the organizational 
routine are the base for the relevant auxiliary intersections for which the following 
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concepts of organizational memory, accountability, and predictability are 
developed and analyzed.  

 

Figure 1.2 The auxiliary intersections  

The ‘organizational memory’ is the intersection between knowledge and learning 
and assumes to carry both history and innovative frontiers (Nelson and Winter, 
1982). The aspect of learning is important, because it indicates a change in the 
organization that occurs as the organization acquires experiences, where 
knowledge is the outcome (Argote and Miron-Spector, 2011). 

The intersection between the aspects of knowledge and control is analyzed as a 
mechanism of ‘accountability’. Learning indicates dynamics, and as such expected 
to be in opposition to the control aspect ‘imposing the routine’s order’ (Nelson 
and Winter, 1982: 113).  

The complex intersection between control and learning is analyzed as 
‘predictability’ and emphasizes that “… balancing control and learning is critical 
to managing the tension between efficiency and innovation” (Simons, 1995: 21).  

The boundaries and the boundary structure of the organization are further 
analyzed to interpret the outsourcing and insourcing activities that provide a loss 
of organizational routines. Crossing of a boundary of the organization indicates a 
change, a potential loss of organizational memory, accountability, and 
predictability that will be further developed and analyzed as the antonyms of 
amnesia, discharge, and unforeseeability, respectively. 

 

Figure 1.3 Consequences of outsourced organizational routines 
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Finally, in order to narrow down the hermeneutic arcs instead of having them 
spiraling out of control, the theoretical interpretation of the organizational 
routines must encounter the specific and will do so in form of practical 
outsourcing and insourcing evidences used to illustrate the consequences of 
outsourced organizational routines crossing the boundaries of an organization. 

How the hermeneutical approach is applied will be described in Chapter 2.  

1.7 Demarcations 

A process of vertical disintegration like outsourcing regards scope, speed, and 
switching costs, when suppliers take over activities that were previously performed 
in-house (Mahnke, 2001). Most analysis is done from the suppliers’ point of view, 
but also, on processes of backsourcing and on outsourced activities as SunLibrary 
illustrates. However, such analysis does not need to consider industry level, trade 
and travel restrictions, differences in regulative practices, or differences in social, 
cultural, religious, and political orientations. The different market conditions 
under which an organization manages the economic exchange externally in 
markets (McIvor, 2008) are not the focus of this study.  

The organizational routines that are the focus of this study require attention on 
the capacity of the organization to generate and transfer knowledge, control, and 
learning. Organizations are thereby seen as “… substitutes for structuring efficient 
transactions when markets fail; they possess unique advantages for governing 
certain kinds of economic activities through a logic that is very different from that 
of a market …” (Ghoshal and Moran, 1996: 13). The resource-based view also 
looks at the internal processes. The organizational routines presuppose that the 
organization outsources when it lacks the necessary capabilities that may be 
conveniently reached at the market (Barney, 1999).  

The organizational routines are not examined in contractual transactions, as 
suggested by Williamson (1993: 109): “The transaction cost economics insists 
that the process features of the organization be examined in the context of specific 
contractual relationships.” Outsourcing studies often use transactions cost 
economics, but as expressed by Coase, this has 
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… led to or encouraged an undue emphasis on the role of the firm as a purchaser 
of the services of factors of production and on the choice of the contractual 
arrangements which it makes with them. As a consequence of this concentration 
on the firm as a purchaser of the inputs it uses, economists have tended to neglect 
the main activity of a firm, running a business. (Coase, 1988: 37-38 in Ghoshal 
and Moran, 1996) 

Therefore, in this study, transactions crossing the boundaries of the firm are seen 
as issues that organizational routines must solve (Winter, 1993: 192). Here, the 
evolutionary economics is used to offer refinement to the transaction cost 
economics (TCE). The evolutionary view favors the going concern in establishing 
routines, while TCE fails to recognize the path-dependent nature of the evolving 
institutional framework like organizational routines and internal coordination. 
The evolutionary view shows a dynamic approach to changes contrary to TCE 
that is said to be ‘bad for praxis’ and presents firms without a historical picture 
and complexity (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Ghoshal and Moran, 1996; Chen, 
2007). TCE is a static approach that lacks to pay attention to gradual 
developments through the interaction of actors (Vosselman and Van der Meer-
Kooistra, 2006).  

The resource-based and the evolutionary perspective are considered relevant to 
business process outsourcing if important insights into the variability and stability 
of the organizational routines are to be found (Nelson and Winter, 1982; 
Mahnke, 2001). When a function, a process, or an activity built up by 
organizational routines is outsourced, it is assumed that organizational routines 
that carry knowledge and control, and are the base for learning and change, get 
transformed or broken. The coordination of what happens outside the boundary 
of the organization in time and distance is assumed difficult for management to 
control in outsourcing relations.  

1.8 Outline of the study 

The following outline summarizes the content of the different chapters to give an 
overview of the structure of the thesis. 

• Chapter 1 introduced this research project on organizational routines, as 
well as the approach, the purpose, and the contributions. The theoretical 
research approach contributes to the organizational routine studies and 
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elucidates the consequences of organizational behavior when 
organizational routines are supposed to be transformed or broken, in 
crossing the boundary of the business organization due to outsourcing. It 
is argued that the study is well suited for a hermeneutical approach. 

• Chapter 2 will present the hermeneutical method as two distinct 
hermeneutic arcs following the reading and re-reading of scientific texts 
(Ricoeur, 1988, 1991). The first hermeneutic arc moves from 
understanding to explanation, assigning importance to the three aspects 
of knowledge, control, and learning, as well as the corresponding 
theoretical perspectives. The second hermeneutic arc conceptualizes and 
elaborates the intersections between the three theoretical perspectives. 
This is confronted with the hermeneutical suspicion that the boundary 
of the organization contributes to changed perspectives due to the impact 
of outsourcing. Finally, the hermeneutic arcs are narrowed down, and 
interpretations meet practical evidences as illustrations. 

• Chapter 3 focuses on the employed organizational routines that are 
claimed to explain the behavior of the firm (Nelson and Winter, 1982). 
Organizational routines are developed in different theoretical studies 
starting with the evolutionary view (Nelson and Winter, 1982). The 
characteristics of the organizational routines as both stable routines and 
as a source of change will be explained and summarized in three ‘waves’ 
of routine research. Especially, shifts and disruption of organizational 
routines crossing boundaries will be elaborated in accordance with the 
three chosen aspects of knowledge, control, and learning and the 
corresponding theoretical perspectives. 

• Chapter 4 highlights the theoretical perspective of knowledge 
management. This perspective proposes that knowledge and work by 
human agencies found in organizational routines are an important lever 
of performance. It deals with how to coordinate individual and functional 
competence bound to the organizational routines that build up the 
capabilities of the organization. The concept of knowledge and 
knowledge management is discussed. Finally, the organizational routine 
is interpreted from a critical ‘is-not’ perspective, showing how it may lose 
value when transferred and outsourced from the original settings. 

• Chapter 5 emphasizes the theoretical perspective of management control 
that regulates and controls transactions and boundaries of the firms. This 
perspective elucidates the concept of control and the control aspect of the 
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organizational routines. In the examination, control is assumed to be the 
aspect that determines what can occur, how it is carried out in a regular, 
predictable, and stable manner, and who is accountable.  

• Chapter 6 elaborates the theoretical perspective of organizational learning 
that presupposes a routine-based, history-dependent, and target oriented 
view according to the behavioral studies of the organization, indicating 
that organizations learn by encoding history into routines that guide 
behavior. It involves both the discarding of obsolete knowledge and the 
acquiring of new knowledge that might have consequences for 
outsourcing. To understand the consequences of outsourcing and 
insourcing, it is important to look at how organizational routines might 
change due to acquired new knowledge, experiences in communities of 
practice, or modification due to evaluation of outcome. 

• Chapter 7 interprets the three aspects of knowledge, control, and learning 
in terms of intersections conceptualized as organizational memory, 
accountability, and predictability. Knowledge is stored in and carried by 
the organizational memory, out of which it can be activated and be 
connected to learning. Knowledge and control are assumed to be 
intertwined in centers of accountability. Learning is also connected to 
control corresponding to stability and predictability. The dynamics of 
these intersections helps interpret the transfer and the transformation of 
organizational routines crossing the boundaries of a business 
organization. 

• Chapter 8 further discusses the boundary and the boundary structure of 
the organization to interpret the organizational routine off context and 
outside boundaries due to outsourcing. It requires boundary creation of 
structures and processes. The capacity to handle organizational routines 
out of context might thereby undergo changes, not predicted, or 
reasonably expected. The focus of the analysis is on negotiating 
perspectives and trade-offs across boundaries to cope with amnesia, 
discharge, and unforeseeability, pushing the interpretation to its limit by 
going outside the boundaries.  

• Chapter 9 illustrates the theoretical analysis of the different perspectives 
on organizational routines using practical evidences due to outsourcing. 
The trends of outsourcing research are the base for this discussion. It is 
illustrated how the decision to outsource parts of the activities of the 
company Sandvik Crushing and Screening affects internal activities. 
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Organizational memory, accountability, and predictability undergo 
changes when encountering outsourcing. The evidences are given by 
interviewed managers. The focus is on negotiating trade-offs across 
boundaries to cope with amnesia, discharge, and unforeseeability to find 
interdependencies, when examining the knowledge, control, and learning 
aspects. 

• Chapter 10 illustrates more practical evidence on how organizational 
routines are cut off and put out of context due to outsourcing and 
insourcing. The trends of business process outsourcing research are the 
base for the discussion highlighting management accounting and 
controlling systems. Also, the decision of the company Assemblin to 
outsource parts of its activities had effects on memory, accountability, 
and predictability. Evidence of such changes is given by the CFO that has 
been employed during 17 years of the company’s history. The focus is on 
negotiating trade-offs across boundaries to be able to find 
interdependencies when examining knowledge, control, and learning 
aspects of organizational routines. 

• Chapter 11 highlights the importance of understanding organizational 
routines in outsourcing and insourcing situations. In outsourcing, 
organizational routines are removed and the organization is left with lost 
routine interactions that could diminish the effectiveness of remaining 
activity systems. In insourcing the organization must prepare for the 
insertion of changed organizational routines. The theoretical 
contributions are elaborated together with the theoretical analysis in the 
study. Comparison with the three cases results also in practical 
implications for the firms’ repertoire of action in outsourcing and in two 
potential projects for future research. 
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Figure 1.4 Representation of the research process in terms of the hermeneutic arcs of 
interpretation and understanding 
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 Methodological Approach 

The hermeneutical interpretation advances the understandings of organizational 
routines based on the research problem and the interpreted sources. The pre-
understandings of the interpreter are described as a part of the interpretation process. 
The hermeneutical tradition according to Ricoeur is explained and thereafter applied 
to the study, based on the assumption that organizational routines are transformed or 
broken when crossing the boundary of the organization. The organizational routine is 
analyzed by examining the inherent parts, i.e., the different aspects of knowledge, 
control, and learning.  

2.1 The Hermeneutical Approach  

The hermeneutical approach is chosen in this study. The phenomenon of 
organizational routines is well suited for a hermeneutical approach because the 
interpretation of social phenomena is never a straight-forward activity. 
Organizational routines cannot be observed, only the artefacts, e.g. texts and 
behaviors that they give rise to (Johansson and Siverbo, 2009: 150). In 
organizational routines substance and meaning are bound together. The 
hermeneutical approach offers an understanding of the symbolic character of the 
organizational routines, which is recognized as the services that resources render 
(Penrose, 1959/1995). According to Ricœur, the aim of hermeneutics is to recover 
and restore the meaning depending on that the reality is reliant on the observer 
and thus ambiguous and relative. The hermeneutical perspective is found in 
studies by academics and managers, whose concerns are guided primarily by a 
cognitive interest in prediction and control (Willmott, 1997). 

In this study, importance has been assigned to theoretical discourses on 
organizational routines to understand how the whole of the organizational routine 
is reached by examining the inherent parts, i.e., the different aspects of knowledge, 
control, and learning. Following Ricoeur’s hermeneutics (1991), scientific texts 
on organizational routines are considered easier to grasp than the great quantity 
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of questions emerging out of the praxis of organizational routines. According to 
the hermeneutical view, the text takes the place of a ‘live’ discourse combining the 
world of text with the world of the reader (Ricoeur, 1981; Ghasemi et al., 2011). 
Ricoeur (1991) shows how the task of reading is to interpret and fulfil the text 
according to its significance in the reader’s world-view. Reading involves 
interpretation and re-contextualizing the text (Farooq, 2018). The reader, the 
phenomena, the context, and the research approach are intertwined especially 
when dealing with different theoretical perspectives (Covaleski and Dirsmith, 
1990).  

The focus on texts makes the hermeneutical approach similar to text analysis or 
discourse analysis. Text analysis, however, often focuses on the content of the 
single text in order to make categorizations of concept and their interpretation. 
Critical discourse analysis with a three-dimensional framework developed by 
Norman Fairclough at Lancaster school of linguistics maps text, discourse 
practice, sociocultural practice, and investigates how network of discourses are 
formed and applied on different societal levels (Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 
2010). Unlike these approaches, the purpose of this study is to ‘clarify the 
dynamics of organizational routines’ and has no intention to cover the industry 
level, trade and travel restrictions, or differences in social, cultural, religious, and 
political orientations.  

In order to expand knowledge and perception, the interpreter must recognize the 
potentially active role in the research setting, and continually self-reflect upon it. 
Meaning is construed not just according to the author’s world-view but also 
according to its significance in the reader’s world-view. Covaleski and Dirsmith 
(1990) found that the researcher, the phenomena studied, the context in which 
they are studied, and the research approach in use, are intimately intertwined. 
This condition should not be tacitly ignored. Ricoeur’s theory of interpretation 
acknowledges the interrelationship between the assumptions made from the 
interpretation and that which is already known in the pre-understandings of the 
interpreter in order to expand knowledge and reach a deeper understanding. The 
process of hermeneutics is a reflective task. The emphasis is not on the external 
meaning, but the meaning or insight of the self which is gained through 
encountering the external text. 
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2.2 Pre-understandings 

The researcher’s interpretation is grounded in an already structured world 
(Kristensson Uggla, 2012). The interpretation starts from ‘prejudices’, which are 
part of the ‘horizon of understanding’, i.e., the interpreter’s world-view. The pre-
understandings are limited views, clouded or uninformed through assumptions 
and attitudes that fit into some antecedent structure or established pattern. 
However, according to Ricoeur (1981) to have knowledge or experience of the 
world to which the texts relates makes the reader able to understand the meaning 
of the text (Faroq, 2018). 

From the position as a controller in the Swedish export industry during the 1970s 
and 1980s, the author of this thesis is influenced by the development of the 
knowledge economy. The strategic focus turned eventually into invisible assets 
(Itami, 1987), core competences (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990; Barney, 1991), 
intellectual capital (Brooking, 1997; Edvinsson and Malone, 1997; Stewart, 1997; 
Bontis, 1999), knowledge management (Hedlund, 1994; Wiig, 1997; Bontis, 
1999; Liebowitz and Suen, 2000; Mårtensson, 2000; Johansson et al., 2001), and 
emphasis on competitive advantages of the resource-based view, customer 
retention, business process, logistics, and re-engineering (Edvardsson et al., 2000).  

As the aspect of control is obvious for a controller, organizational routines are used 
in management control to select, modify, monitor, and keep knowledge of the 
organization intact. Even more, those routines carry organizational knowledge 
and structure the functioning of the organization. Further on, organizational 
consulting and the university teaching career that added more to the professional 
experiences led to a valuable reassessment of the theories of management 
accounting and control during the 1990s (Langfield-Smith, 1990; Simons, 1990; 
Cooper and Kaplan, 1992; Otley, 1994; Horngren, 1995; Anthony and 
Govindarajan, 1998; Horngren et al., 1999).  

In the end of the 1990s, the social process of organizational learning led the 
thoughts to knowledge embedded in organizational routines (Argyris, 1977b; 
Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996; Bontis, 1999). The interest in how organizational 
routines could be managed became a part of the practical professional 
understanding of organizational routines that carried aspects of knowledge, 
executed control, and was the base for learning and change (Nelson and Winter, 
1982). 
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Furthermore, a subject of topical interest for the consulting career was 
outsourcing. It draws the attention to how producers considered differentials in 
profitability, how even large and highly mechanized plants kept going largely 
because of “… an environment upon which it could draw for all sorts of 
unexpected needs” (Hayek, 1945: 524). Through the subcontracting of routine 
activities, outsourcing refers to freeing up cash, personnel, time, and facilities for 
activities, in which a company holds competitive advantage (Bettis et al., 1992; 
Montgomery, 1994; Lacity and Willcocks, 1995; Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 
2000). Outsourcing also refers to gaining benefits and access to world-class 
capabilities not available internally (Quinn, 1999, 2000).  

Finally, outsourcing turned out to be an important subject in the sense that it 
helped limit the parts of the organizational routines of interest for this research 
project that begun in 1999. Outsourcing was assumed an important factor that 
indicates and distinguishes what is outside the organization from what belongs to 
the organization (Cooper, 1986).  

2.3 The Hermeneutical Tradition of Ricoeur 

The hermeneutical tradition of Ricoeur (1991) operates from the reader’s end of 
the spectrum. In the reading and re-reading of texts, analytical texts of scientific 
knowledge that are the results of the development of common-sense knowledge, 
are considered easier to grasp than questions emerging out of common-sense 
praxis. The reading of scientific works must be carried out many times in different 
perspectives to grasp the meanings and organize them with the purpose of 
interpreting (Kristensson Uggla, 1994).  

The locomotor is the alternation between forming hypotheses about meanings 
and validating those hypotheses through argument. Ricoeur (1991) incorporates 
Popper’s notion of ‘falsifiability’ (1959/2002), which, in the hermeneutical 
tradition, means that an interpretation should always be exposed to further 
merciless interpretations. The hermeneutic interpretation alternates between “… 
certain aspects, each of which contain types of arguments for or against the 
interpretation” (Alvesson and Sköldberg, 2000: 60).  

A key idea is Ricoeur’s high view of the role of the reader. By pushing the author 
‘out of the way’, Ricoeur effectively ensures the reader’s world-view and active role 
in the research setting. It means that “… the interpreter has to distinguish what a 
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text implies from what it does not imply; he must give the text its full due, but he 
must also preserve norms and limits” (Hirsch, 1967: 219). 

The interpreter asks the question, examines the answer, and again puts the same 
question to let new levels of knowledge emerge.  

The idea is not to reach any final answer; instead the journey is its own reward. At 
the end of the voyage, the question itself has been dissolved and a new question 
has begun to manifest itself, so that the process can start all over again. (Alvesson 
and Sköldberg, 2000: 86) 

When the reader analyzes a text of a certain work, the interpretation may be 
different from the author’s intention. Works belonging to different scientific 
traditions must be considered a closed totality. By clarifying different theoretical 
positions, conflicts are uncovered and serve as a starting point for new 
understanding. In interpreting texts belonging to different traditions certain 
features on the notion of ‘work’ have to be considered such as codification, 
configuration, or individual style (Ricoeur, 1991: 80).  

The first interpretation, although adding to the interpreter’s understanding, is 
fairly superficial. However, as the interpreter continues to explore the text, a 
number of other factors are considered, like knowledge about the author, about 
the field, and about the revealed context. Each work could further be evaluated as 
an intersection of texts, where other texts must be read.  

Interpretation is the result of the new discourse with the discourse of the text. 
“Reading is like the execution of a musical score …” (Ricoeur, 1991: 119). 
Interpretation follows the direction of the message of the text, establishing an 
intersubjective relation. However, the text is not a relation of speech or dialogue. 
The interlocutors are not present, nor the atmosphere and the situation around 
the interlocutors, serving “… to anchor discourse in the circumstantial reality that 
surrounds the instance of discourse” (Ricoeur, 1991: 108). On the contrary, there 
is no exchange of questions and answers when reading a text.  

The task of reading is to interpret and fulfil the text. Any text is constructed as a 
mosaic of quotations; any text is the absorption and the transformation of another 
(Kristeva, 1980). Reading is the setting for the formation based on analogies, 
metaphors, or hierarchical classificatory procedures (Mallery et al., 1987). The 
text is left outside and without a world of references; it is “… free to enter into 
relation with all the other texts that come to take the place of the circumstantial 
reality referred to by living speech” (Ricoeur, 1991: 109).  
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The reading may lead into a dilemma of ‘self-confirmability’ (Hirsch, 1967) when 
non-validatable hypotheses are proposed. The request of ‘rational discourse’ and 
‘critical approach’ means that whenever we propose a solution to a problem, it is 
our duty to try to defeat it intensively instead of defending it. “Those among us 
who are unwilling to expose their ideas to the hazard of refutation do not take 
part in the scientific game.” (Popper, 1959/2002: 280)  

Questions arise out of other arisen questions. Ricoeur’s ‘hermeneutic arc’ (1991: 
121) combines two distinct hermeneutics.  

The first hermeneutic arc moves from understanding to explanation. 
Understanding corresponds to a process of hypothesis formation based on 
analogies, metaphors, or hierarchical classificatory procedures (Mallery et al., 
1987). “The choice of research conceptions, questions, and methods is always 
value laden.” (Deetz, 1985: 123)  

The second hermeneutic arc moves from explanation to understanding, where a 
structural analysis is considered a necessary stage “… between a naïve 
interpretation and a critical interpretation, between a surface interpretation and a 
depth interpretation” (Ricoeur, 1991: 164). This aims at that all knowledge comes 
with a point of view and the best the researcher can do is to be critical and 
reflexive. 

The hermeneutic of suspicion makes the hermeneutic arcs narrow down instead 
of spiraling out of control. However, Robinson (1995: 21) argues that a 
hermeneutic of suspicion is not enough to prevent from ‘inescapable open-
endedness’. Consequently, a suspicion of the suspicion is needed to avoid the 
reader’s own distinctive interests, prejudices, and pre-understandings to substitute 
one invalid understanding of a text with another equally invalid. Together with 
the ‘is like’ metaphor-faith, Ricoeur simultaneously seeks to stress the critical ‘is 
not’ aspect to render his hermeneutic an open system to avoid a naïve credulity 
(Robinson, 1995: 13).  

To qualify the hermeneutical arc, the examination must refer to a determined 
time and space and thereby “… provides one anchorage ... for penetrating the 
hermeneutic circle” (Altheide and Johnson, 1994: 491). The comprehension 
achieved through structural interpretations also runs the risk of becoming 
insignificant if not connected to the specific (Ödman, 1994: 52). The 
interpretation achieved should be able to elucidate present empirical facts or to 
claim “… its capacity for extension to the sphere of practice” (Ricoeur, 1991: 
168).  
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2.4 The Hermeneutic Arcs applied to the Study 

The process of hypothesis formation began against the background of industrial 
experiences. The SunLibrary story, as initially told, was used in consulting projects 
that gave rise to different What if?-questions. It continued with reading of the 
main works on organizational routines by leading authors. This was the setting of 
the formation based on analogies, metaphors, or hierarchical classificatory 
procedures (Mallery et al., 1987).  

Looking at organizational routine as the foundation of work processes that 
coordinate and control, leading to regularity, consistency and predictability is the 
point of departure of Nelson and Winter (1982). The organizational routines are 
described as repositories of organizational knowledge, seen as embedded and 
stored in documents or computer files. Other metaphors used to illustrate 
organizational routines are performance programs, habits or skills of an 
organization (Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson and Winter, 1982). A metaphor 
doesn’t destroy the complexity but respects interdependence and interaction and 
reveals a new way of seeing the phenomenon of study and have genuine cognitive 
import (Ricoeur, 1978; Jahnke, 2012). It shows how knowledge, actors, and 
objects are perceived. To be able to evaluate plausible conclusion, it is crucial to 
read leading works from various research traditions and from disparate time-
periods because organizational routine theories are developed through many years 
as will be shown in Chapter 3. 

In this study, to elaborate the complexity of the organizational routine, the three 
aspects of knowledge, control, and learning are chosen. The aspects are 
understood as three states of ideas that give life to the organizational routine. The 
examination of the nature of the organizational routine depends on the aspect that 
is found important. Like most objects and ideas, is can be seen in different ways 
depending on which aspect you are looking at. The three aspects of knowledge, 
control, and learning were gradually understood as relevant ‘services rendered’ by 
the organizational routines, when using Penrose’s (1959/1995) concept ‘services 
that resources render’ as distinguished from the resources per se.  

Organizations are assumed to learn by encoding interferences from history into 
routines that guide behavior (Levitt and March, 1996). Knowledge is seen as the 
outcome of learning, where the ability to learn and adapt is critical to the 
performance. Changes in knowledge embedded in routines indicate that 
organizational learning occurs. Organizational learning and its sub-processes of 
creating, retaining, and transferring knowledge are “… a change in the 
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organization’s knowledge that occurs as a function of experience (e.g., Fiol and 
Lyles, 1985).” (Argote and Miron-Spektor, 2011: 1124) Furthermore, the 
evolutionary approach considers the firm ‘a repository of productive knowledge’ 
that transfers and re-combines organizational knowledge in a dynamic perspective 
(Nelson and Winter, 1982).  

These aspects are to be analyzed in the first hermeneutical arc from three 
theoretical perspectives of knowledge management, management control, and 
organizational learning as points of reference looking for how routines behave 
when they cross the boundary of a business organization due to outsourcing or 
insourcing. The three chosen perspectives are assumed to alone cope with and 
cover also other aspects that could have been of relevance like capability, authority, 
trust, and culture. To organize large quantities of text to fewer perspectives 
requires an accurate coding process made possible in the theoretical diaries. The 
interpretation is made possible by an infinite number of readings, carefully 
documented in the form of a theoretical diary that enables the analysis of different 
perspectives.7 This is the reason why the theoretical diaries were important for 
comparing interpretations.  

To be able to communicate the analysis, the processes were documented as 
carefully as possible (Ödman, 1994: 98) in form of a theoretical diary where the 
three different perspectives were elaborated and classified in different discourse. 
The first reading provides only a superficial guess about the meaning, so multiple 
readings are required to reach a deeper understanding (Farooq, 2018). 

According to Ricoeur (1981) this process involves three phases: First pre-
configuration, when the reader approaches the text with a set of pre-
understandings, then configuration that requires a critical reflexivity from the 
three theoretical perspectives of knowledge management, management control, 
and organizational learning, and finally re-configuration that helps the interpreter 
acquire new horizons of understanding through the three intersections between 
knowledge, control, and learning.  

                                                 
7 Documentary codes are derived from three relevant theories of knowledge, control and learning, 
not especially different from directed content analysis in Hsieh and Shannon (2005). 
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Figure 2.1 The first hermeneutic arc (a part of Figure 1.4 representing the research process) 

In Chapter 4, a ‘knowledge management’ perspective assumes knowledge to be 
the first aspect to consider as organizational routines are binding knowledge and 
building organizational capabilities. It is assumed that there exists ”… a close 
connection between the type of knowledge possessed by the personnel of the firm 
and the services obtainable from its material resources.” (Penrose, 1959/1995: 76) 
These connections could be understood through organizational routines and 
according to Feldman there is a ‘potential for change’ to explore (Feldman, 2000: 
611).  

In Chapter 5 the world-view as a controller is elaborated as a ‘management 
control’ perspective enabling simultaneity of action. It is further assumed control 
and coordination to be the second important aspect of organizational routines. 
Knowledge and control are assumed to be intertwined and to represent aspects of 
accountability with separate centers of interest, however, creating a common area 
of overlap that highlights “… the activities managers can put in motion in the 
name of knowledge” (Mouritsen et al., 2001: 760). On the other side, control is 
seen as opposing organizational learning that involves a change but needs control 
to create predictability. 

In Chapter 6, an ‘organizational learning’ perspective is elaborated. 
Organizational learning is based on successful performance of the firm in the past 
and is stored in the organizational routines that constitute the firm’s knowledge 
base, the organizational memory. Organizational routines might change due to 
new experiences and evaluation of outcomes in terms of targets. Change, here 
understood as organizational learning, involves both the discarding of obsolete 
knowledge and the acquiring of new concepts and structures that build the 
organizational memory. Learning as well as innovation involve not just stability 
but a change in routines (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 128). However, innovation 
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identified as ‘carrying out of new combinations’ (Schumpeter, 1934 in Nelson 
and Winter, 1982: 130), requires, unlike learning, stability, reliable routines, and 
at best components, where the “… routinized control system may be deployed so 
massively” that it will impede change adaptation also when necessary (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982: 117).  

In the second hermeneutic arc, moving from explanation to understanding, the 
intersections are elaborated to give a necessary abstraction from the world of the 
texts in referring to a new situation executed by the reader’s elaboration (Ricoeur, 
1991: 162). The three presumed intersections between the three different aspects 
of knowledge, control, and learning of the organizational routines are able to be 
distinguished in the analysis introduced in Chapter 7. Possible interpretations 
may be reached through many paths. The perspectives are to be understood as a 
conflict of interpretations, where different perspectives are tested against each 
other in order to develop a better understanding (Kristensson Uggla, 2012: 59).  

Knowledge and control are seen as intertwined along with the suspicion that 
control could be opposed to learning, because innovation and learning involves a 
change in routines that the routinized control system impedes (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982; Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996).  

All three aspects of knowledge, control, and learning of the organizational routine 
have to be elaborated to reach the three presumed intersections of ‘organizational 
memory’ of importance for knowledge and learning, ‘accountability’ covering 
knowledge and control, and ‘predictability’ concerning learning and control.  

 

Figure 2.2 The second hermeneutic arc showing the auxiliary intersections (a part of Figure 1.4 
representing the research process) 
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‘Organizational memory’ is the intersection between knowledge and learning. 
Organizational memory is seen as important for knowledge and learning and 
involves both discarding of obsolete knowledge and new knowledge building up 
organizational memory. Lessons of performance are stored as routines in the 
organizational memory, which serves as a mechanism of attention able to retrieve 
knowledge. The organizational memory carries both history and innovative 
frontiers, indicated by the intersection between knowledge and learning (Nelson 
and Winter, 1982; Walsh and Ungson, 1991; Stein, 1995). The organizational 
memory is a store of lessons of performance that carries both history and 
innovative frontiers, indicated by the intersection between knowledge and 
learning (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Walsh and Rivera Ungson, 1991; Stein, 
1995).  

‘Accountability’ is the intersection that covers knowledge and control. 
Accountability of knowledge deployment is assumed to motivate performance 
(Kerr and Slocum, 1981; Roberts and Scapens, 1985; Hoskin, 1996; Lindkvist 
and Llewellyn, 2003). Learning that indicates the dynamics and the change of 
organizational routines, is expected to be in opposition to the control aspect that 
impose the routine’s order (Nelson and Winter, 1982).  

‘Predictability’ is the intersection that concerns control and learning. When 
organizational routines are employed in innovation and change, opposed to 
routine, the intersection between control and learning gives raise to predictability 
that also emphasizes development, where “… balancing control and learning is 
critical to managing the tension between efficiency and innovation” (Simons, 
1995: 21). 

Finally, through the ‘hermeneutics of suspicion’ (Ricoeur, 1991), hypothesis 
about the power of the context, and the impact of the boundaries, introduce the 
‘phantom limb pain’ due to losses in the organization, when organizational 
routines cross boundaries. ‘Phantom limb pain’ exposed as a symbol and a primary 
meaning “… serves as a gateway towards its secondary meaning …” (Itao, 2010: 
3) of what happens when organizational routines are cut off and put out of context 
through outsourcing. Analyzing boundaries is a way to invite other authors to 
forward revelations and questions for new interpretations (Phillips and Brown, 
1993). Loss of organizational memory, loss of accountability, and loss of 
predictability were elaborated and systematized in a theoretical diary. Then the 
analysis was developed in Chapter 8 together with the antonym concepts of 
amnesia, discharge, and unforeseeability that present the interpretation of 
organizational routines de facto absent, e.g. outsourced. 
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2.5 Qualifying the Hermeneutical Interpretations 

Hypothesis about the power of the context and the impact of the boundaries, 
introduces the ‘phantom limb pain’ due to losses of organizational memory, of 
accountability, and of predictability, elaborated with the antonyms of amnesia, 
discharge, and unforeseeability. The metaphor of the ‘phantom limb pain’ is 
exposed as a symbol and a primary meaning of what happens when organizational 
routines are cut off and put out of context. Outsourcing will push the 
interpretation of memory, accountability, and predictability into a discourse on 
the antonyms of ‘amnesia’, ‘discharge’, and ‘unforeseeability’, providing us with a 
finite loss of knowledge, control, and learning.  

The validation procedure in this study involved ‘knocking at the door’ to these 
three different research traditions. Validation proceeds through rational argument 
and debate. The texts appear as a hierarchy of topics open to several readings and 
constructions. Validation is distinguished from verification, which relies on 
logical proof. There are no rules for making good guesses, but there are methods 
on how hermeneutical interpretations are qualified. Validation is closer to the 
logic of probability than to the logic of empirical verification: “Guess and 
validation are in a sense circularly related as subjective and objective approaches 
to the text” (Ricoeur, 1991: 159).  

The logic of validation allows us to move between the two limits of dogmatism 
and scepticism. It is always possible to argue for or against an interpretation, to 
confront interpretations, to arbitrate between them, and to seek for an agreement, 
even if this agreement remains beyond our reach. (Ricoeur, 1991: 160) 

This process took place in several theoretical diaries along the line of reading, 
reflecting, and writing. Following Hirsch (1967: 25) where the “… act of 
understanding is at first a genial (or a mistaken) guess …” explanation becomes a 
process of validating informed guesses. The concept of ‘guess’ is understood as a 
synonym for Verstehen and the concept of validation an equivalent of Erklären 
(Ricoeur, 1991: 161).  

The process of guess and validation can result in how things could be understood, 
but there is no definitive outcome. Framing and reframing are fundamental to 
help provoke and establish new understandings and meanings (Jahnke, 2012). To 
emphasize the boundaries of the organization, the understanding gradually 
changes during the process of interpretation. The discourse is open to new 
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interpretations. There could be more than one possible interpretation as well as 
interpretations with little or no likelihood. It is always possible to argue against an 
interpretation, to confront interpretations, and to arbitrate between them 
(Ricoeur, 1981).  

 

Figure 2.3 The critical ‘is-not’ examination (a part of Figure 1.4 representing the research process) 

The examination of hermeneutic arc refers to a determined time and space and 
each discourse or action occurs at a particular time and place and thereby “… 
provides one anchorage ... for penetrating the hermeneutic circle” (Altheide and 
Johnson, 1994: 491). A validation “… is an argumentative discipline more 
comparable to the judicial procedures of legal interpretation. It is a logic of 
uncertainty and qualitative probability.” (Ricoeur, 1981: 159; Robinson, 1995)  

The ‘is-like’ metaphors like ‘organizational memory’, ‘accountability’, and 
‘predictability’ claim that knowledge production requires communication across 
the boundaries of existing organizations (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Teece, 1998; 
Quinn, 1999). The critical ‘is-not’ metaphors like ‘amnesia’, ‘discharge’, and 
‘unforeseeability’ push the interpretation to its limit by rejecting the context of 
the organization and questioning the organizational structure as limit for the 
analysis when organizational functions cross the boundary of the organization, as 
further examined in Chapter 8.  

To qualify the interpretations, the specific cases of outsourcing and insourcing are 
elaborated as validation in Chapters 9 and 10. Outsourcing provides the 
breakdown of organizational routines, traditionally handled by internal staff and 
resources, when moved outside the organization (Quinn, 1999). Outsourcing 
creates enough tension to provide a requested recontextualizing activity. 

Outsourcing opens for ‘the suspicion of the suspicion’ with the antonyms of the 
intersections as critical ‘is-not’ metaphors interpreted from interviews with two 
different companies. Through outsourcing, the conventional boundaries of time 
and space are challenged and broken down both within and between organizations 
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(Barthélemy, 2003). Outsourcing requires boundary creation of structures and 
processes to cope with ‘amnesia’, ‘discharge’, and ‘unforeseeability’, in the 
interpretations of Chapters 8-10 to be concluded in Chapter 11. It is assumed 
possible for the hermeneutic arc to narrow down instead of spiraling out of 
control, if the range of interpretations is by a meaningful action in a new social 
situation other than the initial one (Ricoeur, 1991: 155). Outsourcing is assumed 
such an action that provide a qualifying limit, when the interpretation encounters 
‘the specific’ in form of practical outsourcing and insourcing evidences in Section 
8.4 about Sun Library, in Section 9.3 about Sandvik Crushing and Screening, and 
in Section 10.2 about Assemblin.  

The interpretation achieved should be able to elucidate different theoretical 
contributions and extend them to the sphere of practice in the final Chapter 11. 

2.6 Interpreting the Sources 

All three perspectives of knowledge management, management control, and 
organizational learning are elaborated in different theoretical diaries. All articles 
have been registered by date, by author, and by important characteristics of the 
work. These are possibly marked with a reflection about earlier read text on similar 
subjects, or with an indication about further texts that have to be discovered 
within the subject. All readings have been carefully documented, which permitted 
a movement back and forth in the theoretical diaries “… to the practice – from 
the text to the act of writing” (Jahnke, 2012: 35). The diaries in word documents 
made it possible to search for and match different concepts and authors. It was a 
process over several years; the first registration date being June 8, 2000. 

Literature was searched according to the development of the pre-understandings, 
connected to the development of the theoretical field of control, knowledge, and 
learning as well as organizational routines, as explained in Section 2.2. Starting 
from the resource-based theories, the knowledge economy revolved around 
knowledge and emphasized services rendered by resources and not just resources 
(Penrose, 1959/1995).  

Given the assumption that the control system is an important carrier of 
knowledge, analysis of routines and knowledge was search for in the management 
control literature. The critical perspective against traditional financial accounting 
measurements presented during the 1990s was the base, the manifesto, for 
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understanding how performance measurement systems and control affect the 
behaviors of the organization (Eccles, 1991; Kaplan and Norton, 1992; Berry and 
Otley, 1996; Burns et al., 1999).  

The strategic focus turned into the search for knowledge as invisible assets and 
intellectual capital (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990; Barney, 1991; Edvinsson and 
Malone, 1997; Brooking, 1997; Bontis, 1999) and from here the development of 
knowledge management as control of intangibles (Mårtensson, 2000; Johanson et 
al., 2001). Knowledge management by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), tacit 
knowing by Polanyi (1967), and organizational learning had developed concepts 
(Argyris, 1977b; March, 1991; Cohen and Sproull, 1996; Huber, 1996) that were 
relevant to bring together as likely steps of change according to the evolutionary 
view of Nelson and Winter (1982).  

To look at the intersections between knowledge, control, and learning, new 
theoretical diaries, based on material analyzed in the first diaries, were elaborated 
before inserting the final text in Chapter 7. Here the theoretical analysis of 
organizational routine, knowledge, control, and learning resulted in the three 
intersections of organizational memory, accountability, and predictability. 

Outsourcing made it possible to introduce the ‘is-not‘ perspective according to 
Ricoeur’s ‘hermeneutics of suspicion’. Resources that cross the boundaries of the 
organization change the services they yield. This leads to the importance of the 
concept of boundary and the idea of ‘outside boundaries’ as fully discussed in 
Chapter 8. Outside, the antonym of inside, in the second hermeneutical arc 
developed how the ‘out of context’ aspect could be referred to as the new concepts 
of amnesia, i.e., loss of memory, discharge, i.e., loss of accountability, and 
unforeseeability, i.e., loss of predictability. The interpretation of the SunLibrary, 
being ‘out of context’, helped the adequate ‘is-not’ thinking, as described in 
Section 2.5 on qualifying the interpretations. 

To avoid the interpreter’s own distinctive interests, prejudices, and pre-
understandings the ‘suspicion of the suspicion’ is obtained when the 
interpretation meets empirical facts from interviews in two different companies. 
The two outsourcing companies Sandvik Crushing and Screening and Assemblin 
were chosen because they have been involved in outsourcing over long periods of 
time. They were also quite representative for two industries, where the author’s 
own industrial experiences, described in the pre-understandings, came from. 

In the published SunLibrary story (Hill, 1998), the expert voice was the 
responsible librarian manager, who had reverberations through the different 
chapters. Also, the interviewees in the other two companies were listened to as 
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expert voices. The purpose of the qualitative face-to-face open interviews was “… 
to gather descriptions of the life-world of the interviewee with respect to 
interpretation of the meaning of the described phenomenon …” (Kvale, 1983: 
174). The interviewed managers were managers involved in the outsourcing 
strategies, but also in practical consequences of outsourcing and insourcing. All 
interviews were made in Swedish and recorded. The literal transcript of each 
complete recording was sent to the interviewees. The interviewees were later on 
also given the opportunity to comment on the summaries translated into English, 
here presented in Section 9.2 and 9.3 for Sandvik Crushing and Screening in 
Svedala and in 10.2 for Assemblin.  

Outsourcing trends and the history discussed by a former CEO in Section 9.2 
were already known due to work that the author of this study did in the 1990s 
with local sub-contractors around Lund, where among other companies also the 
Svedala plant participated. In Section 9.3 outsourcing as boundary spanning 
activities and flexibility in the present Sandvik Crushing and Screening is told by 
the expert voice of the sourcing manager, who was involved in both the strategic 
discussions and the daily work at the plant in Svedala, where the meeting took 
place.  

The construction corporate group of Assemblin has been involved in a history of 
complex business process outsourcing (BPO) in time and space as presented in 
Section 10.2 by the CFO involved in the process of developing and managing the 
enterprise resource planning (ERP) systems in independent subsidiaries for about 
17 years. Thanks to earlier professional experiences and the author’s knowledge 
of controlling in the construction industry, it was possible to listen without 
interrupting and to understand the story with details about ERP systems. It was 
important to get a coherent story of the development since the Dutch history of 
the company had a significant impact on the later expansion. 

The interpretations of importance for outsourcing and insourcing are found in 
connection to each presentation in Sections 9.4 and 9.5 and in Sections 10.3 and 
10.4. They have also been verified by each manager before being presented.  

The interpretations that emerged during the course of analysis are further 
elaborated in Chapter 11 in the comparisons of the three cases (Yin, 2009). The 
three different aspects of ‘knowledge’, ‘control’, and ‘learning’ and the three 
corresponding intersections of ‘organizational memory’, ‘accountability’, and 
‘predictability’, as well as the three corresponding antonyms of ‘amnesia’, 
‘discharge’, and ‘unforeseeability’ allowed for a final interpretation.  
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 The Organizational Routines 

The research problem focuses on organizational routines. The organizational routines 
are claimed to explain the behavior of the firm and recognized by the three aspects of 
knowledge, control, and learning. The characteristics of the organizational routines as 
both stable routines and as a source of change will be explained as well as structure and 
agency and the origins of organizational routines that demonstrate three ‘waves’ of 
routine research. Aspects and perspectives of the organizational routine are summarized 
in an intermediate conclusion before entering the analysis of each of the three 
perspectives of knowledge management, management control, and organizational 
learning  

3.1 Characteristics of the Organizational Routine  

The hermeneutical interpretation starts from the main works on organizational 
routines by leading authors because scientific knowledge is assumed easier to 
grasp than the vast common-sense praxis. The point of departure is the 
evolutionary view of Nelson and Winter (1982) telling that the concept of 
routine8 is used in a highly flexible way, much as a ‘program’, referring to a 
repetitive pattern of activity in the entire organization. Routines are defined as 
regular and predictable patterns, where routines are heritable and selectable by the 
environment, which is a line of reasoning that presupposes a context. 

Three basic characteristics make the understanding of organizational routines 
quite complicated. Routines are multi-actor phenomena and thus harder to grasp 
than single-actor phenomena; they may sustain accidents of history that makes 
                                                 
8 Routine the term is used ”… to include characteristics of firms that range from well-specified 
technical routines for producing things, through procedures for hiring and firing, ordering new 
inventory, or stepping up production of items in high demand, to policies regarding investment, 
research and development, advertising, business strategy about product diversification and overseas 
investment. In our evolutionary theory these routines play the role that genes play in biological 
evolutionary theory.” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 73) 
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the real function difficult to sort out. The underlying parts of a routine may be 
tacit and held by an individual actor9 (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Cohen and 
Bacdayan, 1996). The concept of routine connotes something impersonal that 
persists apart from individuals, unlike ‘skills’ and ‘habits’ that are limited to the 
individual level (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996).  

The importance of routine-based behavior of the organization is one of the pillars 
of the Carnegie School (Cyert and March, 1963). Nelson and Winter (1982) let 
the routine be the basic unit of analysis, suggesting that ‘organizations remember 
by doing’ and that all forms of external memory, files, computer memory, 
manuals, and essential coordinating information are stored in the organizational 
memory of the firm. The organizational memory also embraces the physical state 
of equipment and the work environment. It means that the ‘what’, ‘how’, ‘when’, 
and the frequency of performance are held in the organizational memory as well 
as the reasons behind, and the ‘organizational dialect’ of the information, both 
silent and written. Nelson and Winter (1982: 99) propose that “… the 
routinization of activity constitutes the most important form of storage of the 
organization’s specific operational knowledge”.  

The routinization of the activity is identified as the locus of operational knowledge 
in the organization. Central to performance and the operational knowledge of the 
organization is coordination, usually backed up by incentives or sanctions through 
mechanisms of internal control. Knowledge is connected to the control problem 
that is related to the organization as an open system. In exchange with the external 
environment, heterogeneous inputs must be controlled to fit the existing routines 
and be prevented from unwanted change. New decision rules or new production 
methods also bring change and innovation into the routines. In large part, 
innovations consist of new combinations of existing routines that 

… involve nothing more than the establishment of new patterns of information 
and material flows among existing subroutines. It may involve the replacement of 
an existing subroutines by new and different … (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 130). 

A routine keeps track of the specific routines and of the contextual foundation 
like ‘skills’, ‘organizations’ and ‘technology’ (Nelson and Winter, 1982). It 
requires that all organization members10 continue to know their jobs, i.e., 

                                                 
9 Individual actor is in the following chapters also called implementer, participant, member, 
employer. 
10 Concept used “... an organization member is by definition a unit that can accomplish something 
on its own.” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 98) 
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receiving and interpreting the messages to perform what is asked for by the 
routine. Organizational routines are the foundation of work and business 
processes that coordinate actors and messages. The interaction between the 
characteristics of the routine and its implementer is thereby of importance because 
an individual member’s information is established through other members’ 
information, received through messages formulated by the routines.  

What is central to a productive organizational performance is coordination, what 
is central to coordination is that individual members, knowing their jobs, correctly 
interpret and respond to the messages they receive. (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 
104) 

The dual view shows routines as both coordinator and memory, underlining 
sharply that an organization remembers not only ‘by doing’ but also ‘by keeping’ 
to the extent that “… it succeeds in keeping its equipment, structures, and work 
environment in some degree of order and repairs” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 
105). The usual mechanisms of internal control are operating routinely, and 
coordination is central. The close connection between the knowledge of the 
personnel and the material resources is emphasized by Penrose (1959/1995). It 
means that a portfolio of formal contracts or the market cannot assemble the 
competence and capabilities of the firm (Zander and Kogut, 1995; Teece et al., 
1997). Knowledge is stored in the organizational memory11 that presupposes the 
context of an organization because “… routines serve as targets for preservation 
and replication of an activity within an organization that is using them.” (Nelson, 
2005: 199) 

3.2 The Firm as a Context of Organizational 
Routines  

The evolutionary view of Nelson and Winter (1982) states that the firm functions 
according to routines and explains the behavior as follows:  

                                                 
11 “... a plausible answer to the question ‘Where does the knowledge reside?’ is ‘In the 
organization’s memory.’ But where and what is the memory of an organization? We propose that 
the routinization of activity in an organization constitutes the most important form of storage of 
the organization’s specific operational knowledge.” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 99) 
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… the heart of our theoretical proposal: the behavior of firms can be explained by 
the routines that they employ. Knowledge of the routines is the heart of 
understanding behavior. Modeling the firm means modeling the routines and how 
they change over time. (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 128) 

The position that behavior in an organization is based on routines is consistent 
with Cyert and March (1963). The firm is here characterized as a hierarchical set 
of routines, i.e., “… standard ways operating in productive activities as well as in 
investment and in search behaviour” (Rathe and Witt, 2001: 338). Non-profit 
organizations or developing or consulting companies are not examined by Nelson 
and Winter (1982). In their analysis they presuppose large and complex business 
firms that are concerned with survival and profits and have substantial 
coordination problems. In such organizations, top management cannot observe 
and direct all details because of all working interactions by the many 
organizational members. Here, the concept of organizational member is used not 
just for individuals but for organizational units that can accomplish tasks with a 
‘repertoire’ of certain skills or routines (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 98). The 
performance of a routine by one member produces an ‘alteration’ in the local 
working environment of another member. The message and the language of 
performance require interpretations and coordination that are specific for the 
organization (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Teece et al., 1997: 519). 

The evolutionary process treats the firm as a living organism, looking at “… the 
productive services available to a firm from its resources, particularly the 
productive services available from management with experience within the firm” 
(Penrose, 1959/1995: 5). How an industrial firm makes use of and treats 
productive resources in accordance with plans developed and put into effect 
within the firm is not contrary to organizational routines, even if routines are not 
explicitly discussed by Penrose. Penrose insists on the fact that a firm is more than 
an administrative unit. The firm is a collection of resources that render services. 
However, the organization is not understood as rational and intelligent that could 
cope with new challenges and balance between stability and renewal. The 
organizational knowledge is seen as fragmented, distributed, and embedded in 
organizational routines. Here a ‘whole versus parts’ problem arises, i.e., details can 
be decentralized but a coherent view of the whole is difficult to grasp (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982: 125). In the basic model of organizational evolution, the 
organization is driven by relatively stable processes that relate to routines and 
relate the organization to its environment (Cyert and March, 1963; March, 1981; 
Nelson and Winter, 1982).  
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From the evolutionary perspective, routines are said to be important for the 
reproduction of the firm. History matters. The routines employed by a firm can 
at any time be regarded as the best the firm ‘knows and can do’ (Nelson, 2005: 
95). The firm is kept on the path of relatively inflexible routines. Given an 
organization in fully routine operating state, the organizational routines represent 
the organization’s memory of what appeared to have been successful in the past 
(Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson and Winter, 1982). The firm’s ‘repertoire of 
actions’ is seen as quite limited, given that routines encode and perpetuate what 
has been learned. “Firms are expected to behave in the future according to the 
routine they have employed in the past.” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 134) 
However, to be able to uphold this idea about path-dependent development, 
Nelson and Winter clearly state that their analysis does not include consulting and 
developing business, they only analyze “… organizations that are involved in the 
production or management of economic change as their principal function” 
(Nelson and Winter 1982: 97). 

Organizational routines reflect a truce, developed on stability of behavior and 
expectations that enables their functioning. Different kinds of firm routines are 
emphasized in the evolutionary view like routines that bind knowledge and like 
routines that coordinate and are directed to organizational control (Nelson, 2005: 
95). Routines enable the performance to result in a predictable and specifiable 
outcome. Routines are directed “… to replication of existing routines and to 
imitation of routines employed by other organizations” (Nelson and Winter, 
1982: 99). Routines are developed to save time and attention during decision-
making and to economize with limited cognitive resources. Sacrificed flexibility is 
the price to pay for efficient routines. A routine, as ‘a way of doing’, covers both 
the physical technologies involved in the operations and the socially organized 
work that build organizational capabilities (Becker, 2004).  

Persistent and stable routines have also been related to the dynamics of how 
routines arise, stabilize, and change (Pentland and Rueter, 1994; Feldman and 
Pentland, 2003; Feldman, 2004; Becker, 2005; Pentland and Feldman, 2008). 
These phenomena require explicit consideration and are explained through 
unpacking the complex internal structure of the routine that emphasizes the 
routine as a source of change. 
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3.3 Organizational Routines as a Source of Change  

Routines build up the organization’s relatively constant response systems (Levitt 
and March, 1988; Weick, 1991). Stability is seen as the starting point for defining 
the characteristics of routines as repeated patterns of behavior, bound by rules and 
customs, assuming that  

 … most change in organizations results neither from extraordinary organizational 
processes nor forces, nor from uncommon imagination, persistence of skill, but 
from relatively stable routine processes that relate organizations to their 
environment. (March, 1981: 564) 

Nelson and Winter (1982) anticipated the recent focus on endogenous change12 
in routines, because they already argued that routine operation is aligned with 
routinely arising laxity, slippage, rule-breaking, defiance, and sabotage. The 
mindless conduct of the routine was brought forward “… since whatever changes 
take place may be expected to follow the path of least resistance” (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982: 135; Feldman and Pentland, 2003). It means that stability occurs 
because organizations are known for the sameness of responses, and for the 
repeated performance, also known as path-dependency (Stinchcombe, 1990; 
Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996). 

However, ambiguities still arise concerning the intentionality of routines and the 
level of change versus stability. The behavioral regularities of routines address 
habits that are automatic until disturbed by an external change. According to 
Feldman (2000: 612) Nelson and Winter (1982) acknowledge the possibility of 
change, which they refer to as mutation, but their definition of routine focuses on 
the lack of change stating that all regular and predictable behavioral patterns of 
firms is ‘routine’. 

Organizational routines are seen as stable, as long as participants are considered 
to repeat actions done in the past without thinking about what they are doing 
(Feldman, 2000). This is aligned with the notion of routines as heuristics, or 
simple rule of thumb. Organizational routines are stable, described as computer 
programs and genes. On the other hand, the grammar metaphor introduced by 

                                                 
12 However, at a lecture given by Professor Sidney G. Winter, May 18, 2015 at CIRCLE, Lund 
University, he emphasized that already in Chapter 5 of the book (Nelson and Winter, 1982) the 
organizational routine was seen as a source of endogenous change, earlier than the first studies of 
change by Feldman (2000). 
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Pentland and Rueter (1994) provides arguments for change in the sense of 
possibilities to recombine. Changes have earlier been referred to as adaptation 
(Cyert and March, 1963) or mutation (Nelson and Winter, 1982) and explained 
by a crisis or an external shock (Gersick and Hackman, 1990), or by ambiguity 
(Miner et al., 1990).  

Feldman (2000: 611) uses the definition that organizational routines are “… 
repeated patterns of behaviour that are bound by rules and customs and that do 
not change very much from one iteration to another …” This way of looking at 
change severely limits the role of human agency. However, later the definition is 
expressed as “… repetitive, recognizable patterns of interdependent actions, 
carried out by multiple actors” involving more than one person in more than one 
interaction (Feldman and Rafaeli, 2002: 311; Feldman and Pentland, 2003: 95). 
Participants could perform in new ways and, due to how they act and innovate, 
and could generate a stream of variations and exceptions of the routine. When 
intended outcomes are not reached, participants respond by repairing, expanding, 
or striving, which might change the routine and create new practices.  

Routines are hereby understood as flows of connected ideas, actions, and 
outcomes, where the dynamics of a routine involve the participants’ reactions to 
outcome of previous iteration of the routine. The inherent capability of every 
organizational routine generates change. If the elements of a routine may change 
when carried out, it will have consequences for which elements to include in the 
routine and thus for the outcome that will change (Feldman, 2000).  

To further explain how routines can be a source of change and stability, the 
distinction between ‘ostensive’ and ‘performative’ aspects and ‘artifacts’ are 
elaborated on the idea that routines, like other social phenomena, embody both 
structure and agency (Giddens 1984 in Feldman and Pentland 2003).  

The ‘ostensive’ aspect of a routine indicates that the perception of what the 
routine is sets the pattern, and enables participants to account for, to refer to, and 
in a cognitive way understand the general and abstract patterns of the routine. 
The ostensive aspect of the routine is seen as a role model, a script used to guide 
the action of the participant (Feldman and Pentland, 2003; Pentland and 
Feldman, 2005; Turner and Rindova, 2012). It also embodies what is typically 
thought of as the structure of the routine. Feldman and Pentland (2003) argue 
that there are multiple ostensive patterns of any organizational routine, and that 
they are created and recreated through practice, i.e., performance can vary widely 
among participants.  
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Figure 3.1 The generative system the organizational routine presented according to Pentland and 
Feldman (2005: 795, figure 1). 

In the SunLibrary case in Section 1.1, ostensive aspects could be recognized as the 
core collection of basic references and the online catalogue (Hill, 1998: 46) 
forming the service routines of the library. To comply with state and federal 
regulations for contract staff, Sun had established procedures that defined and 
limited the scope of interaction between regular Sun staff and contract staff. Sun’s 
management found that the status of the staff as contractors prevented SunLibrary 
from adding full value. The barriers within Sun were said to hinder the capacity 
of the staff to provide the right services. The strong symbolic dimension of ‘the 
glass wall’ influences action to the extent that it must be considered an ostensive 
aspect of the routine. 

The ‘performative’ aspect embodies agency and refers to “… the specific actions 
taken by specific people at specific times when they are engaged in an 
organizational routine.” (Feldman and Pentland, 2003: 102). It is further “… 
characterized as actual performances by specific people, at specific times, in 
specific places” (Pentland and Feldman, 2005: 795). A performative definition is 
one that is created through practice in the organizational context. The 
performative aspect brings the routine to life. It creates, maintains, and modifies 
the ostensive aspects of the routine, and allows members to choose a course of 
action (Pentland and Rueter, 1994; Feldman, 2000; Feldman and Pentland, 
2003; Pentland and Feldman, 2005). 

Organizational Routine 

Ostensive Performative 

Artifacts 
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In the SunLibrary case in Chapter 1, the performative aspects are the librarian 
activities consisting of management and the daily activities of SunLibrary. The 
performative aspects also embody agency in form of the manager Cynthia Hill. 
As Adecco had no experience in operating or managing libraries, Cynthia Hill was 
hired by Adecco to compensate for the lack of performative aspects of the routines. 
The performative aspects embody the involvement of SunLibrary staff in key 
project, providing information and knowledge management to Sun employees 
based on timely response to technical and complex inquiries. 

According to Feldman and Pentland (2003: 102) “… the ostensive aspect of the 
routine is the idea; the performative aspect, the enactment”, which means that the 
ostensive part, the ‘know that’ aspect, can be illustrated by a musical score and the 
performative part, the ‘know how’ aspect, by the actual performance of the music. 
In much the same way as ‘speaking’ relates to ‘language’, the performative aspects 
are vital for the ostensive aspects. The ostensive and performative aspects of 
organizational routines relate to each other like “… the performances creating and 
recreating the ostensive aspect and the ostensive aspect constraining and enabling 
the performances” (Feldman and Pentland, 2003: 105). By further studying how 
the ostensive and performative aspects of a routine interact, it is possible to reach 
a deeper understanding of how the routines shape higher-level organizational 
entities (Salvato and Rerup, 2011: 485).  

Interaction between the ostensive and the performative aspects could clarify how 
new searching routines were developed in the case of SunLibrary described in 
Chapter 1. The new searching routines of SunLibrary managed to improve the 
Sun’s intranet.  

‘Artifacts’13 reflect the ostensive and the performative aspects of a routine but are 
different from both the ostensive and the performative aspects of a routine. 
Artifacts manifest themselves in written rules or in general physical settings, like a 
factory or an office. Artifacts may shape the ostensive aspect of a routine but also 
constrain performance, which is important because the routine does not develop 
until performance is executed (Pentland and Feldman, 2008). How various 
artifacts may codify, prescribe, enable or constrain an organizational routine may 
be illustrated by SunLibrary, where descriptions of the glass wall as ‘precluding 
top-notch service’ could reflect the performative aspects of the organizational 
routines. Perceived glass walls also allude to barriers, i.e., de facto glass walls, and 

                                                 
13 Artifacts from Latin arte (art, ars) by skill + factum, (facere) to do. Something characteristic of or 
resulting from a particular human institution, period, trend, or individual (Merriam-Webster 
online Dictionary). 
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may as such be interpreted in contractual and legal sense as artifacts. Artifacts such 
as rules and written procedures, the contract per se, can serve as a proxy for the 
ostensive aspect of a routine. The status as contract employees also belongs to 
artifacts that guide action. When designing artifacts, managers hope for patterns 
of actions, but it is not enough to design a certain procedure to achieve a certain 
performance (Pentland and Feldman, 2008). In the case of SunLibrary there were, 
for example, both a vision and a management plan elaborated according to the 
contract, but it did not help SunLibrary to provide right services and full value-
added.  

A novel and more dynamic characterization of artifacts shows how artifacts and 
their properties can be understood as both social context and technologies that 
support change (D’Adderio, 2008; Pentland and Feldman, 2008). Recent studies 
(Turner and Rindova, 2012) give a deeper understanding of the nature and role 
of artifacts when designing organizational routines.  

Changes in routines could initiate innovations; innovations here identified as 
‘carrying out of new combinations’ (Schumpeter, 1934 in Nelson and Winter, 
1982: 130). Context itself may change as artifacts are transformed during 
routinized performances. However, without stability of operating conditions 
changing environmental conditions are associated with routine disruption (Baum 
and Shipilov, 2006 in Turner and Rindova, 2012: 24). The dilemma between 
copy exactly (replicate) and change (innovate) is solved by maintaining two sets 
of ostensive and performative aspects; one that supports alignment (replication) 
and the other that supports improvement (innovation) (D’Adderio, 2014). To 
incorporate a new sub-routine in an existing routine, two conditions must be 
upheld: Firstly, the existing routine must be reliable so that the incorporation of 
the sub-routine does not create problems, and secondly, the existing routine must 
be free from ambiguities of scope, so that it could involve the new sub-routine in 
the use. The consequences of change, however, are not predictable until a 
reasonable amount of actual operating experience have been accumulated. The 
experiences of how valuable routines are retained, and less valuable routines expire 
will be further interpreted in Section 3.7 that discusses organizational routines 
crossing the boundaries of the organization. 
The traditional understanding of organizational routines to explain the inertial 
quality of organizational structure in the evolutionary theories (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982) has long been challenged. Interactions between the ostensive and 
the performative aspect create changes, where organizational learning could be the 
outcome. Relationship between artifacts and performance is about control of 
behavior while divergence between artifacts and the ostensive aspects may indicate 
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disagreement between management rules and working routine patterns, and 
divergence between the ostensive and the performative may create possibility to 
reflect and alter the future iteration of the routine (Pentland and Feldman, 2005: 
810). 

3.4 Routines as Structure and Agency 

Two different aspects of the organizational routine are discussed. The ostensive 
aspect is the abstract idea that represent structure, and the performative aspect 
represents agency that indicates the actual performance, specified in time and 
place. 

A critical part of this conception of routines lies in the relationship between 
structure and agency. As Giddens (1984) and others have argued, rules, norms, 
schema, scripts, and other cognitive artifacts are ‘resources’ for action, but they 
cannot be understood as determining action. (Pentland and Rueter, 1994: 491) 

The actual performance of a routine can create opportunity for variation, 
selection, and retention of new practices and patterns of action as members tend 
to reinforce and reproduce the underlying structures. The relation between the 
performative and the ostensive aspects is equivalent to Giddens described as an 
agent’s common interaction with structure, where the agent’s actions are 
constrained and enabled by structure (Feldman and Pentland, 2003: 102-103). 

Routines can be described as ordered sets of actions. By using the metaphor of a 
grammar, the sequential structure and pattern of a grammar can be applied to any 
ordered sequence of elements like a routine that acknowledges both structure and 
agency (Pentland and Rueter, 1994; Pentland, 1995; Feldman and Pentland, 
2003). The syntax of the grammar represents dependencies between events in a 
sequence even if they are separated by agency. The sub-routines of a routine are 
captured and combined to form new routines. The grammatical model of 
organizational processes is proposed to understand “… the relationship between 
institutional, technological, coordination, and cultural structures and the details 
of organizational actions, routines, and processes.” (Pentland, 1995: 554) 
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An organizational routine is not a single pattern but, rather, a set of possible 
patterns – enabled and constrained by a variety of organizational, social, physical, 
and cognitive structures – from which organizational members enact particular 
performances. (Pentland and Rueter, 1994: 491) 

It is the routines that make organizations efficient structures for collective action 
(March and Simon, 1958; Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson and Winter, 1982; 
Levitt and March, 1988). Routines exist within a multiplicity of structures that 
influence the patterns of action. Complex routines of coordination offer 
mechanisms for control, dependent on structures that are established by past 
experiences (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 112). Having such structural 
considerations in mind, it is not difficult to imagine that major reorganizations 
and technical investment can dramatically fail if founded on misunderstandings 
of the underlying system of routines (Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996). The strong 
agency concentration on a human actor that carries out the routine performance 
indicates the importance of structure because “… every organizational practice is 
always bound with materiality. Materiality is not an incidental or intermittent 
aspect of organizational life; it is integral to it.” (Orlikowski, 2007 in Pentland et 
al., 2012: 1486) Even if technology embodies structures that enable and constrain 
behavior, technology is to understand as artifact (Orlikowski, 2000; Feldman, 
2004).  

In the definition of organizational routines as “… repetitive, recognizable patterns 
of interdependent actions, carried out by multiple actors” there is a focus on action 
and actors to explain the dynamics of organizational routines (Feldman and 
Pentland, 2003: 93). The interaction between a routine’s implementer and the 
routine itself is important according to Feldman (2000), who studied change of 
routines and the implementer’s reactions to the intended outcome. She concludes 
that the interplay between variability and stability of the routine becomes 
understandable because agency transforms and modifies structure through the 
business and work processes of everyday organizational life. The performance of 
the routine, created and recreated by different actors, creates variety (Pentland, 
1995; Feldman and Pentland 2003; Pentland and Feldman, 2008). The 
involvement of multiple organizational members introduces diversity. The 
individual members that perform the routine have different information and 
different ways of interpreting it. They look for different results and act as agents 
in a context created by the actions of other members. It is held for granted that 
key information required for the improvement of a routine can only be obtained 
with the active cooperation of those involved in its performance, even when a 
repetitive sequence of actions is carried out by continuously changing actors 



59 

(Winter, 1996). Variations in the efficiency of routines can be explained by “actor 
sequences” (Miller et al., 2014: 129). A broad variety of actions is relevant for the 
participants of the routines, referred to as the “… patterned sequences of learned 
behaviour involving multiple actors who are linked by relation of communication 
and/or authority” (Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996: 406).  

The framework of Feldman and Pentland (2003) abandons the routine as an 
abstract principle and something impersonal. The emphasis on agency leads to 
the opinion that “… there is no single, objective routine, but a variety of different 
perspectives” (Feldman and Pentland, 2003: 104). Several studies thereafter 
emphasize the importance of studying agency to understand the creation and 
reproduction of practices (Labatut et al., 2012) and focus on the performative 
aspects of organizational routines (Feldman, 2003; Pentland and Feldman, 2005, 
2007, 2008; D’Adderio, 2008). Attention is paid to the individual actors, who 
perform in organizations (Feldman and Rafaeli, 2002; Felin and Foss, 2004).  

Studies on the dynamics of routine transfer, from one setting to another, show 
how individual members can influence the effectiveness of the organizational 
routines (D’Adderio, 2014). The firm’s structure creates and maintains routines. 
The main opponents of how routines work within firms argue that it is difficult 
to establish linkages between individual action and organizational outcome at the 
organizational level (Felin and Foss, 2004). The routine as a unit of analysis could 
be seen from two different standpoints, from the firm perspective connected to 
the internal resources of the firm or to variation seen from the individual actor 
perspective. Contrasting the outcome of the firm with individual performance 
stems from the following two different views the ‘capabilities viewpoint’ and the 
‘practice viewpoint’.  

3.5 Two Different Viewpoints and Origins to 
Routines  

There are two viewpoints with different origins, labelled ‘capabilities’ and 
‘practice’ (Parmigiani and Howard-Grenville, 2011: 414); also known as 
‘dynamic capabilities’ and ‘routine dynamics’ (Feldman and Pentland, 2008).  

The first viewpoint ‘capabilities’ or ‘dynamic capabilities’ is path-dependent; more 
homogeneous, and substitutable than is usually assumed. It originates from the 
resource-based view, which considers strategic capabilities as a pool of internal 
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resources (Penrose, 1959/1995; Rumelt, 1974; Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991; 
Zollo and Winter, 2002). “In moderately dynamic markets, dynamic capabilities 
resemble the traditional conception of routines.” (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000: 
1105) This viewpoint considers the organizational routine as an entity, as a ‘black 
box’, which has been criticized, because collective outcomes of an action need to 
be addressed rather than being ‘black-boxed’ (Felin and Foss, 2009: 165).  

The ‘capabilities’ viewpoint is connected to the firm’s process of exploiting and 
creating knowledge (Nonaka et al., 2000). However, the exploiting of external 
resources and the ability to integrate efforts of different actors remain fairly 
unarticulated (Grant, 1996; Teece et al., 1997). This capabilities viewpoint 
concentrates on how the firm integrate, reconfigure, renew, and transfer its 
resources. The firm’s capabilities need to be understood in terms of organizational 
structures and managerial processes, which support productive activity. The term 
‘capabilities’ emphasizes how strategic management adapts, integrates, and 
reconfigures internal and external organizational skills, resources, and functional 
competences to match the requirements of a changing environment (Teece et al., 
1997: 515). The capabilities of a specific firm are associated with a specific plant 
and equipment of that type of firm. Capabilities are a list of ingredients, consisting 
of productive, firm-specific assets, and of individuals and groups that enable 
distinctive activities to be performed. Capabilities, thereby, involve both 
organizational structure and managerial processes, and would refer to Penrose’s 
notion on the important interaction between material and human resources. 

Capabilities have routines as fundamental building blocks (Cyert and March, 
1963; Dosi et al., 2003) and are higher level, or second-order, routines (Winter, 
2003). Capabilities indicate the firm’s quality of being capable and ‘routine’ is 
used “... for repeated performance in some context that has been learned by an 
organization in response to selective pressures” (Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996: 683). 
It has been discussed whether the concept of routine fully captures the processes 
and incentives, essential to understanding organizational capabilities to which the 
routines contribute (Teece et al., 1997). A distinction is made between capabilities 
and competencies: individuals have competencies, while organizations have 
capabilities. Organizational capabilities require the exercise of individual skills 
that even involve a large component of tacit knowledge (Nelson and Winter, 
1982). It will be discussed as a coordinated response in the next Chapter 4. 

This viewpoint of ‘dynamic capabilities’ refers to existing internal and external 
firm specific competences; the term ‘dynamic’ to the capacity to renew 
competences (Teece et al., 1997; Teece, 2012). Capabilities and competence 
cannot be assembled through a portfolio of formal contracts or through the 
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market (Zander and Kogut, 1995; Teece et al., 1997). Dynamic capabilities are 
the firm’s ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external 
competences (Leonard-Barton, 1992).  

The second viewpoint ‘practice’ or ‘routine dynamics’ is based on organizational 
theory, and focuses on the processes in the black box, emphasizing precisely the 
internal dynamics of the routine (Feldman et al., 2016). There are clear parallels 
to be drawn with ‘dynamic capabilities’ defined as “… the capacity of an 
organization to purposefully create, extend, or modify its resource base“ (Helfat 
et al., 2006: 4). Even if there are actors involved in complex routines, ‘capabilities’ 
unlike ‘practice’ do not look into the internals of the routines. The viewpoint 
‘practice’ focuses on how people act and the relations between actions and the 
structure of organizational routines. It pays attention to motivation and incentives 
of the individual human actor and to the operation of everyday activities within 
different contexts and time and requires “… researchers to engage in the core logic 
of how practices are produced, reinforced, and changed” (Feldman and 
Orlikowski, 2011: 1241; Pentland et al., 2012: 1484). Also, work environment 
and equipment are included in the firm’s patterns of current practice and learning 
(Teece et al., 1997). ‘Practice’ has its focus on the influence of actors, holding the 
inner parts of the routine as the unit of analysis. Actors are therefore impossible 
or difficult to replace because all have different intentions and understandings. 
Earlier work on organizational routines did stress the collective, tacit, non-
observable aspects of routines, and neglected to build routines on an individual 
foundation (March and Simon; 1958; Cyert and March, 1963). A problem with 
the practice-based studies is that they presume individuals in isolation, not 
embedded in a social context.  

Both viewpoints ‘capabilities’ and ‘practice’ have different strengths and different 
focus of analysis. Looking at ‘capabilities’, the principles of coordination of 
individuals and functional competence are not possible to understand from the 
individual standpoint (Zander and Kogut, 1995). The ‘capabilities’ viewpoint 
focuses on the firm structure, which creates and maintains routines, not on the 
routine itself. It answers question like ‘what?’ and ‘why?’ while the ‘practice’ 
viewpoint answers ‘how?’ (Parmigiani and Howard-Grenville, 2011). Turning to 
the metaphors discussed in Section 3.3 above, routines are considered genes or 
building blocks of ‘capabilities’, while routines from the ‘practice’ viewpoint are 
understood as grammar and repertoire of memories.  

Changes are also difficult to study from a ‘practice’ viewpoint because they do not 
account for the difference between more radical, frame-breaking changes and 
emergent micro-changes that result from small variations of performance. 



62 

However, small changes are not to be ignored, because routines are created 
through action and do not exist without action (Feldman and Orlikowski, 2011). 
This is based on how the ‘ostensive’ and the ‘performative’ aspects capture the 
internal dynamics of the routine that result from the actions taken (Feldman, 
2000). The practice-based concept of organizational routines is claimed to have 
difficulties to explain organizational stability when there are variations in 
individual performance. A concept like path-dependence is chosen to show that 
organizational structures and rules are persistent and not easily changed by 
individuals. Viewpoints that emanate from the individual actor as the source of 
change or stability do not integrate organizational factors. A theory of routine 
change must be able to explain both individual and organizational motivations for 
renewal and resistance. 

If we look closely enough at the details, we are almost certain to observe small 
changes everywhere. But these changes might not be significant in the overall 
functioning of the routine, and the underlying patterns and structures may remain 
stable despite variations between performances. (Geiger and Schröder, 2014: 177) 

The ‘practice’ viewpoint underestimates the influence of rules and structure, even 
though routines usually have their origins in rules and structure. A deviation in 
performance does not result in a changed routine, if the underlying rule remains 
unchanged. However, small or slow rule-breaking shifts in the rule could result in 
changes in the path-dependent pattern that are detected too late to be able to 
reverse as they appear gradually and unnoticed (Geiger and Schröder, 2014).  

Both viewpoints ‘capabilities’ and ‘practice’ must be examined because the 
underlying assumptions and the level of analysis differ, even if they connect and 
have several similarities. Here new patterns of action are created while the effect 
of technology puts artifacts at the center of the routine. Artifacts interplay with 
and change both the ostensive aspects of the routines and actors’ performative 
capacities (Labatut et al., 2012). There is an ongoing approach between the two 
viewpoints; ‘practice’ has begun to recognize the importance of the organizational 
context and ‘capabilities’ to elaborate socio-material and technological artifacts 
(Parmigiani and Howard-Grenville, 2011). How the interaction between 
technology and organizational routines affects the emergence of new ‘practice’ was 
already shown in the SunLibrary case, where web-based technology made a 
worldwide delivery possible and increased the participation of the SunLibrary in 
the development of Sun’s intranet. “The construction of synergetic ostensive 
patterns allowing for participants ‘coordination’ showed how different routines 
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were interconnected and connected with the local institutions.“ (Labatut et al., 
2012: 64)  

A novel and more dynamic characterization of artifacts, understood both as social 
context and technologies, shows how artifacts can be designed and redesigned to 
support change (D’Adderio, 2008; Pentland and Feldman, 2008). It opens for a 
new wave of analyzing routines. The focus is on the role of materiality and 
technology to understand how artifacts influence routinized performances 
(D’Adderio, 2011). 

3.6 Three Waves of Routine Studies 

The development of routine research could be explained in three “waves”14 of 
approach. The unit of analysis differs because of different focus and 
characteristics, which gives different insights into the organizational routines 
capacities to explain organizational action. 

The “first wave” of routine studies and its characteristics and contributors focuses 
on organizational routines as something impersonal and lifeless that persists apart 
from individuals. It gives insight into the formal part, showing how jobs are 
defined by the routines, how organizational members do their jobs, and how they 
are expected to continue to behave in the future like in the past. The action is 
deterministic. It is the collection of the individual member’s performances that 
constitute the productive performance, where “… skills, organization, and 
‘technology’ are intimately intertwined in the functioning routines, and it is 
difficult so say exactly where one aspect ends and another begins.” (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982: 104) 

The “second wave” of routine studies focuses on the internal dynamics of the 
organizational routine, starting from the core definition of a routine as “… a 
repetitive, recognizable pattern of interdependent actions, involving multiple 
actors” (Feldman and Pentland 2003: 96). The characteristics of the different 
waves shows a radical shift from thinking about the routine as a rigid, lifeless entity 
to the routine as a generative dynamic system consisting of performative aspects, 
ostensive aspects, and artifacts in interplay. These investigations of the internal 
dynamics of the routine give insights into the routine’s capacity to evolve and 
change and bring the agency into the analysis of the action. However, such 
                                                 
14 D’Adderio (2011) uses two ‘waves’ and an ‘artifactual turn’ in four steps shown in Figure 3.3 
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analysis tends to make organizational structure and context less important and 
overshadow artifacts as already shown in the above sections. 

 

Figure 3.2 Three waves: An overview of the organizational routine research 

The present “third wave” (D’Adderio, 2011) use artifacts as the unit of analysis. 
The focus is at the very center of the routines theory and gives a deeper and more 
nuanced characterization of the role of materiality and technology to help 
understand the complex ways in which artifacts influence routinized 
performances. Classifications and rationales embedded in operating procedures 
are also influenced by the context, where the procedures are adopted. Artifacts 
construct information and classify it according to specific worldviews. The third 
wave shapes practice as action. Thus, artifacts play a fundamental role in the 
production and reproduction of routines, considering “…the fact that a routine 
does not reside in any one place, and certainly not solely in the human mind, but 
is instead distributed across people and artifacts, including rules and technologies.” 
(D’Adderio, 2011: 202) 

The role of non-human actors has become an explicit topic in recent research on 
organizational routines. The term actor does not necessarily refer to human actors 
but to artifacts in different technological arrangements (Pentland and Feldman, 
2008; D’Adderio, 2011; Feldman and Orlikowski, 2011; Robey et al., 2012; 
Pentland and Hærem, 2015). In a study of invoice processing routines, Pentland 
and his colleagues (2012) observed that as much as 35 % were carried out by the 
computerized workflow system. Artifacts have both social and material roles that 
serve as possibilities or constraints and encode both the intentions of managers 
and the formal controls. Artifacts are created and evolve when organizational 
members engage in the performance.  
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D’Adderio 2011                  
Feldman & Orlikowski 2011 
Salvato & Rerup 2011      
Oliveira & Quinn 2015
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Artifacts as technologies reflect higher-levels of institutional processes. It is 
assumed that technologies have disciplinary effects on practice by means of 
routines. Technologies are understood as managerial, political, or technical and 
in a broader meaning as codified bodies of knowledge, ideological structures, and 
new forms of actor hood, embedded in settings that shape practice. The specific 
roles of technologies have been especially addressed in studies of organizational 
routines to stress how artifacts are used to provide a better understanding of 
organizational change (Hopwood and Miller, 1994 in Labatut et al., 2012).  

Turning to the SunLibrary story in Chapter 1, new electronically delivered 
services were identified and licensed, i.e., artifacts as library technology 
development, equally important for the development of the library as the 
structure, as Adecco context, or the human agent, the library manager Cynthia 
Hill. However, artifacts are best understood as embedded in the organizational 
context. The importance of firm specific routines has already been mentioned in 
Section 3.2, where routines are expressed as ‘difficult-to-imitate combinations’ of 
organizational, functional, and technological skills and knowledge (Penrose, 
1959/1995; Nelson and Winter, 1982; Prahalad and Hamel, 1990; Teece et al., 
1997). Routines are related to the social and artifactual context, but the context 
itself is not a fixed background and may change as artifacts are transformed. Such 
a crucial notion was also recognized in the initial SunLibrary story, where the 
organizational context defined and limited the scope of interaction between the 
regular Sun staff and the contracted staff. The context constitutes and 
reconstitutes routines, which was shown by SunLibrary’s connection to Adecco as 
a contributing hospice organization.  

In line with the ‘third wave’ of organizational routines studies, the framework of 
Oliveira and Quinn (2015: 516) shows how management control practice is 
repeatedly performed and supported by technologically embedded rules that 
eventually gain a routinized nature. Rules are found embedded within the 
technological artifacts (the material realm), which account for the pervading 
influence of technology on the practices of contemporary organizations. The 
actual performance encompasses the performative dimensions of the routine (the 
action realm). The ostensive aspect of the routine is a rule that provides guidance 
for action. Rules are understood as tacit, cognitive structures of the ostensive 
aspect of the routine accepted by the organizational members (the psychological 
realm). Essential for the ostensive aspect is that it emerges and is sustained in the 
acting out of the routine. Without action routines may become meaningless, 
diminish and even dissipate (Oliveira and Quinn, 2015: 517). As already 
discussed by Nelson and Winter (1982: 99) “… the routinization of activity 
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constitutes the most important form of storage of the organization’s specific 
operational knowledge”. The routine keeps track of the contextual foundation like 
‘skills’, ‘organizations’ and ‘technology’. 

Furthermore, the contextual foundation could be understood as levels of the 
organizational hierarchy that reveals different dimensions of the same 
organizational routine to managers and employees at different firm-levels (Salvato 
and Rerup, 2011). Such discussions may have consequences for how different 
activities on different firm-levels get outsourced and show how to understand the 
concept of ‘replication’. As stated by Nelsons and Winter (1982: 118) “… we 
think of replication as being a costly, time-consuming process of copying an 
existing pattern of productive activity.” Replication is about recreation of a routine 
in and through a different context. It means that the ‘same routine’ is placed in a 
parallel operation at a different site with similar but new resources coordinated in 
a similar way (Winter, 1996). This building and transferring of routines involve 
organizational learning and transmission of knowledge across levels of the 
organization or across boundaries. As already discussed in Section 3.3, artifacts 
manifest themselves in written rules or in general physical settings, like production 
line, a factory or an office system (Pentland and Feldman, 2008). The rules define 
and create the characteristics of the organization and maintain its boundaries, 
transforming the complexity of the outside into meaningful patterns of the inside.  

A novel, dynamic characterization of artifacts is that artifacts are understood as 
both the social context and the technologies that support change (D’Adderio, 
2008, 2011; Pentland and Feldman, 2008; Turner and Rindova, 2012).  

Four steps are elaborated to conclude on the present ‘third wave’: 

 

Figure 3.3 The artifactual turn in four steps according to D’Adderio (2011: 222) 

Changes that affect organizational routines are not just a trial-and-error learning, 
but a result of the revision of the underlying rules and a renewal and questioning 
of the existing structure that come close to ‘double-loop learning’ of Argyris 
(1977a), meaning that context changes when artifacts transform. It is important 
to note that actors’ knowledge, skills, and competences depend on the involved 

 Shifts  Key role  Impact
 step 1  distributed agency  combined influence of human and non-humans 
 step 2  aw ay from agency  actors intentions embedded in artifacts
 step 3  active artifacts  shape the course of the routine
 step 4  performative struggle  competing organizational agencies
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artifacts, i.e., artifacts participate in the creation of knowledge, transformed by the 
tools that are used. Routines are not neutral. They reflect and select knowledge 
according to the rationales of the agencies, like an ERP15 systems that: 

… create a common platform for the accumulation of common knowledge, 
constrain the ability of practitioners to alter the results of another, regulate who 
has access to making changes, track the progress of changes, link multiple sites in 
different time/geographical locations, facilitate data sharing … (D’Adderio, 2011: 
215). 

 

Figure 3.4 The extended third wave adding communities of practice to show actual work practice 

From the “third wave” of routines theory it is possible to understand how changes 
in organizational structure, technology and context affect the survival and the 
reproduction of the organizational routine (D’Adderio, 2008, 2011), when a 
variety of configurations of artifacts leads to different outcomes that will affect the 
routines crossing boundaries, due to outsourcing decisions.  

However, it should be possible to extend the “third wave” by focusing on how 
complex routine operations are carried out. As Feldman (1989: 136) noted in her 
research routines depend on “… complex sets of interlocking behaviours held in 
place through common agreement on the relevant roles and expectations.”  

Even if “… great many routines are the product of explicit attempts to design 
efficient, effective work practices” (Pentland and Feldman, 2008: 235), it is not 
sufficient to design standard operating procedures to help workers carry out 

                                                 
15 ERP (enterprise resource planning) is an integrated management of business processes, mediated 
by software and technology. 
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complex routine operations “… in the hope that performances will follow as 
Pentland and Feldman have convincingly argued (2008)” (D’Adderio, 2011: 
225). An “extended third wave” is proposed to take the communities of practice 
into consideration not just the artifacts, which means that the actual work practice 
is of importance. It opens for the discussions in Section 3.7 on how organizational 
routines save knowledge and carry out the coordination role that makes 
simultaneity of action lead to regularity, consistency and predictability, closely 
connected to the aspect of control. 

3.7 Routines Crossing Boundaries 

Whether and how changes transform or break organizational routines when a 
function or an activity built up by organizational routines is outsourced and must 
cross the boundary of the organization is discussed using Ricoeur’s ‘hermeneutic 
of suspicion’. The phenomena of organizational routines are recontextualized 
(Robinson, 1995: 13) by questioning the organizational structure as limit for the 
analysis.  

The transfer of the routine and the knowledge of it experienced and gained in one 
context to another context through outsourcing or insourcing will be recognized 
as such needed critical change. The “not-invented-here-syndrome” indicates that 
external routines do not always fit with those already in use within the firm 
(Macdonald, 1995: 560). The effectiveness of the transfer and the performance of 
the routines perform in the new context calls for an investigation of both the social 
and the material adaptation to the local context (D’Adderio, 2014). Problems of 
acquiring compatible external information lead to a logical preference for the use 
of internal information (Nelson and Winter, 1982) or to routines that can change 
due to external influence. 

The organizational routine is seen as a source of inertia, and inflexibility. Here 
control procedures tend to resist mutation and struggle against changes. The 
control problem is related to the exchange and the fact that the inputs are 
heterogeneous. It seems relevant to ask how management control can handle what 
happens at the boundary of the organization when knowledge that resides inside 
the organizational routines is outsourced. “Control lapses may be the cause or 
effect or memory lapses …” as Nelson and Winter (1982: 115) express it. 
Procedures, delegated to an outside firm or specialist, could be a change in input 
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that overwhelms the existing routine, which may “… go seriously out of control” 
if the routine cannot adapt (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 115). 

Routine change leads to varying outcomes. Conceptual and physical material 
already in use could be recombined or in the case of outsourcing an existing sub-
routine could be replaced by a new and different one that performs the same 
function as the old one.  

However, the learning capacity to create new knowledge is different from 
assimilation of existing knowledge. Integrating new knowledge that has been 
produced without any coordination with the context of a specific firm represents 
an almost insuperable challenge in decisions to outsource or backsource. 
Innovation and learning involve a change in routines so there is a suspicion that 
learning could be opposed to control. Routine change is not just a trial-and-error 
learning but a result of the revision of the underlying rules and a renewal and 
questioning of existing rules, which comes close to a ‘double loop’ learning that 
involves reflection in the sense of Argyris (1977a). Even if individual routines are 
slow to change, a variety of routines could be created to be the site of 
organizational learning like certain thinking pattern, built into the operating 
procedures and the minds of the employees of the firm. How routines perform at 
different levels of the organizational hierarchy is connected to different levels of 
skills and reveals that managers and employees at different levels see different 
dimensions of the firm’s capability, i.e., different aspects of the routine. It could 
indirectly raise conflicts across levels and could therefore have impact on the 
transfer of organizational routine and thus decisions to outsource.  

Important for outsourcing is how the organizational structures are affected by the 
new routines. There seems to be an inherent capability of every organizational 
routine to generate change in old established organizations in stable 
environments. Also, actors could perform in new ways and choose from the 
repertoire of actions that generate a stream of variations and exceptions of the 
routine. However, context itself may also change. A novel, more dynamic 
characterization of artifacts shows how artifacts can be understood as both social 
context and technologies that support change. 

Important for further discussions on organizational routines that must cross a 
boundary due to outsourcing is that Turner and Rindova (2012) have noticed 
that organizations cannot establish two ostensive patterns, one of consistency and 
the other of flexibility with customers outside the organization, because customers 
are lacking connections with the internal routine participants. Processes with 
simultaneous ostensive patterns of consistency and flexibility need to be 



70 

established and sustained among routine participants, having artifacts as support. 
These and other studies on routine transfer are of importance for connections 
outside the organization as was shown in the SunLibrary case, described in 
Chapter 1. In the SunLibrary case, contract employees had to use time and effort 
on security check-up systems. It could have been expressed by Feldman (1989: 
136) as “… complex sets of interlocking behaviours held in place through 
common agreement on the relevant roles and expectations.” 

Earlier research focused on organizations’ stabilizing processes and structural 
properties (Slevin, 1973) to show how lessons of experience are accumulated 
within organizational routines and how they are recorded and shared in the 
organization (Levitt and March, 1996). In this study, the focus is on shifts in 
organizational routines when they are challenged by structural changes, like 
outsourcing and insourcing.  

Organizations are assumed to learn by encoding interferences from history into 
routines that guide behavior to learn how to cope with and determine how 
changes occur when organizational routines are outsourced and cross the 
boundary of the organization. To understand organizational routines in an 
outsourcing situation an in-depth interpretation requires theoretical perspectives 
as frame of reference. Three perspectives of knowledge management, management 
control, and organizational learning are chosen as different points of view and 
studied in correspondence with the three aspects of knowledge, control, and 
learning. Considering the complexity of the organizational routine, the aspects of 
‘knowledge’, ‘control’ and ‘learning’ are elucidated as three states of ideas, 
contained in the organizational routine and able to give the relevant appearance 
to a viewer.  

3.8 Three Aspects and Corresponding Perspectives  

The examination of the nature of the routine depends on the aspect, i.e., facet 
viewed or found important. Just as a jewel has sides or facets, most objects and 
ideas can be seen in different ways depending on which facet you are looking at.  

Theorists should aim to tell the truth in their theorizing, but they cannot aim to 
tell the whole truth. For to theorize is precisely to focus on those entities and 
relationships in reality that are believed to be central to the phenomena observed 
– and largely to ignore the rest. (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 134) 
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Knowledge, control, and learning as aspects of the organizational routine are here 
understood as three distinctive services that organizational routines could render, 
using Penrose’s concept ‘services that resources render’ that look at the 
organization routine as distinguished from the resources per se. It will be argued 
that the three chosen aspects of knowledge, control, and learning are able to reflect 
the versatility of organizational routines.  

The search for knowledge is seen by Penrose (1959/1995) as part of the normal 
operation of the firm and the routinization of activity constitutes according to 
Nelson and Winter (1982) the organizational memory in which the organization’s 
specific operational knowledge is stored. The initial deal was that routines drive 
most organizational activities (March, 1981) and that knowledge of the routines 
is the heart of understanding the behavior of the firm (Nelson and Winter, 1982). 
It was assumed that knowledge is built up in the memory of the routine and that 
control is about coordination and as such intertwined with knowledge. The 
routine’s explicit attempts to design efficient, effective work practices connects the 
knowledge aspect of the routine to the routine’s role of coordination and control 
and motivate control as an important second aspect to emphasize. There is further 
a suspicion that control could be opposed to learning, because innovation and 
learning involves a change in routines that is contradicted by control, that 
presupposing stability not change. The routines embody learning, while building 
and modifying the content of the routines. It therefore brings the issue whether 
control executed through the organizational routines has the capacity to handle 
the complexity of the knowledge flows that could result in learning.  

The organizational routines employed are claimed to explain the behavior of the 
firm (Nelson and Winter, 1982) and recognized as critical to learning, flexibility, 
and adaptation within organizations but also critical to transfer of knowledge and 
learning between organizations. The need to fit new information into existing 
knowledge and how it contributes to the development of a firm is strongly 
connected to organizational learning (Macdonald, 1995). Nelson and Winter 
(1982: 131) also considered a close interrelationship between knowledge and 
learning, proposing “… success at the innovative frontier may depend on the 
quality of the support from the ‘civilized’ regions of established routine”. The 
absorption of new skills and capabilities is assumed to depend heavily on firm-
specific characteristics and embedded knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). 
The concept of path-dependence shows how organizational structures are not 
easily changed by individuals. However, both viewpoints ‘capabilities’ and 
‘practice’ have different strengths and must be used to explain both individual and 
organizational motivations for change or resistance.  
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To interpret the chosen aspects of knowledge, control, and learning of the 
organizational routine the three theoretical perspectives of knowledge 
management, management control, and organizational learning are used to 
expand the interpreter’s horizon. The theoretical perspective of knowledge 
management is emphasized as an important lever of the specific performance of 
knowledge in the business organization. The knowledge management perspective 
is an approximate representation, which makes the organizational routine appear 
as the relative aspect of knowledge used in the context of the firm. 

The perspective of management control is chosen because it is assumed to help an 
organization adapt to the environment and deliver performance (Merchant and 
Otley, 2007). Routines are part of the organization’s established control system 
of daily activities. Management control is a target for managerial effort. The usual 
mechanisms of internal control are operating routinely, and coordination is 
central. The management control perspective is used to show how formal, 
information-based routines and procedures help managers to have the 
organization adapt to the environment and deliver key results (Simons, 1995; 
Merchant and Otley, 2007) and how informal controls emanating from values 
and norms in the organization direct each bit of work in the organization (Otley, 
1980; Itami, 1987). 

The perspective of organizational learning shows how the need to fit new 
information into existing knowledge is connected to the development of the 
performance of the firm (Macdonald, 1995). The ability to absorb new skills and 
capabilities is assumed to depend heavily on firm-specific characteristics and 
embedded knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). This close interrelationship 
between knowledge and learning was already emphasized by Nelson and Winter 
(1982: 131) stating that “… success at the innovative frontier may depend on the 
quality of the support from the ‘civilized’ regions of established routine.” 

Theoretical works from the three perspectives knowledge management, 
management control, and organizational learning are used in the subsequent 
chapters to conclude on the aspect of knowledge in Chapter 4, on the aspect of 
control in Chapter 5, and on the aspect of learning in Chapter 6. 
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 A Knowledge Management  
    Perspective 

The theoretical perspective of knowledge management is emphasized as an 
important lever of performance. It is used to interpret the knowledge aspect of the 
organizational routine to expand the interpreter’s horizon. Examining 
knowledge as the first aspect assumes that organizational routines bind 
knowledge and build organizational capabilities. The concept of knowledge and 
knowledge management is discussed. Finally, the knowledge aspect is interpreted 
as a critical ‘is-not’ element, which may lose value when outsourced from the 
original settings. 

4.1 The Concept of Knowledge 

The aspect of knowledge is chosen as a valid aspect of the organizational routine 
because traces of knowledge and work by human agencies are found in the 
organizational routine that also deals with how the coordination of individual and 
functional competence build the capabilities of the organization. 

However, much of the knowledge that underlies routines is tacit knowing,16 held 
by individuals and as such difficult to grasp. Polanyi (1958 in Crane and Bontis, 
2014) claimed that all knowledge relies on personal judgements and that there is 
no explicit knowledge without tacit knowing. To recognize Polanyi’s analysis 
(1967, 1968) the concept ‘tacit knowing’ is used and not ‘tacit knowledge’ 
because according to Polanyi, it is not different sides of knowledge because explicit 
knowledge relies entirely on tacit knowing, stating that  

                                                 
16 Polanyi shows how a sentence can be understood by considering that tacit knowing 
simultaneously can pick up a whole set of data and combine them. Tacit knowing is ”… the 
recognition of our powers to know far more than we can tell.” (Polanyi, 1968: 30)  
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…philosophic thought and the methodological principles of science have been 
misguided by not having a clear knowledge of tacit knowing. I shall take as my 
examples, first, the knowledge of other minds; second, universal terms; third, 
principles of explanation; and fourth, empirical generalization. (Polanyi, 1968: 34) 

It means that also formalized knowledge that derives from rules relies on 
commitments. Polanyi denied that minds are reducible to collections of rules. 
Intellectual skills are driven by passionate commitments that motivate discovery 
and validation. According to Polanyi, a scientist not only identifies patterns, but 
also chooses significant questions likely to lead to a successful resolution. There 
are parallels to be drawn to innovators that risk their reputation by committing to 
a hypothesis, and, also to businessmen that, according to Penrose (1959/1995), 
believe that there is ‘always more to know’ about the resources of the firm.  

The resourced-based view understands knowledge as an intangible resource of the 
firm that creates the capabilities of a firm, combined with other resources (e.g. 
financial and physical) (Grant, 2013). Knowledge as a resource can yield multiple, 
simultaneous benefits, but unlike other resources knowledge is not attainable with 
money alone and is time-consuming to develop (Itami, 1987). The competency-
based or the resource-based theory looks at knowledge as embedded in routines 
and practices that the firm can transform in sustainable competitive advantage or 
in value of products and services (Grant, 1996). 

A critique against the resource-based view of the firm is that it only holds if the 
‘the rules of the game’ remain relatively fixed, i.e., without unpredictable changes 
of the environment or new technologies (Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010: 353). The 
value of knowledge is thus seen as determined in the interplay with market forces 
(Loasby, 2000). The resource-based view is criticized of having difficulties coming 
to grips with processes of creation of new resources, and differs from the 
knowledge view of Penrose, who told us “… that firm growth is very much such 
a story of resource-learning” (Foss, 1997: 12). It is the purpose of the resources of 
the firm that is the real input, because “… the services yielded by resources are a 
function of the way in which they are used …” (Penrose, 1959/1995: 25). 
Knowledge, therefore, cannot be understood as an intangible asset, when 

… we begin to move away from the idea of knowledge as a kind of economic asset 
or commodity, whether explicit or tacit, individual or collective. We move closer 
to Penrose's idea of knowledge as the skilled process of leveraging resources, where 
that knowledge is permanently embedded in the organization … (Spender, 1996: 
54) 
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The concept of knowledge is thus spit into tacit (implicit) and codified (explicit) 
knowledge. Tacit knowing,17 the knowledge in an individual’s head (Polanyi, 
1967), is opposed to explicit knowledge; but the two are not sharply divided. 
While tacit knowing can be possessed by itself, explicit knowledge must rely on 
being tacitly understood and applied. Hence, all knowledge is either tacit or 
rooted in tacit knowing, which means that wholly explicit knowledge is 
unthinkable according to Polanyi (1966: 7). Using a text of a manual on how to 
drive a car, Polanyi illustrates how knowledge becomes tacit operations when the 
skill shifts into the back of the driver’s mind.  

All tacit knowing requires the continued participation of the knower and a 
measure of personal participation is therefore intrinsic to all knowledge. Tacit 
knowing and skills18 are connected. “By a ‘skill’ we mean a capability for a smooth 
sequence of coordinated behaviour that is ordinarily effective relative to its 
objectives, given the context in which it normally occurs.” (Nelson and Winter 
1982: 73) This is a viewpoint that will have consequences for the discussion on 
organizational routines and especially on routines crossing the boundary of the 
organization due to outsourcing, because employees are not accompanying most 
outsourced activities.  

Routines and capabilities seem to go beyond the individual talents and skills, when 
they work within collective settings, such as groups and firms (Felin and Foss, 
2004). The reason is that the knowledge memorized in the mind of the individual 
does not cover the organizational memory housed in a project group, or stored in 
documents and computer files (Kjellström, 2001). It is said that the organization’s 
specific operational knowledge is mostly stored in human heads, but also in 
procedures, computer memories, and production systems (Simon, 1991). 
Therefore, turnover of personnel results in loss of the human component, creating 
gaps of tacit knowing in the social networks with consequences for both 
outsourcing and insourcing as further discussed in Section 4.5. 

                                                 
17 The structure of tacit knowing is similar to that of knowing a skill. “Textbooks of diagnostics 
teach the medical student the several symptoms of different diseases, but this knowledge is useless, 
unless the student has learnt to apply it at the bedside” (Polanyi, 1962: 603) Polanyi’s expression 
‘tacit knowing’ is therefore used for tacit/implicit knowledge in relation to organizational routines. 
The practical and the intellectual types of tacit knowing are found combined to some extent “… 
no statement can carry conviction unless it is understood, and all understanding is tacit.” (Polanyi, 
1962: 605) 
18 According to Nelson and Winter (2002: 32, footnote 8) ‘skill memory’ can be compared with 
the tacit dimension of knowing (Polanyi, 1966) and with “tacit knowledge” (Bacdayan, 1994).  
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Over time, engineers acquire a store of knowledge about solutions to the specific 
kinds of problems that have arisen in previous project. When confronted with such 
a problem, the engineer does not re-examine all possible alternatives but, rather, 
focuses first on those that he or she has found to be helpful in solving previous 
problems. (Henderson and Clark, 1990: 16)  

Companies become increasingly dependent on the knowledge of the employees 
and on their scientific and technical training. To confront the difficulties that arise 
from the complexity and diversity of the phenomena of knowledge, individual 
knowledge is separated from social and collective and tacit/implicit from explicit 
(Spender, 1996; Winter, 1998). Individual skills are often highly tacit in the sense 
that “… the aim of a skillful performance is achieved by the observance of a set of 
rules which are not known as such to the person following them …” (Polanyi 
1962: 49) It means that the person could not provide a useful explanation of the 
rules.  

Definitions of terms bearing on external objects must always ultimately rely on 
pointing at things that are instances of what we mean. This is called an ‘ostensive 
definition’; but this term conceals a gap to be bridged by an intelligent effort of 
the person using our definition. If he succeeds in bridging this gap, he will have 
discovered for himself something we have not been able to tell him. This is the 
sense in which I say that we can know things we cannot tell. (Polanyi, 1962: 602) 

Highly tacit knowing is difficult to articulate in a way that is meaningful and 
complete (Teece, 2004). Tacit knowing is more difficult to transfer than 
articulated, complex is more difficult than simple, but knowledge, in use or 
context independent, is more favourable to transfer (Winter, 1998). On the other 
hand, highly articulable knowledge can be entirely communicated. The firm’s 
increased use of explicit knowledge, i.e., scientific or established standards make 
them increasingly dependent on the scientific and technical training of the 
employees embedded in the firm’s routine, norms, and culture (Spender, 1996). 
This is of strategic significance for knowledge transfer, because tacit knowing is 
an explanation to the stickiness found in transfer (Szulanski, 2003; Mooradian, 
2005). 

An individual’s knowledge is said to move with the employee, where instead 
collective knowledge is either ‘public good’ or ‘embedded’ in the firm’s routines. 
Discussions on knowledge highlight the dichotomy of tacit knowing, internalized 
by understanding and experience, and explicit knowledge, based on objects or 
rules, reminding of the performative and ostensive aspects of the organizational 
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routine (Feldman and Pentland, 2003), already discussed in Section 3.3. 
Management systems that refer to the ostensive aspect could best cope with 
codified and explicit knowledge, while less formal systems better deals with tacit, 
uncodified information embodied in goods or people (Macdonald, 1995). 

The tacit-explicit distinction seems of importance in defining how knowledge 
management manages to manage knowledge resources (Massingham, 2014a, 
2014b) and how the distinction and above all how tacit knowing has been handled 
and misinterpreted by the knowledge management tradition (Virtanen, 2013). 

4.2 Knowledge Management 

Knowledge management has generated a widespread interest since Drucker 
(1999) argued that knowledge had replaced tangible assets as the principle driver 
of economic growth. The knowledge economy explained that knowledge was the 
most valuable organizational resource, capable of creating sustainable competitive 
advantage (Grant, 1996). Knowledge management grew out of the downsizing 
strategy of the 1980s and the technological development, indicating how 
management through systems and IT-development tried to capture knowledge in 
the minds of the employees (Mårtensson, 2000; Liu and Deng, 2015). Knowledge 
management emerged in response to the pressure on organizations to make more 
efficient use of knowledge. The practice of knowledge management aimed at 
extracting sustainable organizational advantage from the knowledge residing in 
the heads of individuals (Serenko and Bontis, 2013; Crane and Bontis, 2014). 
There is a significant gap in the knowledge management literature between tacit 
knowing in transfer and organizational learning. To transfer tacit know-how such 
as ‘best practices’ is seen as complex and difficult to learn or replicate both 
externally between firms and internally across divisions (Venkitachalam and 
Busch, 2012).  

The knowledge management perspective confirms how organizational routines 
function as a form of storage, retrieval, and transformation of knowledge, linked 
to the specific performance in the business organization. Knowledge is seen as part 
of the normal routine business operation (Penrose, 1959/1995). To create 
economic value, it is considered necessary from a knowledge management 
perspective following Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) to have knowledge 
incorporated into organizational routines. A continuum covering tacit / implicit 
and explicit knowledge is proposed by knowledge management to highlight how 
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knowledge can be shared between the individual level, the middle management, 
and the top management of the organization. According to Nonaka and Takeuchi 
(1995) it is possible to convert tacit knowing to explicit knowledge, which makes 
knowledge transferable in formal, systematic language via reports and databases. 
Definitions of knowledge management tend either to understand “knowledge as 
an asset” or “knowing as a process” (Empson, 2001; Kjellström, 2001), a view also 
referred to as “product versus process view” (Massingham, 2014a: 1077). 

Grant (2007) that examined around 60 papers from three major knowledge 
management journals19 demonstrates that Polanyi’s work on tacit knowing has 
been misinterpreted, especially by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) that just 
extended the personal knowledge to organizational knowledge in a corporate 
organisational setting. Transferability without participation of a knower is a 
misinterpretation of the texts of Polanyi that misguided the whole knowledge 
management literature and practice (Chauvel and Despres, 2002; Gourlay, 2006; 
Virtanen, 2013; Crane and Bontis, 2014; Philipson and Kjellström, 2019).  

When knowledge is seen as an asset, it represents a key competitive resource that 
must be identified to develop mechanisms for managing knowledge. This ‘asset 
or product view’ implies that knowledge is a thing that can be located and 
manipulated as an independent object. It underlines encapsulated knowledge to 
indicate how thoughts and reflections are embedded as organizational knowledge 
in the design and function of artifacts, i.e., in technologies and products (Van den 
Berg, 2013). It focuses on how to manage the structural capital, like documents, 
management systems, data-bases, and lessons learned. It highlights the importance 
of artifacts over agency; like the ‘third wave’ of the organizational routine theory 
discussed in Section 3.6. It is a normative approach with the knowledge 
management systems of the firm as the unit of analysis. It is about sharing best 
practices and standard operating procedures, and about storage and retrieval. This 
view of knowledge management very much separates knowledge from the knower 
(Mentzas et al., 2003). 

On the other hand, looking at ‘knowing as a process’ is a descriptive approach 
that focuses on how knowledge is created and articulated between individuals in 
a social context. It emphasizes how to promote, motivate, encourage, and facilitate 
the communication process person-to-person, without trying to separate the 
knowledge from the knower. The process view consists of creation, dissemination 
and use of knowledge to achieve the goals of the organization (Davenport and 

                                                 
19 Journal of Intellectual Capital, Journal of Knowledge Management, and Knowledge and Process 
Management (Grant, 2007: 174) 
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Prusak, 1998). It nurtures or guides the process of knowing and abolishes the idea 
of trying to capture and distribute knowledge (Mentzas et al., 2003). Knowledge 
management is here seen as a social cmmunication process, which facilitates 
collaboration and cooperation, trying to overcome barriers between the different 
stages of the process with the support of technology or through organizing people 
(Oliva, 2014: 1056). 

Knowledge management proposes that knowledge is the firm’s most valuable 
resource of competitive advantage (Grant, 1996). In trying to explain where 
knowledge resides in the firm, two metaphors have dominated: On one hand, the 
explicit ‘symbolic records metaphor’ that keeps the knowledge stored in blueprint 
files, and on the other, the tacit ‘knowledge specialist metaphor’, where the 
professional is in hold of the knowledge (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 62). The idea 
that the tacit part of knowledge could convert to explicit transferable knowledge 
was used by Nonaka (1991) to explain the success of Japanese firms and had a 
major impact on the knowledge management theory (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 
1995; Kjellström, 2001). Knowledge creation was shown to be based on the 
interaction of tacit and explicit knowledge. Nonaka’s concept of tacit knowledge 
is rooted in action, tied to a specific context, where it could be acquired through 
experience and shared as well as distributed through the middle management 
level. Nonaka and Takeuchi hold that tacit knowledge can be converted from the 
individual to the organization because the context of business is best understood 
as explicit (Mooradian, 2005). However, people’s attitudes, ethical dilemma, 
values or personal experience are tacit. Tacit knowledge may explain the stickiness 
in transfer of knowledge. Tacit knowing is an enabling condition of explicit 
knowledge. It could be compared with how the performative and ostensive aspects 
of organizational routines relate to each other and the performative aspects create 
and recreate the ostensive aspects. 

Another pragmatic definition of Davenport and Prusak (1998) also combines 
knowledge as an asset and knowledge as a process, whereby organizational routines 
play a role. 

Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, 
and expert insight that provides a framework for evaluation and incorporating new 
experiences and information. It originates and is applied in the minds of knowers. 
In organizations, it often becomes embedded not only in documents or repositories 
but also in organizational routines, processes, practices, and norms. (Davenport 
and Prusak, 1998: 5) 
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Knowledge management is said to focus on practical knowledge building, 
renewal, and application of explicit knowledge processes, also ”… technology 
developed to mine tacit knowledge of the users is of little value if it is unclear what 
exactly should be mined.” (Virtanen, 2013: 119) This view has some theoretical 
problems. The possibility of simply sharing and distributing knowledge is said to 
be a misunderstanding of Polanyi’s concept of knowledge, because tacit 
knowledge is not a separate category of knowledge. In Polanyi’s theory tacit 
knowing is present in all knowledge while knowledge management tends to 
disregard the tacit dimension and point at the management dimension. 

Furthermore, knowledge management disregards the external context. The 
knowledge-based approach, seeing the firm as a bundle of heterogeneous resources 
(Foss and Foss, 2000), focuses on how firms themselves can create and improve 
resources, rather than rely on resources that are purchased on the factor markets 
(Teece et al., 1997; Grant, 1997). However, stored knowledge does not have 
much meaning until it is used by someone for some purpose, “…knowledge 
requires active participation of the knower and is hence knower dependent.” 
(Virtanen, 2013: 122) Even the questions remain whether and how tacit knowing 
is regarded in the processes of creating or purchasing resources. To establish a 
difference that could be sustained, the competitive advantage must grow out of 
the entire system of activities (Philipson, 2016). 

4.3 Managing Knowledge of the Firm 

The knowledge-based approaches have argued that organizations have capabilities 
for creating and sharing knowledge that cannot be readily assembled through 
markets. Knowledge is built around the recurrent tasks performed by the 
organization and shaped by the paths chosen in the past. Organizations reproduce 
experiences that facilitate communication and understanding of relevant 
knowledge, which represent distinctive advantages at the market (Kogut and 
Zander, 1992, 1993, 1996; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Conner and Prahalad, 
1996; Spender, 1996, 1998; Loasby, 1999). It is the very performance of activities 
within firms that creates new knowledge and the vital point is that firms are 
assumed to be better at creating knowledge than the market is (Penrose, 
1959/1995). 

A competency-based or resource-based theory of the firm looks inside the box to 
the knowledge embedded in routines and practices that the firm can transform in 
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products and services (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). It focuses on concepts like 
core competence (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990), core rigidities (Leonard-Barton, 
1992), and core capabilities (Teece et al., 1997). The reason for this is that assets, 
even when they are a manifestation of economics of scale in a mature market, 
seldom lead to competitive advantage, because assets that can be bought in the 
marketplace as commodities do not have the potential to differentiate the 
company as a basis for competitive advantage (Grant, 1996). Capabilities are often 
seen as associated with a specific plant or equipment of the firm and derive from 
the firm’s coordination of individual and functional expertise (Nahapiet and 
Ghoshal, 1998). Knowledge of the firm is thus a system of coordination that 
combines relations and tasks into productive performance (Nelson and Winter, 
1982).  

To communicate and understand relevant knowledge the firm relies upon its 
accumulated experience (Zander and Kogut, 1996). The organization’s 
knowledge and its information processing capabilities are shaped by the nature of 
the tasks and the competitive environment that it faces. It means that not even a 
portfolio of formal contracts can replicate the internal organization considering 
that: “Knowledge of social reality is always in practice related to social standpoint 
and interest and thus context-dependent.” (Barnes, 1977: 3) 

The search for knowledge is part of normal business operations (Penrose, 
1959/1995). It is generated by the organizational routines and managerial 
processes reflecting the firm’s history and experience. Firms are here seen as 
learning and innovating entities. The firm creates knowledge through generation 
and selection of skills, processes, and products in an internal procedure even if it 
reflects external factors (Loasby, 2000). 

Knowledge of the firm should therefore be discussed in terms of both the 
competences of the individuals, i.e., the tacit knowing and the organizing 
principles that structure and coordinate individuals and teams i.e., the explicit 
knowledge. Technology, for example, is said to be firm specific; whereby 
knowledge about specific applications is based on tacit knowing but also on 
explicit knowledge largely cumulative within the routines of the firm (Zander and 
Kogut, 1995). However, files are costly to keep, and the knowledge of the firm is 
different from the knowing possessed by the individuals. Knowledge of the firm 
– seen as a functioning entity – must be characterized by a system of coordination 
that combines the relations and the tasks into the ‘productive performance’ 
(Nelson and Winter, 1982: 63). The firm is characterized by routine organizing 
(Powell, 1990) and personal relationships that provides for cooperation and 
collective action (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). However, the collective action 
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indicates a group level that should not be ignored, even if the knowledge-centered 
strategies usually tend to focus on knowledge creation at the enterprise-level and 
on knowledge accountability at the employee’s level without considering 
dynamics at the group level (Wiig, 1997). 

Also, the unknown and unused productive services rendered by resources become 
significant because businessmen according to Penrose (1959/1995) believe that 
there is ‘always more to know’ about the resources of the firm. Penrose used the 
expression “… cumulative growth of collective knowledge in the context of a 
purposive firm …” (1959/1995: xiii). She argued that the search for productive 
opportunity is the way businessmen think, and their experience and knowledge is 
thereby so closely associated with the circumstances of the business that both the 
firm and the external context must be embraced. Penrose (1959/1995) held the 
expectations of a firm and how it interprets its environment is a function of the 
entrepreneur and of how internal resources are operated. However, a firm’s 
actions will also change the relevant environment as it acts. Various types of rights 
and controls associated with resources are also shared by other firms 
(Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010), which will have consequences in an outsourcing 
situation, further discussed in Section 4.5. 

The internally generated knowledge within firms is said to be needed to supply 
firms with the tools to achieve resource-creation and efficient allocation. The 
knowledge structures consist of individual ‘schemata’, which are representations 
of persons, things, and events as well as ‘scripts’ consisting of frequently occurred 
events that have been stored in the memory (O’Reagan and O’Donell, 2000). 
Firm specific routines are expressed as ‘difficult-to-imitate combinations of 
organizational, functional, and technological skills’, and elucidate knowledge as 
an important aspect of the routines (Penrose, 1959/1995; Nelson and Winter, 
1982; Prahalad and Hamel, 1990; Teece et al., 1997). Routinization is thereby 
the most important form of storage of an organization’s knowledge (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982), which will be further discussed in the next Section 4.4. 

4.4 Managing Knowledge of the Organizational 
Routines 

Most organizational activities are driven by routines (March, 1981). In 
organizational routines, the essential coordinating information is stored and 
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remembered ‘by doing’ and ‘by keeping’. Routines play the role of memory, 
concerned with both storage of specific operational knowledge and transfer of 
organizational skills and knowledge. The performance of a routine requires 
interpretation and coordination of messages that are specific to the organization 
and indicates a strong connection between knowledge, routines, and context. 
Differences in coordinative routines have significant impact on variables like cost, 
lead time, and quality (Teece et al., 1997). Also, the organizational context matters 
in form of equipment, structures, and work environment of order, durability and 
shared experience (Penrose, 1959/1995; Nelson and Winter, 1982). However, no 
single expert, or no documents could fully capture how routines are interwoven 
with each other. Nor is the organizational context a fixed background, because it 
constitutes the performance of the organizational routines. 

The organizational routines are based on successful performance of the past 
(Nooteboom, 2000). Successful routines are adapted and retained; inferior 
routines are abandoned. Knowledge is related to activity of the routine, but also 
to feedback-correction, when deviation occurs (Barnes, 1977). To support 
knowledge, organizational routines include forms, rules, procedures, and 
strategies around which the organization is built and through which it operates, 
capable of surviving considerable turnover (Levitt and March, 1996). 

It should be noted, however, that personnel transfers are limited as a means of 
obtaining competencies because many skills and competencies are not vested in 
singled individuals but reside instead within the collective skill sets of many 
employees or within special routines embedded more broadly in the firm’s 
operations and knowledge base (Nelson and Winter, 1982). (Oliver, 1997: 707) 

Knowledge is generated by communication, coordination, and search procedures 
that reside in the organizational routines. Procedures often consist of a learned 
repertoire of behaviors (Cohen and Bacdayan, 1994). ‘Procedural’ knowledge, 
e.g., know-how, is the practical, experience-based knowledge concerning well-
practiced skills and routines (Singley and Anderson, 1989). The distinctive skills 
within an integrated set of activities result from different ways of organizing 
knowledge. The knowledgeable design of the organizational routine (also called a 
script) presents a potential lever to enhance organizational performance (Inkpen 
and Crossan, 1995). By using a model of organizational routines that involves 
multiple participants and interdependent actions, like for example an enterprise 
resource planning (ERP) system, the focus is adjusted to highlight alterations and 
inventions that people undertake to make the routines work (Feldman and 
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Pentland, 2003). However, the underlying tacit knowing held by individual actors 
is often partially inarticulate, and therefore difficult to communicate. 

Nelson and Winter (1982) view the memory of the organization as different from 
both the individual memory and the formal records. Detailed routines known to 
individual workers may function smoothly but may not be shared or even run 
counter to the organization’s formal work rules. It confirms the view of 
organizational knowledge as fragmented, distributed, and embedded in 
organizational routines indicating that a ‘whole versus parts’ problem arises when 
organizational knowledge is involved, i.e., details can be decentralized but a 
coherent view of the whole is difficult to share. Here, it must be recalled how 
Polanyi’s tacit operation of knowledge and skills requires the participation of the 
knower, which would have impact on outsourcing. 

The organization tends to prefer use of internal information (Nelson and Winter, 
1982), because external information does not always match the use within the 
firm. Information produced without coordination with the firm is the most 
difficult to integrate (‘the not-invented-here syndrome’) (Macdonald, 1995: 560). 
As knowledge of the firm is shaped by the positions and paths chosen in the past, 
it seems quite difficult to replicate or change. However, changes and influences 
resulting from pressures of the external world could alter the significance of the 
organizational routines, which is of interest for outsourcing and insourcing.  

4.5 Knowledge in the Outsourcing Situation 

Knowledge, affected by the firm’s experience and embedded in organizational 
routines, is inert and hard to change (Henderson and Clark, 1990). Tacit knowing 
cannot be communicated, understood, or used without the individual of the 
knowledge creation (Lam, 2014). In a situation, where it is important to drive 
knowledge sharing in multiple social contexts, it is necessary “… to stress the 
critical role of individuals.” (Lam, 2014: 96) Even more, few organizational 
routines are ’stand-alone’ capabilities in the sense of being simple, independent, 
and easily transferable (Winter, 1998). Routines are often layered and there are 
often standardized routines established for how the team is supposed to run 
projects in firms (Kjellström, 2001). Firms tend to prefer already known routines. 
Capabilities are believed to lose value when transferred from their original settings 
(Collis and Montgomery, 1995). The inertial qualities of routines tend to 
minimize the possibility of flexibility and change (Feldman and Pentland, 2003). 
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Routines become ‘contaminated’ with extraneous, historically specific knowledge 
and arbitrary components that preserve artefacts of old technology. By analogy to 
individual habits, routines are seen as the antithesis of flexibility (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982).  

The ability of a firm to recognize the value of new, external information, is said 
to be critical to its innovative capabilities. This capability is labelled ‘absorptive 
capacity’ and is a function of the firm’s level of prior related knowledge. This is 
the case when outsourcing some functions or activities, and even more when 
backsourcing. 

To understand the sources of a firm’s absorptive capacity, we focus on the 
structures of communication between the external environment and the 
organisation, as well as among the subunits of the organisation, and also on the 
character and distribution of expertise within the organisation. (Cohen and 
Levinthal, 1990: 132) 

Networks, within and between firms, are important generators of competence and 
knowledge, created and shared between firms with different capabilities (Cohen 
and Levinthal, 1990). Even if an organization’s absorptive capacity depends on 
the absorptive capacities of its individual members some aspects are distinctly 
organizational. Some authors understand the firm’s capability to create and share 
knowledge as deriving from the organizing principles of the organization, by 
which knowledge is structured (Napiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Absorptive capacity 
refers not only to the acquisition or assimilation of knowledge by an organization 
but also to the organization’s ability to exploit it (Bontis, 1999). Knowledge is 
seen as generated out of the routinized business operation, where organizational 
memory and control systems are normal parts of the firm; stored in human heads, 
but also in procedures, computer memories, and production systems (Simon, 
1991). Creation of new knowledge is thereby seen as determined by the prior 
possession of relevant knowledge. Furthermore, relevant knowledge is connected 
to the productive services rendered by the resources of the firm through the 
organizing principles of the organization. This means that the behavior of firms 
could be explained by the routines employed (Nelson and Winter, 1982). 
However, the importance of unknown and unused productive services of the 
resources used (Penrose, 1959/1995) cannot be ignored, which will be further 
discussed in Chapter 6 on organizational learning. 

Experiences and increasing knowledge of the productive possibilities may become 
part of the stock of knowledge and consequently alter the significance of the 
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resources to the firm. “Many developments in technological knowledge become 
available in the form of the capital equipment they buy.” (Penrose, 1959/1995: 
79) Even if a change might have been intended to create stability, the dynamics 
of coping with sequential connections force the combination of technologies and 
actors to change (Ford et al., 1998). However, using external consultants or 
outsourcing partners to share knowledge and design work could be beneficial for 
both parties if they manage to avoid the danger of external dependency (Korac-
Kakabadse et al., 1998). Various types of rights and control associated with 
resources, also shared by other firms, may create dependency because technologies 
are connected into sets of complementary technology, equipment, and knowledge 
(Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010). 

The necessary technical and management competences could be purchased, but 
sometimes they must be rebuilt through investments or institutional arrangements 
that while time require tacit knowing, i.e., the skills and judgments of experienced 
workers (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). According to Polanyi, knowledge-
creating activities always take place within and between humans. These 
experiences provide a historical perspective from which to view and understand 
new situations and events. In that sense, knowledge is seen as built around the 
recurrent tasks performed by the organization (Cyert and March, 1963; Lawrence 
and Lorsch, 1967; Nelson and Winter, 1982; Henderson and Clark, 1990). 

Change in knowledge structure and available agency will affect the survival of the 
organizational routines (Feldman and Pentland, 2003). Also, individuals may 
resist knowledge transfer, when they perceive “… a fundamental difference in 
knowledge base between the firms” (Empson, 2001: 814). Even so, turnover of 
personnel, leaving the company with their accumulated knowing and experiences, 
creates gaps in social networks, which are important for the possibility to capitalize 
on the knowledge of others (Ford et al., 1998). 

Evolutionary theories predict that the characteristics of the routines themselves 
affect their survival (Nelson and Winter, 1982). Relatively small change can have 
an impact long after the period, in which they occurred (Levitt and March, 1996). 
It is therefore important to consider how outsourcing activities might impede, or 
even decrease, the intangible resource level (Sanchez et al., 2000). When 
differences occur, such activities tend to isolate them, which “… literally create 
their own constraints.” (Weick, 1979: 164) Constraints, also to the extent that 
success confirms the firm’s strategy, i.e., managers tend to believe that doing more 
of the same is the surest way to prolong success. In that sense, success reduces 
genetic variety (Hamel and Prahalad, 1994). What can firms then do to change 
the genetic coding? In practice, they must leave some space in the administrative 
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procedures not using the same planning format in every business (Hamel and 
Prahalad, 1994). It may mean that lessons of the past are not the best and only 
way to learn. Competence might impede change and development, e.g. ‘core 
competence’ might turn into ‘core rigidity’ due to inadequate technical systems 
or, more importantly, due to problems with the skills and knowledge base 
dimension (Leonard-Barton, 1992: 121). 

On the other hand, uncertainties build and modify the routines switching 
activation among the relevant routines, whereby learning is embodied in the 
routines (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Stinchcombe, 1990; Cohen and Bacdayan, 
1996). Regarding outsourcing and insourcing activities, relevant knowledge and 
skills may give rise to creativity, permitting the sorts of associations and linkages 
that may not have been considered before (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990).  

The possibility of organizational learning due to outsourcing considers how 
uncoupling from old rationales could result in re-coupling to new, e.g. unlearning 
past organizational routines and learning new routines (Starbuck and Hedberg, 
1977; Hedberg, 1981; Starbuck, 1983; Greenwood and Hinings, 1988). It means 
that prevailing organizational routines do not mark the edge of the feasible but 
point at change to be further discussed as organizational learning. 

4.6 Conclusions on the Aspect of Knowledge 

To conclude, the aspect of knowledge – looked upon through the perspective of 
knowledge management – has shown that knowledge is an important framework 
for evaluating and incorporating experiences and solutions (Davenport and 
Prusak, 1998). Knowledge of the firm must be discussed in terms of structure and 
coordination between individuals and organizing principles. Following the 
evolutionary theory of the firm, the capabilities of a firm lay primarily in the 
organizing principles, by which individual as well as functional expertise is 
structured, coordinated, and communicated. Firms are social communities, which 
use their relational structures and shared coding schemes to enhance the transfer 
and communication of new skills and capabilities (Zander and Kogut, 1995: 76). 
Information technology is the pipeline and storage system for knowledge 
exchange. Knowledge management is management’s attempt to capture 
knowledge in the minds of the employees through systems and IT-development 
(Mårtensson, 2000). This is a way of making more efficient use of knowledge that 
resides in the heads of the individuals (Serenko and Bontis, 2013; Crane and 
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Bontis, 2014). Knowledge management therefore tries to make tacit knowing 
transferable into formal, systematic language via reports and databases. These 
management systems refer to the ostensive aspect of the organizational routines, 
which best cope with codified and explicit knowledge. On the other hand, less 
formal systems better deal with tacit, uncodified information embodied in goods 
or people (Macdonald, 1995), because all tacit knowing requires the continued 
participation of the knower with consequences for outsourcing. Some sort of 
measure of personal participation is therefore intrinsic to reach the knowledge 
aspect of the organizational routines. 

To deliver a new value proposition to customers, Philipson (2016) found that it 
was necessary to completely reorganize the embedded explicit and some parts of 
tacit knowing of the personnel on whose tacit knowing the firm is depended. 

This is fundamental critique of knowledge management (Nonaka, 1991, 1994; 
Nonaka et al., 2000; Nonaka and von Krogh, 2009). It is very likely that a large 
part of tacit knowing cannot be externalized, and, hence, the quest to liberate the 
firm from employees by building explicit knowledge is most probably a ‘cul-de-
sac’. (Philipson, 2016: 141) 

It will have consequences for the further discussion on organizational routines 
crossing the boundary of the organization due to outsourcing, because employees 
are seldom accompanying outsourced activities. Many capabilities therefore lose 
value in form of tacit knowing when transferred from their original settings (Collis 
and Montgomery, 1995). Polanyi’s theory is based on ‘knower-dependency of 
knowledge’ which means that feelings and intuitions are necessary elements of 
knowing (Virtanen, 2013). 

In this sense, knowledge management tends to disregard the context. Knowledge, 
studied through the knowledge management perspective, contradicts the 
important influence that knowledge is assumed to have on functions or activities 
built up by organizational routines. Nor does knowledge management explain 
what happens when routines are outsourced and cross the boundary of the 
organization. The fact is that knowledge is created and articulated between 
individuals in a social context. Knowledge often becomes embedded “… not only 
in documents or repositories but also in organizational routines, processes, 
practices, and norms.” (Davenport and Prusak, 1998: 5) 

Knowledge of the firm is a system of coordination that combines relations and 
tasks into productive performance (Nelson and Winter, 1982). This should not 
be ignored, even if knowledge-centered strategies tend to focus on knowledge 
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creation at the enterprise-level and may account for knowledge at an individual 
level without considering group dynamics (Wiig, 1997). 

It has been shown that technology could not replace the skills and judgement of 
an experienced, knowledgeable individual.20 If businessmen believe that there is 
‘always more to know’ about the resources of the firm, and that such knowledge 
improves the efficiency, then the unknown and unused productive services 
rendered by resources become of considerable importance (Penrose, 1959/1995). 
The belief that these services exist acts as an incentive to acquire new knowledge 
about a resource and to shape the scope and direction of the search for tacit 
knowing, which could be assumed to cause inter-firm differences in performance. 

                                                 
20 Artificial Intelligence (AI) is currently the key technology that brings about challenges and 
questions in organizational change. It threatens to objectify and alienate humanity, which could 
result in social transformation. However, it remains to be studied in what way technology could 
replace the judgement of experienced employees. Further discussions by Kaplan (2016) and Boyd 
and Holton (2018) are recommended. 
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 A Management Control  
    Perspective 

Considering a perspective is to choose a frame of reference as a point of view. This 
theoretical perspective of management control is the domain that regulates and controls 
transactions and boundaries of the firm. The perspective is classified in different 
discourses that elucidates the concept of control and the control aspect of the 
organizational routine. In this examination, control is assumed to be the aspect of 
organizational routines that determines what can occur, how it is carried out in a 
regular, predictable, and stable manner, and who is accountable. 

5.1 The Concept of Control 

The term ‘control’ connotes domination. Control emphasizes the exercise of 
power, authority, and influence. Control rules, or limits actions and behavior. 
The idea of regulation and monitoring is prevailing, in line with the original 
French contrôle meaning ‘inspection’ to ensure that desired ends are attained.21 In 
1916, Henri Fayol formulated one of the first definitions of control related to 
management structure: 

Control of an undertaking consists of seeing that everything is being carried out in 
accordance with the plan which has been adopted, the orders which have been 
given, and the principles which have been laid down. Its object is to point out 
mistakes in order that they may be rectified and prevented from recurring. (Fayol, 
1949: 107) 

                                                 
21 Control from Fr. contrôle, older form contre rolle, from Med. Lat. contra-rotulus, a counter roll 
or copy of a document used to check the original (1911 Encyclopædia Britannica, Volume 7). 
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The essence of control suggests that structure per se is a control mechanism. 
Control mechanisms could also consist of technological requirements 
(Woodward, 1965; Thompson, 1967), or structure due to the nature of the 
environment (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967). The term control is proposed to cover 
any process that determines, or intentionally affects, what others will do. Control 
is thereby viewed as a process of regulation and monitoring for the achievement 
of organizational goals (Das and Teng, 2001). Definitions of controls (Ouchi, 
1979; Abernethy and Chua, 1996; Flamholtz et al., 1985; Merchant and Van der 
Stede, 2007; Malmi and Brown, 2008) are generally based on the assumption that 
someone (senior manager, top management, or dominant coalition) seeks to 
control the behavior of others (middle management, teams, or employees). 
Essential seems to be the question about what to control or expressed as: “… who 
is controlling; following what set of interests and what is being controlled in what 
nature of organization.” (Whitley, 1999: 508) 

Control must be discussed in the light of knowledge and the nature of actors, or 
the objects controlled (Otley et al., 1995). Based on the object of control, there 
are different types of controls (Ouchi, 1979, 1980; Merchant and Van der Stede, 
2007): Result or output controls, controls of action or behavior of employees, and 
social, or culture controls that select and train highly motivated people. Behavioral 
constraints could be physical or administrative and involve a restriction of the 
decision-making authority and of the accountability. 

Accountability also demands competence (Choudhury, 1986; Merchant, 1998). 
The word ‘accountable’ indicates both ‘control’ and ‘knowledge’ in the sense of 
being knowledgeable of being responsible.22 Actions, whether determined to be 
taken, or not to be taken, are often communicated through codes of conduct, or 
institutionalized social practices, like organizational routines. To be held 
accountable sharpens the sense of how to act in social practices and renders local 
management more visible. It also “… serves to sharpen one’s sense of self and 
one’s actions” (Roberts, 1991: 356).  

In the ‘planning and control’ framework, control plays the role of checking and 
making sure that activities are carried out according to a plan; the term control 
covers both feedback and feed forward connotation. Feedback in the sense of 
controlling ex post to explore alternative ways to improve future performance: Like 

                                                 
22 Accountable, dated the 14th century, according to Merriam Webster’s collegiate dictionary 
indicates two meanings, hinting at both ‘control’ and ‘knowledge’: subject to giving an account, 
referring to answerable, which means liable to be called to account, i. e., responsible, and capable 
of being accounted for, referring to explainable, to be made known, understandable or intelligible. 
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changing goals, means and methods, decision making, predictions, operations, or 
reward system (Horngren et al., 1999). Feed forward, i.e., the ex ante form of 
control, indicates the planning element and trust in capabilities and knowledge to 
predict or promote goal congruence (Argyris, 1964; Likert, 1967; Mitchell et al., 
1998). 

Control, used in a proactive way in managing change, opens new possibilities of 
learning about the organization and how it interacts with its environment (Otley, 
1994; Cobb et al., 1995; Jönsson, 1996a). Control does not only determine how 
an exchange is to be governed, it also determines whether an exchange should take 
place (Tannenbaum, 1968), which is of importance for the outsourcing decisions. 
Various forms of control include various forms of responsible autonomy and there 
is a need to match control procedures to the context in which they operate (Otley 
and Berry, 1980), which will be discussed in the following sections. 

5.2 Management Control Systems 

Management control systems deal with organizational performance, aimed at 
achieving defined goals within an established timetable. It was the corporate 
business enterprise that created the context for the modern managerial systems 
and exhibited what Alfred Chandler described as ‘administrative coordination’ 
(Hoskin, 1996: 269). Management controls systems are rules, practices, values 
and activities that “… management put in place in order to direct employee 
behaviour” (Malmi and Brown, 2008: 289). It is concerned with coordination, 
resource allocation, motivation, and performance measurement in ways “… in 
which management can change the organization (e.g. its technology, personnel, 
information, behaviour) to respond to exogenous and uncontrollable 
environmental disturbances.” (Cooper et al., 1989: 247) 

Management control system must also be attentive to both problems of 
immediate goal achievement (efficiency) and future goals (adaptation and 
experimentation). It could be defined as a system consisting of 

… organizational information seeking and gathering, accountability and feedback 
designed to ensure that the enterprise adapts to changes in its substantive 
environment and that the work behaviour of its employees is measured by 
reference to a set of operational subgoals (which conform with overall objectives) 
so that the discrepancy between the two can be reconciled and corrected for. (Lowe 
in Otley and Berry, 1980: 234) 
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Anthony’s original approach in 1964 defines management control systems as “... 
the process by which managers ensure that resources are obtained and used 
effectively and efficiently in the accomplishment of the organization’s objectives” 
(Anthony and Govindarajan, 1998: 67). It includes strategic planning, 
management control, and operational control. Management control system has 
its feedback function that monitors outcomes and corrects deviations from pre-
set standard of performance as well as prediction that is a central part of controls 
at all levels of the organization (Lowe and Puxty, 1989).  

Otley (1994) holds Anthony’s definition for being obstructive to the development 
of the field of management accounting because both internal and environmental 
changes require flexibility, a wider focus, and the willingness to learn. Simons’ 
framework (1994: 172) distinguishes four different control systems: 

• The ‘diagnostic systems’ are the formal information systems as feedback 
to monitor organizational outcomes, detect and correct deviations from 
pre-set standard of performance, e.g., ‘single loop’ learning. 

• The ‘beliefs systems’ are used by top managers to define, communicate, 
and reinforce the organization’s core values in credos and mission 
statements, to empower and commit the individual workers. 

• The ‘boundary systems’ set the minimum standards for both the strategic 
choice and the business conduct; may hinder adaptation to product, 
market, technology, or environmental changes. 

• The ‘interactive systems’ are used to involve top managers in the decision 
activities of subordinates with data provided by underlying systems to 
focus on, stimulate, and facilitate ‘double loop’ learning, as will be further 
discussed with the organizational learning perspective in Chapter 6. 

More comprehensive frameworks (Otley, 1999; Ferreira and Otley, 2009) were 
asked for and a balance between the four control systems was required; beliefs and 
interactive control systems that stimulate inventive and innovative action and 
could, according to Van der Meer-Kooistra and Scapens (2008), to be addressed 
in lateral control of relations between organizations in different outsourcing and 
insourcing situations, which will be further discussed in Section 5.5 on 
outsourcing. 

A management control system appears to be important in building credibility, 
because it structures and communicates knowledge in the form of expectations 
across the organization. Simons’ levers of control framework provide a broad 
perspective and his study (Simons, 1994) confirms that formal management 
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systems are important as levers of change and thus actively used by top managers. 
However, his framework focuses on top level management and does not place 
enough emphasis on controls of people’s behavior at lower levels of the 
organization. 

Accounting and information systems shape perceptions and provide structures 
around which control processes are built (Collins, 1982; Dent, 1990). Accounting 
information in organizations is the most important “… authoritative and telling 
means whereby activity is made visible” (Roberts, 1991: 359). It provides the basis 
for intervention and control by central management. With the justification to 
improve bottom line results, tighter control procedures, greater amounts of 
detailed information and emphasis on short-termism are introduced (Ezzamel et 
al., 1997). It makes “the invisible world manifest”, while extending each 
member’s knowledge of “… a customary mode of thought or performance” 
(Cohen, 1982: 5). Such systems contain values and beliefs about the domain of 
an organization’s activities, the principles of organizing, as well as the criteria for 
evaluating the organization’s performance (Greenwood and Hinings, 1988). 

The problems associated with the traditional management control systems are 
mainly the result of underlying old conceptions. For a long time, the definition 
of management control systems was narrow, leaving no room for adjustments that 
was required because of internal and external changes and environmental 
developments. Shields (1997) and Burns and his colleagues (1999) argue that 
changes in the environment cause changes within the organization, which in turn 
cause changes in management control systems practices. Otley (1999) argues that 
in an environment of continuous change, management is forced to adapt itself 
constantly, which requires the active involvement of a larger number of 
organizational participants. It follows that a management control system must 
include a wider range of variables to constrain the ability for different groups of 
participants to act than partial models of organizational behavior traditionally do 
(Otley and Berry, 1980). The group as a level of analysis is almost always absent 
in management control systems. Organizational control was an attempt to 
increase performance of individuals and groups in ways that lead to the attainment 
of the organizational goals (Flamholtz et al., 1985). 

Management control systems were challenged by shifts occurring from 
production to service and knowledge during the 1980s, with new outsourcing 
operations that changed the business environment. The entire business chain, 
made up of processes, activities, and organizational routines, was affected and 
brought forward new performance measures to balance the overly financial view 
(Johnson and Kaplan, 1987; Eccles, 1991). The service and knowledge economy 
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also required lateral relations with suppliers and customers, whereby the 
conventional boundaries of time and space were challenged, and new monitoring 
of routines and competencies were called for. The widespread interest in 
organizational culture in the 1980s re-opened the discussions on trust and 
introduced social control systems as valuable alternatives to bureaucratic control. 
Social knowledge, known as the value system of a counterpart (Ouchi, 1980; 
Tolbert, 1988 in Sohn, 1994), will be further discussed as a control mechanism, 
when considering transactions and economic exchanges in outsourcing. 

5.3 Control in the Firm 

Control in the firm includes selection and training, socialization processes, 
bureaucracy, formalization, and the measurement of outputs (Ouchi and 
Maguire, 1975) or expressed as “… almost everything in the organization is 
included as part of the overall control system” (Merchant and Otley, 2007: 785). 
The question is whether control has developed to cope with changes from 
manufactured resources to immaterial knowledge, from inside of the organization 
to across the boundaries of the organization, and possibly from feedback to feed-
forward, adding also the intra-organizational perspective versus the inter-
organizational. 

Management control is described as highly dependent on human behavior; 
requiring subjective judgment and reflection, also known as double-loop learning. 
Operational, or technical control, on the other hand, is related to subunits, or 
activities of subunits. Here logical rules analogous to the single loop learning of a 
thermostat are applied and the employee influence is of little importance. Means 
of measuring results as well as means of predicting the likely outcomes must be 
available, but also relevant alternative choices of action. The difficulties with 
prediction measures are that they must consider both internal processes and the 
interaction between the organization and its environment. The controlling 
process states objectives in terms of value judgements about the system to be 
controlled. Organizational objectives are often vague and change over time and 
have various interest groups, which complicate both measures and predictions, 
and constrain the ability to act (Otley and Berry, 1980).  

Two forms of accountability are manifest within organizations: The formal, 
hierarchical accountability and the informal engagement of personal 
understanding in lateral ties to secure the routine interdependence of action 
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(Roberts, 1991). The important role of accountability has often been neglected, 
even if it ranges over space and time, focusing both on future potential and on 
past accomplishment (Hoskin, 1996). New centers of responsibility and 
accountability that crisscross different functions are needed to identify definite 
boundaries both within and between organizations (Ezzamel et al., 1997). 
Traditional management control systems would be too inflexible for the types of 
lateral relations that will be needed in exchange relationships like outsourcing 
(Van der Meer-Kooistra and Scapens, 2008). 

In hierarchical forms of control, understanding is typically “imposed” in a top-
down way, whereas lateral forms of control promote the bottom-up creation of a 
“jointly held conception of the work” (Okhuysen and Bechky, 2009, p. 489). 
(Goretzki and Messner, 2016: 118) 

In setting and monitoring performance targets, the organization must rely on the 
knowledge agenda of the transformation process that is emphasized to promote 
exploratory behavior. Trust could be seen as a substitute when behavioral 
dimensions of control require a response that is different from the typical 
hierarchical accountability and the formal control mechanism. The ex ante form 
of control promotes goal congruence and suggests trust as the noneconomic 
governance mechanisms to increase economic efficiency in exchange relationships 
(Argyris, 1964; Likert, 1967; Ouchi, 1977, 1980; Libby and Luft, 1993; Mitchell 
et al., 1998). 

‘Socializing’ forms of accountability emphasize the need for co-operation, but the 
problem is the integration with the ‘hierarchical’ forms of accountability. 
Socializing forms operate informally and tend to flourish only in the informal 
spaces of the organizations (Tolbert, 1988 in Sohn, 1994). The assumption of 
trust in capabilities and knowledge is based on moral standards or honesty of 
expectation, embedded in transactions. It demands competence and involve risk 
taking because “… trust as a form of accountability takes time to establish” 
(Jönsson, 1996b: 103). The question of trust in an accountability relationship 
implies that the agent is obedient in fulfilling the expectations of the principals, 
“… trust in effect is defined as obedience to authority”(Ezzamel and Willmott, 
1992: 35). Trust serves to conduct and facilitate transactions, but is not in itself a 
control mechanism in the sense of regulation (Sako, 1992; Das and Teng, 1998). 
Inter-organizational trust could develop between organizations in transactional 
relationships, even if it may be complicated if there are changes in staffing 
(Vosselman and Van der Meer-Kooistra, 2006).  
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In fact, to trust and to control seem to be two completely different kinds of 
approaches. When it is possible to fully trust a partner, there is no need to control 
its behavior. Control comes into play only when adequate trust is not present. (Das 
and Teng, 1998: 495) 

Traditional research has seen control as the exercise to monitor divisions as units 
of accountability in the decision-making structure (Ezzamel et al., 1997). If such 
units show productivity in terms of criteria determined by senior management, 
they are trusted and free to act because hierarchical relations within organizations 
are looked at from the senior management viewpoint (Van der Meer-Kooistra and 
Scapens, 2008). The handling of information is itself an instrument of control 
within the organization. There is a need to balance trust and control. Control can 
be necessary in the early stages of a relationship to create trust, but, later, insistence 
on high levels of control could destroy trust by signaling a lack of trustworthiness 
(Macdonald, 1995). People in organizations construct trust to produce some 
degree of predictability. Even if predictability cannot come from organizational 
routines, individuals must be predictable in their conformity to these routines 
(Garsten and Grey, 1997; Grey and Garsten, 2001). Trust could be installed 
within organizational routines, being the ones bestowing predictability and 
reliability, whereby trust could be analyzed in terms of resources, norms, and 
knowledge (Kramer and Tyler, 1996; Tyler and Degoey, 1996). 

Taking decisions makes a manager accountable for performance; however, in 
today’s knowledge intensive industry the executive may not be the person with 
best overview and competence (Tengblad, 2000). Through team-based 
production, less specialized division of labor, job rotation, consensual decision-
making, and an emphasis on cooperation, management must rely less on formal 
controls and more on the internalization of values. Responsibility for productivity 
is thus imposed on the individual knowledge worker, presupposing knowledge 
workers that manage themselves (Drucker, 1999). To track the responsibility of 
the process, value delivery must create measures and support the employees in 
achieving the firm’s goals (Ouchi, 1979; Flamholtz et al., 1985; Otley et al., 1995; 
Berry and Otley, 1996). 

It will be discussed whether organizational routines and knowledgeable everyday 
actions can be flexible enough to smooth the problems of the formal rule systems 
like the management control system so that the outcome performance of the 
controller function will be satisfactory (Lukka, 2007). However, the very presence 
and operation of a centralized system that governs the repetitive day-to-day 
activities may prevent employees from taking day-to-day responsibility for their 
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activity and hinder them to make changes that would increase productivity.23 This 
means that there is a need for the empowerment of the lower levels of the 
organization. The management control must suite work groups at all levels. Both 
authority and responsibility must be given, so that lower-level managers are 
encouraged to take necessary actions to grant the cooperation of employees in 
achieving organizational goals (Flamholtz et al., 1985). Efforts to gain and share 
knowledge is important to evoke action for the controlling manager (Minzberg, 
1997). The rationale behind the delegation of authority is that “…’workers’ 
control’ offers a more direct and effective method of reducing wastage and 
improving quality.” (Ezzamel and Willmott, 1992: 30) 

The two forms of accountability operate in opposition with each other; 
obligations of the hierarchical form of accountability may undermine the loyalties 
and support of the socializing forms of accountability (Roberts, 1991). Individuals 
seem to be “… constantly confronted with a choice between ties of loyalty to 
colleagues and their individual interests in the hierarchy” (Roberts, 1991: 364). 
New heuristics strive for continuity and efficiency of the organizational routines 
that build up the organizational response systems (Levitt and March, 1996; 
Weick, 1996; Vermaak and Weggeman, 1999; Feldman, 2000). Controllers 
implement work practices and systems of accounting, but sometimes knowledge 
is produced by the technological systems and other patterns are accepted by the 
organizational members as organizational rationality (Lowe, 2001; Kjellström, 
2009). However, necessary technical and social skills could be difficult to develop 
among controllers that are relying on authority from formal hierarchical structures 
that impede involvement (Chenhall and Langfield-Smith, 1998). Such concerns 
disrupt team-working, undermine boundary-spanning activities, and inhibit the 
degree of co-operation required to fulfil designated accountabilities for the 
implementation of the strategy (Frowa et al., 2005). Even if the ‘controllability 
principle’ states that people should not be held accountable for what they cannot 
influence (Choudhury, 1986; Merchant, 1998), there is a need to establish shared 
responsibilities that create engagement in boundary-spanning activities and team-
working. However, the managerial rhetoric of emancipation and empowerment 
might obscure a reality of increased managerial control with new technology and 
new forms of coordinating work, e.g., the penetrating gaze of the electronic eye 
(Sewell, 1998; Jermier, 1998). In discussing organizational routines, bonds 
between people and technology are explained as an organizational reality to 

                                                 
23 See Jönsson’s case studies in Ezzamel and Willmott, 1992 and in Parker and Stacey, 1994. 
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control knowledge to accumulate invisible assets (Itami, 1987; Johanson et al., 
2001). 

5.4 Control in Organizational Routines 

“Structural arrangements, including rules and regulations, are the heart of formal 
control.” (Das and Teng, 1998: 506) The control function is seen as “… a 
regulatory process by which the elements of a system are made more predictable 
through the establishment of standards in the pursuit of some desired objective or 
state” (Leifer and Mills, 1996: 117).  

Control is the exercise that influences and coordinates the efforts of people to 
accomplish certain goals. Design for control involves establishing fixed rules, 
routines, and procedures for defining a control domain (Dunbar, 1981). A control 
domain that regulates and controls transactions must establish routines that 
uphold and transmit activities as well as changes. Rules represent the formal 
domain of an organization, referring to the formal ways in which ‘things should 
be done’. Such formal ways are necessary to coordinate and give coherence to the 
actions of individuals, or groups (Burns and Scapens, 2000; Lukka, 2007). Rules 
become changed by explicit decisions by authority. Routines, on the other side, 
are part of the informal domain and become changed in the cumulative process 
of daily action. Commitment to existing rules, routines, and procedure seems to 
increase as they have been used more often to interpret more information.  

Behaviors in organizations are based on routines, also called ‘patterns of current 
practice’ (Teece et al., 1997: 518). The routine operation is an abstract ‘ways of 
doing things’ (Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson and Winter, 1982; Powell, 1990). 
The reason why “… routines seem so characteristic of organizations is that they 
free up the controlled processing necessary to make sense of the dilemmas that 
need to be managed before people can even get at work.” (Weick, 1995: 64) 

With greater complexity goes greater search for and reliance on habitual, routine 
cues (Weick, 1988). Imposing routine as a target is a kind of organizational 
competence that works without the attention of top management. The control 
function connects to and challenges the organizational routines and generates 
alternative routines. Many aspects of performance, including decision-making, 
become substantially a matter of routine, thus releasing time and mental energy 
for investigating and understanding non-routine events (March and Simon, 
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1958). Routines are organizational actions, stored as accumulated lessons of 
experience that can be transferred to appropriate situations to decrease efforts and 
costs spent on decision-making and repetitive situations (Levitt and March, 1988; 
Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996). 

Since the work of Cyert and March (1963), organization theory has viewed 
routines as fundamental building blocks as discussed in Chapter 3 on 
organizational routines. Complex sets of interlocking behaviors are ‘held in place’ 
through agreements and expectations (Feldman, 1989) and are characterized as 
memory, truce, and target (Nelson and Winter, 1982). It is difficult to replace 
platforms for replication of a routine because they are connected to structures that 
underlie the routine’s performance and are established by the shared experience 
of the past (Nelson and Winter, 1982). Routines are also accomplished with the 
active cooperation of those involved in the performance (Winter, 1996). As 
routines adapt to experience in response to feedback about outcomes, there is a 
need to understand the forces that maintain them and create future paths (Levitt 
and March, 1988; Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996). Routines being the site of 
organizational learning (Stinchcombe, 1990) will be further described in Chapter 
6.  

Organizational routines provide an efficient structure for collective action. By 
ignoring the controlling power of routines, people falsely create illusions about 
the human contributions to organizational control: “People who see themselves 
as primary causal agents in the control process probably do not perceive the 
dynamic self-organizing properties that characterize ongoing structures.” 
(Dunbar, 1981: 107) 

What if a necessary routine fails to function smoothly? The socializing forms of 
accountability do much to secure the ‘routine interdependence of action’ within 
organizations which is essential to the operation of ‘hierarchical forms of 
accountability’ (Roberts, 1991). To detect failures, the process must be monitored 
and controlled. Especially control lapses are very serious threats to the complex 
routines of coordination that offer mechanisms for control. However, flows and 
loops created by the routines continue to exercise their controlling effects, pushing 
organizations directions, because the performance of being in control does not 
solely rest on routines (Munro, 1999). 

When the same people show up day after day at the same time and place, their 
activities are likely to become more mutually defined, more mutually dependent, 
more mutually predictable, and more subject to common understanding encoded 
into common language. (Weick, 1995: 74) 
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“Routines reduce environmental equivocality to manageable proportions … by 
bracketing out certain cues from consideration” (Dent, 1990: 17), which, at the 
same time, makes the organization more insensitive to change with consequences 
for outsourcing to be discussed in the next Section 5.5. 

5.5 Control in Outsourcing  

The controlling power of routines absorbs uncertainty24 and shapes predictability 
as part of the information flows spanning the boundary. The control perspective 
considers the reciprocal and mutually supportive roles of the organization and its 
environment (Cooper et al., 1989): “… produce means to combine materials and 
forces within our reach” (Schumpeter, 1934: 65 in Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). 
Control of transactions gives the opportunity to access critical information and 
thus power to define and monitor interpretation of the organizational reality 
(Morgan, 1986/2006).  

Traditional management control systems are held too inflexible for lateral 
relations that involve economic transactions of importance in outsourcing. Four 
structures of lateral relations in form of economic, institutional, social, and 
technical are essential to cope with changes characteristic of lateral relations (Van 
der Meer-Kooistra and Scapens, 2008). Co-operation between independent 
parties based on different motives and interests must allow individual capabilities 
and knowledge to be exploited for the mutual benefit of all the parties. Social 
knowledge, as the value system and behavioral pattern of a counterpart, recognizes 
an economic actor’s ability to understand and predict, but not always necessary 
for sharing ‘frames of reference’ (Tolbert, 1988 in Sohn, 1994). Even when 
managers know less about their environments than they believe, activities are 
preferable, because they provide experience and develop flexibility through 
knowledge. Activity is driven by routines and organizations enact the environment 
while routine functioning and apply routine responses to this enacted 
environment (March, 1981). Even a large and highly mechanized plant keeps 
going largely because of “… an environment upon which it could draw for all 

                                                 
24 Uncertainty in the sense of events not definitely known or decided and differing from risk: “The 
distinction between them is roughly that risk refers to situations where the perceived likelihoods of 
events of interest can be represented by probabilities, whereas uncertainty refers to situations 
where the information available to the decision-maker is too imprecise to be summarized by a 
probability measure.” (Epstein, 1999: 579) 
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sorts of unexpected need” (Hayek, 1945: 524) and is able to proceed untrammeled 
by considering differentials in profitability. 

Environmental challenges that could result in outsourcing and insourcing break 
down conventional boundaries both within and between organizations (Elharidy 
et al., 2013). Different ways of organizing are ‘a matter of reframing’ (Hedberg et 
al., 1994: 2). The control perspective shows “… the way the enterprise’s relations 
with its environment are maintained” (Puxty and Chua, 1989: 137). Control of 
outsourcing must analyze the reciprocal and mutually supportive roles of the 
organization and its environments. However, “… intervening organizational and 
environmental variables make the measurement of performance relationships 
extremely difficult.” (Simons, 1994: 184) Furthermore, control is not only a 
matter of how to govern the exchange; it is a control decision whether the 
exchange is to take place at all (Sohn, 1994). Samuelson (1994) suggests that 
uncertainty, related to future change faced by the organization, is the basic cause 
of demand for control in organizations.  

Management control is concerned with how management can get the 
organization to respond to environmental disturbances (Cooper et al., 1989). 
Internal and external environmental changes affect management and require 
flexibility25, a wider focus, more adaptation, and, above all, a willingness to learn, 
which will be further discussed in Chapter 6. 

Most changes in organizations do not result from extraordinary organizational 
processes and forces, but from relatively stable routine processes that relate 
organizations to their environment (March, 1981). Adapting to changes requires 
a different emphasis but also a different time framing. Change is dependent on 
new use of information, which often means that new information must be 
acquired from the outside world. The new sourcing relation is less familiar; it 
seldom fits, and brings both disruption and uncertainty (Macdonald, 1995). A 
sourcing relation, unlike a single event, develops over time and envelops different 
activities. Unless the effect of such changes is understood and assessed, 
organizational control systems are likely to be characterized by uncertainty, double 
binds, control illusions, doubts, and frustrations (Dunbar, 1981), because changes 
in routines are assumed to have effects on information, behavior, and resource 
flows, as discussed in Chapter 3. 

                                                 
25 On flexibility in the management accounting context, see, e.g. Abernethy and Lillis (1995), 
Miller and O’Leary (1997), and Mouritsen (1999) 
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Change entails the doing of something different. Changes in the scope of supplies, 
alters a company’s control boundaries. To cope with uncertainty deriving from 
external sources, the organization tries to achieve predictability and control 
through regulation of transactions at the boundaries. It could also try to move its 
boundaries to “incorporate unreliable units” (Thompson, 1967: 159). 
Controllers, evaluating managerial and organizational performance, are claimed 
to identify and link processes across operations and develop performance 
measurement systems that assist management in organizations that undergo 
change (Kaplan and Norton, 1992, 1993, 1996a, 1996b; Horngren et al., 1999). 
This is in line with the conventional approach to management control, seen as 
“… the ways in which management can change the organization (e.g. its 
technology, personnel, information, behavior) to respond to exogenous and 
uncontrollable environmental disturbances.” (Cooper et al., 1989: 247)  

Ongoing external changes demonstrate to become interlinked with organizational 
circumstances that connect to management accounting change (Miller and 
O’Leary, 1993; Vaivio, 1999). Accounting information absorbs uncertainty, 
shapes expectations, and creates visibility, being part of the information flows 
spanning the boundary (Simons, 1994; Ezzamel et al., 1997; Prahalad and 
Ramaswamy, 2000). The controller and the accounting system used to capture 
and select what is produced as knowledge in the patterning of organizational 
reality and rationality (Weick, 1979; Lowe, 2001). Various choices are considered, 
and control is related to both authority and internal/external relationships 
including outsourcing, strategic alliances, networks, and virtual organizations 
(Ferreira and Otley, 2009). In the control perspective, structures and boundaries 
are linked to the organizational routines of the firm. Boundaries demarcate. As 
Cooper (1986) noted, organizing is synonymous with distinguishing that which 
belongs from that which is outside. To be part of a firm is to be subject to that 
organization’s system of accountability (Roberts and Scapens, 1985). 
Organizations try to achieve predictability and accountability through regulation 
and control at their boundaries. 

Uncertainty emanating from external sources alters a company’s control 
boundaries. Boundaries are of interest for the analysis because they mark the 
organizations’ span of control (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978) and differentiate 
between different points of view. Organizational domain has been defined by “… 
technology included, population served, and services rendered” (Thompson, 
1967: 40). This definition could be applied from both a control perspective and 
from the earlier discussed knowledge perspective in Chapter 4. 
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There are four features of interest to a long-term outsourcing relationship (Van 
der Meer-Kooistra and Scapens, 2008: 369): Exchange of knowledge (1), co-
operation in competition (2), flexibility in standardized systems (3), and 
leadership change (4). To create a ‘win-win’ situation in the sourcing relation, 
exchanges of knowledge were provided for in contractual agreement. To secure 
co-operation is important for the exchange of knowledge; at the same time 
maintain a competitive relationship is important for efficiency. The need for 
changes in leadership was influenced by changes in confidence, trust and 
commitment during the development of the relationship (Langfield-Smith and 
Smith, 2003). This has been noted in the analysis of Adecco’s relation to 
SunLibrary in Chapter 1. In Adecco the efficiency of day-to-day operations of the 
SunLibrary required standardization but also access to proprietary and 
confidential information prevented by Sun Microsystem (Hill, 1998: 48). The 
boundaries between SunLibrary and Sun Microsystem as well as Adecco had 
problems in shaping the domain of control. 

The concept of ‘organizational boundary’ is defined through processes of 
inclusion and exclusion that mark the limits of the organization and maintain the 
organization as a unified entity (Llewellyn, 1994). Boundaries can be defined in 
several different spheres of organizational activities: physical, productive, 
financial, psychological, legal, or temporal (Perlow, 1998). Llewellyn (1994) 
further discusses how financial reporting, through quantification of assets and 
liabilities, manages the boundary as a threshold between the organization and its 
environment, whereas management accounting functions as the binding structure 
that preserves the organizational unity both in time and space (Cooper, 1990; 
Kjellström, 2017). 

“The boundary is where the discretion of that organization to control an activity 
is less than the discretion of another organization or individual to control that 
activity.” (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978: 32) Management exerts control over what 
happens within the organization but has almost no control over what happens 
outside the organization. Barriers to resource mobility may be of both economic 
and social origin (Oliver, 1997). The normal response by senior management is 
to increase security by property rights (Badaracco, 1991 in Macdonald, 1995: 
562). This is also shown in the SunLibrary case, where the computer company 
Sun Microsystems finally convened the eight outsourced workers into full-time, 
regular staff (Hill, 1998: 46). 

From the open system perspective, the organizational boundary is permeable, 
allowing input output flows of exchange (Llewellyn, 1994) and “… its activities, 
and its outcomes are strongly influenced by environmental factors” (Scott, 1987: 
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23). However, Thompson (1967) found that firms tried to isolate their technical 
cores from environmental influences by establishing boundary spanning to reduce 
environmental uncertainties and isolate knowledge based on core competences 
and routines. Boundary spanning units are created by linking uncertainty 
reducing activities within the organization to activities in the environment. 
Controlling transactions give opportunity to access critical information and thus 
power to define and monitor interpretation of the organizational reality (Morgan, 
1986/2006). Regulation of transactions at the boundaries of the organization 
helps create reliable units as part of that organization’s accountability. Several 
boundaries are exposed, challenged, and extended in an outsourcing situation, 
which could bring understanding to the binding structures represented by 
organizational routines. The crucial problem for boundary spanning units is to 
adjust, not coordinate, and to level environmental variables that are not controlled 
by the organization. Whether the same would be found when analyzing 
organizational routines in an outsourcing situation will be discussed later in 
Chapter 8. 

Boundary management is seen as an essential organizational activity, where the 
identities of the organization and its environment are established and maintained 
(Cooper, 1986). Boundary management is usually accomplished by people in 
leadership positions (Llewellyn, 1994). The role of middle management and key 
employees as boundary spanners is important because as gatekeepers they get 
external information preeminent for the link between internal and external 
systems, where specific local information, particularly ‘tacit knowing’ (Polanyi, 
1967) through knowledge sharing in the decision-making processes must be built 
on trust (Macdonald, 1995; Davenport and Prusak, 1998). 

The traditional management control perspective that provides predetermined and 
highly structured information seems inappropriate for governing lateral relations. 
Instead, new forms of control practice26 are needed when activities span the 
boundaries of the firm; concepts like flexibility, interdependence, learning, and 
organic structures have been used. In lateral relationships, different backgrounds, 
knowledge and experience need to be shared between the parties (Van der Meer-
Kooistra and Scapens, 2008). To give greater emphasis to the external 
environment the definition of manager responsibilities (Horngren et al., 1999: 
17) must be reconstructed. 

                                                 
26 Diagnostic and interactive roles (Simons, 1995) or coercive and enabling roles (Ahrens and 
Chapman, 2002) 
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A routine may involve extensive direct interactions with the organization’s 
environment and the making of numerous ‘choices’ that are contingent both upon 
the state of the environment and the state of the organization itself, but these 
choices involve no process of deliberation by top management. (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982: 125) 

Various types of rights and control associated with resources are shared between 
firms. It will have consequences in the sourcing situation (Kraaijenbrink et al., 
2010). Social knowledge as a control mechanism for economic exchanges 
(Tolbert, 1988 in Sohn, 1994) is a valuable supplementary control mechanism 
with which equity positions may be reduced, because ownership positions are 
important means of control. A transaction cost economics approach to the 
adoption and design of management control structures is static of nature because 
of its lack of attention to gradual developments that occur through interaction of 
actors (Vosselman and Van der Meer-Kooistra, 2006). This may be the case when 
an outsourcer like Sun still adopts a contract even if a trust pattern has been 
developed with Adecco through different earlier experiences. 

There are also means of knowledge and control to consider such as superior access 
to raw materials, distribution channels, managerial and contractual arrangements, 
and diversification. The impact of outsourcing will be further emphasized and 
connected to boundary discussions. Perspective taking is never a one-to-one 
mapping of meanings, so through the construction of boundary objects, different 
perspectives can be brought into dialogue. In the absence of boundary objects, the 
possibility of perspective taking and the opportunity for knowledge work in the 
firm is limited (Boland and Tenkasi, 1995), as discussed in Chapter 4 and to be 
further elaborated in Chapter 8. 

Controlling the input output flows of exchange gives access to knowledge. Flows 
created by the routines continue to exercise their controlling effects, pushing the 
organization in directions important for learning and change. These discussions 
will serve as a starting point to intertwine and appreciate the interrelationship 
between knowledge, control, and learning to be further developed in Chapter 7. 

5.6 Conclusions on the Aspect of Control  

To conclude, the aspect of control, looked upon through the perspective of 
management control, has shown how management exerts control over processes 
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in the organization that determine or intentionally affect what is accomplished. 
The hierarchical, functional, and divisional patterns are reproduced though the 
operation of systems of accountability, where the subordinate accounts to the 
superior (Roberts and Scapens, 1985). 

The interaction between the formal and the informal controls, both horizontally 
and vertically, is seen as a valuable alternative to the bureaucratic control systems 
(Ouchi, 1980; Tolbert, 1988 in Sohn, 1994; Tuomela, 2005). Social controls 
become preferable when behavior and outcomes can be measured precisely, and 
rational controls lose their efficacy (Ouchi, 1979: 845). To balance between the 
technical and behavioral dimensions of control (Macintosh, 1994), the control 
frameworks of both Simons (1995) and Ferreira and Otley (2009) have 
emphasized how important social controls like the belief and boundary systems 
are in communicating core-values to empower the employees and stimulate 
learning (Nixon and Burns, 2005). However, informal control processes such as 
group norms, socialization, and culture are not explicitly elaborated in this study, 
neither destructive traits like uncertainty, conflicts, or fear of failure and anxiety 
(Weick, 1979). 

The control aspect was considered an important lever of performance of interest 
for the structure, the accountability, the coordination, and the communication of 
knowledge in the firm. The control issues at the strategic, management, and 
operational levels are complex. Control could be seen as the knowledge relations 
that render reflexivity, boundary objects, and perspective taking possible. 

Outside of the conventional management control framework, performance 
management and measurements have developed as an independent momentum 
(Kaplan and Norton, 2004). Even if the concept of control is of a one-sided nature 
in management control relations (Van der Meer-Kooistra and Scapens, 2008), the 
term control covers also lateral relations. In knowledge-intensive firms lateral 
rather than hierarchical organizational control systems have developed. Also, the 
boundary of the organization has been challenged by new business models that 
make extensive use of alliances, clusters and partnerships, outsourcing and ‘off-
shoring’. Here, the control systems are poor channels for new information because 
the boundary of the organization is a barrier (Badaracco, 1991). It emphasizes 
external conditions, which will have consequences for the further discussions in 
Chapter 7 on control and predictability. 

It has been shown how firms that outsource must renounce control over 
knowledge of how to perform the outsourced function, or activity. Control lapses 
cause memory lapses (Nelson and Winter, 1982) that have effect on control of 
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work routines in the organization. Outsourced routines are removed from the 
accountability of the organization (Elharidy et al., 2013).  

The traditional management control perspective would be too inflexible for the 
types of lateral relations and would constrain the autonomy of the parties and 
thereby severely inhibit the creation of trust (Das and Teng, 2001; Van der Meer-
Kooistra and Scapens, 2008). Trust between parties and new centers of 
accountability, both formal and informal, at lower levels of the organization, 
crisscross different boundaries and play a major role in performance evaluation of 
individuals and groups, as well as departments, divisions and the entire 
organization (Ferreira and Otley, 2009). Lateral relations can enable organizations 
to cope with uncertainty by exploiting specific local information, particularly of 
the tacit dimension (Polanyi, 1966), through information and knowledge sharing. 
Control over information for defining responsibilities between the parties 
involved in outsourcing or technical requirements used to stimulate coordination 
between autonomous, independent parties, highly differs from the traditional 
hierarchical top-down control (Van der Meer-Kooistra and Scapens, 2008). The 
control problem is related to exchange and the fact that the inputs are 
heterogeneous. As material, human energy, and information enter and leave the 
organization, responsible management demands that formal agreement and 
transactions should be monitored and accounted for (Macdonald, 1995). 
Controls of the interactive processes are important for “… capitalizing on the 
knowledge of others” (Ford et al., 1998: 240) and “… to learn from each other 
and to master the shared assumptions, the complex rules, the normative codes, 
the underlying institutional logic … to control the construction of the everyday 
reality.” (Jackall, 1988: 18) 

The organizational routines survive the individual actor and uphold both control 
and knowledge, representing successful experiences and approximating future 
learning (Nelson and Winter, 1982). However, the employees are not a taken for 
granted resource that are hired for what they already know; they are to be 
considered for what they will be able to learn, as will be further considered in 
Chapter 6 on organizational learning. 
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 An Organizational Learning  
    Perspective 

This perspective presupposes a routine-based, history-dependent, and target oriented 
view according to the behavioral studies of the organization, indicating that 
organizations learn by encoding history into routines that guide behavior and survive 
the individual actor. Organizational learning involves both the discarding of obsolete 
knowledge and the acquiring of new concepts and structures. To understand the 
consequences of outsourcing and insourcing, it is important to look at how 
organizational routines might change due to acquired new knowledge, experiences in 
communities of practice, or modification due to evaluation of outcome. 

6.1 The Concept of Learning 

Learning is seen as the alteration of behavior as a result of experience. Cognitive, 
emotional, and environmental influences, as well as prior experience, play a part 
in how understanding, or a world view, is acquired or changed, as well as how 
knowledge and skills are retained. Learning theories are conceptual frameworks 
describing how information is absorbed, processed, and retained during learning. 
It is an ongoing pattern of attitudes and actions by individuals and groups, 
employed in dealing with novel and messy events in the practicing of 
communities, teams, and personal networks (Behlol and Dad, 2010). Learning 
theory distinguishes between learning as addition, indicating starting or adding 
something new, and learning as reconstruction indicating change or 
transformation (Illeris, 2015).  

Learning is different from acquiring pieces of knowledge because learning involves 
the development of shared experiences in communities of practice; it stresses 
shared practice within which learning takes place (Lave and Wenger, 1991; 
Wenger, 1998; Lam, 2014). However, communities of practice may have limited 
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capacity to create new “… knowledge because of the strong convergence of 
competence and experience inside the community.” (Lam, 2014: 95). 
Communities of practice are “… groups of people informally bound together by 
shared expertise and passion for a joint enterprise” (Wenger and Snyder, 2000: 
139).  

The term learning is comprehensive, covering a wide range of activities and modes 
of learning: Learning by trial and error (Thorndike 1874-1949), learning by 
conditioning (Pavlov, 1849-1936; Skinner, 1904-1990), learning by insight, i.e., 
by understanding or perception of the situation (Köhler, 1887-1967), and 
learning by imitation (Miller, 1909-2002; John Dollard, 1900-1980). 

The learning processes are often interpersonal and “… very much a social, not a 
solitary, phenomenon …” (Simon, 1991: 115). Learning is to a large extent 
achieved within the social and collaborative processes. Learning does not rest with 
the individual but is a social process that is situated in a cultural and historical 
context dependent on the information known and present in the organizational 
context, which will be discussed below in Section 6.3. The difference between 
individual and organizational learning corresponds to the difference between 
knowledge memorized in the mind of the individual, and the memory housed in 
a project group or stored in documents or computer files. The individuals’ 
learning activities are facilitated or inhibited by organizational learning (Argyris, 
1977b). 

The four learning processes intuition, interpreting, integrating and 
institutionalizing operate over different levels:  

… intuition occurs at the individual level and institutionalizing at the 
organizational level; however, interpreting bridges the individual and group levels, 
while integration links the group and organizational levels. (Crossan et al., 1999: 
525) 

Learning is seen as situated within the ‘interactive context’, not in the nodes, but 
in the connection between nodes i.e., not in the individuals, but in the links 
between individuals (Fisher and White, 2000).  

What an individual learns in an organization is very much dependent on what is 
already known to (or believed by) other members of the organization and what 
kinds of information are present in the organizational environment. (Simon, 1991: 
125)  
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Consequently, there is more to organizational learning than the cumulative result 
of the organizational members’ learning. 

6.2 Organizational Learning 

Organizational learning has hitherto been viewed as ‘bundles’ of individual 
learning under the monitoring of top management. March’s (1991) concept of 
organizational learning is based on a view, where the individuals are more or less 
unrelated competitors in the organization.  

But we must be careful not to adopt too strict a definition of organizational 
learning… All learning takes place inside individual human heads; an organization 
learns in only two ways: (a) by the learning of its members, or (b) by ingesting new 
members who have knowledge the organization didn't previously have. (Simon, 
1991: 125) 

Organizational learning refers to processes by which information is found, 
acquired, and used (Hedberg, 1981). Eneroth (1997) found that differences in 
defining organizational learning depends on if one sees learning as brought about 
by information or learning as based on insights or routines within the 
organization. Bontis (1999) also suggests that there exists a continual loop in 
which stocks and flows of knowledge constantly reinforce one another and 
provide output for the system. Organizational learning as such is a path-
dependent process (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990), whereby investment in one time 
period often generates growth options in later time periods (Itami, 1987).  

Organizational learning is a reflective process, played out by members at all levels 
of the organization that involves the collection of information from both the 
external and internal environments. This information is filtered through a 
collective sense-making process, which results in shared interpretations that can be 
used to investigate actions resulting in enduring changes to the organization’s 
behavior and theories-in-use. (Fisher and White, 2000: 245) 

Organizational learning is the process through which the firm acquires 
information and knowledge for adequate understanding of the internal system 
and the external environment (Lind and Rhenman, 1989). The purpose of 
learning is to improve performance and to master the environment (Katona in 
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Hedberg, 1981: 5). There are several factors (Fiol and Lyles, 1985) influencing 
the probability to learn, such as corporate culture, strategies allowing flexibility 
and structures promoting innovativeness and environmental insights. In addition, 
environments affect learning and learning is facilitated when the environment 
gives opportunities for experimental learning to understand elements of the 
environment (Hedberg, 1981). Too much turbulence can prohibit learners from 
mapping the environment. Turbulent environments, where the elements are 
highly interconnected and under rapid change, demand more control capacity 
than organizations normally possess. Change does not necessarily imply learning. 
Even if “… some learning manifests as observable changes in worker behaviours 
and work routines. Other learning is not …” (Berta et al., 2015: 142). 

To further qualify organizational learning, it could be seen as enabling new 
opportunities to be identified and thereby defined as “… the process within the 
organization by which knowledge about action outcome relationships and the 
effect of the environment on these relationships is developed …” (Duncan and 
Weiss in Weick, 1991: 120).  

Organizational learning becomes apparent when patterns of behaviour in the 
organization change and takes place when “… organizations increase their 
understanding of reality by observing the results of their acts” (Hedberg, 1981: 
3), and if, through the processing of information, the range of their “… potential 
behaviors is changed” (Huber, 1996: 126).  

The content of organizational learning is shaped by events themselves but also by 
the ‘inherited knowledge’ influenced by the founders and the founding (Huber, 
1996) as well as by the framework within which the events are interpreted in the 
specific firm.  

6.3 Learning in the Firm 

Organizations are assumed able to build knowledge around the recurrent tasks 
that they perform (Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson and Winter, 1982). An 
organization learns when it changes through experiences in collective action. The 
learning organization as a system thinking concept was introduced to deal with 
prerequisites for personal learning within an organizational frame in order to 
transfer individual learning to an overall organizational level (Senge, 1992). Even 
if the learning organization collects and processes business information from both 
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external and internal organizational environments and accumulates, it as 
knowledge (Daft and Weick, 1984) the learning organization has been criticized 
for emphasizing internal aspects because “... the ability of a firm to recognize the 
value of new, external information, assimilate it, and apply it to commercial ends 
is critical to its innovative capabilities.” (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990: 128).  

Capabilities of the firm may also improve through use i.e. learning by doing, 
which also indicates that they could deteriorate through disuse. The firm’s 
absorptive capacity refers to the organization’s ability to acquire, assimilate, and 
exploit knowledge. It is understood from the structures of communication 
between the external environment and the organization but also between the 
subunits and the expertise of the organization (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990: 
132).27 Organizations with a higher capacity to absorb knowledge have a higher 
propensity to utilize and circulate it. 

However, there is no real collaboration in the learning organization (Senge, 1992) 
that tends to focus on the business leader as a facilitator and coach responsible for 
learning. The results of previous experiences and learning more or less dictate the 
objectives and strategies that the managers of the organization pursue (Cyert and 
March, 1963).  

The term ‘capabilities’ emphasizes the key role of strategic management in 
adapting, integrating, and reconfiguring internal and external organizational 
skills, resources, and functional competences to match the requirements of a 
changing environment (Teece et al., 1997: 515).  

... it is largely a function of the firm's level of prior related knowledge. The 
discussion focuses on the cognitive basis for an individual's absorptive capacity 
including, in particular, prior related knowledge and diversity of background. We 
then characterize the factors that influence absorptive capacity at the organizational 
level, how an organization's absorptive capacity differs from that of its individual 
members, and the role of diversity of expertise within an organization. (Cohen and 
Levinthal, 1990: 128) 

Knowing that it is important to pay attention to the role of different settings in 
learning and knowing that the specialists’ capacity cultivates through multiple 

                                                 
27 How firms are located in different institutional contexts differ according to Lam (2000) in their 
capability to mobilize learning capacity. Her ‘societal’ approach in industrial sociology in not 
discussed in this study. 
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contexts, it could be been questioned why experts are placed in central locations 
(Tyre and von Hippel, 1997).  

It has also been questioned how the communities of practice should be managed 
to reach a balance between control and autonomy in supporting them to transfer 
existing knowledge or to explore new knowledge (Borzillo, 2017). 

Argyris’ definition of organizational learning (1977) as the process of ‘detection 
and correction of errors’, must be seen as paying attention also to the capacity that 
implicitly knows if and when the process is unable to detect and correct errors. 
Like the concept of control discussed in Section 5.1, mistakes are to be rectified 
and prevented from recurring.  

Knowledge acquisition, information distribution, information interpretation, and 
organizational memory are integrally linked to organizational learning (Huber, 
1996). However, attaining desired ends as a process of regulation and monitoring 
for the achievement of goals (Das and Teng, 2001) is not explicitly indicated.  

It is assumed that the overwhelming amount of learning done in an organization 
that focuses on solving problems in the present and improve efficiency of existing 
routines or processes without examining the appropriateness of current learning 
behaviors, or questioning underlying program, is ‘adaptive learning’ or ‘single 
loop learning’28 (Argyris, 1977a; Berta et al., 2015). “Most organizations, often 
without realizing it, create systems of learning that suppress double loop inquiry 
and make it very difficult for even well designed information system to be 
effective.” (Argyris, 1977a: 114) 

Trouble arises when the technology is ineffective and fundamental assumptions 
underlying the existing ways of doing work must be questioned (Orlikowski, 
1991; Senge 1992). The increasing uncertainty of the environment requests an 
organization able to focus on ‘double-loop learning’29 (Argyris, 1977a; Argyris and 
Schön, 1978) or ‘generative learning’ that anticipates goals and processes, reacting 
to changes and complexity. ‘Triple loop learning’30 refers to reflective learning, 

                                                 
28 Single loop learning “… will tend to fall within the confines of what is acceptable. This is called 
single-loop ”… like a thermostat, individuals learn only about those subjects within the confines 
of their program. They will find out how well they are hitting their goal (maintaining a particular 
temperature).” (Argyris, 1976: 32)  
29 Double loop learning “… will confront the validity of the goal or the values implicit in the 
situation” …“confronts the basic assumptions behind ideas or present views and that publicly tests 
hypotheses.” (Argyris 1976: 32, 34) 
30 Triple-loop learning is a conceptualization that has little theoretical rooting according to critics 
(Tosey et al., 2012); thus not used here. 
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i.e., learning to improve the learning processes (Berta el al., 2015). However, 
single, double, or triple loop as organizational learning is hardly supported by any 
empirical works (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Huber, 1996).  

Even if organizational learning is seen as an adaptive change process, influenced 
by past experience and focused on developing or modifying routines to be 
supported by organizational members, organizational learning did not really 
identify the importance of teams and networks (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). 
Borgatti and Cross (2003) suggest that a social network perspective enriches the 
understanding of collective learning in organizations in transforming individual 
information into team knowledge. Learning could be seen as a process of 
becoming a member of a community of practice, through legitimate peripheral 
participation, i.e., apprenticeship (Kolb and Kolb, 2005: 200). A team and a 
community-of-practice are different concepts. There is this distinction; a 
community of practice is a group of specialists that learn together, while a team is 
defined by the joint task they must accomplish (Wenger and Snyder, 2000; 
Pandey and Dutta, 2013; Farnswoth et al., 2016). Communities of practice are 
emergent, they exist within a business unit or stretch across divisional boundaries 
(Wenger and Snyder, 2000).  

The routine-based approach of this study that sees the routinized business 
operations and the control systems of the firm as able to generate learning through 
the process of repetition and experimentation (Teece et al., 1997; Napiet and 
Ghoshal, 1998) will be further explained in the next Section 6.4. Organizational 
learning is thus discussed as a routine-based activity that is embedded and 
remembered in particular firm settings. The individual organization learns by 
changing its actual routines or the repertoire of organizational routines (Larsson 
et al., 1998). 

Organizational learning is, however, not equated to simple transfer of knowledge 
or best practice. To determine the magnitude of organizational learning it must 
be conceptualized as both the achievement of knowledge and the impact that the 
achieved knowledge has on the reinforcement of routines or change in routines 
(Saka-Helmhout, 2010). The knowledge-based views (Kogut and Zander, 1993; 
Hall, 1993; Grant, 1996, 1997; Spender, 1996, 1998; Sveiby, 1997) see firms’ 
specific resources such as routines, capabilities, and competencies as central. The 
firm’s performance becomes a matter of routine in order to release time and energy 
for investigation of novel events. 
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6.4 Organizational Learning in Routines 

Organizations learn by encoding inferences from history into organizational 
routines, which, in guiding behavior, encode knowledge and capabilities to 
improve over time (Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson and Winter, 1982). It means 
that organizational learning is viewed as “… routine-based, history-dependent, 
and target-oriented …” (Levitt and March, 1996: 516). Routines are the key 
mechanism in organizational learning; the stabilizing structure of the 
organizational routines is emphasized (Feldman and Pentland, 2003).  

However, routines not only manage regularities but also deviations. Information 
about uncertainties is therefore seen as switching activation among routines. How 
interactions between the ostensive and the performative aspects of the routine 
create changes, where organizational learning could be the outcome has already 
been discussed in Section 3.3. Organizational learning suggests change but there 
is a suspicion that it is contradicted and opposed by the control system of the firm 
that aims at stability not at change. Learning may therefore not directly result in 
observable changes in behavior, but “… more organizational learning occurred 
when more and more varied interpretations have been developed, because such 
development changes the range of the organization’s potential behaviors.” 
(Huber, 1996: 126) 

Whether the process by which firms acquire, assimilate, transform and exploit 
knowledge to produce a dynamic organizational capability is labelled ‘learning’ or 
‘absorption’. The creation of dynamic capabilities depends on underlying routines 
that change. If the routines display inertia, absorptive capacity will be low, 
learning will be slow, and the capabilities of the organizational may not be 
particularly dynamic. 

Organizational routines often emerge through gradual multi-actor learning, 
which could introduce the team to be highlighted as a potential lever to enhance 
organizational performance (Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996; Huber, 1996; Levitt 
and March, 1996). Knowledge, gained from significant organizational experiences 
in work processes or product architecture, is integrated into the organization’s 
operations (Cross and Baird, 2000). As already discussed in Section 3.1 a routine 
is a repository of organizational memory that is upheld and transmitted by 
standard operating procedures as well as customs, symbols, myths, cultures, and 
professional groups. The metaphor of a stage is used to illustrate the organizational 
memory; a stage where the tradition of plays and standards remain as time passes: 
“The actors act, but they are directed. They are assigned roles. They are assigned 
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scripts, and they become socialized into a theatre’s norms, beliefs, and behaviors.” 
(Hedberg, 1981: 6) 

Members come and go, leaderships change, and learning requires both change and 
stability i.e., organizations’ have memories that “… preserve certain behavior, 
mental maps, norms, and value over time.” (Hedberg, 1981: 6)  

Pressure from the environment and performance of specific actions executed by 
specific people influence the performative aspect of the organizational routine. 
Even if organizational routines survive considerable turnover in individual actors, 
the initial incumbent matters as it comes to learning new routines, new to the 
organization (Miner, 1996; Miner and Mezias, 1996). Experience provides the 
historical perspective in form of accumulated knowledge from which to view new 
situations from both the external and internal organizational environments (Daft 
and Weick, 1984; Levitt and March, 1996; Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Fisher 
and White, 2000).  

Organizational learning is a social process. Members of an organization interact to 
construct meaning and knowledge about action-outcome relationships and about 
effects of the organizational context (learning environment) on those relationships. 
(Berta et al., 2015: 142) 

Knowledge and skills are built by employees and routines working together while 
getting exposed to others’ knowledge in the light of their tacit knowing 
(Mortensen and Beyene, 2009). The organization’s memory (Cross and Baird, 
2000: 70) is thus embedded in the minds of its employees and in the relationships 
from accomplishing work in groups and projects teams. The group-level is crucial 
in routine change because it fosters learning and the articulation of knowledge 
(Dittrich et al., 2016). It strengthens learning by embedding knowledge that has 
been cultivated in work processes and support systems and databases as well as in 
products and services evolved over time. The organization is the promoter of order 
and durability as well as the provider of the context that link individual memories 
together. Therefore, to view organizational memory as reducible to an individual 
member’s memory would be to  

… overlook, or undervalue, the linking of those individual memories by shared 
experiences in the past, experiences that have established the extremely detailed 
and specific communication system that underlies routine performance. (Nelson 
and Winter, 1982: 105) 
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Current organizational routines represent the organization’s memory of what 
appeared to be successful in the past (Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson and Winter, 
1982). An organization remembers by keeping “… equipment, structures, and 
work environment in some degree of order and repair.” (Nelson and Winter, 
1982: 105) Efforts have thus been made to build technical infrastructures that 
support knowledge capture and dissemination. The behavioral patterns of the 
individual firm are characterized by ‘continuity’. The concept of ‘routine 
operation’ implies that neither equipment nor structures of the organization 
undergo radical and discontinuous change. Employees continue their ‘repertoire’ 
of routines. It indicates that they know what and when to perform and are being 
able to discern the implications in the immediate environment in “… changes 
that others, by merely doing their jobs, have produced.” (Nelson and Winter, 
1982: 102) The organization is thus seen as having no trouble conforming to 
routines. Therefore, firms may be expected to behave in the future according to 
the routines they have employed in the past, and in ways that resemble the 
behavior that simply followed the routines of the past (Nelson and Winter, 1982). 

The knowledge of the organizational routines marks the point that learning has 
reached so far (Winter, 1996). The dilemma here is that the organization is “… 
expected to encounter difficulty in departing from its prevailing routines …” 
(Nelson and Winter, 1982: 112). No further learning occurs because of 
complacency, i.e., the uncritical satisfaction with the firm’s achievements, without 
pressure to develop. As assumed in the hypothesis, control processes also tend 
work against learning while they “… resist mutations, even ones that present 
themselves as desirable innovations.” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 116) It is also 
unlikely that a firm’s current portfolio of invisible assets matches the changing 
environment (Itami, 1987). Environmental changes create uncertainty, while the 
organization relies on previous successful behavior and strongly resists 
restructuring because the organization’s environmental maps tend to be rigid 
(Weick, 1969).  

However, according to the evolutionary approach, the firm is operating routines 
in both productive and developing activities (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Rathe 
and Witt, 2001). Reframing seems to require restructuring of the definitions that 
refer to the firm’s worldview, or conditions, necessary for changes.  

The events, procedures, technical systems, and daily routines embedded in a given 
setting provide learnings with both specific clues as to the nature of the problem 
(or solution), and tools or resources to aid investigation. (Tyre and Von Hippel, 
1997: 73) 
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Settings for learning is of significance. Employees learn how to function in a 
community and how to to acquire the viewpoint and the language of the 
community (Brown and Duguid, 1991; Lave and Wenger, 1991). The concept 
of community of practice (Wenger, 2000) indicates a functioning team, a group 
of professional individuals, together performing a set of organizational tasks. 
These collaborative processes are necessary to be able to understand complex 
organizational problems because different settings provide different opportunities 
for learning that 

… are more fluid and interpenetrative than bounded, often crossing the restrictive 
boundaries of the organization to incorporate people from outside. (Brown and 
Duguid, 1991: 49) 

… sources of innovation can lie outside an organization among its customers and 
suppliers. Emergent communities of the sort we have outlined that span the 
boundaries of an organization would then seem a likely conduit of external and 
innovative views into an organization. (Brown and Duguid, 1991: 54) 

The state of knowledge in the organizational context is subject to change as a 
consequence of different proceedings like (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 64): 
deliberate choice or unchosen and unwelcome processes, as well as learning by 
doing jobs more efficiently or drawing on what others already know. 
Interorganizational connections such as outsourcing provide perspectives on the 
transfer of knowledge embedded in practices or routines that indicate changes 
where organizational learning might occur (Argote and Miron-Spector, 2011). 

In a recent presentation on temporary, cross-boundary projects (Baldessarelli, 
2018: 1) there is pointed out that organizational outcomes depends on multiple 
interrelated routines through the joint efforts of actors that come from different 
organizations and communities. It is an interesting though different analysis of 
eight design projects on interrelated routines across multiple boundaries based on 
a field study at a design agency explicitly recognizes the role of emotions expressed 
toward artifacts.  

However, in this study it is not possible to consider an interaction effect in 
interorganizational relationships, because the problematics in knowledge, control, 
and learning is examined from just one of the two parties, the outsourcing 
company. In this study no emphasis is put on the “… different types of learning 
processes that firms undergo through the accumulation of experience in the 
management of strategic alliances” or different types of ‘cooperative ventures’ 
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(Larsson et al., 1998; Zollo et al., 2002: 702). Moreover, there is no attention put 
on how ”… interorganizational learning among the interacting organizations are 
determined by the combination of their individual learning strategies.” (Larsson 
et al., 1999: 125)  

6.5 Learning in the Sourcing Situation  

When the firm adapts to expectations and feedback on outcome, changes manifest 
themselves as adjustments of organizational routines to relate to the experiences 
of change (Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson and Winter, 1982). The evolutionary 
approach focuses on the firm as a ‘repository of productive knowledge’ that 
transfers and recombine organizational capabilities and firm specific competencies 
(Nooteboom, 1992; Teece et al., 1994; Montgomery, 1994; Langlois and 
Robertson, 1995; Winter, 1998; Witt, 1998).  

The rational of the internal organization is to stimulate ongoing learning 
processes, where the firm is assumed to have superior capabilities relative to 
market in developing “… knowledge about how to coordinate complex 
production systems.” (Foss and Foss, 2000: 17) Following Schumpeter (in Zander 
and Kogut, 1995), new knowledge can be created either through an incremental 
change that develops existing knowledge or through a more radical change i.e., 
innovation. New resources, including knowledge, are created through two generic 
processes: combination and exchange. Both types of knowledge creation involve 
making new combinations either by combining elements previously unconnected, 
or by developing novel ways of combining elements previously associated. The 
firm accounts for processes of specialization and internal division of labor 
acquiring, combining, utilizing and maintaining technological and commercial 
knowledge. Knowledge already available within the organization facilitates what 
the organization is already doing but is not likely to make a major contribution 
to changes.  

For the organization to respond routinely with a wide variety of specialized routine 
performances, each “customized” for a particular configuration of the 
environment, members must be able to retain in repertoire the specialized 
individual routines involved, and to recall the meaning of a set of messages 
sufficiently rich to differentiate all the required performances from one another. 
(Nelson and Winter, 1982: 106) 
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Changes, in the inner and outer environments, challenge the “organisation’s 
cognitive structure” (Hedberg, 1981: 15). The process involves both learning new 
structures and discarding obsolete, misleading structures, including the 
‘managerial frames’ – the corporate equivalent of genetic coding – that limit 
management’s perception to a particular slice of reality.  

This genetic coding also encompasses beliefs, values, and norms about how best to 
motivate people; the right balance of internal corporation and competition; the 
relative ranking of shareholder, customer, and employee interests; and what 
behaviors to encourage and discourage … (Hamel and Prahalad, 1994: 49). 

The corresponding concept to genetic coding is ‘heuristics’. A heuristic is “… any 
principle or device that contributes to the reduction in the average search of 
solution …” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 132). In a change situation a set of 
heuristics will be brought along including the pattern of previous problem-solving 
ways built into the organizational routines. Bontis (1999) raises doubts about the 
firm’s capacity to leverage the routines. There is a thin line between the desire to 
institutionalize learning and the need to prevent the managerial frames from 
becoming rigid and inflexible. 

The ability of a firm to recognize the value of new, external information is critical 
to its innovative capabilities (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Larsson et al., 1998). 
Even if change is dependent on new information that must be acquired from the 
outside world, it is simply not enough to fit new information into existing 
knowledge.  

… spatial reach (range) that enables access to new knowledge should not be 
conflated with the social depth (cohesion) needed for its effective transfer and 
exploitation …. The integration of global spatial reach with local social depth is 
what is needed for learning and innovation in a globalizing knowledge economy. 
(Lam, 2014: 97) 

The external is commonly regarded as a catalyst, stirring into action a process, 
which is essentially internal to the organization, affecting both the buyer and the 
seller in the sourcing relationships. The buyer must bring home new information 
to be mixed with resident information in order to shape a novel pattern to be 
used. The ‘absorptive capacity’ is a function of the firm’s level of prior related 
knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990: 132). The installation of resources is 
connected into sets of complementary technology, equipment, and knowledge 
with its own internal logic that develops over time (Nelson and Winter, 1982). 
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Being embedded in the complexity and variation of the environment, the future 
development and knowledge of an investment has to be continuously updated 
beyond the particular application. The growth of the firm, as explained by 
Penrose, could therefore be seen as “… a theory of resource learning.” (Foss, 1997: 
12) 

Thus, as Penrose (1959) stressed, the services (i.e., its attributes) of an asset – say, 
a machine – are not given to the operating personnel in the firm that acquires the 
machine but has to be discovered by them in a learning by doing manner. (Foss 
and Foss, 2000: 16) 

Learning processes provide integration of acquired knowledge into organizational 
routines, which makes employees focus on certain information and knowledge 
and not on others. Consequently, growth of knowledge should not be thought of 
as the result of random learning but as correlated to developed procedures, 
competences, and techniques relevant to the ends or objectives discussed (Barnes, 
1977). An organization’s absorptive capacity is a product of both the “character 
and distribution of expertise within the organization” (Cohen and Levinthal 
1990: 132). Absorptive capacity accounts for both existing knowledge and 
relations with central individuals or coalitions identified as ‘boundary objects’ 
whose knowledge is likely to be influential in facilitating information exchange in 
light of new problems (Borgatti and Cross, 2003).  

As will be further discussed in Chapter 8 on Sourcing, a positive interaction may 
reduce access barriers and lead to interactions that increase knowledge of that 
source’s expertise. However, attempts to change routines could also provoke a 
conflict that is destructive to both the participants of the sourcing relation because 
prevailing routines define a truce. In the discussion of organizational changes, the 
simplistic assumption of the routinized behavior of the firm is made that imitation 
of routines could be perfectly accomplished, whereby capacity expansion is seen 
as a faultless replication of routine, and contraction is a simple scaling down of 
the same routinized pattern of operation (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 135). 

6.6 Conclusions on the Aspect of Learning  

In order to conclude, the aspect of learning – looked upon through the perspective 
of organizational learning – has shown that “… organizations are poor at 
improvising coordinated responses to novel situations.” (Nelson and Winter, 
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1982: 125) On the other hand, the survival and growth of firms strongly depend 
on the successful generation and absorption of new knowledge (Rathe and Witt, 
2001). Significant for the organizational learning perspective is that new 
knowledge is not reducible to any single installation of resource. In the basic 
model of organizational evolution, organizational action occurs through the 
repetition of standard operating procedures or routines, whereby valuable routines 
are retained from what appeared to be successful in the past, whereas less valuable 
routines expire (Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson and Winter, 1982; Miner and 
Mezias, 1996). Organizations thus learn by observing the results of their acts, 
encoding their experiences into organizational routines to guide future behavior. 
According to the adaptive, incremental learning approach, relatively small events 
can have an impact long after the period in which they occurred (Levitt and 
March, 1996). However, to the extent that success confirms the firm’s strategy, 
managers may come to believe that ‘doing more of the same’ is the surest way to 
prolong success (Hamel and Prahalad, 1994: 55). 

Does new knowledge emerge from here? Learning must be considered a social 
phenomenon, even if organizational learning is studied as a logistical process. 
Firms are social communities, which use their relational structures and shared 
coding schemes to reproduce capabilities and enhance the transfer and 
communication of new skills (Zander and Kogut, 1995). The interaction between 
learning and knowledge is conceptualized as ‘organizational memory’, assumed to 
reside in a system of coordination that combines relations, tasks and past track 
record of success into productive performance. The memory is held in the firm’s 
files, records, procedures, and policies, as well as in its culture, ‘theories-in-use’ 
(Argyris and Schön, 1996) and ‘communities-of-practice’ (Brown and Duguid, 
1991; Lave and Wenger, 1991), which makes the group-level a crucial factor 
(Dittrich et al., 2016). Knowing that the participation of a knower is required to 
handle tacit knowing and skills according to Polanyi (1967) and that there are 
differences to be recognized between knowledge memorized in the mind of the 
individual, and the memory housed in a project group, or the memory stored in 
documents or computer files. Considering routine change, the collective role and 
reflection is of importance both for the performative and the ostensive aspect of 
the routine (Dittrich et al., 2016). 

The sources of learning are connected also to the structures of communication 
between the organization and the external environment. Information in an 
organizational environment could thereby not be ignored even if a coherent view 
of the whole is difficult to share and needs the emphasis of technical 
infrastructures that support knowledge capture and dissemination. Innovations 
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cannot be assumed to be driven by individual geniuses that are supposed to have 
surfaced to top management positions. Innovations that involve change in 
routines or consists of new combinations of existing routines may be interpreted 
as organizational change (Loasby, 2000). Threats that escape the control system 
are seen as the worst because keeping the routines is understood as keeping things 
predictable and under control. To maintain adaptability, organizations need to 
operate themselves as ‘experimenting’ or ‘self-designing’ organizations, e.g. should 
maintain themselves in a state of frequent, nearly-continuous change in structures, 
processes, domains, goals, required for the survival in fast changing, unpredictable 
environments (Hedberg et al., 1976; Starbuck, 1983, 1996). 

Substantial changes in the relationship between the organization and the 
environment require that old responses be deleted or replaced in the memory and 
the boundaries of the firm transcended (Langlois and Robertson, 1995). A 
probable and desirable consequence of an ongoing state of experimentation is that 
the organization learns about a variety of design features and remains flexible 
(Hedberg et al. in Starbuck 1983). 

As environmental changes create uncertainty, the organization could resist total 
restructuring because the organization’s environmental maps tend to be rigid 
(Weick, 1969). Reframing in connection with outsourcing seems to demand 
restructuring of the definitions that refer to the firm’s boundary and activity. 
Knowledge that expands and increases beyond the firm’s ability to leverage is 
relevant to be further discussed in sourcing situations in Chapter 8. 

The accumulated knowledge provides a historical perspective to organizational 
learning that build and modify routines. Learning indicates the dynamics of 
organizational routines. To coordinate knowledge and shape performance control 
and learning must be balanced. These interactions will be further elaborated as 
organizational memory, accountability, and predictability in Chapter 7. 
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 Organizational Memory, 
    Accountability, and Predictability  

The second hermeneutic arc interprets the three aspects of knowledge, control, and 
learning in terms of intersections conceptualized as organizational memory, 
accountability, and predictability. Knowledge is stored in the organizational memory, 
out of which it can be activated and connected to learning. The analysis assumes 
knowledge and control to be intertwined in centers of accountability. Learning is 
connected to control but in the sense of change learning is opposed to control, which 
corresponds to stability and predictability. The dynamics of these new perspectives helps 
interpret the transfer and the transformation of organizational routines crossing the 
boundaries of a business organization, due to outsourcing. 

7.1 Continuing the Hermeneutic Arc 

Each theoretical perspective of knowledge management, management control and 
organizational learning will be classified in discourses of significance for the move 
from understanding to explaining the effects on organizational routines. The 
perspectives were open to analysis of each of the three disciplines. The aspect of 
knowledge was concluded in Chapter 4, the aspect of control in Chapter 5, and 
finally the aspect of learning in Chapter 6. The continuing analysis starts from 
these three aspects. They are to be confronted with each other to result in new 
discourses on organizational routines to reach possible explanations through these 
intersections.  

• The knowledge aspect  
was understood as a resource rendering simultaneous services in a complex web of 
social interactions. According to the evolutionary approach, knowledge was 
considered embedded in organizational routines (Nelson and Winter, 1982) 
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being the drivers of most activities and changes (March, 1981), but also the result 
of organizational learning that builds and changes the routines (Winter, 1996). 

• The control aspect  
was considered an important lever of performance of interest for the structure, the 
coordination, and the communication of knowledge in the firm. Control of 
performance could imply a certain way of learning. Working with prediction and 
control of organizational capabilities and resources was seen as generating 
knowledge (Loasby, 1999), presuming the ‘Penrosean businessman’, who believes 
that there is ‘always more to know’ about the resources of the firm (Penrose, 
1959/1995).  

• The learning aspect  
was approached from both the knowledge and the control perspectives. The firm 
was assumed to build new knowledge around its recurrent operating routines 
(Cyert and March, 1963; Nelson and Winter, 1982; Rathe and Witt, 2001). 
Organizational learning was seen as a path-dependent process able to create new 
knowledge structures through combination and exchange. The learning 
perspective indicates the dynamics of organizational routines, but it could also be 
in opposition to control because control essentially gives raise to predictability and 
stability, not change and learning. 

The intersections between the three aspects of the organizational routine are 
assumed to give a necessary abstraction from the world of the theoretical texts in 
referring to the reader’s elaboration.  

7.2 Intersections of the Second Hermeneutic Arc 

Taking the complexity of the organizational routines into account, the aspects of 
knowledge, control, and learning have been elucidated as distinguishing facets 
presented to the viewer.  

The second hermeneutic arc results in intersections concerning behavior and 
performance of the firm over time and through spaces. Here, the personal 
commitment is required to prevent the hermeneutic arc from becoming a vicious 
circle (Ricoeur, 1991: 167). During the process of interpretation, understanding 
gradually changes as explained in Chapter 2 about the hermeneutical 
interpretations. More than one conflicting way of interpretation with no 
definitive outcome is possible. However, to be able to decide on which 
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interpretation to choose, each discourse must be connected to a place and time, 
here conceptualized as an outsourcing situation that will be further elaborated in 
Chapter 8. 

The process of hypothesis formation, also described in Chapter 2, will be enlarged 
by the intersections that are conceptualized as organizational memory, 
accountability, and predictability. The organizational capabilities and the 
knowledge of the organizational routines are assumed to be intertwined with 
control and coordination to enable simultaneity of action and consistency. 
Control could be opposed to learning as far as organizational learning involves a 
change in routines. However, controls may also facilitate learning. Learning 
depends on knowledge embedded in routines and firm-specific characteristics that 
contribute to the development of the firm. Knowledge built up around 
organizational routines could make innovation possible as it is assumed to balance 
and connect learning to the existing knowledge structure of the firm. 

The statements below are grounded in the preceding chapters and the reasoning 
are each summarized as a follow-up: 

• Organizational memory31corresponds to carrying and activating organizational 
routines:  

Organizational routines are the means of communication in the organization. 
Routines, which are learned and retained from the activities and experiences of 
the organization, are stored and carried in the organizational memory that serves 
as a mechanism of attention able to recognize, recall and activate knowledge. “The 
present of past events is the memory; the present of present things is direct 
perception; and the present of future things is expectation.” (Avetisian, 2014:3) 

The organizational memory relates to organizational learning in building and 
modifying the routines themselves. Routines potentially relevant to the current 
context are thereby activated. The accumulated knowledge provides a historical 
perspective from which it is worthwhile to view new situations and events 
occurring in both the internal and external organizational environments.  

  

                                                 
31 Memory according to Merriam-Webster https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/memory 
“… the power or process of reproducing or recalling what has been learned and retained especially 
through associative mechanisms”. Etymology: Middle English memorie, from Middle French 
memoire, from Latin memoria, from memor mindful; akin to Old English gemimor well-known, 
Greek mermEra care. 
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… the memories of an organization can be represented as a vast collection of 
production systems. This representation becomes much more than a metaphor as 
we see more and more examples of human expertise captured in automated expert 
systems. (Simon, 1991: 129)  

The organizational memory carries both history and future, which means that “… 
success at the innovative frontier may depend on the quality of the support from 
the ‘civilized’ regions of established routine” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 131). 

• Accountability32 corresponds to pre-organized interactions and the formation of 
organizational routines:  

Interactions create knowledge through generation and selection of skills, 
processes, and procedures (Loasby, 2000). Pre-organizing means being organized 
beforehand; specifically, occurring, or apprehended by an antecedent 
organization. Controlling interactions that coordinate knowledge and shape 
performance is referred to as accountability (Hoskin, 1996). Accountability plays 
a central role in securing the routine interdependence of action, serving as a 
mechanism of attention to motivate performance (Kerr and Slocum, 1981). 
Knowledge of the routines reveals the behavior of the firm (Nelson and Winter, 
1982) and control is about coordination and as such intertwined with behavior. 
Knowledge links the structure and the agency of the organizational routine to the 
normal operation of the firm (Penrose, 1959/1995; Nelson and Winter, 1982). 
Control shows how formal, information-based routines and procedures maintain, 
or alter patterns (Simons, 1987, 1995; Merchant and Otley, 2007) that emanate 
from values and norms in the organization with “… the power to control and 
direct each bit of work in the organization” (Itami, 1987: 23). Knowledge and 
control are intertwined in centers of accountability that correspond to interactions 
and organizational routines. The worst threats are changes that escape the control 
system i.e., keeping the routines is understood as keeping knowledge under 
control. 

                                                 
32 Accountability from Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary: an obligation to accept 
responsibility or the consequences for failing to do so or to account for one's actions; Etymology: 
Late Latin computes, a calculation; liable to be called to account mid-1400 in Anglo-French; 
accompt course of business dealings requiring records from 1640s in late Middle English.  
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Figure 7.1 Aspects and intersections showing the interaction of the organizational routines 

• Predictability33 corresponds to adaptation and change that result in the 
transformation of organizational routines:  

Control and learning are both concerned with how organizational routines adapt 
to ensure that they fit with the environment (Kloot, 1997). Predictability is seen 
as adapting and transforming routines. The outcomes of aspirations are targeted 
and controlled. The dilemma of implementing controls attends to how the 
organizational routines may impede or facilitate learning (Argyris and Schön, 
1978). Organizational routines are transformed through uncertainty, 
adjustments, and re-organization (Dunbar, 1981). Learning indicates the 
dynamics of organizational routines (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Cohen and 
Bacdayan, 1996). Control systems could facilitate comparison and thus learning. 
Predictability emphasizes development “… balancing control and learning is 
critical to managing the tension between efficiency and innovation.” (Simons, 
1995: 21) Controls systems can be proactively used in identifying and linking 
routines that undergo transformation so that new solutions do not have to be 
invented from scratch. However, there is a suspicion that control impedes 
learning. Control is expected to be in opposition to learning because it 
presupposes stability not change and is “imposing the routine’s order” (Nelson 
and Winter, 1982: 113). Control, utilized to handle organizational learning, plays 

                                                 
33 Predictability Merriam-Webster indicatable in advance on the basis of observation, experience, 
or scientific reason; foretell, prophesy, from Latin praedicatus, from prae before + dicere say. 
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an integral role and gives raise to predictability, which connects back to the 
knowledge base and the formation role of accountability (Simons, 1994). 

The three intersections memory, accountability, and predictability will be 
separately discussed in Sections 7.3, 7.4, and 7.5. Section 7.6 discusses how 
boundaries acknowledge the context of the organizational routines, before 
meeting the organizational routines recontextualized outside boundaries and out 
of context in Section 7.7 and in Chapter 8. 

7.3 Memory Carrying and Activating Routines 

The memory is viewed as a social phenomenon manifested at organizational, 
group, and individual levels (Argyris and Schön, 1978; Weick, 1979), where 
employees build knowledge and skills by working closely together.  

The organizational memory is the means of communication that carry 
organizational routines in interactions. Knowledge is activated in learning 
through generation and selections of skills, processes, and procedures (Loasby, 
2000). Operational knowledge and learned behavior are based on successful 
performance of the firm in the past, stored in organizational routines. The 
knowledge base constitutes the firm’s memory, held in the firm’s files, records, 
procedures, and policies, as well as in its culture, ‘theories-in-use’ (Argyris and 
Schön, 1996), and ‘communities of practice’ (Brown and Duguid, 1991). 

Knowledge is the main intangible ingredient that makes innovation possible 
(Sánchez et al., 2000: 312). The organizational memory based on routines is 
assumed to balance and connect learning to the existing knowledge structure of 
the firm. Given the important role of organizational routines for the behavior of 
the firm, it follows that to create change, routines may have to be designed or 
redesigned. Organizational routines coordinate and combine processes of 
knowledge of the employees, of the organization, and of the environment and 
highlight dependence and exchange between different levels (Moran and Ghoshal, 
1996). Technical infrastructures are built up to support knowledge capture and 
dissemination infrastructures that support knowledge of the employees and 
include organizational routines to transmit and store it (Prahalad and 
Ramaswamy, 2000; Edvardsson et al., 2000). However, technology introduced to 
replace routines often fail because the understanding of organizational routines is 
hampered by the basic characteristics discussed in Chapter 3 on organizational 
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routines (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996). Routines are 
history dependent, with tacit individual parts of a multi-actor phenomenon. It 
has been shown that if routine participants talk about the routine it “… allows 
them to collectively work out new ways of performing the routine” (Dittrich et 
al., 2016: 678), which will have effect on the interpretation, the so-called ‘sense-
making system’ (Weick, 1979, 1995), or ‘system of shared meaning’ (Smircich, 
1983). 

The similarities between individual skills and organizational routines noted by 
Nelson and Winter (1982) are founded on specific characteristics of the memory 
of the organizational members. It is closely linked to relatively inarticulate 
individual skills for how things are done, i.e., the tacit knowing (Huber, 1996; 
Philipson and Kjellström, 2019) and the articulated outcome performance that 
correspond to the explicit knowledge. The specialized individual routines must be 
more than retained in repertoire34, they must be able to be recalled from the 
repertoire “… the meaning of a set of messages sufficiently rich to differentiate all 
the required performances from one another” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 106). 
The organizational memory is closely linked to the tacit knowing of the 
individuals, and the required performances must be recalled and differentiated 
from one another (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Huber, 1996). 

Employees’ learning ability depends not only on the nature of the environment 
but also on the coping capacity, and on the dynamics that develop during the 
learning process (Hedberg, 1981: 14). An important premise underlying most of 
the heuristics35 is that the key information required for the improvement of an 
organizational routine can be obtained only with the active cooperation of an 
employee involved in its performance (Winter, 1996). 

The process of retaining unique traits within an organization is a part of the more 
general phenomena of organizational memory. Since much of the memory of 
organizations is stored in human heads, and only a little of it in procedures put 
down on paper (or held in computer memories), turnover of personnel is a great 
enemy of long-term organizational memory. (Simon, 1991: 128) 

                                                 
34 Repertoire, etymology: French répertoire, from Late Latin repertorium meaning both a supply of 
dramas, operas, pieces, or parts that a company or person is prepared to perform, and a supply of 
skills, devices, or expedients. 
35 Heuristic, etymology: ”Hevreka” from Greek meaning “I found it” (that is what Archimedes 
exclaimed when he discovered his principle); Old Irish 1821 meaning: involving or serving as an 
aid to learning, discovery, or problem-solving by experimental and trial-and-error methods. 



134 

The ability to change rests further upon the capacity to replicate the capability. 
“Like explorers on the frontier, the intelligent organization charts a new map of 
learning based on its newly gained knowledge and is quick to share it.” (Zander 
and Kogut, 1995: 76) 

The Nelson and Winter (1982) proposition that organizations have well-defined 
routines for the support and direction of their innovative efforts is compatible 
with the routinized innovation of Schumpeter. The ‘absorptive capacity’ is 
determined by experience and past experiences on which the organizational 
memory is built (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). 

The role of the organizational memory is to uphold, store, and retrieve 
organizational routines. The memory is the conceptual framework for interpreting 
and determining the range of the organization’s potential behaviors. It is 
dependent on that the personnel turnover does not create great loss of the human 
components of the organizational memory and that norms and methods for 
storing and retrieving information are efficient (Huber, 1996). On the other 
hand, it is also claimed that organizations do not have the capacity to absorb 
individual knowing into the firm if employees expand and increase beyond the 
firm’s ability to lever it (Bontis, 1999). Commitment to existing rules, routines, 
and procedures seems to increase the more frequently they are used to interpret 
information (Dunbar, 1981: 107). According to Nelson and Winter (1982) the 
firm provides a memory context that is selected by interaction with the external 
economic reality and stored in the routines available to future generations of 
employees (Spender, 1996: 50). Carrying the memory includes the carrying of 
organizational members “… especially with respect to retention of tacit 
knowledge.” (Huber, 2011: 105) The boundary between the explicit knowledge 
and the tacit knowing is both porous and flexible, so there can be said to be traffic 
between the domains.  

Organizational routines can present a potential lever of organizational 
performance, if the interaction between different organizational levels and 
between the organization and the environment relies on formal routines 
connected to accountability structures, where accessibility and channels are 
available for storage and retrieval: 

The routines that record lessons of experience are organized around organizational 
responsibilities and are retrieved more easily when actions are taken through 
regular channels than when they occur outside those channels ... (Levitt and 
March, 1996: 527). 
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Standardizing the retrieval of knowledge may underestimate the richness and 
validity as well as experimentation connected to the aspect of learning even if the 
aspect of control reduces cost and increases reliability. Knowledge, stored for use 
in the future, involves anticipating future needs and the question of predictability 
to be discussed in the next Section 7.4. 

7.4 Accountability Pre-organizing Interactions of 
Routines 

Accountability plays a central role in securing interdependence of action of the 
routine. Accessing knowledge and control of action is a way of organizing 
accountability. Accountability involves the institutionalized social practices, 
through which conditions and consequences of actions and relationships are 
reflected upon in terms of knowledge and control (Roberts, 1996). The system of 
accountability embodies a moral order of reciprocal rights and obligations that are 
reasons for action (Roberts and Scapens, 1985; Ahrens and Chapman, 2002). 
“Complex tasks, unobservable behaviors and messy interactions …” are rendered 
measurable, visible, and manageable with cost controlling bound up with career-
based identities and hierarchical accountability (Ezzamel et al., 1997: 459). 

Hierarchical, functional, or divisional patterns are reproduced in the process of 
accountability (Roberts and Scapens, 1985). Responsibilities are established, and 
hierarchical authority defined through processing information. The individual 
manager, the team, or the employee, being the focus of decision-making and 
responsibility accounting, is the center of accountability (Ezzamel et al., 1997).  

Knowledge is presented as somehow independent of the interests of those who 
produce and use it. The success of delegation depends on the experiences of the 
employees working together and deciding upon action to further the interests of 
the firm (Barnes, 1977). The services that can be rendered are enhanced by the 
knowledge of the fellow-workers, of the methods of the firm, and of the best way 
in which they are working (Penrose, 1959/1995).  

The knowledge structures of the organization determine roles, responsibilities, 
and authority (Edvardsson et al., 2000). The shaping and controlling of social 
relations to coordinate performance is referred to as accountability (Hoskin, 
1996) even though “… executives tend to think of accountability in terms of 
outcomes.” (Munro, 1996: 3) 
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One of the dangers of accounting information is that it offers a fragmented, 
atomized image of activity; an image of organisation as no more than the sum of 
individual effort and results. Caught in this image we then fail to recognize that 
accounting’s productive potential is only realized through how it is used in 
accountability. (Roberts, 1996: 55) 

The control systems are actively used to build credibility through accountability, 
after the communication of beliefs and boundaries (Simons, 1994: 176). The 
most fundamental problem for the process of routinization is the transition that 
handles everyday conditions. The face-to-face nature of the relationship will have 
a decisive effect on the form of accountability. The formal context of a meeting is 
a source of mutual knowledge. The existence and value of knowledge must be 
discussed from the understanding that all workers are knowledge workers 
(Drucker, 1995; Collins, 1997). 

However, accounts have the ‘expressive’ position, revealing knowledge authority, 
but open to processes of surveillance and sanctioning (Munro, 1999). 
Explanations given or interpretations made based on the accounting information 
can be questioned or challenged (Roberts and Scapens, 1985: 451). The 
significance is open to negotiation and accountability will be shaped by the 
knowledge that each person has of the resources at disposal. It is further 
interpreted and understood within the shared context of extensive mutual 
knowledge, where the superiors are dependent on the activities of subordinates to 
secure future results. Accounting information is an imposed understanding, 
produced within a system of dominance, usually produced at a distance from the 
context, where the relative importance of accounting information increases as a 
principal bearer of knowledge (Roberts and Scapens, 1985; Roberts, 1991).  

The commitment that a company has to its relationships with other companies 
also becomes critical, because embeddedness means that the company never has 
full control (Ford et al., 1998: 127). ‘Structural embeddedness’ arises from sharing 
one or more foci of activity with one another and thereby developing common 
relationships among activities. Structural embeddedness describes the impersonal 
configuration of linkages between people or units. It is less under the control of 
the individuals and tends to be more stable than other properties of relationships 
like for example the personal relationships people have developed with each other 
through a history of interactions, known as ‘relational embeddedness’ 
(Granovetter in Feld, 1997: 91-95). As Granovetter (1985) suggests, the nature 
and extent of structural embedding provides a context for much of the interaction 
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that takes place within and between organizations, acknowledged by the 
boundaries to be further discussed in Section 7.6 below. 

Accountability is a critical rule and norm enforcement mechanism between the 
individual decision-makers and the social system to which they belong (Kreiner, 
1996). Accountability is established when a willingness to be held accountable for 
the present and subsequent acts is declared (Jönsson, 1996b). It is difficult to 
establish both the exact object of accountability and the timing. 

The literature states (implicitly or explicitly) that there is a focal actor whose action, 
decision, or judgement are being evaluated by others. In practice, it is not so easy 
to determine who the actor is, what the conduct is, and who are doing the 
evaluation. It seems that, in part, the action is ‘constructed’, evaluators mobilized, 
and actors identified in the very process of accountability. (Kreiner, 1996: 87) 

With routinization, rules in some form always come to govern. Hierarchical rules 
offer a variety of forms of relief by protecting collective action from the intrusion 
of irreconcilable personal differences and mitigating the destructive potentialities 
prevailing within localized communities of practice (Lindkvist and Llewellyn, 
2003: 267). In the context of knowledge-intensive work, top management often 
lacks the necessary competence to exert control in a strictly hierarchical sense and 
to judge the work done by concerned employees (Jönsson, 1998). Lindkvist and 
Llewellyn (2003) recognize the interplay between a variety of formal and informal 
mechanisms. They do not see the individual as imprisoned by the hierarchy of the 
system and believe that the individual possesses the power to control behavior and 
self-regulation interlinked with accountability. Looking at individuals as able not 
only to adapt to hierarchical rules, but also to relate and reflect, points at the 
importance of accountability and assumes, in an interpretative approach, that 
knowledge sharing is based on a common translated meaning between actors 
(Carlile, 2004). 

The role of accountability to pre-organize the structure of interactions of control 
and knowledge is of importance for the formation of organizational routines. 
Normally, an organization has no trouble conforming to the routines formed 
because the control process tends to resist mutations. The following Section 7.5 
will look at how routines are being stored and able to be retrieved out of memory. 
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7.5 Predictability as Adapting and Transforming 
Routines 

Predictability corresponds to a state of knowing, to adaptation and transformation 
that are likely for organizational routines due to uncertainty, adjustments, or re-
organizing with an effect on behaviors and resource flows of the organization. 
Trust in terms of resources, norms, and knowledge embodied in the memory helps 
create predictability and reliability of action (Kramer and Tyler, 1996). The 
managing and control aspects support predictability and highlight altering 
patterns in line with the definition of management control systems as “… the 
formal, information-based routines and procedures used by managers to maintain 
or alter patterns in organizational activities.” (Simons, 1994: 170) 

Patterns in organizational activities include not only goal-oriented activities and 
expectations, but also unanticipated innovation, experimentation, or other issues 
that embody learning into organizational routines. Learning is seen as an increase 
in knowledge that alters the significance of the resources of the firm. For the 
creation of new knowledge, the internal organization may, within limits, be 
superior to market transactions (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Alteration of 
routines takes place after a ‘conflict’ with the environment. It creates an adaptation 
of the routine, considered as innovation, when routines do not function and need 
a new combination (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 126). Organizational learning and 
control systems are both concerned with the fit between the organization and its 
environment. The “active interest in prediction and control” to generate 
knowledge (Barnes, 1977: 5) corresponds to the purpose of learning in the sense 
of improving performance and mastering the environment (Katona in Hedberg, 
1981: 5). Different levels of organizational learning are related to different 
management control system characteristics, which have an important role in 
facilitating learning (Kloot, 1997). 

Control processes tend to “… resist mutations, even ones that present themselves 
as desirable innovations” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 116). Therefore, firms are 
expected to behave in the future in ways that resemble the behavior of the past. 
Many competencies reside within routines embedded in the firm’s operations and 
knowledge base. To avoid the difficulties in departing from its prevailing routines, 
an organization is expected to follow the path of least resistance whatever change 
takes place because “… organizations are poor at improvising coordinated 
responses to novel situations.” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 125) Many activities 
in firms are so taken for granted that decision-makers no longer even question the 
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rationality of these activities. Organizational routines persist just because they 
have always been done in this way (Oliver, 1997). To produce some degree of 
predictability, people trust in routines and in individuals that conform to routines 
(Garsten and Grey, 1997; Grey and Garsten, 2001). Tasks themselves provide 
predictability and so do employees’ experience, knowledge, professional 
orientation, cohesive work groups, organizational training, and development 
programs (Kerr and Slocum, 1981).  

The differences among firms in how resources are selected and accumulated have 
impact on the transformation of organizational routines. Resources, acquired in 
factor markets, or built up through cumulative firm experience, are selected by 
routines that coordinate and deploy input factors to perform tasks. Coordination 
is stored in the routine functioning and remembered by doing, which, however, 
tends to limit the scope of capabilities of the individual firm. 

If the firm is presented to rapid changes, existing routines are likely to be 
overwhelmed. When certain tolerance levels are exceeded, actions to redress are 
enforced in the form of exit or voice (Hirschman, 1970) that signal discrepancies 
between expectations and realization. The organization must adapt its routine or 
see them go seriously out of control. Consequences of control lapses may cause 
lapses of the organizational memory that disturb the continuity of the routines 
and the predictability. The problem with ‘keeping things under control’ could be 
an insidious threat to the maintenance of a routine, especially if it escapes the 
control system unnoticed, or is susceptible to ‘symptomatic relief’ that leaves 
adverse underlying trends uncorrected (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 117). In 
coping with changes, control routines are used to formalize beliefs and behaviors, 
define and measure critical performance variables, and to cope with uncertainties 
(Simons, 1994).  

Routines, seen as regular behavioral patterns, indicate predictable change in form 
of for example expansion achieved with faultless replication of routines, or 
contraction seen as a scaling down of the same routinized pattern of operation, 
assuming that imitation of routines can be accomplished perfectly (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982: 135). Innovation, on the other hand, is conceptualized as a search 
process in contrast to the routine activity undertaken by firms. The search process 
is different from the routine response and behavior in the sense that it is 
irrevocable, contingent, and characterized by uncertainty (Nelson and Winter, 
1982; Sanchez et al., 2000).  

To create predictability and cope with different external or internal uncertainties 
and interdependences, Thompson (1967) described different characteristic ways:  
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The firm could try to regulate the boundaries and incorporate the environmental 
actions into the organization. The response to flexibility is important in cross 
boundary coordination between organizations, where the flexibility of the 
boundary roles the routines and counts for the transfer of knowledge and learning 
to get access to effective technology, methodologies, and practices (Aldrich and 
Herker, 1977; Kellogg et al., 2006). 

In a more variable and unpredictable situation, the firm could search for 
boundary-spanning links to bugger environmental fluctuations and isolated the 
technical core. In a relatively stable and repetitive situation the firm could try to 
hedge itself from the environment by treating subsystems as closed and 
establishing routines, coordination, plans, and schedules to constrain action.  

Both the environment and the organizational routines are assumed to influence 
the probability to learn as discussed in Chapter 6. Resource-based theorists assume 
that managers make rational choices bounded by uncertainty, information 
limitations, and heuristic biases (Barney, 1991; Oliver, 1997). However, highly 
productive, non-imitable resources will be of limited value without organizational 
routines that deploy them. 

Barriers to resource mobility may be bounded by social judgment, historical 
limitations, and the inertial force of habit (Oliver, 1997: 706), which is of 
uttermost interest when looking at routine transformation. Crucial is the speed 
with which new routines are embedded or integrated into the firm’s existing 
knowledge base and routine repertoire, as well as the frequency with which 
routines, once integrated into the firm are re-evaluated and transformed. It is 
assumed central for how to consider predictability in terms of organizational 
learning and control. From a routine-based, history-dependent, and target-
oriented view, routines that adapt to changes have effects on behavior and resource 
flows. A fundamental feature of routines is that they are context dependent. 

Management control systems affect the understanding of what those changes 
mean, how and what solutions might be generated, and a perception of whether 
the time had come to uncouple the organisation from old structures and operating 
paradigms to move to new structures and paradigms. (Kloot, 1997: 69) 

Boundaries define the context of the organization; thus, allow and control input-
output flows of exchange. 
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7.6 Boundaries Acknowledge the Routine Context 

The organizational context gives meaning and effectiveness to the operation of 
memory, accountability, and predictability, as they were assumed to depend 
heavily on firm-specific characteristics. As Penrose (1959/1995) notes, as soon as 
resources cross the boundary and come into the firm, the range of services they 
are capable of yielding starts to change. The context is physical, regarded as tools, 
equipment, plants, and layout, or motivational or relational, capturing how, 
when, and whether the agent performs the routine (Winter in D’Adderio, 2011: 
202). 

Boundaries, as a defining characteristic of organizations, link the organization to 
its environment over time. The boundary indicates the limit as a distinctive line 
that separates what is within an organization and what is in the external 
environment with which the organization interacts (Aldrich and Herker, 1977). 
The firm’s fundamental decision is to decide what activities to undertake within 
its boundaries and what activities to be implemented through market transactions 
(Williamson, 1979). The organization theory provides us with two 
complementary perspectives on the nature of boundaries: 

The economics perspective is based on an external, explicitly defined notion of 
legal ownership; the boundary distinguishes between what the organization owns 
and what it does not (Demsetz, 1983). The sociology perspective is based on an 
internal, tacit notion of belonging (Durkheim, 1938) whereby the boundary 
appears between those who identify with the organization and those who do not. 
(Schotter et al., 2017: 406) 

Boundaries constitute limits of knowledge transfer, monitoring, and control, and 
are barriers for information flow (Aron and Singh, 2005). From the SunLibrary 
case in Chapter 1 it is observed that “Sun needed the barriers to ensure that 
outsourced staff was truly outsourced.” (Hill, 1998: 47) The nature of the 
boundaries,36 facing the outer competitive environment and the inner 
organizational routines, produces or restricts the organizational context. 
Boundaries are intangible, but they often give rise to tangible structures, like 
contract stipulations as also shown in the SunLibrary case where “… to comply 

                                                 
36 Boundaries may differentiate in time and space, distinguish between stock and flow, between 
flexible and sustainable (Mouritsen, 1999; Mouritsen et al., 2001) between information and 
knowledge (Fahey and Prusak, 1998) or between past and future. 
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with state and federal regulations for contract staff, Sun had established 
procedures that defined and limited the scope of interaction between regular Sun 
staff and contract staff.” (Hill, 1998: 47) 

The fundamental underlying assumptions, called managerial frames, are a 
corporate equivalent of ‘genetic coding’ that limits management’s perception to a 
slice of reality. 

Every manager carries around in his or her head a set of biases, assumptions, and 
presuppositions about the structure of the relevant ‘industry’, about how one 
makes money in that industry, about who the competition is and isn’t, about who 
the customers are and aren’t, about what customers want or don’t want, about 
which technologies are viable and which aren’t, and so on. (Hamel and Prahalad, 
1994: 49) 

Boundaries also exist within organizations, i.e., between subunits or between 
different project groups, or different professions. The boundaries that hold 
together a community of practice are at the same time a source of difference and 
a cause of difficulties in relations that cross boundaries. Boundaries are often based 
on the presence, or on the absence of shared work practices rather than formal 
position within an organization’s hierarchy (Lave and Wenger, 1991). Such 
boundaries, found within Sun Microsystem Inc., were believed to hinder the 
capacity of SunLibrary to provide the right services (Hill, 1998). 

Boundaries perform two simultaneous functions, identification and division: 
Identification means that the organization is identified in terms of those, who 
share a common identity, often operationalized through their understanding of 
the external environment and manifested in the creation of routines and operating 
procedures that may result in a common basis of sense-making (Weick, 1988, 
1995). It is mentioned for example that the library’s unwieldy name, Sun 
Corporate Library and Information Services, was truncated to SunLibrary to 
demonstrate a more familiar identity with Sun (Hill, 1998). 

Division, on the other hand, is understood in the sense of a world divided into ‘us 
and them’ that thereby identify ‘us’. In the SunLibrary case the status of ‘us’ is 
emphasized with a division line: “… our status as contract employees kept a glass 
wall between us and Sun, precluding top-notch service.” (Hill, 1998: 46) 
Boundaries both bond and bridge: 
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As such, boundaries underlie both bonding ties (that arise within homogeneous 
groups) and bridging ties (that arise between heterogeneous groups). Thus, at the 
most general level, boundary spanning is the process of building or strengthening 
bridging ties. (Scotter et al., 2017: 14) 

In the SunLibrary case, old and new librarian routines reached each other and 
could develop in supporting knowledge and organizational learning with the 
librarian Cynthia Hill acting as “… a bridge between Sun, my client, and Adecco, 
my employer.” (Hill, 1998: 46) To be able to establish a shared context that act 
as temporary anchor or bridge, heterogeneity is required as well as simultaneous 
existence in different worlds (Star and Griesemer, 1989).  

Fragmentation requires a boundary spanning mechanism to coordinate activity 
(Carlile, 2004). Routines (or languages, stories, models) and agreements around 
standard procedures also represent boundary mechanism, sometimes connected 
to a boundary object so that joint structures could be reached by at least two 
organizations (Kellogg et al., 2006). The structural embedding provides a context 
for much of the interaction that takes place within and between organizations 
created through the history of interactions (Granovetter, 1985). Response 
requests boundary spanning in form of integration tasks performed by boundary 
spanners (Aldrich and Herker, 1977; Levina and Vaast, 2005), by brokers 
(Wenger, 1998; Pawlowski and Robey, 2004), or by gatekeepers (Katz and Allen, 
1985). Such role  

… requires enough legitimacy to influence the development of a practice, mobilize 
attention, and address conflicting interests. It also requires the ability to link 
practices by facilitating transactions between them, and to cause learning by 
introducing into a practice element of another. (Wenger, 1998: 109) 

If boundary spanning is attached to specific individuals, the organization would 
be dependent on them, like Sun that placed a technical librarian outside in Sun’s 
R&D site to insure response to technical inquiries. However, boundary spanning 
is mostly presented as an organizational function with defined roles and routines 
or institutionalized to limit the dependence on specific individuals (Zhao and 
Anand, 2013). In the SunLibrary case security and access were ensured by “… a 
time-consuming process to prevent unauthorized access to proprietary and 
confidential information” and a survey had to be completed every six months to 
justify the need to access to Sun equipment and Sun’s intranet (Hill, 1998: 48). 
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Boundary works could enable the replication of an existing routine in a new 
organizational setting through the interplay of reflective and experimental spaces 
created by social, physical, temporal, and symbolic boundaries because the shape 
of the boundary may trigger, allow, or hinder specific forms of temporarily 
interaction between actors (D’Adderio, 2014; Bucher and Langley, 2016). 
Boundaries serve to differentiate between different points of view but also to shape 
domains by controlling differences (Llewellyn, 1998). The role of boundary 
objects is to help establish a boundary infrastructure, i.e., a common platform for 
communication to meet different perspectives (Wenger, 1998; Bechky, 2003). 
The boundary object represents knowledge of a community. It enables the 
changes of perspective and the altering of perspectives from one community to 
that of another. Representations are used as a base for negotiating to help making 
domain knowledge meaningful across boundaries (Kellogg et al., 2006; Barley, 
2015). Boundary objects in form of data representations, maps, tables, and charts, 
provide a focal point to help people develop interaction and shared 
understandings for how work should proceed (Carlile, 2002). A boundary object 
is a means of translation.  

Boundary objects are objects which are both plastic enough to adapt to local needs 
…, yet robust enough to maintain a common identity across sites. … The creation 
and management of boundary objects is a key process in developing and 
maintaining coherence across intersecting social worlds. (Star and Griesemer, 
1989: 393)  

A boundary object establishes a shared context that ‘sits in the middle’ (Star and 
Griesemer, 1989). Designated boundary objects may not, however, become 
boundary objects-in-use, if they are not locally useful and present such common 
identity across fields. In the SunLibrary case it is told how service information in 
form of circulation was prepared to show the usefulness in form of information 
about how help could be and was provided, instead of just the numbers of advice 
given (Hill, 1998). 

Interaction across boundaries could be facilitated with the help of coordination 
structures that emerge from practice. The metaphor of a ‘trading zone’ is used “... 
to highlight how the local coordination of ideas and actions may take place despite 
differences in community purposes, norms, meanings, values, and performance 
criteria.” (Kellogg et al., 2006: 39). 

Galison’s ‘trading zones’ do assume stability or permanence of relations:  
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… to be taken seriously, as a social, material, and intellectual mortar binding 
together the disunified traditions of experimenting, theorizing, and instrument 
building. Anthropologists are familiar with different cultures encountering one 
another through trade … (Galison, 1997: 803). 

Trading zones coordinate actions temporarily and locally, navigate through 
differences in norms, meanings, and interests. Different groups agree on the 
general procedures of exchange even when interpretations of the objects being 
exchanged differentiate. A trading zone could be understood as “… a coordination 
structure that facilitates cross-boundary coordination in fast-paced, temporary, 
and volatile conditions” (Kellogg et al., 2006: 39). 

Cross boundary coordination uses different design structure and technology in 
form of display, representation, and assembly to respond to different 
requirements, flexibility, participation, and accountability (Kellogg et al., 2006). 

 

Figure 7.2 Boundary crossing based on the framework of Carlile (2004: 558) 

Boundary research is concerned with identifying different types of boundaries 
(Carlile, 2002, 2004) and the characteristics of the context (Brown and Duguid, 
2001). The framework of Carlile (2004: 558) demonstrates three progressively 
complex processes, transfer, translation, and transformation, emanating out of 
three different approaches to boundary crossing: 

• The information processing approach, called syntactic,  
indicates that the boundary technique is an ‘unproblematic’ transfer. The 
assumption is the processing of common knowledge under stable conditions. It 
focuses on knowledge as a thing to store, retrieve, and transfer to support 
communication to be shared across boundaries (Carlile, 2004; Grant, 1997; 
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Nelson and Winter, 1982). Knowledge is explicit, and capable of being codified. 
The challenges are the difficulties in coordination that result in breakdowns due 
to change in conditions and incompatible codes or routines (Kellogg et al., 2006). 

• The interpretive approach, called semantic,  
emphasizes the importance of developing common technique through translation. 
It recognizes how different domains generate discrepancies in meaning and need 
translation to reach knowledge sharing based on a common meaning between 
actors enabled by spanners or brokers. Knowledge is perceived as embedded in 
employee performances and shaped by the company’s values and norms (Brown 
and Duguid, 1991; Lave and Wenger, 1991). The challenge of moving knowledge 
across boundaries (Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995; Spender 1996) is to recognize 
both tacit knowing and explicit knowledge (Polanyi, 1966). 

• The political approach, called pragmatic,  
requires the technique of transformation, if different interests and knowledge are 
to be shared. Transforming is not just processing or transferring knowledge, it is 
to deal with differences and novelties present at the boundary (Carlile, 2002). 
Even a close connection between a learned task and a newly presented task does 
not necessarily indicate easy transfer. With conflicting interests, there may be 
efforts in learning and costs of negotiating. It has negative impact on the boundary 
crossing, as far as it is a matter of departing from prevailing routines, from path-
dependency (Nelson and Winter, 1982). The transformation of knowledge is 
shown to be dependent on teams, shared artifacts, and boundary objects that 
facilitate the negotiation of different interests (Carlile 2002, 2004). Domain-
specific knowledge and common knowledge transformed at the boundary, where 
actors have different interests, generate costs in form of boundary objects such as 
drawings, prototypes and “trade-off” methodologies that provide the capacity to 
negotiate. 

Differing experiences and values can create boundaries that make communication 
difficult. However, as the knowledge boundaries dividing actors increase in 
complexity, the effort to communicate increase. The simplest, the syntactic 
boundary, assume that communicating parties share enough to use simple 
information transfer. Differences in expertise knowledge render local information 
incomprehensible and require translation to get meaningful understandings across 
boundaries. The most complex boundary, the pragmatic boundary, must be 
resolved via negotiations prior to joint action (Carlile, 2002, 2004). Firms may 
respond to environmental complexity by creating ‘collaborative complexity’ that 
refers to the joint creation of structures and processes by at least two organizations 
so that they can collectively respond to factors that they simultaneously regard as 
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an increase in the complexity of their respective (and potentially overlapping) 
environments. 

Section 7.7 will further discuss the consequences of transcending boundaries. 
Engaging with a wider environment, or through distant information outside of 
the boundaries of the firm means that interpretations by the organizational 
routines brackets out certain cues from consideration (Dent, 1990) and thereby 
affect the daily activities of the employees (Lowe, 2001). Traditional boundaries, 
such as culture, and geography are changing.37 Evolving boundaries give rise to 
coordination and control problems that need lateral not hierarchical solutions 
(Meer-Kooistra and Scapens, 2008). 

Social, physical, temporal, and symbolic boundaries38 are important mechanisms 
through which actors engage in deliberate efforts to alter both the performance 
(the performative aspect) and the abstract understandings (the ostensive aspect) 
of given organizational routines.  

As a result, systems are interdependent across firm boundaries, performance is 
disembodied from ownership of assets, production and communication change 
rapidly, and new power asymmetries arise as control of tangible assets loses 
influence on control of information. (Kellogg, et al., 2006) 

Breaking down conventional boundaries both within and between organizations 
by new and innovative ways of organizing requires ‘reframing’ (Hedberg et al., 
1994: 2). Reframing involves restructuring of the definition that refers to the 
firm’s organizational routines. The following Section 7.7 will posit routines off 
boundaries and out of context before turning to the outsourcing situation in 
Chapter 8 that will confront the consequences of organizational routines cut off 
the context. 

                                                 
37 Obstacles such as trade and travel restrictions and differences in regulative practices or differences 
in social, cultural, religious, or political orientations are not specially studied here. Such 
boundaries are of particular significance for global organizations (Scotter et al., 2017). 
38 Boundaries imposed by knowledge heterogeneity, linguistic, or semantic differences are not 
discussed here, nor boundaries of imagination, due to the failure to think beyond what is present 
and visible (Butler et al., 2012; Tenzer and Pudelko, 2017 in Schotter et al., 2017). 
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7.7 Conclusions on Boundaries 

The aspects of knowledge, control, and learning of the organizational routines 
have been analyzed as memory, accountability, and predictability to be able to 
examine behavior and performance at the boundary considering the complexity 
of the boundaries and the boundary crossing processes. Regarding the fit between 
organization and environment, accountability is understood as securing 
interdependence of action and interpreting the coordination of knowledge. The 
importance of the memory of organizational routines is that it links experience to 
inarticulate individual skills and balance the interaction that create knowledge. In 
adapting and transforming routines predictability grant reliability and regulation 
of action. 

Boundaries are demarcation lines between different worldviews that require 
negotiation to establish the boundary practice that refers to a joint creation of 
structures and processes by at least two organizations. There are different 
perspectives on coordination across boundaries in cross-disciplinary interaction 
(Kellogg et al., 2006). Participants in different routines that may have conflicting 
motivations could complicate the coordination (LeBaron et al., 2016). However, 
increase in complexity tends to increase the effort to communicate (Carlile, 2002, 
2004). Organizations seem to respond to environmental complexity by expanding 
internal structures and modifying processes and routines. Here the three 
approaches in Carlile (2004: 558) have been used as a framework referring to the 
processes as transferring, translating, and transforming.  

The suggestion is that outsourcing might change the firm’s capacity to handle 
organizational routines as they end up out of context and outside the boundary of 
the organization. As changes are assumed to have effects on memory, 
accountability, and predictability, Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of suspicion and the 
critical ‘is-not’ discussions are used to push the interpretation to its limit by 
rejecting the context of the organization and crossing the boundaries. The 
antonyms of the concepts are used in the following to indicate the consequences 
of loss. The organization is seen as released from the obligations connected to 
memory, accountability, and predictability. The ‘out of context’ aspect of the 
concept accountability is referred to as the antonym discharge, organizational 
memory as amnesia, and predictability as unforeseeability. 

The conditions for change may come from both inside and outside the 
organization like errors and anomalies of the functioning of the routines or outside 
pressures in form of unpredictable changes. Routines out of context indicate a loss 
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of memory that makes it difficult to preserve the underlying partially inarticulate 
rules and indicates changes that are not being predicted or reasonably expected. It 
follows that accountability and predictability is difficult to reach (Kjellström, 
2009). 

On the other hand, focus in the following Chapter 8 will be on the possibility of 
sharing across boundaries, thereby trying to access memory, accountability, and 
predictability to cope with discharge, amnesia, and unforeseeability. It is a matter 
of negotiating perspectives and making trade-offs between actors and 
organizations (Wenger 1998, Brown and Duguid 2001). 
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 Organizational Routines out of  
    Context 

Outsourcing that crosses the demarcation line between at least two organizations 
requires boundary creation of structures and processes. The capacity to handle 
organizational routines out of context and outside boundaries due to outsourcing might 
undergo changes, not predicted or reasonably expected. The focus of the analysis is on 
negotiating perspectives and trade-offs across boundaries to cope with amnesia, 
discharge, and unforeseeability. It pushes the interpretation to its limit by going outside 
the boundaries, illustrated also by a practical outsourcing case. 

8.1 Outsourced Routines out of Context 

The suggestion that outsourcing might change the firm’s capacity to control 
existing knowledge and learning as well as the capacity to create new knowledge 
brings the discussion to a new point of departure, where organizational routines 
are assumed to be out of context and outside boundaries. Change of the 
organizational routines, which are based on successful performance of the past, is 
assumed to have effects on memory, accountability, and predictability. Following 
Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of suspicion, the critical ‘is-not’ element will push the ‘is-
like’ interpretation of memory, accountability, and predictability to its limit by 
rejecting the context of the organization and questioning the organizational 
structure as limit. Organizational routines, cut off context, not being ‘the rules of 
the game’, are not able to provide the same stability and meaning to social 
behavior (Scott, 1987). The ability to organize may be totally disembodied from 
what is already organized (Buckhardt, 1994). 

The conditions for change may come from both inside and outside the 
organization. The inside conditions come from the accumulation of errors and 
anomalies of the functioning of the routine stored in the memory and able to be 
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retrieved. “This suggests that memories of errors and anomalies are important to 
maintain and review openly …” (Boland and Tenkasi, 1995: 356). The ‘is-not’ 
reference to the memory is conceptualized as the antonym amnesia39 indicating 
overlooking of events due to a partial or complete loss of memory. Organizational 
routines are an important coordinator of the firm’s activities and memory. 
Routines out of context indicate a loss of memory, amnesia that makes it difficult 
to preserve artefacts of old technology and underlying rules, partially inarticulate. 

The ‘out of context’ aspect of accountability is thereby referred to as the antonym 
discharge40 indicating a release, the freeing from an obligation, i.e., accounts, 
connected to accountability are removed, intentionally or not. Crisis is sometimes 
posited as a necessary condition for change like when failure is demonstrated 
(Hedberg and Jönsson; 1978). In the SunLibrary case, it seems like Cynthia Hill, 
who managed the operational side, made Sun’s management aware of the 
discharge, the operational loss of added value and contracted responsible staff 
escaping to competitors. 

We have argued, then, that although accounting systems are designed to bridge 
physical distance, they can do this only in a partial way. In being carried out of the 
context in which it is produced and into contexts where different interests are 
operative, the significance attached to accounting information undergoes a series 
of subtle transformations. (Roberts and Scapens, 1985: 452)  

The outside pressures for change come from the unpredictable promises, power, 
or excitement of the new perspective that outsourcing reveals. Predictability is 
thus referred to with its antonym unforeseeability41 indicating acts not being 
predicted or reasonably expected in time or space.  

The relationship over time between organizational routines and the organizational 
context affects the strategies and tactics used (Vámosi, 2000: 34). To redesign 
organizational routines, a better understanding of forces that create and maintain 
the routines is needed. Major reorganizations and technical investment can 

                                                 
39 Amnesia in Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary: loss of memory due to shock, fatigue, a 
gap in memory, the selective overlooking or ignoring of events or acts that are not favorable or 
useful to one's purpose or position; from Greek amnesia forgetfulness. 
40 Discharge in Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary: the act of relieving of something that 
oppresses, the act of unloading and the act of removing an obligation or liability; early 14c., from 
Old French deschargier to exempt, exonerate, release. 
41 Unforeseeability in Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary: not capable of being reasonably 
anticipated or expected of ordinary prudence to occur or exist under the circumstances; from Old 
English not to have a premonition.  
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dramatically fail if founded on a misunderstanding of the underlying system or 
routines. Performance is usually analyzed in terms that do not consider 
fundamental assumptions underlying the existing organizational routines 
determining the firm’s activities.  

 

Figure 8.1 Concepts and antonyms, used to be able to elaborate outsourced routines 

Organizational routines structure and pre-organize from underlying rules: 
heuristic rules that require sense making and interpretation (Weick, 1995) or 
algorithms that can be applied mechanically and mindlessly (Simon, 1991). When 
it comes to the transformation of routines there are underlying general 
characteristics explaining how general or specific the underlying ‘rules’ are. A 
fruitful metaphor for thinking about ‘rules’ is that they are functionally equivalent 
to genes, i.e. they are replicable and transmissible programmed instructions 
(Nelson and Winter, 1982). This is important to consider when changing the 
dynamics of sequential routine connections, which force the combination of 
technologies and actors to change (Ford et al., 1998: 127). 

Insights into the underlying mechanism are of importance to create new 
knowledge in a firm and prevent relations to become so tight, exclusionary, and 
durable that they create inertia. New knowledge emerges at the boundaries 
between specialized domains (Leonard-Barton, 1992). It can therefore be of value 
to describe the firm not just as a bundle of resources but as a bundle of different 
types of boundaries where knowledge must be shared and assessed. Knowledge 
sharing suggests that organization members from diverse specialties can best work 
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across boundaries when they share or may interpretive differences to jointly 
transform local knowledge.  

The organization relies on previous successful behavior that strongly resists total 
restructuring. However, organizational routines are learned behaviors involving 
multiple actors that could control, design, or modify them with increased 
precision (Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996: 408). The multiplicity of actors involved 
in interdependent actions yields differences in knowledge and interests among 
actors that affect how novelty and its consequences are experienced (Carlile 2002). 
“Routines may have a harder time changing if they are coupled with routines 
performed by people distant from the people making the changes.” (Feldman, 
2000: 627) 

The state of knowledge in the organizational context is thus subject to change due 
to different proceedings like deliberate choices, un-welcome processes, or learning 
by efficiency standards (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 64). As environmental changes 
create uncertainty, the organization could resist total restructuring because the 
organization’s environmental maps tend to be rigid (Weick, 1969). Routines are 
more likely to break down when large variations are introduced in interdependent 
actions (Zbaracki and Bergen, 2010) because efforts are required for generating 
novelty through interdependent routines (Turner and Fern, 2012). To answer the 
question if routines “persist over time” and get affected by changes, the 
explanatory factors seem to be at the level of the routine, not the organization 
(Feldman and Pentland, 2003: 114). 

The forms of coordination used for inter-firm relations largely determine 
innovation outcomes, on the level of firms (Nooteboom, 2000), will be further 
highlighted by the outsourcing situation in the following Section 8.2. 

8.2 Outsourcing and Insourcing 

Outsourcing is a way of producing a product or a component that involves 
replacement of existing routines by new and different routines, performing the 
same function (Horngren et al., 1999). 

Outsourcing occurs when a company contracts with a vendor to perform an 
activity previously performed in-house. A contractual outsourcing arrangement 
could be defined as the delegation of all or any part of the technical resources, 
human resources, and the management responsibilities associated with making 
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services available from an external vendor (Clark et al., 1995; Nagpal, 2015). 
Outsourcing contracts range from relatively simple, well defined activities or 
processes to large, complex arrangements. 

Outsourcing is the performance done by outside parties on a recurring basis of 
work, awarded based on performance, not relationships. Performance expectation, 
performance measures, and reporting routines are to be communicated and 
established (Greer et al., 1999). Where management’s knowledge of the industrial, 
market, or technological characteristics is limited, measures of performance will 
be based on standardized financial outcomes (Itami, 1987; Porter, 1987; 
Badaracco, 1991; Lei and Hitt, 1995). 

Outsourcing comprises traditional service, or functional activities, but also 
complementary, integrative, and duplicative activities scattered throughout the 
company, as well as disciplines and subsystems in which outsiders have greater 
expertise (Quinn, 1999). Outsourcing involves transfer of technology, 
management procedures, staff, and vital resources closely connected to the type of 
knowledge possessed by the firm: 

The physical resources of the firm consist of tangible things … There are also 
human resources available in a firm … Strictly speaking, it is never resources 
themselves that are the ’input’ in the productive process, but only the services that 
the resources can render. (Penrose, 1959/1995: 24-25) 

Rapid technological change and searches for flexibility to meet uncertainties are 
reasons for the development of outsourcing (Deavers, 1997). The reason for 
handing over job to an outside expertise may be that no one in the company seems 
to have enough expertise to assess the needed new technologies. It means getting 
access to the skills of leading specialist suppliers in the areas. “If you make it 
yourself it will be as good as you know how, but if you buy it then it can be as 
good as the best in the world know how.” (Ford et al., 1998: 123) 

Supplier relationships play an important role in the current and future 
performance of the organization. The suppliers’ skills and resources are a 
complement to the organization’s own internal operations and resources. 
Outsourcing is seen as stimulating the learning processes because it keeps the 
company in contact with external expertise and current information (Greer et al., 
1999). People perceive, interpret and evaluate the world differently, and according 
to Nooteboom’s theory people and firms need outside sources of competence and 
interaction to complement the view they have developed. One reason, why inter-
firm linkages are of importance for innovation and high added value is that firms 
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make relation-specific investments to utilize the opportunities of complementary 
competencies (Nooteboom, 1999). Outsourcing then involves a closer integration 
or strengthening of the supplier relationship. On the other hand, close 
relationships are costly; they require initial investments and future handling. To 
incorporate suppliers’ knowledge, companies could also share knowledge and 
resources with suppliers through ‘expatriate programme’ in which technicians 
become permanent personnel in the supplier factory (Ford et al., 1998: 147). 

Outsourcing analyzed only as a “make or buy” decision highlights immediate cost 
savings and availability of production capacity, as the two most important factors 
of the decision to outsource. Elements of the “make” analysis include: 
Incremental inventory-carrying costs, direct labor costs, incremental factory 
overhead costs, delivered purchased material costs, incremental managerial costs, 
any follow-on costs stemming from quality and related issues, incremental 
purchasing costs, and incremental capital costs. The “buy” side of the decision 
that is referred to as outsourcing includes: Purchase price of the part, 
transportation costs, receiving and inspection costs, incremental purchasing costs, 
and any follow-on costs related to quality or service. 

However, ‘either make or buy’ is considered a false dichotomy:  

… the coordination and motivation costs resulting from decentralisation are 
ignored in the make or buy decision, leading to a serious underestimation of the 
cost consequences in the “make”-alternative. The same applies to the “buy”-
alternative, which for the same reasons also entails coordination and control costs. 
(Vosselman and van der Meer-Kooistra, 2006: 319)  

Prior commitment to internal procurement could reduce the willingness to 
outsource, relative to a pure make or buy scenario. Outsourcing also rests on the 
assumption that the relations between parts can be specified. This is problematic 
in a cross-boundary relation and firms tend to ignore the transaction costs 
involved in buying services from external suppliers. Outsourcing requires 
collaboration between outside resources and inside capabilities (Ford et al., 1998). 
In contrast to the waves of expansion and contraction of the value-chain, 
outsourcing means that functions or parts of functions of a firm are cut off and 
produced outside the boundaries of the firm. The consequences will, in general, 
not be closely predictable until a reasonable amount of operating experience has 
been accumulated (Winter, 1996).  

The decision to outsource some parts of a company’s activities will affect other 
aspects of its internal activities. When a company outsources a function or service, 



157 

it gives up some internal skills and routines, which may have a critical role in other 
connected or unconnected activities of the business. When organizational routines 
are cut off due to outsourcing, knowledge, control, and learning are removed from 
the organization. Interfaces between the outsourced activity and other operations 
and technology are affected and it is assumed that the organization is left with 
‘phantom limbs pain’. 

Outsourcing also changes connected relationship with customer and other 
suppliers and focuses on the need to reorganize the supplier network to support 
the outsourced activity. Changing organizational form means a change in control 
(Fulk and DeSanctis, 1995). 

Outsourcing, while seen as a means of simplifying operations, brings with it a new 
kind of complexity in form of coordination of work processes and routines during 
the negotiation of interests between the firm and the providers of outsourced 
services. Organizations also tend to respond to environmental complexity by 
expanding internal structures and modifying processes and routines, because 
without relevant knowledge about an unfamiliar or emerging technology the 
company does not have the knowledge to outsource (Macdonald, 1995). 

Outsourcing as a strategy in business planning is seen as a lever for business 
innovation, global expansion and competitive advantage. The outsourcing 
decision is seen as “the strategic use of outside resources to perform activities 
traditionally handled by internal staff and resources.”42 It changes the relation 
between producing internally and buying externally from outside suppliers. It 
changes vertical integration towards downsizing, creating spin-off outsourcing of 
innovations (Quinn, 1992). 

On the other hand, outsourcing could help to refocus on critical activities to keep 
control of the core competencies (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990); the very heart of 
the company or activities that are too critical to be entrusted to an outside (Lacity 
and Willcocks, 1995). Outsourcing non-strategic activities permits a department 
to move away from routine administration toward a more strategic role (Greer et 
al., 1999). The concept smart-sourcing (Lacity and Hirschheim, 1993) is used 
when companies keep the strategic parts and outsources parts that could be done 
more productively elsewhere. The entrepreneurial gain of outsourcing is that it 
keeps the company from having to divert capital from what it does well. The 
company thereby takes advantage of the intellectual resources created within it, 

                                                 
42 A common definition of outsourcing (The Outsourcing Institute) 
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but also of the resources created in its existing and potential relationships in the 
network (Ford et al., 1998). 

Even if the outsourcing company Sun, in the analyzed case (Hill, 1998), managed 
to take hold of the specialist knowledge from the external provider Adecco, the 
outsourcing operation still failed to generate the expected benefits. Sun did not 
worry too much about the cost even if the management fee increased, but there 
seemed to be some limitation in the library service level that disturbed the 
development, so the solution was insourcing. Insourcing means moving activities 
back into the company that outsourced (Hill, 1998; Brege et al., 2010); a concept 
also known as backsourcing (Veltri et al., 2008; Pankaj, 2015; Nagpal, 2015; Law, 
2018). 

Outsourcing has changed and evolved from vertical to virtual, tactical to strategic, 
cost-cutting to cutting-edge. The stakes have increased, yet it is argued that 
outsourcing management, i.e., the way outsourcing engagements are conducted 
and supervised, has remained the same (Quinn, 1999; Langfield-Smith and 
Smith, 2003; Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2005; Raiborn et al., 2009; Liu and 
Deng, 2015). 

The discussion in Chapter 7 on how boundaries limit knowledge transfer, 
monitor and control information, and eventually angle management perception 
will continue in Section 8.2. Boundary crossing is a complex processing (Carlile, 
2004) and in Section 8.3 the consequences for organizational routines cut off 
context will be further discussed. 

8.3 Crossing and Extending Boundaries through 
Outsourcing 

Crossing or extending boundaries through outsourcing have consequences from 
an organizational perspective. The firm is organized to have control over its 
resources and information. The mere handling of information is an instrument of 
control within the boundary of the firm (Macdonald, 1995). Reframing in 
connection with outsourcing requires restructuring of the definitions of the firm’s 
worldview and of the decisions on what activities the firm might do with its 
resources. Boundary crossing in form of outsourcing is assumed to push memory, 
accountability, and predictability of the firm to its limit, which will be discussed 
here. 
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Much of the boundary research is concerned with identifying different types of 
boundaries (Carlile, 2002, 2004). Boundary crossing has been the center of 
attention in creation, sharing and transfer of knowledge (Carlile, 2002; Bechky, 
2003; Garrety et al., 2004). Three ‘waves’ of routine studies by leading scholars 
of the field (Pentland and Feldman, 2008; D’Adderio, 2011; Feldman and 
Orlikowski, 2011; Robey et al., 2012; Pentland and Hærem, 2015) have been 
discussed in Chapter 3 to explain the role of organizational structure, technology 
and context that affects the survival of the organizational routines when crossing 
boundaries.  

The obvious organizational response for acquiring needed information or 
resources is to capture the source, i.e., to render the external internal. The more 
variable and unpredictable the situation the more reliance is put on coordination 
by mutual adjustment based on reciprocal interdependence and high 
communication activity (Thompson, 1967). It is costly to seek information from 
external sources, because there is a need for recalibration of skills and knowledge 
to gain access and interact with security (Borgatti and Cross, 2003). To deal with 
unexpected events and insecurities, the management of Sun builds up resources 
to limit the scope of interaction. 

However, problems involved in acquiring external information and in making it 
compatible with what is already in use within the firm could lead to a preference 
for internal sources (Nelson and Winter, 1982). “The not-invented-here-
syndrome” is a hinder for using external sources and for boundary crossing. It is 
an almost insuperable challenge when trying to integrate information that has 
been produced by a subcontractor without coordination with the buying firm 
(Macdonald, 1995: 560). 

What counts as ‘internal’ and ‘external’ can be problematized via decisions to 
outsource that make the boundaries between firms blurred. The space of the firm 
is thereby rendered negotiable. Outsourcing requires a careful coordination. The 
control mechanisms are extended via the information system (Montgomery, 
1994). Crossing boundaries involves a command over spaces and times 
implicating a distinction between centers and peripheries in terms of power and 
influence (Giddens, 1984; Lash and Urry, 1994 in Mouritsen, 1999: 34). The 
transformation of control of ‘production’ to control of ‘production at a distance’ 
directs attention not only to the legal boundaries of companies, but also to the 
spaces of flows of products and services. The company doesn’t have direct control 
of product quality, delivery and other critical performance measures, with 
consequences for security. The accountability is put out of play. In the case of Sun 
there was demonstrated a lack of confidence; for security reasons SunLibrary was 
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not considered “part of the team” and therefore not able to handle proprietary 
information and confidential inquiries (Hill, 1998: 47).  

When planning and control must be exercised across organizational boundaries, 
the companies make use of boundary spanning with boundary objects (Carlile, 
2002; Levina and Vaast, 2005) and boundary spanners (Pawlowski and Robey, 
2004; Levina and Vaast, 2005). Adecco that had no library experience hired the 
librarian Hill as a boundary spanner for managing the functioning of SunLibrary. 
These boundary spanners function as brokers and translators that enable the flow 
of knowledge across different domains hindering stickiness of situated knowledge. 
However, the boundary role person, the employee who acquires and uses external 
information, does usually not have any organizational responsibility as had Hill 
as a manager (Macdonald, 1995: 561). 

Changes in the scope of supplies alter a company’s control boundaries. This 
involves important choices for a company between its wish to control its own 
destiny when set against the benefits of accessing the skills of its suppliers (Ford et 
al., 1998). Boundary control also refers to how the company controls how 
suppliers monitor time and security controls between the outsourced project and 
other projects.  

Outsourcing has impact on the accumulation of the knowledge of the firm (Itami, 
1987; Barney, 1991), on the development of core competences (Prahalad and 
Hamel, 1990; Teece et al., 1997), as well as on the organization’s ability to learn, 
which is assumed to depend heavily on firm-specific characteristics and embedded 
knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Badaracco, 1991). Embeddedness means 
that technologies are connected into sets of complementary technology, 
equipment, and knowledge. These connections have their own internal logic that 
is a result of the development over time.  

On the other hand, others (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Teece, 1998; Quinn, 1999) 
claim that knowledge production does require communications across the 
boundaries of existing organizations, and that outsourced human-embodied 
capabilities contribute to the firm’s knowledge. Through relating resources 
created within the company to resources created in external relationships the 
company takes advantage and develops the economic potentials (Ford et al., 
1998). The organization brings home new information from the outside world to 
be mixed with resident information to shape a novel pattern of knowledge 
(Macdonald, 1995). Information already available within the organization 
facilitates what the organization is already doing but is unlikely to make a major 
contribution to changes. Boundaries are “… both a source of and a barrier to 
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innovation.” (Carlile 2002: 442) The creation of knowledge through the 
generation and selection of skills, processes and products means that there is a 
great deal of internal selection; not all of which reflects external factors even 
though it has been usual to think of markets as the arena for economic selection.  

When opportunities and capabilities exist to make a combination or exchange of 
knowledge, the interaction will prove worthwhile (Boland and Tenkasi, 1995; 
Moran and Ghoshal, 1996). However, when there is a lack of control and 
monitoring between firms, and when incentives are jointly set, Larson’s (1992) 
study of interfirm exchange relationships revealed that agency theory has a limited 
ability to explain networking.  

The prior possession of relevant knowledge gives rise to creativity in permitting 
linkages to be done that may not have been considered before. “Unique social and 
cognitive repertoires” are developed guiding the interaction of different expert 
knowledge groups in the process of knowledge creation (Boland and Tenkasi, 
1995: 352). Huber (1996: 135) uses the concept ‘vicarious’ learning for 
organizations borrowing knowledge from each other. A similar concept is 
‘imitation’ (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Huber, 1996) used to cope with the 
transfer of experience between organizations. However, to imitate may be difficult 
for would-be-imitators because tacit knowing and firm-specific knowledge of the 
routines is tricky to move between organizations. Boundary crossing is a complex 
processing (Carlile, 2004) and in Section 8.4 the consequences for organizational 
routines cut off context will be further discussed. 

Boundary transforming is possible through development of a common lexicon to 
share knowledge, through the ability to identify and use dependencies, or through 
transformation of domain-specific knowledge to allow actors to work together 
(Grant, 1997; Carlile, 2004). Organizational learning recognizes internal factors 
as instrumental in the change process (Macdonald, 1995: 557). Team theory does 
not explain interfirm exchange relations because of its unrealistic assumption that 
group members have identical interests (Cyert and March, 1963; Uzzi, 1997). 
‘Communities of practice’ assumes that individuals, through participating in 
similar activities, develop shared meanings in their communities (Brown and 
Duguid, 1991; Lave and Wenger, 1991) while the concept of ‘trading zone’ build 
on negotiation in establishing a boundary project between organizations (Galison, 
1997; Gorman, 2002; Kellogg et al., 2006).  

Change is usually analyzed in the context of the organization in which the change 
is taking place. However, outsourcing changes the firm’s capacity to handle 
change. Outsourcing means that activities, in form of organizational routines, are 
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cut away from the company’s internal activities. To be able to understand the 
consequences of a change like outsourcing, the explanatory factors must be 
understood on the routine level, not just on the organizational level. The focus 
must be on how organizational routines get transformed or broken, when a 
function, a process, or an activity built up by organizational routines is outsourced 
and thus changed. 

8.4 Interpretation of SunLibrary 

SunLibrary is a case that illustrates the contribution of external information to 
internal change due to outsourcing. Texts on outsourcing conditions are used to 
show the understanding of organizational and extra-organizational outsourcing 
behavior. In investigating management of organizations, the critical hermeneutic 
method is useful. It is critical in the sense that it, while proceeding in uncertainty, 
enables self-conscious reflection on conditions around the findings (Phillips and 
Brown, 1993). 

In the description of the article (Hill, 1998) SunLibrary is already outsourced 
from Sun to Adecco. It tells how SunLibrary manages to control knowledge 
deployment and learning. Most proposals are coming from the librarian manager 
Cynthia Hill, employed by the vendor Adecco, even if it is difficult for SunLibrary 
to add and develop certain competencies outside the boundaries of Sun (Hill, 
1998).  

It seems like the outsourced SunLibrary is prevented from providing relevant key 
services. It means that the SunLibrary case has the potential for a second 
hermeneutic arc discourse. The SunLibrary case captures the suspicion that 
outsourced organizational routines are cut off from their original activity context. 
The ‘hermeneutics of suspicion’, already described in Chapter 2 about the 
hermeneutical interpretation, focuses on absent organizational routines being cut 
off and affecting the interfaces between the outsourced activities and other 
operations. Outsourcing means restructuring and results in change of the capacity 
to handle organizational routines outside the boundary of the organization, which 
could result in loss of organizational memory ‘amnesia’, in loss of accountability 
‘discharge’, and in loss of predictability ‘unforeseeability’, dramatically 
highlighted with the metaphor of ‘phantom limbs pain’. 
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The interpretation of SunLibrary shows different consequences of amnesia, 
discharge, and unforeseeability. The consequences of amnesia signify being 
ignored as a business unit partner, not getting in contact with knowledge sharing 
or the connection to external knowledge through intranet. Discharge points at 
how SunLibrary must enter the new administration of Adecco. It means 
restructuring of responsibility being removed from Sun as a member. 
Unforeseeability represents that most interfaces in SunLibrary are affected, which 
leads to incapacity of making any long-term decisions, or changing services to be 
able to increase time available for more strategic projects. The consequences of 
discharge and unforeseeability result in problems with whom to form partnerships 
for creating the intranet connection for developing a knowledge sharing database. 
No long-term decisions affect the strategy and the financial supporters. 

 

Figure 8.2 Practical consequences in SunLibrary of outsourced organizational routine (see also 
Section 1.6)  

However, it seems to increase the efficiency that SunLibrary interacts with a set 
of people from Adecco. Adecco is described as an international temporary 
placement agency with superior administrative routines (Hill, 1998: 47). 
Managing the standard processes efficiently seems to have economized with staff 
time to get space for development. In that sense, outsourcing could be perceived 
as a means of achieving performance improvement in certain areas of business 
(McIvor, 2008). It is shown that “… routines are never entirely static, because 
with repetition routines can be constantly improved.” (Dosi et al., 1992: 192) 
Improvement of a routine can be obtained with the active cooperation of those 
involved in its performance (Winter, 1996: 464). Such involvement in 
performance is carried out by the librarian Cynthia Hill, employed by Adecco and 
other new people. So ‘amnesia’ reveals also the contrary image. Looking at the 
organizational routines as a way of doing reveals how the socially organized work 
is divided, managed, and coordinated in the operations, but also how the physical 
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technology is involved in the function (Becker, 2005), like the intranet 
development of SunLibrary.  

The essence of routinization is an important form of storage of operational 
knowledge (Nelson and Winter, 1982). Firms rely upon routinized behaviors 
because they are efficient ways of doing an operation, if already known how to do 
it (Zander and Kogut, 1995). The routinization of the library enabled Cynthia 
Hill to bring back the research and literature searching functions. Despite the lack 
of organizational routines from the original library, it seems like much of the 
performance, important to the library, improved (Hill, 1998). It is known from 
theory that performing a routine maintains and develops the capabilities required 
to perform it (Feldman and Pentland, 2003). Without doubt, resources seem to 
have been managed efficiently, but the optimal solution needed Sun to contribute 
with special legal competence and services. The important distinction between 
resources and services made by Penrose indicates how organizational routines are 
to be compared with services rendered, not with resources that “... can be defined 
independently of their use, while services cannot be so defined, the very word 
‘service’ implying a function, an activity” (Penrose, 1959/1995: 25). 

Information technology introduced to replace routines often fails because of a 
misunderstanding of the underlying system of routines and a loss of valuable 
organizational memory, e.g., important individual employees must be hired back 
as consultants (Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996; Tomkins, 2001). If the underlying 
rules of the routines are heuristic they require sense making and cannot be applied 
mechanically and mindlessly (Simon, 1991; Weick, 1995). Routines may also 
preserve artefacts of old technology. In the SunLibrary case contract staff needed 
“... to comply with state and federal regulations” (Hill, 1998: 47). 

However, it seems obvious that the ‘same’ routines are not involved before and 
after the outsourcing where Adecco is involved (Hill, 1998). According to Winter 
(1995), a similar set of resources can be coordinated by a very similar web of 
relationships in concurrent operation at different sites. It seems like in-house staff 
could function as system integrators to help exploit the outsourcing situation. 
Lacity and Willcocks (1995) found that without such integrating teams, users 
inevitably run into gaps of organizational memory between systems. To fill the 
gaps, internal expertise of SunLibrary builds their own solutions, way apart from 
the outsourcing contract. In such interactions driven to change existing 
organizational patterns, organizational entrepreneurship may occur. It demands, 
however, one like the librarian Cynthia Hill, a managerial insider, who “… 
perfectly understands the vocabularies and arguments that exist within the 
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company as well as shared specific codes of conduct.” (Courpasson et al., 2016: 
151)  

The sourcing process of SunLibrary seems to involve transfer of technology, 
management procedures, staff, and other areas of knowledge, where 
organizational routines are vital. Neither Adecco nor Cynthia Hill seems to have 
had access to the ostensive or the performative aspects of SunLibrary’s routines. 
So, there were no possibilities in copying the routines of Sun. There were just a 
vision and a management plan elaborated for SunLibrary according to the level of 
service stipulated by the contract. The contract that specified the services is 
considered the artefact serving as a proxy for the ostensive aspect of a routine. 
Outsourcing can damage organizational learning, in the sense that decisions may 
be difficult to reverse (Lei and Hitt, 1995).  

Transferring ‘best practice’, involves a large effort to set up a ‘technology of 
replication’. Artifacts help interpret how organizational form, location and 
contractual agreement may have implications for outsourcing or insourcing. It 
implies learning to code successful routines and creating cognitive artifacts that 
can be diffused through flowcharts for example or generating a new routine in the 
actual practice adapted to the new context (D’Adderio, 2011). 

If management holds that the outcome of routines is only a result of the ostensive 
aspect, no specification of the outsourced function or functional part is needed. 
If, on the other hand, performative aspects matter, control must be recognized. 
The performative aspects involve decisions that depart from guidelines and 
recognize that the functional team can change the circumstances and create 
learning in the team. It can be interpreted as the new administrative routines that 
the librarian research function developed in the SunLibrary case. The different 
aspects of the organizational routines, the ostensive and the performative, seem to 
capture the suspicion that something happens with the outsourced organizational 
routines, when they are cut off from their original context.  

8.5 Conclusions 

Collaboration involves a flow of knowledge that relates resources to each other 
and increases the utilization to develop the economic potentials of the resources 
(Ford et al., 1998; Nooteboom, 2000). As the organization capitalizes on the 
knowledge of others, external sources of suppliers, customers, and competitors are 
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important as interactive processes to initiate innovation (Macdonald, 1995). Here 
the commitment to others becomes a critical resource (Ford et al., 1998).  

However, excessive reliance on a partner or a supplier results in dependency on 
external sources to obtain new skills and capabilities (Loasby, 1999). The 
complexity and variation of the environment means that a company must cope 
with the interdependence of the environment and through regulation of 
transactions achieve predictability and self-control (Thompson, 1967). The 
organization must adapt its routine or see them go seriously out of control (Nelson 
and Winter, 1982). However, the organization strongly resists total restructuring 
even if environmental changes create uncertainty; the reason is that the 
organization’s environmental maps tend to be rigid (Weick, 1969). Essential 
coordinating information is stored in the organizational routines and 
‘remembered by doing’, which make routines persist over time and explain path-
dependency. It explains that firms are “… expected to behave in the future 
according to routines they have employed in the past, given an organization in 
fully routine operating state.” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 134) 

There are different forms of coordination of inter-organizational relations that 
show the power of the organizational routines (Boisot and Sanchez, 2010). The 
organizational memory serves as an important structure of the firm’s activities, 
while organizational routines coordinate the firm’s activities. The organizational 
memory is based on procedures of learned repertoire of associated behaviors 
(Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996). Knowing that many routines are not ‘stand-alone’ 
routines but related to an implementer and that a single employee has multiple 
interrelationships, the elimination of an individual can damage the organization’s 
learning capacity to an unexpected extent (Fisher and White, 2000).  

The dynamic aspect of the routines is of interest because it could signify additional 
adjustments in sourcing operations that have consequences for the organization 
in form of amnesia, discharge, and unforeseeability. Studies of organizational 
routines as flows of ideas and actions with consequences for knowledge, control, 
and predictability help understand organizational routines, and how they arise, 
stabilize, and change, in the context of the business firm. 

Outsourcing, on the other hand, reduces the size of the core organization itself 
and the scope of value activities performed in-house. After having decided to 
outsource, the problems associated with outsourcing of processes were not 
identified and managed by Sun as discussed in the case. Through outsourcing of 
the library services, the organizational routines seemed to have been abandoned, 
whereby the outsourcing firm Sun renounced both control and knowledge of how 
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to perform the library function. The routines of the library were cut off, discussed 
as amnesia, discharge, and unforeseeability, but were still able to support 
knowledge and organizational learning. It seems like old and new routines 
proficiently can develop and function together (Feldman, 2000; Feldman and 
Rafaeli, 2002; Feldman and Pentland, 2003) because “… organizational structure, 
physical layout, cultural values, or tacit routines – forms of memory that change 
only slowly over long periods and bear an indirect relationship to business 
performance.” (Cross and Baird, 2000: 70) 

It seems that there are new explanations on how to cope with outsourcing and 
insourcing. Organizational routines that are cut off context are ‘not visible’, which 
create a problem in documenting ‘failures’ of outsourcing. The new context of 
Adecco is shown to have participated and the manager, having lived through the 
outsourcing process, could afterwards be able to interpret the ‘visible’ outcome of 
the organizational routines that developed in a new context. 

In Chapter 9, boundary spanning activities of importance for outsourcing and 
insourcing in Sandvik’s unit Crushing and Screening will be analyzed. It is a 
discussion on how to evaluate the firm’s knowledge, control, and learning 
capacities to be able to give a coherent view of the firm’s repertoire of actions in 
sourcing situations. 
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 Encountering Outsourcing Part I 

The theoretical analysis of the different perspectives on organizational routines is limited 
by practical evidences on how organizational routines are cut off and put out of context 
due to outsourcing. The evidences are given by interviewed managers. The trends of 
outsourcing research are the base for the interpretation that encounters ‘the specific’ in 
form of practical outsourcing that affects the firm’s memory, accountability, and 
predictability. The analysis continues to find interdependencies when examining 
knowledge, control, and learning aspects of the organizational routines from different 
perspectives.  

9.1 Outsourcing Trends 

Outsourcing can be defined as the strategic use of outside resources to perform 
activities traditionally performed in-house by internal staff and resources. In 
outsourcing an organization contracts functions to specialized and efficient service 
providers, who ultimately may become valued business partners (Chesbrough and 
Teece, 1996; Kraut et al., 1999; Ferreira and Otley, 2009). 

The trend towards outsourcing has been strong and sustained within business. 
Modern outsourcing is often traced back to 1988 to the Eastman Kodak large-
scale outsourcing arrangement with three suppliers (Gregory, 1996; Oshri et al., 
2009). The first trend was outsourcing to lower cost vendors specialized in a 
limited number of core areas that involved outsourcing of volume labor-intensive 
manufacturing work to reduce costs.  

The effects of recession in the early 1990s made cost-cutting the order of the day 
and forced companies much harder than before to improve efficiency and gain 
effectiveness by retaining core competence in-house “... justified in hard cash 
terms: in terms of the profits generated as compared with the opportunity costs 
of the capital tied up” (Hendry, 1995: 194). Outsourcing was often offshore 
outsourcing to distant countries, with a significant lower labor cost (Aron and 
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Singh, 2005; Ohsri et al., 2009). “Cost, enabling core business functions, and 
solving capacity issues are primary drivers to outsource” according to Deloitte’s 
2016 Global Outsourcing Survey43. Outsourcing has traditionally been presented 
as a ‘make or buy’ decision to achieve immediate cost savings and availability of 
production capacity. However, ‘either make or buy’ is considered a false 
dichotomy, as shown in Section 8.2. 

Several other pitfalls have been recognized like loss of control of work standards, 
reduced employee innovation, higher-than-expected transaction costs, and loss of 
competence when functions are taken away from the organization (Bettis et al., 
1992; Hendry, 1995; Lei and Hitt, 1995; Greer et al., 1999; Barthélemy, 2003; 
Langfield-Smith and Smith, 2003; Raiborn et al., 2009; Holweg and Pil, 2012). 
On the other hand, outsourcing to a vendor located nearby has other advantages 
than cost reduction. It admits a relatively close cooperation to meet change and 
technology, even if the benefits of lower labor costs are lost, as will be further 
discussed in the next Section 9.2. 

To succeed in an emerging global market, it was required to build core 
competencies (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990). A business process of continuous 
improvements across the corporation was used to further provide support for 
outsourcing. Rapid technological change and searches for flexibility to meet 
uncertainties are reasons for the development of new outsourcing trends (Deavers, 
1997). Outsourcing has changed from vertical to virtual, tactical to strategic, and 
the sourcing reasons from single non-core functions to complete business 
processes based on knowledge-based systems and managing processes (Aron and 
Singh, 2005; Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2005, Oshri et al., 2009; Gerbl et al., 
2015). 

Outsourcing has passed on to knowledge-intensive processes as described in the 
next Section 9.3, by Sandvik Crushing and Screening, where variable volumes 
have triggered adjustment and renegotiation. Due to technological advances and 
changes from more service-based outsourcing also this rather product-based 
company has chosen to increasingly look for time flexibility and direct quality 
control. The flexibility to change the extent, nature, or scope of the outsourced 
business services is strategically important in a dynamic business environment 
(Lacity and Willcocks, 2001; Tan and Sia, 2006). The further development of 
outsourcing of knowledge-intensive professional work into business process 

                                                 
43 https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/nl/Documents/operations/deloitte-nl-s&o-
global-outsourcing-survey.pdf (accessed January 2, 2018). 
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outsourcing (BPO) that shows the importance of work practices and personal 
participation will be further discussed in the Assemblin case in Chapter 10.  

The decision to outsource parts of a company’s activities affects other aspects of 
its internal activities, which is taken into consideration in the analysis of the three 
aspects of knowledge, control, and learning of organizational routines. Processes 
are said to be analyzed too narrowly, when companies only look at the direct costs 
and fail to examine interdependencies that must consider both location and 
organizational form (Aron and Singh, 2005). Benefits of outsourcing include 
flexibility, access to the latest and most effective technology, methodologies, 
practices (Raiborn et al., 2009). However, even if an outsourcing company 
achieves cost restructuring and performance improvements in different areas of 
business (Lacity and Willcocks, 1995; Quinn, 1999, 2000; McIvor, 2008; Ford 
et al., 2011) there are resistance and growing suspicions that the outsourcing 
operation has hidden costs. Different outsourcing studies have shown mixed 
results or failure to generate expected benefits (Hendry, 1995; Barthélemy, 2003; 
MacQueen, 2007; Freitag et al., 2012; Courpasson, et al., 2016).  

In outsourcing, the supplier relationships play an important role because the 
suppliers’ skills and resources are a complement to the organization’s own internal 
operations and resources, analyzed as organizational routines. People and firms 
need outside sources of competence and interaction to complement the view they 
have developed. Outsourcing is seen as stimulating the learning processes, because 
it keeps the company in interaction with external expertise and current 
information (Greer et al., 1999). However, organizations seem to prefer ‘hard 
learning’; unless they have experienced outsourcing themselves, they do not 
believe in advice on how to outsource (Willcocks, 2011). 

The concept of transactional relationships is used to indicate relatively long-term 
contacts to build a productive relationship regarding transactions between two or 
more actors (Vosselman and Van der Meer-Kooistra, 2006; Willcocks, 2011). 
Deloitte’s survey also shows that “… organizations use outsourcing to drive 
transformational change and improve business results.”44 On the other hand, the 
manner, in which outsourcing management has been conducted and supervised, 
has remained the same (Quinn, 1999; Franceschini et al., 2003; Langfield-Smith 
and Smith, 2003; Kakabadse and Kakabadse, 2005; Raiborn et al., 2009; Liu and 
Deng, 2015). The organizational routines that are outsourced are understood in 

                                                 
44 https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/nl/Documents/operations/deloitte-nl-s&o-
global-outsourcing-survey.pdf (accessed January 2, 2018). 
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a mechanistic way ‘given in a black box’, where a genuinely new management 
behavior would have been needed.  

To be effective, policies which promote the consideration of outside supply must 
be accompanied by the development of a range of management abilities concerned 
with selecting and working with suppliers and partners. (Jennings, 1996: 403) 

It is assumed possible for the hermeneutic arc to narrow down instead of spiraling 
out of control, if the range of the interpretation of the theoretical texts is limited 
by practical evidences. Chapters 9 and 10 present such interrelated, 
interdependent, and mutually modifying processes of interpretation. A 
reactivation of praxis is a question of grasping the sense. The examination of a real 
outsourcing situation, like the cases used as illustrations in this interpretation, is 
not general but refers to determined time, location, organizational form, and 
contractual arrangements. In so doing each case “… provides one anchorage ... 
for penetrating the hermeneutic circle …” (Altheide and Johnson, 1994: 491).  

The following Section 9.2 describes the history and the development of the 
Svedala plant as told by the former CEO and the official websites. The open 
interviews are perceived as expert voices (Kvale, 1983). Sum-ups of the interviews, 
translated into English, are reviewed by the interviewees before being presented. 
In Section 9.3 the interview with the present sourcing manager of Sandvik 
Crushing and Screening in Svedala is presented. Unstable environments are likely 
to increase the need for flexibility in outsourcing. The importance of flexibility is 
discussed and the work relations with vendors all over the world assisted by 
support teams, consultants, and learning schools are described. The 
interpretations45 of the sourcing situations, location, and organizational form are 
concluded in Sections 9.4 and 9.5. 

9.2 Interpretation through Praxis: The Svedala Plant 

To understand how organizational and extra-organizational outsourcing behavior 
has changed, the background of the Svedala plant is summarized. The different 
trends of outsourcing as shown in Section 9.1 are illustrated in the following with 

                                                 
45 See also Section 2.6 ‘Qualifying Interpretations’. 
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the help of the plant in Svedala that has been involved in outsourcing and 
insourcing over several decades. 

The old Svedala plant from the 1880s were originally used for manufacturing 
brickwork machines and furnaces for drying, before turning into crushing 
machines. Equipment was transported far beyond Sweden’s borders, and the 
company was the most important in its area. The company had its own pegs union 
with Svedala railway link with good transport facilities, which was favorable for 
the distribution and benefited the heavy industry. The Svedala plant was known 
as both Svedala-Arbrå and Svedala Industrier AB and was owned through the late 
1900s by different groups like Allis Chalmers, Trelleborg Group, and finally in 
the 1990s the Finnish group Metso.  

The development period of the Svedala industry was the aim of the interview46 
with the former CEO, who started in 1988 and continued through the agreement 
with the present owner Sandvik Group in 2001. The experiences of all types of 
outsourcing and insourcing during that period were the topic of the discussions.  

The big volumes of outsourcing were volume sheet metal work outsourced to 
Turkey, as big volume and low-price outsourcing. According to the former CEO 
it was crucial to ensure the product quality of sheet metal materials and the 
measuring, bending, cutting, and shaping to make the products keep the quality. 
He pointed out “… how it was obvious that outsourcing in practice is trickier 
than in theory”.47  

To guarantee quality-assured deliveries, enough volume had to come from 
subcontractors in the same geographical area to incorporate knowledge, resources, 
and permanent personnel nearby the supplier factories to be able to control, test, 
and adjust mechanical precision directly at the plant. The former CEO explained 
how coordination was essential: “It is enough that one product in a delivery to 
Svedala does not cope with the standard to get delays with damaging effects on 
customer deliveries and capital tied up in the production.”48 

However, on the contrary, according to the former CEO, in other small volume 
products and key details, it was very important to work with local companies 
around Svedala to be able to meet and discuss and adjust all problems 

                                                 
46 Telephone interview with the former CEO Nils-Evert Karlsson, April 10, 2018. 
47 Ibid. 
48 Ibid. 
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immediately. He was pleased to tell how Sandvik Crushing and Screening in 
Svedala today works with carefully controlled processes: 

The cooperation with subcontractors is so important that to get an accurate quality 
it is not just the quality of the products but the quality of the producing 
machineries that must be controlled by different expert teams that are working 
together to reach the result.49 

Such ideas have matured and are well developed by the present sourcing manager 
of Sandvik Crushing and Screening. In the following Section 9.3, he clarifies how 
to transfer long experience of sourcing to a new vendor and how the ‘learning 
schools’ and the cross-disciplinary support teams in Svedala, China, India, Brazil, 
and Germany are working. 

However, it was first in 2001 that the Sandvik Group entered the scene and 
acquired, through its business area Mining and Construction, the total operations 
of the Svedala Crushing and Screening units in Sweden and France, with sales of 
about SEK 1,400 M and 900 employees.50 The agreement included Svedala 
Industrier’s production units in Svedala and Arbrå, Sweden and in Chauny, 
France. The acquisition was expected to directly contribute positively to Sandvik’s 
earnings and the plant continued to grow with more new buildings in Svedala in 
the 21st century. 

The products provide a natural complement to Sandvik Mining and 
Construction's operations and the acquisition means that we can offer our 
customers a complete program for drilling, loading and conveying of rock and 
minerals as well as crushing, screening and fragmentation.51 

Sandvik Group, the present owner of the assembly plant in Svedala is an 
engineering group in mining and rock excavation, metal-cutting, and materials 
technology. Sandvik mining and rock technology for crushing and screening 
equipment has an equity story that is built on more than 150 years of leading 
materials and applications know-how. The machines of Sandvik, with a high level 

                                                 
49 Telephone interview with the former CEO Nils-Evert Karlsson, April 10, 2018. 
50 President of the new business sector in Svedala Nils-Evert Karlsson, 
https://www.home.sandvik/en/news-and-media/newslist/news/2001/09/sandviks-acquisition-of-
svedala-finalized/ (accessed 2018-03-02). 
51 President A. Ilstam of the Sandvik Mining and Construction business area, 
https://www.home.sandvik/en/news-and-media/newslist/news/2001/06/sandvik-reaches-
agreement-to-acquire-part-of-svedala/ (accessed 2018-03-02). 
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of agility and mobility, are designed for both robustness and safety of operators 
and maintenance personnel.  

The Sandvik Group had an amazing raw materials boom from 2000 up to 2008, 
when “the sky was the limit”52 and then again, a new boost in 2013, after the 
worldwide recession with termination notice of employees in Svedala. It was in 
2017 again at full capacity of 500 crushing machines per year in the assembly 
plant of Svedala. According to the sourcing manager, Sandvik Crushing and 
Screening, is today a product group within the division of Sandvik Mining and 
Rock Technology. Figure 9.1 presents all three divisions of the Sandvik Group in 
figures from 2016. 

 

Figure 9.1 Sandvik Business Areas in 2016 Source: https://www.home.sandvik/en/about-us/our-
company/business-areas/ (accessed January 2, 2018). 

In the following Section 9.3, the sourcing manager describes the 
boundary spanning activities of importance for the world wide Sandvik 

                                                 
52 Interview with the sourcing manager at Svedala, December 20, 2017.  

THE SANDVIK GROUP  
conducts operations in three business areas with responsibility for research and 
development (R&D), production and sales of their respective products and 
services. 

SANDVIK MACHINING SOLUTIONS  
Sales: approx. 33 billion SEK (2016) 
Number of employees: approx. 18,000 (2016) 

SANDVIK MATERIALS TECHNOLOGY  
Sales: approx. 13 billion SEK (2016) 
Number of employees: approx. 6,500 (2016) 

SANDVIK MINING AND ROCK TECHNOLOGY  
A leading supplier in equipment and tools, service and technical solutions for 
mining and construction industries.  
Application areas include rock drilling, rock cutting, crushing and screening, 
loading and hauling, tunneling, quarrying and breaking and demolition. 
Sales: approx. 31 billion SEK (2016) 
Number of employees: approx. 14,000 (2016) 
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Crushing and Screening business. Sandvik Crushing and Screening is 
limited liability company Sandvik SRP AB in the business area of Sandvik 
Mining and Rock Technology. 

9.3 Sourcing: Sandvik Crushing and Screening 

The sourcing manager gives here an overview53 over how the pleasant capacity 
problems with full order books are handled and how Sandvik Crushing and 
Screening manages to deliver with the help of hundreds of subcontractors. When 
the market increases and there are constraints in the internal production, one way 
is to call on subcontracted products to meet orders. The Svedala plant has its own 
machine park, but when demand is greater than the production capacity,  

… we have to look at what we can do; it is not so much a question about 
outsourcing or insourcing, because when outsourcing changes, it usually creates a 
long boot time, so now and for the future we want to invest in something that we 
call ‘flexibility’, which allows us to have a balance between our external suppliers 
and what we can handle ourselves.54  

There are possibilities to reduce or add orders to balance the supply from the 
present suppliers in Sweden, but also from suppliers in Europe and in China from 
a committed level without cutting ties. The sourcing manager emphasized that to 
‘balance’ means taking care of vendors’ business in a dialogue, in which both 
external and internal requirements must be met.  

Sourcing in Svedala takes care of indirect material, everything from toilet paper 
to the investment in a plant site as well as all core business and all components 
and products that go into the final products. When the project department must 
build an entire plant for a customer, sourcing is asked to help with products and 
provide facilities. The final products ‘crushers’ are produced at the Svedala plants. 
There is also an assembly plant in China and the aftermarket part is in Brazil. The 
level of costs determines which production factory to choose. All shipments within 
Sandvik Crushing and Screening are arranged by a company that puts the 
transports ‘out to tender’. 

                                                 
53 A summarized transcript translated into English. 
54 Interview with the sourcing manager at Svedala, December 20, 2017. 
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Outsourcing seems to have just a commercial focus, where components from 
different places are simply put together. But, as the sourcing manager points out,55 
outsourcing is not that easy a move; it is lots of paperwork to assure that it is on 
time, that it gets into the system, and to control that the quality is there. Once 
outsourcing is selected no finishing works should be required to be done in the 
production: “We now focus not only on outsourcing, but generally within 
Sandvik we focus on premium brand, which means that we have to be world-class 
in terms of quality.”56 

Outsourcing is therefore treated by Sandvik almost like a development project, 
where the project manager concentrates on cross-functional work – R&D, 
production, engineering, transportation, and logistics – people from those 
departments are gathered to discuss and to try to understand the needs of doing 
something consistent, so that sourcing gets a reliable picture. Over a certain 
contract amount, the global framework agreement sets the rules of game between 
Sandvik and the providers to clarify everything from price listing, warranty, 
liability, to order confirmation, and so forth.  

Knowledge transfer and learning is most important; the sourcing manager 
explains that “… it is a question of getting back to basic communication.” The 
biggest challenge is to be able to transfer for example a fifteen-year long experience 
in sourcing to a new vendor, to activate his part in the big picture, to explain his 
role as a vendor in the long-term thinking of Sandvik Crushing and Screening 
and to explain why and how adjustments are to be made. The request for 
quotation must be clear for the suppliers, in demands, in code of conduct, and in 
supply quality manuals. It is a major undertaking and it takes time to renegotiate, 
when ties are cut with a supplier.  

There are hundreds of vendors and a dedicated supply quality in sourcing, for 
which the sourcing manager in Svedala is responsible. He tells how his staffs travel 
a lot to suppliers to set requirements, inspecting, and sampling: “A pretty good 
visibility in the Sandvik system makes it easy to find eventually recurring problems 
and to set up plans with the suppliers.” The sourcing manager also tells how it 
works with third party and the Sandvik personnel, acting as consultants, to find 
development opportunities together with open minded vendors that see Sandvik 
employees as an asset, “as consultants free of charge ready to help with massive, 

                                                 
55 Interview with the sourcing manager at Svedala, December 20, 2017 
56 Ibid. 
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continuous improvement efforts.” There are support teams in Svedala and a 
support team in China, as well as teams in India, in Brazil, and in Germany.  

Previously, Sandvik Group worked with shared service centers for human 
resources and finance, as the former President requested centralization. However, 
two years ago, the new President demanded decentralization – so global sourcing, 
human resources, and finance, are all located out to the specific product area like 
Crushing and Screening, which have responsibility for profit and loss and to take 
care of good business for the company. In the profit and loss responsibility there 
are three steps – stability, profitability, and growth – phases that are said to work 
great. 

Outsourcing and insourcing – yes of course we do it – but we call it ‘flexibility’. 
We would rather not cut ties, we want to be flexible. Outsourcing was much about 
either or and after a break when you need it again, you want to act quickly and 
don’t have the time to rework it. We want to have long-term partners that help us 
in bad times, running maybe at little lower volumes, but with this flexibility.57 

Cooperation in flexibility is the responsibility of sourcing, according to the 
sourcing manager explaining how economists, engineers, and technicians, with 
big experience in purchasing, are working together with R&D, and the entire 
technology and other expertise of the Svedala plant. Changes between producing 
internally and buying externally mean that Sandvik Crushing and Screening 
responds to environmental complexity by expanding internal structures and 
routines. To be able to include suppliers’ knowledge a closer supplier relationship 
has been built as described by the sourcing manager:  

Price, time, delivery, quality, and contract today – it is a combination that has to 
be evaluated all the time, even if we have a feeling, we have to take evidence-based 
statements. The suppliers’ people are here and learn – the advantage is that we are 
in a plant, so we can see their products and they look at all our processes and are 
here to learn. It is not in the contracts, but it is a learning school here and a learning 
school out at the suppliers – to learn from suppliers. Communication is the basic 
in learning. That is how we work today. 58 

                                                 
57 Interview with the sourcing manager at Svedala, December 20, 2017. 
58 Ibid. 
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9.4 Interpretation of Outsourcing and Flexibility 

The interpretation of the interview with the sourcing manager is done with the 
theoretical underpinning of this study to analyze how outsourcing and flexibility 
are used in Sandvik Crushing and Screening. It is significant that the sourcing 
manager at the Svedala plants prefers ‘flexibility’ instead of ‘outsourcing and 
insourcing’ to underline how corporations must work with responsibility of 
sourcing to keep the flexibility. This is interesting, because as Ricoeur noticed 
(1974: 110): “Why should we draw new meanings from our language, if we had 
nothing new to say, no new worlds to project?”  

The remarkable findings in Sandvik Crushing and Screening are that the sourcing 
manager to explain ‘flexibility’ highlighted such concepts as knowledge of 
processes, control of deliveries, and learning possibilities together with 
subcontractors to be of importance for the firm’s capacities of outsourcing rather 
than focusing only on quality or volume or other disaggregated autonomous 
contractually separated entities. The traditional picture of organizational routines 
as creating inertia in organizations must be changed (Feldman and Pentland, 
2003). The aspects of ‘knowledge’, ‘control’ and ‘learning’ reflect the versatility 
and complexity of organizational routines as part of the normal operation of a 
firm like Sandvik Crushing and Screening. 

Knowledge is built up in the organizational memory of the routines. The 
organization remembers ‘by doing’, but also ‘by keeping’ (Nelson and Winter, 
1982: 99, 105). It is assumed that the knowledge of the firm is a system of 
coordination that combines relations and tasks into productive performance 
(Nelson and Winter, 1982). This system of coordination is here presented as the 
organizational memory described through the characteristics of Sandvik Crushing 
and Screening. The rational of the internal organization is to stimulate ongoing 
processes in the sense that the firm is assumed to have superior capabilities relative 
to market in developing “… knowledge about how to coordinate complex 
production systems …” (Foss and Foss, 2000: 17). Consequently, growth of 
knowledge is not a result of random learning. It is about transfer experiences and 
learning schools, correlated to developed procedures, competences, and 
techniques relevant to the ends, or objectives discussed (Barnes, 1977). 
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Figure 9.2 Aspects and empirical data of the organizational routine in Sandvik Crushing and 
Screening (see also Sections 1.3 and 1.6). 

Control is about responding to the performance, about making someone 
accountable. Working with hundreds of subcontractors requires lateral relations 
“to take care of vendors in a dialogue to meet a balance”59, which in Sandvik 
Group is reorganized to a lower level, to the product groups instead of the 
divisions. 

Learning is connected to the communication structure and practice between the 
different organizations and the external environment (Loasby, 2000). There are 
several factors influencing the probability to learn, such as corporate culture and 
strategies that allow flexibility to promote innovation and environmental insights 
(Fiol and Lyles, 1985). Learning involves change but presupposes predictability 
to go along with control. Predictability is discussed to reach committed levels and 
flexibility on long term. It has been shown by the sourcing manager in Svedala 
how search for flexibility is used to meet uncertain volumes, to exceed projected 
volumes, to achieve performance improvements, and to be able to do adjustments 
in outsourcing.  

In the literature it is presented how flexibility is one of the benefits of outsourcing, 
in the sense of scaling up and down volume and giving the opportunity to select 
service level (Deavers, 1997; Lacity and Willcocks, 2001, Tan and Sia, 2006; 
Raiborn et al., 2009).  

Bahrami and Evans (2005) further distil flexibility into three key dimensions: 
‘robustness’, ‘modifiability’, and ‘new capability’. These three dimensions of 
flexibility are here related to outsourcing relationships of Sandvik Crushing and 
Screening. ‘Robustness’ means keeping suppliers at a committed level. 
‘Modificability’ explains how the balance between supply and demand is 
highlighted without cutting the ties with the subcontractors, with consequences 
                                                 
59 Interview with the sourcing manager at Svedala, December 20, 2017. 
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that must be avoided. ‘New capability’ is searched for and found in the way 
Sandvik Crushing and Screening creates learning schools together with vendors.  

A fourth dimension of outsourcing flexibility is called ‘partnering flexibility’ 
(Gosain et al., 2004). Such ‘ease of entry and exit’ in inter-organizational 
collaboration with subcontractors does, however, not seem to be appreciated by 
the sourcing manager in Svedala. How to allow transfer of services, change of 
vendors, and backsourcing of an outsourcing relationship is discussed in the 
literature (Venkatraman and Henderson, 1998; Ybarra and Wiersema, 2003; 
Nagpal, 2015). The problems of switching providers arise because processes 
cannot be brought back and forth between organizations without operational 
losses and risks (Aron and Singh, 2005; Kjellström, 2017). The direct controls of 
product quality, delivery and other performance measures were said to be critical 
requirements. Difficulties, due to time and quality control issues in the 
production requirement, were emphasized by the sourcing manager in Svedala, 
where long term outsourcing without changes is preferred because “… changing 
vendors always prolongs the boot time and complicate the deliveries.”60 The issues 
considered are that an outsourcing arrangement needs to dimension sufficient 
capacity to tolerate, absorb, or endure transactional variation, without significant 
modification or re-deployment of resources.  

However, productive knowledge is usually embodied, which means that transfer 
of skills cannot be accomplished by simply transmitting information. Sandvik 
Crushing and Screening very well visualizes how critical communication is when 
heterogeneous firms must learn to meet requirements. The sourcing manager,61 
who highlights communication to be able to share the type of knowing possessed 
by the personnel of both buyer and the supplier, recognizes that the transfer of 
technology, procedures, and resources is closely connected to functioning 
communication.  

Boundaries between different organizations that represent different worldviews 
require negotiation to make communication possible. Information technology 
introduced to replace routines often fails without the tacit knowing of in-house 
staff as system integrators. The importance of people as critical to tacit knowing 
could be expressed as ‘no tacit knowing without people’ (Polanyi, 1966). It seems 
as if Sandvik Crushing and Screening and its suppliers enlarge the concept of 
communication to include an open, mutual communication between the different 
plants, explained as ‘learning schools’, where cross-functional work is needed to 
                                                 
60 Interview with the sourcing manager at Svedala, December 20, 2017. 
61 Ibid. 
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get a reliable communication. These learning schools are used as boundary objects 
for boundary spanning (Carlile, 2002; Levina and Vaast, 2005) to enable the flow 
of knowledge across different domains that usually could be problematic. In 
Sandvik Crushing and Screening the boundary crossing actors are supposed to 
work together and share or transform knowledge. Knowledge and resources could 
also be shared with suppliers through ‘expatriate programme’ (Ford et al., 1998: 
147), like in the plant in Svedala, where technicians and personnel visit and work 
in both Svedala and in the other factories. This highlights that outsourcing also 
need collaboration, i.e., not just communication, between outside resources and 
inside capabilities to stimulate the learning process (Ford et al., 1998; Greer et al., 
1999). 

Flexibility to change the extent and scope of outsourcing is especially important 
in a dynamic, i.e., cyclical environment, emphasized with the raw materials boom, 
recession, and full capacity in the assembly plant of Svedala described in Section 
9.2. Flexibility in the boundary role routines (Aldrich and Herker, 1977; Kellogg 
et al., 2006) supports the transfer of knowledge and learning to get access to 
effective technology, methodologies, and practices. 

The boundaries of the organization are challenged by outsourcing, which means 
that firms in some respects renounce ‘organizational memory’, ‘accountability’, 
and ‘predictability’. Outsourcing affects the operational systems, cuts up, and 
replaces organizational routines (Freytag et al., 2012). The accountability is put 
out of play, when planning and control is exercised across boundaries, through 
boundary objects. Outsourced routines are removed from the accountability of 
the organization (Elharidy et al., 2013) and affect the organizational memory. 
When organizational routines are cut off, interfaces between the outsourced 
activities and other operations and technology are affected. Outsourcing means 
restructuring and results in difficulties of the firm’s capacity to handle 
organizational routines out of context and outside the boundary, which could 
result in ‘amnesia’, ‘discharge’, and ‘unforeseeability’, dramatically highlighted 
with the metaphor of ‘phantom limbs pain’.  

Treating boundary spanning activities could be problematic. Professionals in 
organizations need boundary-spanning to maintain contact with technology and 
the professional reference groups in the field. The function of boundary roles may 
be summarized as an organization’s ability to adapt to the environmental 
contingencies depending on the expertise in selecting, transmitting, and 
interpreting information originating in the environment (Aldrich and Herker, 
1977). To arrange for the transfer of knowledge and experience over time, the 
company Sandvik Crushing and Screening applies the boundary spanning role of 
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the sourcing manager and the cross-functional expert groups. This is underlined 
by the sourcing manager in Svedala telling about the different boundary roles 
played by both the Sandvik people and the suppliers in developing functioning 
cross-boundary routines, underlining that outsourcing is not simply components 
put together from different places.  

 

Figure 9.3 Practical consequences in Sandvik Crushing and Screening of outsourced 
organizational routines (see also Section 1.6). 

Outsourcing means loss of organizational memory, in this case production 
disabilities and complexity in communication. Loss of accountability as discharge 
shows how the interfaces with the many subcontractors are affected and 
coordination is required, when functions and requirements change. The discharge 
problem is related to the heterogeneous exchange to meet requirements, or to 
modify organizational routines, which then indicate learning or change exactly as 
in Sandvik Crushing and Screening. The sourcing manager in Svedala is conscious 
about the range of management abilities required to be effective in selecting and 
working with suppliers to keep up with the predictability. In the literature it is 
documented how inter-firm linkage creates possibilities to reach complementary 
competencies (Nooteboom, 1999). The support teams and the employees as 
consultants are specific spanning activities used by Sandvik Crushing and 
Screening to bridge boundaries with the motive of getting access and stimulate 
learning, also when it requires investments, as discussed in Chapter 8. 

As practical consequences of outsourcing, the sourcing manager of Sandvik 
Crushing and Screening mentions lots of paperwork, time check, quality control, 
system set-ups, and other finishing works required in the production. It leaves the 
organization with ‘phantom limbs pain’, emanating out of the daily routine 
activities. It is difficult to keep up with both consistency and flexibility with 
partners outside the company, when connections to internal routines are lacking 
and diminish the effectiveness of the remaining activity system (Turner and 
Rindova, 2012).  
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However, the wording ‘lots of paperwork’, mentioned by the sourcing manager, 
indicates that traditional management control systems are too inflexible for the 
lateral relations needed in working with many suppliers (Van der Meer-Kooistra 
and Scapens, 2008). To ensure coordination among the many actors in the value-
chain, traditional management systems do not give enough information about and 
control of the value chain. When it comes to management accounting both 
internal and environmental changes require flexibility, a wider focus, and 
willingness to learn (Otley, 1994). One way to resolve this is, according to the 
sourcing manager, to locate accountability to the specific product area. 
Accountability at lower levels, measured as stability, profitability, and growth like 
in Sandvik Crushing and Screening, could enable the organization to be flexible 
and cope with uncertainty, according to the theoretical examination of the 
management control perspective in Chapter 5. 

The biggest challenge, according to the sourcing manager, is to be able to transfer 
many years of experience about outsourcing to a new vendor to activate his part; 
that means to try to overcome ‘amnesia’ i.e., to activate the memory or to build 
new memory. He explains that sourcing is not just about having a product 
available and possible to buy on the world market, because candidates for 
outsourcing are more complex to integrate than separate functions or activities 
(Greer et al., 1999; Bengtsson et al., 2009). It is known from research that 
knowledge and experience need to be shared between parties in lateral, not 
hierarchical, relationships to reach co-operation and flexibility (Meer-Kooistra 
and Scapens, 2008). Activities, in spanning the boundaries of the firm, need to 
underpin flexibility, interdependence, learning, participation, and accountability 
(Kellogg et al., 2006; Van der Meer-Kooistra and Scapens, 2008).  

9.5 Closing the Analysis 

Given an organization in fully routine operating state, like Sandvik Crushing and 
Screening in Svedala, control procedures could struggle against changes and 
sacrificed flexibility that are the price to pay for efficient routines.  

It must be highlighted that outsourcing of organizational routines influences 
behavior and could create genuinely new behavior. This would exclude the 
suspicion that deliberate flexibility for the Sandvik plant in Svedala results in non-
compulsory flexibility with negative consequences for the subcontractor. Instead 
outsourcing seems to be employed to achieve improvement in performance of 
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both parties. This would be proven by the importance the sourcing manager in 
Svedala places on the mutual ‘learning schools’, where tacit knowing is transferred 
between the parties, implicitly understood as influencing behavior. 

Even if outsourcing is a means of simplifying operations, it brings lots of work, 
coordination of processes and routines, and negotiation with the providers to 
develop relevant services (Macdonald, 1995). The routines reveal both how the 
physical technology is involved, and how the socially organized work is divided, 
managed, and coordinated.  

In short, competences and capabilities, and the routines upon which they rest, are 
usually rather difficult to replicate. Replication could be hindered by the fact that 
few routines are ‘stand-alone’. It means that a change in one set of routines is 
accompanied by changes in other parts (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Augier and 
Teece, 2007). Another hinder could be that the enterprise does not have the 
foundations in place for learning and improvement in production and in 
management, which is the key to process improvement (Augier and Teece, 2007). 

In Sandvik Crushing and Screening, outsourcing is said to be treated as a 
development project using cross-functional work to be able to create something 
consistent and reliable. Outsourcing is seen as stimulating the learning processes 
through the interaction of different expert knowledge groups in the process of 
knowledge creation, which comprises internal selection of skills, processes and 
products (Boland and Tenkasi, 1995; Greer et al., 1999; Carlile 2002).  

Orchestrating a global portfolio of technological assets inside and outside the 
enterprise is therefore essential (Augier and Teece, 2007: 187). This is well 
illustrated by how the sourcing management in Svedala is engaging in achieving 
improvements in performance based on the mutual learning schools, where 
integration in both the parties' abilities is struggled for, as described by Jennings 
(1996: 403): “… a need for joint planning, management of the supply interface 
and the management of service developments ….”  

It is said that forward-thinking organizations attain competitive advantages by 
streamlining the value chain by organizing activities either within or outside the 
group (Gottfredson et al., 2005; Richter and Brühl, 2017). The Sandvik Group 
focuses on “premium brand” to reach competitive advantage in world-class quality 
by working with long-time subcontractors to embrace responsibility of sourcing, 
i.e., accountability. It is also said that working in groups of expertise together with 
R&D is a cooperation that creates reliability, i.e., a base for predictability.  
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As discussed in Chapter 3 organizational routines can here be considered a source 
of flexibility that contribute to organizational learning in contrast to the 
traditional picture of organizational routines as creating inertia in organizations 
(Feldman and Pentland, 2003; Feldman, 2004; Becker, 2004; Pentland and 
Feldman, 2005; 2008). 

To be further discussed in the next Chapter 10 is whether and when companies 
find outsourcing of organizational routines to be a means of achieving 
improvements, technologies, or cost reduction (Lacity and Willcocks, 1995; 
Quinn, 1999, 2000; McIvor, 2008; Raiborn et al., 2009; Ford et al., 2011).  
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 Encountering Outsourcing  
        Part II 

This chapter introduces an additional practical illustration of how organizational 
routines are cut off and put out of context due to outsourcing and insourcing. The trends 
of business process outsourcing research are the base for highlighting a company’s 
decision to outsource the resource planning systems. The evidences are told by the CFO 
that has been employed during 17 years of the company history. The focus is on 
negotiating trade-offs across boundaries to be able to continue the analysis to find 
interdependencies when examining knowledge, control, and learning aspects of 
organizational routines. 

10.1 Outsourcing Business Processes 

Outsourcing comprises traditional service, or functional activities, but also 
complementary, integrative, and duplicative activities scattered throughout the 
company (Ford et al., 1998; Quinn, 1999) as the Assemblin case presented in this 
Section 10.2. When a company outsources a function or service, it gives up some 
internal skills and routines, which may have a critical role in other connected or 
unconnected activities of the business. Organizational routines, cut off due to 
outsourcing, affect interfaces between the outsourced activities and other 
operations. As assumed in Chapter 8 outsourcing may result in amnesia, discharge 
and unforeseeability, leaving the organization with ‘phantom limbs’ to be further 
discussed. 

The outsourcing decision is seen as “… the strategic use of outside resources to 
perform activities traditionally handled by internal staff and resources.”62 
Outsourcing changes the relation between producing internally and buying 

                                                 
62 A common definition of outsourcing (The Outsourcing Institute). 
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externally and modifies the vertical integration. Altered organizational form and 
connected relationships result in a change of control and accountability (Fulk and 
DeSanctis, 1995). Outsourcing, even if it is seen as a means of simplifying 
operations, tends to respond to environmental complexity by expanding internal 
structures and modifying processes and routines (Macdonald, 1995). Besides in-
house and markets to achieve economic cooperation, networks relying upon 
cooperation and trust “… enable organizations to access complementary 
resources, achieve economies of scale and reduce overhead.” (Jennings, 1996: 395) 

 

Figure 10.1 Different sourcing arrangements after Jennings (2006: 395) applied to outsourcing of 
ERP system of Assemblin 

Business process outsourcing (BPO) also called ‘corporate function unbundling’ 
(Sako, 2006: 505) concerns outsourcing of processes in corporate functions. BPO 
is a subset of outsourcing that involves contracting of operations and 
responsibilities of a specific business process. It is categorized into back office 
outsourcing, which includes internal business functions, such as human resources, 
or finance and accounting, and front office outsourcing, which includes customer-
related services, such as contact center services. BPO is a prominent, but 
controversial trend, facilitated by advances in information and communication 
technologies. Instead of outsourcing like ‘lift and shift’ a transfer of service 
responsibility like ‘transformational’ has been introduced as a step in a global 
strategy that keeps the processes ‘client-retained’.63 The shared service center 

                                                 
63 Outsource Magazine, July 5, 2013 http://www.outsourcemagazine.co.uk (accessed May 25, 
2018). 
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(SSC) that will be discussed as the Assemblin way of working with BPO, is an 
illustrating example on how global companies work with independent subsidiaries 
without having to work with totally external providers. 

Organizations have turned to both local and international outsourcing to improve 
performance (Deng et al., 2013). Corporations, where processes have been 
duplicated in decentralized structures, could cut costs and improve quality of 
service, if processes are standardized and centralized. Prioritized skills are process 
excellence and continuous improvement.64 It has become just as important as 
outsourcing of inputs that go into the final product of the company. Outsourcing 
strategies are often used to streamline the value chain, but functions are said to be 
“… bundled together in shared services center …”, which is an act of re-
centralization at the corporate headquarters (Sako, 2006: 505). Shared services 
seem to provide significant economic benefits and create new competencies 
(Gospel and Sako, 2010). The SSC could also be kept in-house to exploit 
economies of scale internally and has doubled over the last decade in multinational 
corporations (Richter and Brühl, 2017). It could also be contracted out for a 
period of several years, if the supplier like Adecco in the SunLibrary case could be 
motivated via a bonus or a management fee. As in the SunLibrary case, the 
developed SSC added value not merely through cost-cutting, but by developing 
new competencies that turned the librarian function into a core part of Sun (Hill, 
1998; Gospel and Sako, 2010; Richter and Brühl, 2017). 

Organizational routines, as the foundation of the work processes, involve 
coordination among multiple actors (Pentland and Feldman, 2008). It is 
suggested that knowledge production requires communication across boundaries 
of existing organizations (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Teece, 1998). The 
interviewees’ descriptions of the outsourcing conditions are assumed to reveal the 
present organizational and extra-organizational outsourcing behavior. All 
knowledge comes with a point of view, and the best to do is to be critical and 
reflexive in the examination of the assumptions (Phillips and Brown, 1993). As 
discussed in Section 2.6 about validating an interpretation, it is not simply to 
verify it empirically. A validation is “… an argumentative discipline more 
comparable to the judicial procedures of legal interpretation.” (Ricoeur, 1981: 
159) The interpretation must encounter the specific, practical evidence.  

                                                 
64 The Shared Services and Outsourcing Industry Report EUROPÉ – 2018, published by SSON, 
https://www.ssoweek.com/landing/market-report-state-of-the-shared-services-outsourcing-
industry-europe-2018 (accessed March 22, 2018).  



190 

The outsourcing company in this chapter is chosen because it is known and 
identified by the author of this thesis during the past several years, as an 
illustration of complex outsourcing and insourcing issues. The qualitative face-to-
face open interview is perceived as the expert voice “… to gather descriptions of 
the life-world of the interviewee with respect to interpretation of the meaning of 
the described phenomenon …” (Kvale, 1983: 174). The former CFO describes 
the process of developing and managing an enterprise resource planning (ERP) 
system in independent subsidiaries of a corporate construction group, now, after 
different reconstructions, known as Assemblin. The summary of the open 
interview with the former CFO is presented in Section 10.2, translated into 
English and reviewed by the interviewee to come to common understanding and 
consensus on the issue. It is the base of the analysis in Sections 10.3 and 10.4 and 
trusted as “… expertise is based on extensive knowledge” (Simon, 1991: 128). 

10.2 Business Process Outsourcing: Assemblin 

In 2000 NVS Installation AB, an independent subsidiary of the construction 
corporation NCC, worked with Heating & Sanitation in the construction 
industry in both Sweden and Norway. NVS Installation AB had a turnover of 
SEK 1.8 billion and headquarter in Malmö. In 2002 NVS was sold to the private 
equity firm Segulah65 and thereinafter to another private equity firm Triton.66 In 
2008 NVS was next sold to a Dutch listed group IMTECH67 within construction 
installations. IMTECH was ten times as big as the NVS Installation AB, which 
by then had reached a turnover of 3.5 billion SEK and had 2400 employees in 50 
locations in Sweden and in Norway and a small business in Finland. IMTECH, 
listed on the Amsterdam stock exchange, had operations in Germany, England, 
and Spain, but also on ships and in ports all over the world. However, IMTECH 
had no operations in Northern Europe. The CEO of IMTECH developed plans 
for an expansion to the North together with the former CEO of NVS, who had 
necessary and excellent understanding of the Swedish construction market. 
IMTECH operated installations in Electrical Engineering, Heating & Sanitation, 
and Ventilation and acquired in 2010 Närkes Elektriska AB (NEA), 

                                                 
65 http://segulah.se/ (accessed January 12, 2018). 
66 The Triton funds invest in the development of medium-sized businesses, http://www.triton-
partners.com/ (accessed January 12, 2018). 
67 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Royal_Imtech_N.V. (accessed January 12, 2018). 
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headquartered in Örebro, to get also a Swedish electrical installation company. 
NEA had operations similar to NVS in 50 to 60 locations, however, only in 
Sweden. To also expand into Ventilation, Sydtotal AB, headquartered in Malmö, 
and with operations in southern Sweden, was bought in 2011. These three 
companies NVS, NEA and Sydtotal became the Nordic IMTECH business, a 
holding company with a new CEO and a new CFO. 

NEA needed to change the enterprise resource planning (ERP) system,68 while 
NVS was satisfied with its old business planning system. NVS had a standard 
system that was primarily prepared for fixed-price contracts in the construction 
industry. It worked with fully integrated project accounting and construction 
project costing and simultaneously used the percentage of completion accounting 
method of work-in-progress evaluation and the completed-contract method for 
tax purposes on long-term contracts. All parts, except actual bookkeeping, like 
customer and supplier ledgers and order receiving were transferred into a modern 
platform. All parts of the business support system had been refined. It had systems 
for electronic purchases, a large data warehouse, and all types of reports on salaries, 
vehicles, sales orders and pricing, as well as contract guarantees and automatic, 
internal allocation of costs. 

The companies in the IMTECH group were recommended to switch their ERP 
system to 4PS, which was a system built on Microsoft Navision ERP, and further 
developed in Holland for the installation industry. The CFO of Nordic suggested 
a change to 4PS even if was not at all known or used in Sweden. Only England 
had gone live in 4PS. At that time, the quite large Nordic group within Heating 
& Sanitation and Electrical Engineering in Sweden and Norway changed to 4PS, 
except for Ventilation and a small business in Finland that decided to wait. It was 
an extensive undertaking by IMTECH Nordic to map the business processes to 
prepare for a set-up in 4PS. The finance department of NVS had several people, 
working almost full time on the project together with the CFO, who also 
participated in the advisory board meetings. 

A new CEO and a new CFO of Nordic were then employed in Stockholm, where 
the business development and purchase staff had been built; shortly after, also the 
head office was registered in Stockholm. In this reorganization five independent 
units were created, three in Sweden, one in Norway, and one in Finland. The 
Swedish companies changed name to IMTECH Heating & Sanitation, IMTECH 
Electrical Engineering, and IMTECH Ventilation. All posters and vehicles were 

                                                 
68 An enterprise resource planning (ERP) system is an integrated management system of business 
processes, mediated by software and technology. 
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repainted in the same color and logo. Only one CFO was appointed to the head 
office in Stockholm, the other CFOs were transformed to business controllers like 
the controllers working at local and regional offices. The switching to 4PS was 
still not completed with the processes running in the old ERP system. 

The finance department for Heating & Sanitation was still operating in Malmö, 
but the CFO had quit. However, a few months later the CFO was called back to 
prepare the financial statement of 2014. As Heating & Sanitation planned to go 
live in 4PS as of May 1, 2015, the business controller in Stockholm needed help 
with the reconciliation of the old system to convert it into 4PS. Again, the former 
CFO, by that time an independent consultant with her own company and other 
assignments, was hired. 

Already in February 2013, IMTECH had problems and stopped the payments; 
the banks pulled the emergency brake for this highly-indebted Dutch-listed 
group. This also affected the Swedish Heating & Sanitation that despite good 
liquidity could not release its money to pay the suppliers. Holland showed big 
deficits, due to incorrect recognition of the value and depreciation of the 
construction projects, so after the summer of 2015, the listed group IMTECH 
was in bankruptcy and the entire management team was ousted. The banks took 
over the Nordic operation, and formed, as collateral for the loans, a holding 
company that included the Nordic operations, which later in the year was sold to 
the private equity firm Triton. 

In May 2015, the finance function was centralized to Stockholm as an in-house 
service center to manage the Swedish operations. When the ERP system turned 
over to 4PS only new people and consultants, mediated by software and 
technology, were employed in Stockholm to fulfil the processes for Electrical 
Engineering and Heating & Sanitation. Everyone at the finance department in 
Malmö was ousted, because the intention was that Stockholm would manage all 
units Heating & Sanitation, Ventilation, Electrical Engineering, Nordic, and 
their various subsidiaries in the new 4PS system. However, the new routines of 
the new 4PS system did not start to run smoothly with new people, who neither 
knew the system nor the construction industry, and who had no experience in 
project management or knowledge about the percentage of completion method, 
central to the general ledger. 

In the autumn, Triton took over as a new owner and employed a former CEO as 
CEO for Heating & Sanitation, who then requested his own CFO and a separate 
finance department for Heating & Sanitation, instead of using the shared service 
center (SSC). After the year-end 2015, the SSC in Stockholm was split up into 
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separate finance departments, one for Heating & Sanitation and one for Electrical 
Engineering, while some people took care of Nordic and the consolidated 
financial statements. Norway and Ventilation were still independent with its own 
finance and CFO. In the beginning of 2016 the group changed its name to 
Assemblin as the name of IMTECH had a bad reputation, which had affected the 
Swedish heating and sanitation business negatively. 

The Assemblin group currently consists of three legal units in Sweden, one in 
Norway and one in Finland. It has headquarters in Stockholm, even if the CEO 
of Heating & Sanitation and the CEO of Electrical Engineering are both located 
to Gothenburg. Triton quickly managed to obtain stability in the business by 
bringing in CEOs, who had worked in the old organization and were trusted and 
had good reputation in the organization. The SSC in Stockholm was ‘outsourced’ 
back to in-house.69 It had to a large part used employment agencies and consisted 
of temporary people, consultants, and a few employees and was now divided also 
physically at different floors of the building in Stockholm.  

 

Figure 10.2 Services of Assemblin 

Triton was an active owner and appointed the same Chairman for the Group, for 
the board of directors of Electrical Engineering, and for the board of directors of 
Heating & Sanitation; the two companies that accounted for more than half of 
the Group. The board of directors of the Heating & Sanitation doubted the 
correctness of the financial reports so the Chairman turned to the former CFO of 
NVS for a complete description of how overheads were allocated to projects in 
full cost allocation. 

As the board took responsibility in getting a financial statement with quality, the 
CFO got an interim assignment to control the work with the financial statements 
of 2016, using the new people of the finance department of Assemblin that 
temporarily had no CEO, only people from IT and Information.  

                                                 
69 Interview with the former CFO, Lund, November 15, 2017. 
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The Assemblin group at that time had annual sales of 8 billion SEK and 5500 
employees. The new CEO began in June and one of the first things he did was to 
hire a new CFO. According to figures from 2015, Assemblin is the second biggest 
group in the industry; Bravida is the largest in Sweden, and Caverion the third. 
The former CFO is working in her consulting firm as an independent advisor to 
the current leadership of Assemblin, mainly remotely, but also participating at 
management meetings.70 

The reorganization, the ‘backsourcing’, resulted in closing of the two finance 
departments that worked for the two largest units Electrical Engineering and 
Heating & Sanitation. Ventilation retained to the old system. The operation in 
Norway changed back to the old NVS system, a simpler set-up in many routines, 
in a fairly intact finance department with the same employees. On the other hand, 
the finance departments of Electrical Engineering and Heating & Sanitation have 
only new employees; none of them had worked in the project groups and learnt 
how to set up the flow and determine the code string. The business operations are 
very similar, but the ERP system is set up in an impractical way. There is another 
Heating & Sanitation firm in Sweden that has set up a cleaner and simpler version 
of the system and it seems to work superbly. So probably, it is not the system 
itself, but the set-up that makes it difficult to carry out. The problem is that all 
systems were switched – not only the financial system, which is 4PS – but also the 
purchasing system, with scanned invoices certified electronically, which is a 
separate system connected to 4PS.  

The former CFO also worked as a consultant in a project group to study a simpler 
set-up for Electrical Engineering and Heating & Sanitation.71 Another issue is that 
the modules of 4PS were not used initially because they were said not to be good 
enough, so separate subsystems were chosen to always get the best sub-systems. 
However, there were difficulties in integrating them, so it would probably have 
been equally good to drive the system in the modules of 4PS from the beginning, 
“Now they have picked the raisins out of the outsourcing pie.”72 Everyone 
working in the finance department of Heating & Sanitation is fully employed and 
even Electrical Engineering has started to replace temporary assistants. The former 
CFO ended with a reflection: “It might surprise how it is possible to mess up 

                                                 
70 Interview with the former CFO, Lund, November 15, 2017. 
71 Ibid. 
72 Ibid. 
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something that has worked for nearly 100 years – NVS and NEA are companies 
that started in the early 1900‘s.”73  

10.3 Interpretation of Business Process Outsourcing 

The interpretation is about outsourcing issues and especially business process 
outsourcing (BPO) hiring individuals or companies, internationally or 
domestically, to manage various business activities. It is based on the description 
of Assemblin, summarized and translated in English in Section 10.2, given by the 
former CFO of NVS in Malmö, who has 17 years of experience of companies in 
the construction industry.  

Business process outsourcing (BPO) is about the unbundling of corporate 
functions like the entire resource planning (ERP) system that allows firms to 
maintain growth goals and avoid bottlenecks. Contracting out the accounting 
function seems hard to justify because it is commonly believed that it must be 
done inside of the business. On the other hand:  

Corporate restructuring efforts … outsource back-office functions such as human 
resource, and finance and accounting that are resource intensive, and have little 
impact on competitive advantage. (Gerbl et al., 2015: 507) 

BPO is about design and administration of new processes, having sometimes 
better abilities to improve service and knowledge processes in the global 
organization than can be found inside the local organization (Aron and Singh, 
2005; Narayanan et al., 2011; Kjellström, 2017). In the IMTECH group the 
option to implement an ERP system called 4PS was a management decision of 
each independent subsidiary. The ERP is a system built up by organizational 
routines to connect both technological knowledge and the knowing of the 
employees. It provides the structure around which control processes of regulation 
are built (Collins, 1982; Dent, 1990; Anthony and Govindarajan, 1998; Das and 
Teng, 2001). The 4PS system is as a management control system concerned with 
coordination, resource allocation, motivation, and performance measurement 
with rules and organizational routines that coordinate actions and direct employee 
behavior (Burns and Scapens, 2000; Lukka, 2007). The control processes at the 
strategic, management, and operational levels are complex and include 
                                                 
73 Interview with the former CFO, Lund, November 15, 2017. 
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coordination between autonomous, independent parties. These processes differ 
from the traditional hierarchical top-down control (Nixon and Burns, 2005; Van 
der Meer-Kooistra and Scapens, 2008).  

In a period of mergers like the expansion of IMTECH with the acquisition 
strategy of gathering Heating & Sanitation, Electrical Engineering and 
Ventilation in the same Nordic group, there seems to have been a preference for 
in-house provision, also found by Jennings (1996) in his study of another building 
society. In the IMTECH decentralized structure, each company had its CFO and 
there were regional and local business controllers. Controllers with the tasks of 
evaluating managerial and organizational performance work with processes across 
operations and performance measurement systems (Kaplan and Norton, 1992, 
1996a, 1996b; Horngren et al., 1999). 

Implying an ERP system at a shared service center (SSC) in Stockholm was a part 
of a wider corporate restructuring of the Nordic Group after the bankruptcy of 
IMTECH The renewal was aimed at improving return on assets as suggested in 
the literature by Sako(2006). It could also be considered ‘path breaking’, where a 
major organizational crisis legitimizes changes and facilitated the adoption of new 
centralized systems in the organization (Law, 2018). Eisenhardt and Martin 
(2000) explain that the ability to transfer processes is critical for the ability to 
recombine resources within corporations and to perform support routines 
internally through shared service centers (SSCs). Considering the firm, a bundle 
of assets and capabilities to create superior performance, the SSC is a way to 
reorganize processes and routines to exploit resources in an improved manner 
(Barney, 1991; Richter and Brühl, 2017). 

The SSCs have been on the rise in recent years due to their potential to reduce 
costs, standardize processes, and improve quality of service through centralization 
of the ERP systems. There is a broad, albeit novel, stream of research that tries to 
uncover the complexity of all interrelations and influences of the way SSCs 
perform (Richter and Brühl, 2017). A SSC strategy is intended to provide services 
and new competencies to internal or external clients, even if the required volume 
for exploiting potential economies of scale may be difficult to achieve (Gospel and 
Sako, 2010; Schulz and Brenner, 2010). However, employing temporary people 
and consultants in more flexible and during less hours is also a way of saving costs 
in the way Assemblin centralized the back-office functions to the SSC. SSCs are 
often kept in-house in global corporations (Sako, 2006; Gospel and Sako, 2010).  

SSCs add value by turning internal business unit support routines into a central 
SSC view (Gospel and Sako, 2010). Scholars refer to SSCs as ‘internal 
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outsourcing’; it is also known as insourcing (Veltri et al., 2008), in-house services, 
business services, or staff services (Zeynep and Masini, 2008). The SSC is defined 
as a partly autonomous business unit that operates consolidated support routines 
(Schulz and Brenner, 2010). The 4PS system centralized in Stockholm was 
intended to provide services to several companies in the Assemblin Group.  

The SSC is created within the boundaries of Assemblin but across the boundaries 
of the individual subsidiaries because of a consolidation of previously distributed 
ERP systems. It means that “… a further challenge involves redesigning and 
standardizing processes that are dispersed across different business units and 
locations.” (McIvor et al., 2011: 449) Some companies experience technical 
difficulties, like over-standardization of systems and processes, when they bring 
formerly decentralized units together in a SSC (Davis, 2005; Su et al., 2009). The 
suggestion to centralize the finance functions in the SSC in Stockholm could very 
well explain an increase in complexity that tends to increase the need to 
communicate (Carlile, 2002, 2004). 

Different strategic moves are adopted in the form of serial restructuring and this 
can include downsizing, outsourcing, offshoring, work intensification and lay-offs 
– variations of which can be found in shared services (Howcroft and Richardson, 
2012: 114).74 

In Assemblin, the centralization resulted in that the back-office work was merged 
and relocated into a separate cost center in Stockholm. Outsourcing of ERP 
systems is often connected to systems related to new technology. The new 4PS 
system was the driver in the Assemblin Group.  

… the commodification of the labour process as tasks are fragmented, quantified 
and traded in the global sourcing of services, allowing work to be lifted out of 
traditional organizational structures and placed elsewhere, or outsourced to other 
service providers … (Howcroft and Richardson, 2012: 111).  

The CFO Nordic started to map the business processes to prepare for a set-up in 
4PS for Nordic, Heating & Sanitation, and Electrical Engineering under only one 
CFO, appointed to the head office in Stockholm. Everyone at the finance 
department in Malmö was ousted, because the intention was that Stockholm 

                                                 
74 Offshoring means getting work done in a different country. Offshoring is often criticized for 

transferring jobs to other countries, including geopolitical risk, language differences and poor 
communication etc. (Aron and Singh, 2005; Oshri et al., 2009). 
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would manage the finance function for the various subsidiaries in the new 4PS 
system. It should be reminded that the companies succeeded in shifting to 4PS, 
even if it created problems with just new people employed to fulfil the processes. 

Involvement of multiple organizational members introduces diversity. There are 
known difficulties with coordination across boundaries in cross-disciplinary 
interaction as participants in different routines may have conflicting motivations 
that complicate the change (Kellogg et al., 2006; LeBaron et al., 2016). Knowing 
that the practice and history of the individual subsidiaries of Assemblin were 
different, one could assume that the changes were ‘path-dependent’ and not easily 
facilitated by the cumulative work processes of everyday organizational life as 
claimed by Nelson and Winter (1982). 

An organizational routine is developed on stability of behavior and expectations 
that enables its functioning. In Section 3.3 the generative system (Pentland and 
Feldman, 2005: 795) describes how a routine can be a source also of change. A 
organizational routine embodies75 the ‘ostensive’ aspects that guide the action, the 
‘performative’ aspects that bring the routine to life and the ‘artifacts’ that explain 
how multiple actors of a routine could perform in new ways, generate variations 
and exceptions of the routine (Feldman and Pentland, 2003; Feldman and 
Rafaeli, 2003; Pentland and Feldman, 2005). Analyzing the SSC in Stockholm, 
the artifacts are recognized as the ERP system that was transferred into a modern 
platform, where all parts had to be refined. The ostensive aspects are the CFOs 
and the system seen from the CFO’s point of view. The performative aspects are 
”… actual performances by specific people, at specific times, in specific places …” 
(Pentland and Feldman, 2005: 795).  

The old ERP systems of the different companies, the artifacts, were in many parts 
changed to the new integrated ERP system 4PS. Outsourcing often translates into 
the latest technology providing high quality of financial information for better 
business decisions. However, the qualified total ways of system functioning, the 
ostensive aspects, were neglected when the former CFOs were exchanged of the 
same time as software and technology, i.e., the artifacts. The performative aspects, 
interpreted as the knowledge between co-workers regarding tacit knowing, were 
neglected, because tacit knowing requires the continued participation of a knower. 
The intangible nature of the ERP service makes outsourcing problematic. When 
the centralized finance functions were to turn over to 4PS, only consultants or 
new part-time people with no experience were employed at the head office in 
Stockholm. Sometimes standardization is used to open the possibilities to 
                                                 
75 See Figure 3.1 The generative system by Pentland and Feldman (2005) in Section 3.3. 
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outsource some of the work to a cheaper third-party provider if the firm manage 
to turn highly skilled back office activities into routine service work (Howcroft 
and Richardson, 2012). However, the context of continuous restructuring and 
the ongoing back-office standardization at the SSC in Stockholm still needed 
experienced people. To manage the change, the ostensive aspect, the former CFO 
from Malmö was called to Stockholm to help with the reconciliation of the old 
system and its conversion to 4PS.  

Following the evolutionary theory of the firm, knowledge lays primarily in the 
organizing principles, by which individual as well as functional expertise is 
coordinated to enhance the transfer and communication of new skills and learning 
(Zander and Kogut, 1995; Davenport and Prusak, 1998). Knowledge is assumed 
stored in the memory of the different ERP systems of the subsidiaries of 
Assemblin. The memory of organizational routines links experience to inarticulate 
individual skills and balance interactions by which information is acquired and 
knowledge created (Hedberg, 1981). Knowledge often becomes embedded “… 
not only in documents or repositories but also in organizational routines, 
processes, practices, and norms …” (Davenport and Prusak, 1998: 5). The 4PS, 
the pipeline and storage system, serves as the organizational memory of Assemblin. 
However, much of the memory of organizations is stored in human heads and as 
only a little of it is held in ERP system and routines the turnover of personnel is 
a great enemy to the organizational memory (Simon, 1991). The memory is 
created and articulated between individuals in a social context (Argyris and Schön, 
1996) like the ‘communities-of-practice’ (Brown and Duguid, 1991; Lave and 
Wenger, 1991; Dittrich et al., 2016). It made the project group that was working 
with the development of the 4PS system in Assemblin a crucial factor.  

The organizational routines employed are critical to learning, flexibility, and 
adaptation. The centralized SSC in Stockholm becomes critical to transfer of 
knowledge and learning between the different subsidiaries. The organizational 
routines are the foundation of work processes that coordinate actors and 
performance as discussed in Chapter 3 on organizational routines (Nelson and 
Winter, 1982). “Great many routines are the product of explicit attempts to 
design efficient, effective work practices.”(Pentland and Feldman, 2008: 235) 

The firm’s ‘repertoire of actions’ is driven by relatively stable processes that relate 
to organizational routines (Cyert and March, 1963; March, 1981; Nelson and 
Winter, 1982). Changes that escape the control system are understood as not 
managing to keep things predictable, reliable, and under control. Control lapses 
(Nelson and Winter, 1982) have effect on work routines that get removed from 
the accountability of the organization (Elharidy et al., 2013).  
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The system of accountability secures control over action. It coordinates 
knowledge and communicates social controls and core-values to employees. The 
organizational routines of an ERP system serve as memory, accountability, and 
predictability and make employees focus on certain information and knowledge 
and not on others.  

 

Figure 10.3 Aspects and empirical data of organizational routines of Assemblin (see also Sections 
1.4 and 1.6) 

The different companies in the Assemblin group are assumed to have difficulties 
keeping up with lost interactions of the organizational routines outsourced 
through the ERP system to a centralized SSC (Willcocks et al., 2004; Blumenberg 
et al., 2009; Raiborn et al., 2009; Yakhlef, 2009). Centralizing the finance 
functions to the SSC in Stockholm outside the boundaries of the separate 
subsidiaries brought complexity into the organization, and resulted in changes in 
memory and accountability, but also in lost predictability. Organizational 
routines that carry knowledge and control get transformed or broken, when a 
function like the ERP system is moved from the local companies to the SSC. 

The Assemblin case has the potential to push the hermeneutical interpretation of 
memory, accountability, and predictability into a second discourse, where the 
‘hermeneutics of suspicion’ focuses on absent organizational routines to present 
at least one likely interpretation of the outsourced routines. Routines out of 
context indicate a loss, associated with changes that are not being predicted or 
reasonably expected and that makes it difficult to preserve underlying partially 
inarticulate knowledge. The organization must cope with the drastic effects of a 
finite loss of memory, accountability, and predictability indicated in Figure 10.4 
as amnesia, discharge, and unforeseeability, i.e., inability to foresee. Ricoeur’s 
hermeneutics of suspicion and the critical ‘is-not’ discussions push the 
interpretation to its limit by rejecting the context of the single subsidiaries. 
Outsourcing the local back offices to the SSC is a matter of negotiating 
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perspectives and trade-offs between the SSC and the local subsidiary. In setting 
and monitoring performance targets, the Assemblin was supposed to rely on the 
knowledge agenda of the planning guidelines of the 4PS that still were not even 
fully employed in the organization. The suspicion is that Assemblin SSC did not 
manage to take care of the presumed loss of memory of the local organizations 
and the change of accountability, which resulted in a loss of predictability 
(Elharidy et al., 2013). The board felt insecure about the correctness of the 
financial figures, so in the process of accountability, the former CFO was called 
to take responsibility of the quality of the financial statement. 

 

Figure 10.4 Practical consequences in Assemblin of outsourced organizational routine (see also 
Section 1.6) 

When organizational routines are cut off, interfaces between the outsourced 
activities and other operations and technology are affected (Flamholz et al., 1985; 
Barthélemy, 2003). 

An enterprise resource planning system (ERP) tries to make tacit knowing 
transferable into formal, systematic language via reports and databases. An ERP 
system refers to the ostensive aspect of the organizational routines, which best 
cope with codified and explicit knowledge. The ERP system is assumed a 
relational structure and shared coding scheme that reproduce capabilities and 
enhance communication (Zander and Kogut, 1995). Activities traditionally 
handled by internal staff and resources were moved outside the individual 
subsidiary and resulted in lost interactions. This contradicts the idea that all 
members must continue to ‘know their jobs’ because organizations remember by 
employing the routines (Nelson and Winter, 1982). Normally, an organization 
has no trouble conforming to the routines because control processes based on 
formal, information-based routines and procedures tend to resist mutations, 
highlighting dependence and exchange between different levels (Simons, 1995; 
Moran and Ghoshal, 1996; Merchant and Otley, 2007). Problems of the formal 
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ERP system can be smoothed by the informal controls emanating from values and 
norms in the organization connected to the outcome performance of the 
controller (Otley, 1980; Itami, 1987; Lukka, 2007). However, to handle 
outsourcing of tacit knowing and skills at the individual level, connected to the 
ERP practice at the individual subsidiaries, the participation of a ‘knower’ is 
required (Polanyi, 1967). The interaction between a routine’s implementer and 
the routine itself is important (Feldman, 2000). When former employees were 
changed into temporary people with no knowledge of the constructions industry, 
or experience in project calculation, the new CFO in Stockholm obviously had 
problem with organizational amnesia. 

It seems that there were enough differing experiences and world views in 
Assemblin that created boundaries as demarcation lines and made communication 
between the central office and the regional businesses difficult. Even if SSC is 
different from outsourcing, because the centralized party that provides the service 
is not necessarily external, it is assumed to change the firm’s capacity to handle 
routines outside boundaries that was previously internal. 

In Assemblin, the negotiation to establish boundary practice and approach 
boundary crossing with joint structures and processes seemed to have failed 
(Kellogg et al., 2006). In centralizing the accountability system, nobody was able 
to serve as a link between internal and external systems with access to the necessary 
local information and tacit knowing (Macdonald, 1995: 564; Davenport and 
Prusak, 1998). The organization came to suffer from amnesia, when the SSC did 
not become a boundary object that could transfer, translate, or transform76 
knowledge. 

When the CFOs and the business controllers in the different subsidiaries were 
removed and could not be boundary spanners (Star 1989; Carlile, 2004), the 
management accounting function as a binding structure that preserves the 
organizational unity was discharged. In communicating core-values to empower 
the employees and stimulate learning social controls like the belief and boundary 
systems are important to share values and norms between the different subsidiaries 
(Cooper, 1990; Macintosh and Scapens, 1991; Simons, 1995; Das and Teng, 
1998; Nixon and Burns, 2005; Ferreira and Otley, 2009).  

Outsourcing certain functions built up by organizational routines means that a 
company can lose the knowing of its employees and control over business 
processes, technologies and work standards (Raiborn et al., 2009; Feldman and 

                                                 
76 According to the framework of Carlile (2004: 558) shown in Figure 7.2 in Section 7.6.  
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Orlikowski, 2011). This happened at NVS, when both the finance personnel and 
the CFO were ousted. A firm’s difficulties in handling organizational routines out 
of context and outside the boundary are discussed as ‘phantom limbs pain’. In 
Assemblin it is a serious sign of phantom limbs pain, when the board of directors 
for the two companies that accounted for more than half of the Assemblin Group 
had difficulties in trusting the correctness of the financial reports. The Assemblin 
group had, at that time, annual sales of 8 billion SEK and 5500 employees. Triton, 
the new, active owner and the board responsible for ‘a financial statement with 
quality’ had to turn to the former CFO of NVS in Malmö to get a complete 
description of cost allocation and thereinafter give her an interim assignment to 
work with the financial statements of 2016. 

Some routines are attributable to local or regional forces that shape the firm’s 
capabilities, as indicated by the CFO of NVS in Malmö. The individual manager 
or the team that was the center of accountability (Ezzamel et al., 1997) seems to 
have been transformed in Assemblin due to the SSC. The importance of teams 
and networks was shown in the SSC, where learning by doing jobs more efficiently 
or drawing on what others already know was not taken charge of. Controls of the 
interactive processes are important for “… capitalizing on the knowledge of others 
…” (Ford et al., 1998: 240; Augier and Teece, 2007). 

They try to learn from each other and to master the shared assumptions, the 
complex rules, the normative codes, the underlying institutional logic that governs 
their world. They thus try to control the construction of the everyday reality. 
(Jackall, 1988: 18) 

Interorganizational relationships provide important perspectives on the transfer of 
knowledge embedded in practices or routines (Miner et al., 1990; Argote and 
Miron-Spector, 2011). However, it is necessary to include “the dynamic interplay 
over time” of learning interactions (Larsson et al., 1998: 301). Also, the tacit 
underlying parts that uphold the work practices require personal participation, 
which was not taken care of until Triton took over and let the finance functions 
be backsourced to the separate companies. The ‘out of context’ aspect of 
accountability referred to as discharge indicates a release, a freeing from 
obligations that change the functioning. As a result, a former CEO was appointed 
CEO for Heating & Sanitation and he immediately requested a separate CFO 
and a separate finance office for the business, to be independent of the head-office 
in Stockholm. The ERP system was regained through insourcing back to the 
subsidiaries at Göteborg (Yakhlef, 2002; Veltri et al., 2008; Sundquist et al., 2015; 
Law, 2018). Focusing on the management of day-to-day operations is a way of 
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keeping accountability, i.e., knowledge and control. According to the resource-
based view, an organization’s capabilities, like the financial functions, are 
important for the performance (Teece et al., 1997). Also predictability that 
involves control and the learning aspects is of importance.  

Would old and new routines be able to function together? (Feldman, 2000; 
Feldman and Rafaeli, 2002; Feldman and Pentland, 2003) The trend of 
backsourcing (Veltri et al., 2008; Nagpal, 2015) in Assemblin shows how 
transformed or broken organizational routines can be recuperated. It is also 
obvious that the tacit underlying parts that uphold the work practices require 
personal participation. The important source of change was not just the 
performative aspects being ”… actual performances by specific people, at specific 
times, in specific places …” (Pentland and Feldman, 2005: 795), but also the 
ostensive aspects, the CFO and the CFO’s point of view. It shows how work 
practices and personal participation uphold the organizational routines in 
outsourcing situations.  

10.4 Advancing the Sourcing Discussions 

Organizational routines are assumed to hide explanations on coping with different 
aspects of outsourcing and backsourcing (Veltri et al., 2008; Nagpal, 2015). The 
Assemblin case gives a rather coherent view of a firm’s repertoire of actions. 
However, according to the study of McIvor (2008: 30) on how evaluation of 
process outsourcing is done, it seems like no real evaluation was done in Assemblin 
about the impact of the financial processes upon capabilities in other areas. There 
are also relationships between the resources and the capabilities of the different 
companies in the Assemblin group that could have been of importance to evaluate. 
These relations were based on a long and complex learning process through many 
interactions of people within and between the companies. Such ‘path-dependent’ 
routines must have been directly or indirectly responsible for the quality of the 
shared service center (SSC) (McIvor, 2008). Furthermore, the importance of 
employees as critical sources of knowing has been learnt from the Assemblin SSC 
and that both structural and relational attributes must be discussed to understand 
path-dependence. 

Organizational routines are considered highly complex and show variations that 
indicate underlying phenomena and dynamics (Pentland and Feldman, 2005: 
793).  
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The point emphasized by evolutionary theory is that a firm with an established 
routine possesses resource on which it can draw very helpfully in the difficult task 
of attempting to apply that routine on a larger scale (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 
119)  

The existing routine serves as a ‘template’ for the new one, which makes it possible 
to copy a functioning system rather precisely. “Under this pressure, a business 
firm may be expected to initiate some sort of search for a new routine that would 
be viable in the prevailing environment.” (Nelson and Winter, 1982: 122) In 
Assemblin new routines in form of the 4PS system were initiated, under the 
pressure that a SSC had to be developed in Stockholm. It could be a problem if 
complex skills are involved, like in the 4PS. Employees, who are going to work in 
a new system, must be trained, when there are large tacit components, acquired 
through years of experience. This is well described by the former CFO about the 
ERP system. 

It worked with fully integrated project accounting and construction project costing 
and simultaneously used the percentage of completion accounting method of 
work-in-progress evaluation and the completed-contract method for tax purposes 
on long-term contracts.77 

Outsourcing is seen as a means of achieving performance improvements to get 
access to the latest and most effective technology, methodologies, practices (Lacity 
and Willcocks, 1995; Quinn, 1999, 2000; McIvor, 2008; Raiborn et al., 2009; 
Ford et al., 2011). Organizational routines are thereby assumed to hide new 
explanations on how to cope with different aspects of outsourcing and insourcing. 
On the other hand, outsourcing is often done “… without fully understanding 
the nature of the process and linkages with other parts of the business.” (McIvor, 
2008: 33) 

The initial SunLibrary case shows how the linkage between the Sun and 
SunLibrary were not fully accepted until after the outsourcing to Adecco when it 
became difficult to get relevant key services outside the boundaries of Sun (Hill, 
1998). The interpretation in Section 8.4 shows different consequences of 
discharge, amnesia, and unforeseeability, when SunLibrary is removed and being 
ignored as a team member and a business unit partner by the Sun intranet. The 

                                                 
77 Interview with the former CFO, Lund November 15, 2017; from Section 10.2. 
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backsourcing (Nagpal, 2015) of the library service to Sun is finally the chosen 
solution. 

The interpretation of Assemblin also shows how the SSC with complex and quite 
specific processes was split up into separate finance departments when the board 
of directors for Heating & Sanitation and Electrical Engineering, two companies 
that accounted for more than half of the Assemblin turnover did not trust the 
financial reports from the head-office in Stockholm. It must be ‘path breaking’ 
that occurs after major organizational crisis that legitimized changes and 
facilitated the adoption of a new decentralized system (Law, 2018). The chosen 
solution was backsourcing the financial services to the local companies. The main 
reasons for backsourcing are that firms experienced outsourcing failure, costlier 
than expected; the decision to backsource is a recalling of outsource activities back 
in-house (Law, 2018).  
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 Conclusions and Implications 

This chapter, concluding the hermeneutical interpretation, highlights the importance 
of understanding organizational routines in outsourcing and insourcing situations. In 
outsourcing, organizational routines are removed and the organization is left with lost 
routine interactions that could diminish the effectiveness of remaining activity systems. 
In insourcing the organization must prepare for the insertion of organizational routines. 
The theoretical analysis is finally compared with the three cases to result in contributions 
to the organizational routine research and in some practical implications for the firm’s 
repertoire of outsourcing action. 

11.1 Comparisons and Conclusions  

Outsourcing is assumed to change the firm’s capacity to handle organizational 
routines off context and outside boundary of the organization leading to a 
potential loss of memory, accountability, and predictability. To be able to work 
with these intersections of the hypothesis formation, it was necessary to work with 
all three aspects of knowledge, control, and learning and the corresponding 
theoretical perspectives of knowledge management, management control, and 
organizational learning. This study explains how organizational routines can give 
a coherent view of the firm’s repertoire of actions in outsourcing situations. All 
three aspects of knowledge, control and learning are significant for the 
consequences of outsourcing that involve new concepts and changes in 
organizational structure and boundaries. Knowledge is cut off from the 
organization’s established control system (Kjellström, 2009). When exposed to 
outsourcing, the organization eventually is left with ‘phantom limbs pain’, because 
of lost interactions that diminish the effectiveness of the remaining activity system. 

Earlier research has focused on organizations’ stabilizing processes and structural 
properties (Cohen and Bacdayan, 1996; Becker, 2004; Felin and Foss, 2004), but 
here the focus is on shifts in organizational routines, when challenged by structural 
changes, like outsourcing and insourcing, to show how lessons of experience are 



208 

accumulated within organizational routines and how they are recorded and shared 
in the organization. When a function, a process, or an activity built up by 
organizational routines is outsourced, organizational routines that carry 
knowledge and control, and are the base for learning and change, get transformed 
or broken. Coordination and communication of what happens outside the 
boundary of the organization in time and distance is assumed difficult for 
management to control, because control over outside organizations is minimal. 
Distance also means hierarchical distance and different perspectives (Roberts, 
1996; Kjellström, 2017). 

Outsourcing means boundary crossing and is therefore a matter of negotiating 
between the inside and the outside perspectives of the organization. When 
organizational routines of an outsourced function are cut off, the question is 
whether the organization still is in control of knowledge deployment and learning 
of the firm.  

The ‘is-like’ perspective from inside the organization is questioned by outsourcing 
and the inside perspectives is put to its limit. When organizational routines are 
cut off due to outsourcing of activities, the interfaces between the outsourced 
activity and other operations and technology are affected. Through the ‘is-not’ 
element in Ricoeur’s critical hermeneutics the ‘is-like’ interpretation of memory, 
accountability, and predictability is pushed to its limits by rejecting the context of 
the organization. The ‘is-not’ intersections are the basis for the interpretation of 
how an organization that has outsourced routines must cope with amnesia, i.e., 
cut-off organizational memory, discharge, i.e., cut-off accountability, and 
unforeseeability, i.e., cut-off predictability. 

Organizational routines and their tacit underlying parts, which uphold work 
practices in an organization, will be further discussed in dimensions important for 
the comparisons between the outsourced activities in the three illustrations of 
SunLibrary, Sandvik Crushing and Screening, and Assemblin. 

11.1.1 Comparison of three cases 

The three cases SunLibrary, Sandvik Crushing and Screening, and Assemblin are 
first specified according to type of firm and outsourcing perspective, as indicated in 
Figure 11.1. Through the previous chapters, the SunLibrary case has been used to 
illustrate the complexity related to organizational routines, structure, and 
technology (Feldman, 2000; Labatut, 2012). SunLibrary is described in the article 
by Hill (1998) as a library function that is already outsourced to the subcontractor 
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Adecco. SunLibrary is the outsourced function while the other two cases, Sandvik 
Crushing and Screening and Assemblin, are discussed as outsourcing firms from 
the buyer perspective.  

According to the scope of outsourcing interaction SunLibrary is outsourced from 
Sun Microsystems Inc. to the host company Adecco and then backsourced to Sun.  

Sandvik Crushing and Screening uses traditional outsourcing with focus on 
quality, delivery, cost, and volume flexibility. Here outsourcing is about how high 
quality and uncertain volumes must be adjusted and developed in cooperation 
with hundreds of subcontractors. Boundaries between the companies involved 
represent different worldviews and require negotiation. The task of the sourcing 
management of Sandvik Crushing and Screening in Svedala is to achieve 
improvements in performance of outsourcing and flexibility. Routines, formed 
around technological complementarities, are treated like a development project, 
where knowledge transfer and learning are of outmost importance, as described 
in Sections 9.2 and 9.3.  

In Assemblin, described in Section 10.2, outsourcing is focused on business 
process outsourcing (BPO), where the ERP systems were outsourced from the 
independent subsidiaries to a shared service center (SSC) in Stockholm. The 
management of Assemblin dealt with resource dependencies to achieve efficiency 
in coordinating knowledge and control of the independent subsidiaries. The 
organizational routines that were transformed and lost in the SSC were regained 
when the ERP systems were insourced again (backsourced) to the separate 
subsidiaries.  

The narrator in each case is a manager with both strategic and daily involvement 
in the outsourcing situation. The new responsible librarian at SunLibrary Cynthia 
Hill, employed by Adecco after the outsourcing from Sun, describes how the 
outsourcing and backsourcing process develops. In Sandvik Crushing and 
Screening the sourcing manager and the former CEO tell about the outsourcing 
policy and implementation. In Assemblin the former CFO, at present working as 
consultant, is the narrator. 
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Figure 11.1 Overview and comparison of the three outsourcing cases Sun Library, Sandvik 
Crushing and Screening, and Assemblin 

As further indicated in Figure 11.1, the main transfer between parties is connected 
to techniques and procedures of rather complex routine systems of information, 
measurement, or control. In all three cases, transfer between the parties in the 
outsourcing process seems to involve transfer of technology, management 
procedures, as well as skills and judgement in different areas of knowledge, where 
staff and tacit knowing are vital. 

The organizational routines are here connected to different information systems of 
the organization like intranet, measurement system, and ERP system.  
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In these organizational routines, the dominating routine aspects are different, even 
if all the aspects like artifacts, performative, and ostensive aspects78 according to 
the generative system of Pentland and Feldman (2005: 795) are present in each 
case. In SunLibrary, artifacts are the dominant aspects of the routine, in form of 
a contract and legal arrangements. Information technology and the denied 
intranet access hindered the performative aspects of the routine to develop. 
Artifacts like the management plan of the contract finally decided the destiny of 
the library and assisted the librarian in bringing back the research and literature 
searching functions that underpin business development.  

In Sandvik Crushing and Screening the performative aspects are dominating, as 
it is said that the biggest challenge is the transfer of many years of experience to 
hundreds of vendors. Experiences that correspond to specific actions by specific 
people, at specific times, are of importance for the delivery of quality; each delivery 
is of equal importance and dominates over artifacts and the ostensive aspects.  

In Assemblin, it is not the ERP system per se, not the individual employee, but 
the ostensive aspects that are the dominant aspects, in the form of the functioning 
experience of the different CFOs on how the ERP systems of the different 
subsidiaries work. When formerly decentralized ERP system knowledge was 
outsourced, it led to consequences of lost predictability. It affected the 
performance in form of increased complexity and control problems concerning 
the construction projects of the different subsidiaries.  

Organizational routines are the important coordinators of the firm’s activities and 
memory. They are described as the major outsourcing parts of importance for 
each company. The organizational memory serves as an important structure for 
SunLibrary’s activities, while the organizational routines of the professional 
groups of Sandvik and the ERP system of Assemblin are the most important 
coordinators for each firm’s activity.  

The boundary spanning is connected to the boundary position. Being outside the 
boundaries, resulted in SunLibrary not having full access to the intranet of Sun. 
SunLibrary staff could therefore not function as boundary spanners because of the 
regulations for outsourced employees. The focus on missing key services in 
SunLibrary shows the outside position, where access to knowledge is denied. This 
gap is discovered thanks to the librarian’s experience, based on a learned repertoire 
of routines. In the other two cases, Sandvik Crushing and Screening and 
Assemblin, the boundary position is inside the organization. The boundary 

                                                 
78 See also Figure 3.1 in Section 3.3. 
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spanning is strengthened with boundary spanning done by consultants; initiated 
from the sourcing management of Sandvik Crushing and Screening, and in 
Assemblin from the independent subsidiaries. Here, tacit knowing, skills, and 
judgement that require personal participation are transferred between the parties 
in outsourcing to influence the interaction that must take place within and 
between organizations. In Sandvik Crushing and Screening, the boundary 
spanning role of the sourcing manager and the cross-functional expert groups are 
shown necessary to adapt to the environmental contingencies. Important 
boundary spanning took place with consultants especially in Assemblin that had 
to cope with new staff that did not possess the necessary tacit knowing. Boundary 
spanning is achieved in Sandvik Crushing and Screening through learning 
schools, support teams, and consultants and in Assemblin through negotiations 
and through the SSC. Cross-functional boundary works can replicate existing 
organizational routines in new organizational settings, which seem to have best 
succeeded in the Sandvik Crushing and Screening version.  

The consequences of outsourcing in all three cases could be explained as affecting 
the interfaces and the coordination of organizational routines that disturb the 
strategic and operational capacity; in SunLibrary as knowledge quality, in Sandvik 
Crushing and Screening as product quality, and in Assemblin as reliability. The 
problem in SunLibrary was to keep up with the transfer of qualified research data. 
When many heterogeneous firms must learn to meet requirements on long term 
like in Sandvik Crushing and Screening, quality measurements and volume 
sensitivity are the main reasons to search for flexibility to be able to keep the same 
subcontractor. Interfaces are heavily affected if subcontractors must be replaced, 
especially when it is outsourcing of productions parts, where few routines are 
‘stand-alone’ routines. In Assemblin the different subsidiaries lost both memory 
and employees capable of keeping up with accountability and predictability to be 
found in the organizational routines of the enterprise resource planning (ERP) 
system. In Assemblin the final backsourcing is said to have resolved the 
consequences of lost reliability. Not until the return of the ERP system and a CFO 
to the local level of a subsidiary in Gothenburg, the consequences of the SSC in 
Stockholm were reset. These consequences are further discussed as amnesia, 
discharge, and unforeseeability illustrated in Figure 11.3 in Section 11.1.3. 

However, resolving the outsourcing problems lead to increased performance in all 
three cases, which will be discussed in the next section. New administrative 
routines, developed by internal expertise staff of Adecco, managed to bridge the 
gap as system integrators of SunLibrary. The standard processes were efficiently 
managed, and old and new routines functioned together, which opened for 
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performance improvement and development in certain areas of business. In 
solving coordination, Sandvik Crushing and Screening reached flexibility and 
quality, and finally Assemblin regained control and reliability with the ERP 
system backsourced to the subsidiaries. 

11.1.2 Comparison of three intersections 

This comparison deals with the intersection between the aspects of knowledge and 
learning understood as organizational memory, the intersection between 
knowledge and control understood as accountability, and the intersection 
between control and learning as predictability. To reach three intersections in the 
second hermeneutic, all the three aspects of knowledge, control and learning were 
elaborated based on each of the three theoretical perspectives; knowledge 
management elaborated in Chapter 4, management control in Chapter 5, and 
organizational learning in Chapter 6.  

 

Figure 11.2 Comparison I showing intersections of knowledge, control, and learning 

SunLibrary is described (Hill, 1996) as already outsourced from Sun to Adecco, 
which means that data in the article is only presented for the already outsourced 
library function managed by Adecco. No data is available for an interpretation of 
the outsourcing company Sun. A comparison between the aspects of the 
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organizational routines seen from the outsourcing company’s point of view is 
therefore limited to Sandvik Crushing and Screening (Figure 9.2 in Figure 11.2) 
and Assemblin (Figure 10.3 in Figure 11.2). The descriptions of the different 
intersections are all provided in the case analyses in Chapters 9 and 10. 

Organizational memory is in both Sandvik Crushing and Screening and Assemblin 
dependent on the experience of experienced people. It is discussed as systems and 
cross coordination to get stability of behavior and transfer of experience. Learning 
schools are dominant in Sandvik Crushing and Screening and the ERP system is 
dominant in Assemblin. Aspects of knowledge and learning reflect the complexity 
of organizational learning as part of the normal operations of the firm, determined 
by the organizational memory. 

Accountability represents knowledge and control to secure control over action and 
coordination of knowledge and performance. When it comes to accountability 
there is a similarity between the two companies in their faith in decentralized 
control; expressed as local CFO’s, lower levels of control, and control discussed as 
lateral relations and vendor dialogue.  

Predictability is discussed as ‘long-term’ in both cases. Sandvik Crushing and 
Screening that works with hundreds of vendors explains the desirable stability as 
committed flexibility. Long term is interpreted in the sense of tolerating volume 
changes in the industry without cutting off vendors. Assemblin that works with 
few bigger units discusses integrated modules and contracts, which mirrors the 
project organization of a construction industry, where work in progress is of 
importance for accounting over longer periods of time. 

11.1.3 Comparison showing consequences  

This comparison deals with the consequences of outsourcing. Here the ‘is-like’ 
interpretation of memory, accountability, and predictability from inside the 
organization meets a critical ‘is-not’ interpretation. The inside ‘is-like’ 
interpretation is pushed outside boundaries and off context by rejecting the inside 
as the base of discussion to demonstrate how the organization must cope with the 
‘is-not’ interpretation in form of amnesia, discharge, and unforeseeability. The 
consequences of outsourced organizational routines are shown in Figure 11.3 with 
respect to SunLibrary (c.f. Figure 8.2), for Sandvik Crushing and Screening (c.f. 
Figure 9.3), and for Assemblin (c.f. Figure 10.4). The organizational routines of 
the regular activities crossing the boundaries due to outsourcing, show the 
consequences for discharge, amnesia, and unforeseeability. SunLibrary does not 
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manage to provide relevant key services to Sun when both control and knowledge 
of the library function was outsourced. The consequences for Sandvik Crushing 
and Screening is analyzed in Chapter 9 and shows how production, interfaces and 
coordination were affected. Assemblin analyzed in Chapter 10 tells about similar 
impact of technology, reorganization, and coordination. 

 

Figure 11.3 Comparison II showing consequences of amnesia, discharge, and unforeseeability 

Amnesia signifies for SunLibrary consequences of being ignored as a business unit 
partner and not getting access to internal and external knowledge for creating the 
important intranet connection and sharing databases. Technological obstacles and 
no system access are mentioned as organizational amnesia due to outsourcing.  

In Sandvik Crushing and Screening, amnesia is discussed as lack of 
communication, disabilities and routine complexity. The experience of amnesia 
is very similar between the companies but exposed differently. Sandvik Crushing 
and Screening, working directly on the production site in Svedala, notices the 
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consequences without doubt as more hands-on consequences. The same 
complexities and disabilities are supposed to have more indirect and delayed 
consequence in the case of a librarian information system as in SunLibrary.  

In Assemblin, it also resulted in coordination problem with the new ERP system, 
comprising new technology and new people in the shared service center (SSC). 

Discharge is the consequence of restructured accountability due to outsourcing. 
SunLibrary is removed as a team member from the intranet of Sun and exposed 
to the new administration of Adecco. The consequences can be interpreted both 
negatively in terms of lost knowledge about Sun’s business, but also in terms of 
getting more efficient performance control from Adecco, with the positive 
consequences of being able to develop the librarian services in new directions, 
which however had to be re-incorporated in Sun to be used.  

Discharge is explained in Sandvik Crushing and Screening more as ‘phantom 
limbs pain’, emanating out of the daily routine activities. With hundreds of 
partners outside the company, it is difficult to keep up with both consistency and 
flexibility. If connections to the internal routines are lacking and the interfaces are 
complex in terms of knowledge and tacit knowing, they affect both quality and 
effectiveness.  

In Assemblin, discharge is about re-organization and centralization of the financial 
units to the SSC in Stockholm. Working with local construction projects, the 
centralized management control seems to have had rather immediate routine 
coordination problems in calculating and controlling work in progress. This was 
accentuated with new, unexperienced people in charge of a new ERP system. 

Unforeseeability means that it is difficult or impossible to foresee long-term 
consequences, when predictability is lost due to outsourcing. In SunLibrary, the 
interfaces with Sun were disturbed and it was therefore impossible for SunLibrary 
to plan the work according to long-term decisions made by Sun. Incompatibility 
with the long-term strategy of Sun led to that SunLibrary was incapable of taking 
long-term decisions and delivering services in line with Sun’s strategic projects 
and financial undertakings. 

Sandvik Crushing and Screening and Assemblin must both take notice of the 
complex coordination that is required because of outsourcing. According to the 
sourcing manager in Svedala, switching providers has unforeseeable consequences 
in form of missing routines and unnecessary difficulties when it comes to 
coordinating. This is also the reason why the local subsidiaries of Assemblin have 
difficulties coordinating cost calculation of works with the SSC in Stockholm, 
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where the new employees have a lack of tacit knowing connected to project 
routines of the construction industry.  

11.1.4 Concluding remarks 

The variability and stability of the organizational routines are affected when 
organizational routines cross the boundary of the business organization, due to 
outsourcing. The three aspects of knowledge, control, and learning of the 
organizational routine show how the analysis of the organizational memory, the 
accountability, and the predictability of an organization provide an understanding 
of the losses. The losses that the organization suffers, when organizational routines 
are cut off context and outsourced, are dealt with as amnesia, discharge, and 
unforeseeability and appear in a varying degree in the three cases SunLibrary, 
Sandvik Crushing and Screening, and Assemblin. 

Seen from the SunLibrary perspective, increased efficiencies in performance and 
business improvement were obtained in the interaction with people from Adecco 
due to the possibility to use Adecco’s superior administrative routines. The focus 
on organizational routines shows how old and new routines could work together, 
as well as how the interaction with people and tacit knowing reinforced the 
outsourced librarian function and built the organizational memory. However, the 
disturbed interfaces with the outsourcing company Sun had quite the opposite 
consequences on accountability and predictability and made it impossible for 
SunLibrary to work on strategic long-term projects outside of Sun’s 
accountability. 

In Sandvik Crushing and Screening, earlier outsourcing experience and the 
cooperation with hundreds of sub-contractors seemed to have opened for the 
perception of and conscious handling of the tacit knowing of the employees. The 
cross functional teams and the learning schools show how transfer of knowledge 
is possible when boundary spanning between the different experts of the company 
and its subcontractors is organized in communities of practice. 

As shown in Assemblin, when the routines were backsourced to the subsidiaries, 
it resulted in regained knowledge, which means that knowledge does not 
necessarily erode, when the organizational routines of a function are outsourced 
and no longer in use in the original context. Loss of memory does not necessarily 
result in amnesia and loss of accountability does not necessarily result in discharge, 
when knowledgeable employees, as the former CFOs and CEOs of Assemblin, are 
present and allowed to intervene. 
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In all three cases the organizational routines were interpreted in different 
intersections, which gave a coherent view of the firm’s repertoire of actions 
regarding organizational memory, accountability, and predictability instead of 
focusing on transactions and contractually separated issues. 

11.2 Theoretical Contributions 

The analysis emanates from the different aspects of knowledge, control, and 
learning as well as from the intersections of organizational memory, 
accountability, and predictability, and their antonyms. They have resulted in 
contributions to the different theoretical areas of knowledge, control, learning, 
and boundaries, of importance for outsourcing and organizational routine theory. 
Some concepts have been expanded as the importance of a knowledgeable agent 
and tacit knowing. Extensive concepts as organizational boundaries have been 
examined into detail. Especially the concepts of control and accountability at 
lower boundary levels present a new understanding of boundary management and 
the role of local knowledge as the link between internal and external systems in 
outsourcing processes. The necessary ingredients of these theoretical contributions 
are communicated around which factors to consider, how these factors are related, 
and explained by underlying rationales (Whetten, 1989).  

11.2.1 The importance of tacit knowing  

Organizational routines can be a source of change because the actual performance 
of a routine is able to create new patterns that relate to the distinction between 
‘ostensive’ and ‘performative’ aspects introduced as the generative system of 
Pentland and Feldman (2005).79 The performative aspects, created through 
practice and defined as “… actual performances by specific people, at specific 
times, in specific places …” (Pentland and Feldman, 2005: 795) bring the routine 
to life and allow agents to choose a course of action. It also implies that 
improvement of the routine only can be obtained with the active cooperation of 
employees involved in its performance (Winter, 1996).  

However, when an agent is brought into the analysis, it is not possible to neglect 
the difference between the tacit knowing of the agent and the explicit knowledge 
                                                 
79 See also Figure 3.1 in Section 3.3. 
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that is stored in documents or computer files. Polanyi’s analysis (1966, 1967) 
therefore contributes to the interpretation of the performative aspects. It provides 
a possibility to understand the importance of the ‘knower-dependency of 
knowledge’, which means that feelings and intuitions are necessary elements of 
knowing (Virtanen, 2013). It emphasizes the strong ‘involvement’ of employees, 
like in the SunLibrary, and staff creating development, like the significance of the 
‘dedicated’ suppliers of Sandvik Crushing and Screening in reaching flexibility, as 
well as the ‘experienced’ employees of the subsidiaries of Assemblin. Such 
involvement in performance is assumed to be of importance when functions or 
activities change due to outsourcing. It needs highly qualified individuals, a long-
term appraisal of performance, and minimal control (Raiborn et al., 2009). 

The on-going personal participation of a ‘knower’ as shown in all three cases is 
required to handle tacit knowing, which is intrinsic to all knowledge and thus to 
the performative aspects of the organizational routine. Polanyi (1966: 7) illustrates 
this by showing how the text in a manual on how to drive a car must shift into 
the back of the driver’s mind to become the tacit real skills to drive the car. To 
realize the performative aspects of a routine, tacit knowing is essential to 
understand how gaps hinder performance and how loss of tacit knowing results 
in break-down of knowledge in routinized organizational operations.  

The performative aspects determine real skills of specific people, at specific times, 
and in specific places. Tacit knowing represent ‘practice’ that refer to how work 
is done. However, the performative aspects of the organizational routine require 
an agent. The routines must be determined by the underlying character traits of 
the agent by which ‘tacit knowing’ could enter the organizational routine studies:  

… understanding may be recognized as the faculty, cast aside by a positivistic 
theory of knowledge, which the theory of tacit knowing acknowledges as the 
central act of knowing. In this sense the practice of skills, the diagnosing of 
physiognomies, the performance of tests, the use of tools and probes, and the 
meaningful uttering of denotative words, are so many acts of understanding 
complex entities. (Polanyi, 1962: 605) 

Definitions of tacit knowing have been misinterpreted by knowledge 
management. Transferability without participation of a knower is a 
misinterpretation of Polanyi (Grant, 2007). Knowledge management focuses on 
how to manage the structural capital, like documents, management systems, data-
bases, and tends to separates knowledge from the knower (Mentzas et al., 2003). 
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Thus, tacit knowing should not be ignored since the interaction between the 
individual agent and the organizational routine is essential for the dynamics of the 
routine performance in all three aspects of knowledge, control, and learning.  

11.2.2 Organizational learning in communities of practice 

Organizations, struggling to quantify tacit know-how of individual stakeholders, 
have recognized the importance of teams, networks, and communities of practice. 
However, the impact of information and communication technology in 
knowledge management tends to support codified explicit knowledge rather than 
tacit knowing (Venkitachalam and Busch, 2012).  

However, it is shown how knowledge and skills are built by employees that work 
together to perform a common organizational task (Weick and Roberts, 1993; 
Weick, 1996; Wenger, 2000). Organizational learning involves the development 
of shared knowing and experiences, to a large extent created in communities of 
practice (Lave and Wenger, 1991; Brown and Duguid, 1991; Wenger and Snyder, 
2000; Lam, 2014).  

The intersection between knowledge and learning, i.e., organizational memory, 
highlights how experiences must be both transferred between people and 
coordinated in the organization to be held in the firm’s files, records, procedures, 
and policies, as well as in its culture, ‘theories-in-use’ (Argyris and Schön, 1996) 
and ‘communities of practice’ (Brown and Duguid, 1991). Learning involves 
becoming “… a member of a community of practice through apprenticeship” 
(Kolb and Kolb, 2005: 200). It means that teams of employees and groups of 
professional individuals are exposed to collaborative learning, while they perform 
routines of organizational tasks in the light of others’ tacit knowing. Tacit 
knowing plays an important role in all individual and group thinking, being the 
enabling condition for explicit knowledge. This has not been clearly developed in 
knowledge management that did not fully respect the subjective side of Polanyi’s 
tacit knowing as it had the roots in Nonaka and Takeuchi’s theory “… that 
undermined the claim to pure objectivity.” (Mooradian, 2005: 105)  

Thus, knowledge and learning could be meaningfully transferred across 
boundaries within an organization, if ‘communities of practice’ are created as 
boundary spanners that allow the altering of perspectives in the light of others’ 
tacit knowing or skill memory, which would help coordinate ideas and actions 
that circulate within the organization. Creation of knowledge is expected at the 
boundaries between organizations, but boundaries could also be interpreted as 
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boundaries within the organization. The ‘internal boundary works’, referring to 
the importance of communities of practice for organizational learning, is shown 
to outrage the difficulties of development in unstable environments (Aldrich and 
Herker, 1977; Kellogg et al., 2006). 

A community of practice is demarcated by a boundary that defines the scope of 
interaction. The scope of interaction is the organizational domain defined by “… 
technology included, population served, and services rendered” (Thompson, 
1967: 40). Boundary spanning is mostly presented as an organizational function 
like the shared service center (SSC) of Assemblin where defined roles and routines 
limit the dependence on specific individuals.  

Thus, communities of practice stress shared practice within which learning takes 
place as discussed in the learning schools of Sandvik Crushing and Screening. 
They consist of professionals that interpret their professionalism as the experts in 
the cross-disciplinary support teams. These empirical evidences contradict that 
communities of practice tend to have limited capacity to create new knowledge. 
On the contrary, it seems like the cross-functioning expert groups gathered from 
different departments can reach the balance between supporting transfer of 
existing knowledge and exploring new knowledge, i.e., handling development of 
quality. However, outsourcing problematize the ‘internal’ and the ‘external’. 
Relations that cross the boundaries of different organizations could cause other 
problematic delimitations, not resolvable in ‘communities of practice’. In Sun 
Library, for example, communities of practice are not an issue, because SunLibrary 
was not considered ‘part of the team’ through contract stipulations and was 
therefore not allowed to handle proprietary information and confidential inquiries 
of Sun (Hill, 1998).  

11.2.3 Trading zones as coordination across boundaries 

With routinization, the ‘community of practice’ assumes that individuals, 
participating in similar activities, develop shared meanings (Brown and Duguid, 
1991; Lave and Wenger, 1991), while the concept of ‘trading zone’ builds on 
negotiation in establishing a boundary project between organizations. A ‘trading 
zone’ highlights coordination referring to how differences are bound together 
through trade (Galison, 1997; Gorman, 2002; Kellogg et al., 2006). 

A boundary defines and limits the scope of interaction in the sense that it serves 
to differentiate between different points of view, but also to negotiate and shape 
domains. Crossing or extending boundaries through outsourcing has 
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consequences for the firm’s scope of interaction, in the creation, sharing, and 
transfer of knowledge (Carlile, 2002; Bechky, 2003; Garrety et al., 2004). 
Boundary crossing involves a command over spaces and times, implicating the 
legal boundaries of companies but also boundaries created by the flows of products 
and services. 

People and firms need outside sources of competence and interaction to 
complement the view they have developed (Nooteboom, 1999). However, as 
management has almost no control over what happens outside the organization, 
the scope of interaction must define a boundary object, like a ‘trading zone’ that 
establishes a shared context and “sits in the middle” (Star 1989: 47). The concept 
of ‘trading zone’, is used by anthropologists to indicate disunified traditions and 
cultures (Galison, 1997; Gorman, 2002), showing how coordination of actions 
requires navigation through differences in norms, meanings, and interests. 
Trading zones help different organizations to agree on the general procedures of 
exchange to reach shared understandings for how outsourcing should proceed.  

In outsourcing, knowledge transfer, monitoring, and control are the great 
deterrents (Aron and Singh, 2005; Kjellström, 2017). Focusing on the 
intersections of the three aspects of knowledge, control, and learning, is therefore 
important in establishing a ‘trading zone’. The organizational memory is 
important because it links past experience of the external economic reality, stored 
in organizational routines to be available to future generations of employees. 
Regarding the fit between the organization and the environment, accountability 
is important for securing interdependence of action and interpreting the 
coordination of knowledge. In adapting and transforming routines, predictability 
grants reliability and regulation of action. Organizations seem to respond to 
environmental complexity by expanding internal structures like ‘communities of 
practice’, (cf. Section 11.2.2), which are different from trading zones that are 
established between different organizations to transfer, translate, and transform 
processes and routines according to the framework80 of Carlile (2004). Thus, a 
trading zone serves as a link between the internal and external systems to enable 
the replication of an existing routine in a new organizational setting. Replication 
could also be hindered by the fact that few routines are ‘stand-alone’; changes is 
accompanied by changes in other parts of the routine (Nelson and Winter, 1982; 
Augier and Teece, 2007). 

                                                 
80 See also Figure 7.2 in Section 7.6. 
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Outsourcing brings lots of work, like coordination of processes and routines and 
negotiation with providers to develop relevant services (Macdonald, 1995). 
Transferring ‘best practice’, involves also setting up ‘technology of replication’ 
(D’Adderio, 2011). Replication is about re-creating a routine in and through 
different contexts (Winter, 1996). Boundary works could enable the replication 
of an existing routine in a new organizational setting (D’Adderio, 2014; Bucher 
and Langley, 2016). Trading zones could be developed as platforms for replication 
of a routine, to help structuring routines that are established by shared experience 
of the past and usually are rather difficult to replicate (Nelson and Winter, 1982). 
It involves organizational learning and transmission of knowledge across both 
organizational levels and boundaries of the organization. 

However, trading zones may fail to become boundary objects-in-use, i.e., useful 
across fields. Conflicting interests between the outsourcing parties increase efforts 
of learning and costs of negotiating. Here the antonym concepts of ‘amnesia’, 
‘discharge’, and ‘unforeseeability’ that indicate loss of memory, accountability, 
and predictability, are perspectives necessary to understand how trading zones 
must involve closer integration and coordination across boundaries.  

In the SunLibrary it is told how service information that was prepared in different 
ways, did not manage to bridge the gap between outsourced employees and Sun 
employees. The response by the senior management of Sun was to bridge the gaps 
by increasing property rights. The similar is seen in the shared service center (SSC) 
of Assemblin, where joint structures and processes failed in negotiating boundary 
crossing. The organization came to suffer from amnesia, when the SSC did not 
manage to handle the scope of interaction to reach a joint practice that could 
transfer, translate, or transform the ERP knowledge. 

11.2.4 Knowledge creation through exchange at boundaries 

In outsourcing, activities traditionally handled by internal staff and resources, 
moved outside the boundaries, could result in lost interactions also inside the 
boundaries. Boundary works could enable the replication of an existing routine in 
a new organizational setting through interplay between departments and exchange 
at the boundaries as was shown in Sandvik Crushing and Screening, where the 
creation of product quality was of uttermost importance. The firm could in this 
sense be described as a bundle of different types of boundaries, where knowledge 
is shared and assessed (Leonard-Barton, 1992; Carlile, 2002). It suggests that 
organization members from diverse specialties share or interpret differences to 
jointly transform and create local knowledge. 
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There are different perspectives on coordination across boundaries in cross-
disciplinary interaction (Kellogg et al., 2006). New knowledge tends to emerge at 
the boundaries between specialized domains with different perspectives (Leonard-
Barton, 1992). This is well illustrated by Sandvik Crushing and Screening, where 
outsourcing is treated like a development project and the project manager 
consciously works with ‘cross-functional’ people to create a reliable picture of the 
sourcing needs. Here people with vast experience in purchasing work together 
with R&D and the different production sites.  

Important for further discussions on organizational routines that cross boundaries 
due to outsourcing is that Turner and Rindova (2012) have noticed that 
organizations have difficulties to establish both consistency and flexibility with 
customers outside the organization because customers are lacking connections 
with the internal routine participants. The effects of consistency and change in 
routines functioning are central debates in routines theory. How to balance 
consistency and change in different contexts where variability and change appear 
to dominate is of importance. The dependency on the raw material market during 
the 2000s and the 2010s could be interpreted as a variable environment for 
Sandvik Crushing and Screening that made development difficult. Unstable 
environments are likely to increase the need for flexibility in outsourcing. The 
exchange of knowledge within the organization at the boundaries between 
different departments could be interpreted as ‘internal boundary works’ in the 
communities of practice that compensated for the difficulties of ’external 
boundary works’ in trading zones with the supplier.  

Changes in the old established organization were not especially expected by 
Assemblin due to instability caused by a highly changing market and business 
problems after the bankruptcy of IMTECH. The shared service center (SSC) 
could therefore not be a means of responding to the environment by modifying 
processes and routines. Maybe, this could explain the difficulties of the SSC to 
survive. 

Thus, creation of knowledge is expected at the boundaries, and it is necessary to 
explore the internal boundaries in the organization, which refer to the importance 
of communities of practice for organizational learning (cf. Section 11.2.2) as well 
as the importance of the trading zones at the external boundaries between 
organizations (cf. Section 11.2.3). 
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11.2.5 Accountability and local knowledge 

That control procedures need to match the context in which they operate has long 
been discussed (Otley and Berry, 1980). Most accountability takes place within 
the boundaries of the organization. Two forms of accountability exist: The formal, 
hierarchical accountability and the informal engagement in lateral 
interdependence (Roberts, 1991: 365). Accountability ranges over space and time, 
focusing both on future potential and on past accomplishment (Hoskin, 1996).  

The link between accountability and local knowledge of performance is 
highlighted in this study. Accountability demands competence (Choudhury, 
1986; Merchant, 1998). To be held accountable sharpens the senses of how to act 
in social practices and renders local levels of management more visible.  

In case of outsourcing, organizations try to achieve accountability and 
predictability through regulation and control at the boundaries (Thompson, 
1967). New centers of responsibility and accountability are needed to identify 
definite boundaries between organizations (Ezzamel et al., 1997). To meet local 
knowledge relations, lateral controls has been considered more flexible than 
traditional management control systems in lateral relations like outsourcing (Van 
der Meer-Kooistra and Scapens, 2008). Lateral controls cope with and can exploit 
the tacit dimension, where trust and the behavioral dimensions of control are 
needed.  

Monitoring of routines is called for, when conventional boundaries of time and 
space are challenged, which implicates a distinction between centers and 
peripheries in terms of power and influence (Mouritsen, 1999). A control domain 
that regulates and controls transactions must establish routines that uphold and 
transmit activities as well as changes. A management control system structures and 
communicates knowledge as expectations across the organization (Simons, 1994). 
However, the framework focuses on top level and does not emphasis behavior at 
lower levels of the organization. Control of transactions at the boundary level gives 
the opportunity to recognize and define the ability to understand the 
organizational reality and eventually share ‘frames of reference’ (Tolbert, 1988 in 
Sohn, 1994). Outsourcing is ‘a matter of reframing’ (Hedberg, 1981: 2) that 
breaks down conventional boundaries and requires flexibility and adaptation of 
local knowledge. In this sense, the organization tries to achieve predictability and 
accountability through regulation of transactions at the company’s control 
boundaries.  

Outsourcing of SunLibrary shows the difficulties of keeping the access to Sun 
open. In SunLibrary, outsourced staff was not easily accountable for local 
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knowledge; they had to spend hours on security and had no simple access to Sun’s 
equipment and Sun’s intranet. 

In Sandvik Crushing and Screening, the decentralized control system based on 
knowledge of everyday actions of the different work groups seemed to be flexible 
enough to smooth the accountability problems of the formal hierarchical 
management control system. Here social knowledge, i.e., the value system of a 
counterpart (Ouchi, 1980; Tolbert, 1988 in Sohn, 1994), is used as a non-
economic governance mechanism that also considers trust to reach increased 
economic efficiency in exchange relationships. 

In Assemblin, local functions and the new boundaries within and between the 
organizations should have been identified. To keep up with the new organization 
after the bankruptcy of IMTECH, new centers of accountability were required. 
However, Assemblin started a shared service center (SSC) in Stockholm that did 
not take local knowledge into account. The centralized control system showed to 
be a poor channel for information from the different subsidiaries. New people in 
Stockholm did not managed to contribute to the control process over knowledge 
flows created by the old local routines.  

Thus, outsourcing shows that there is a need for the empowerment of the lower 
levels of the organization. Flows created by the routines continue to exercise their 
controlling effects, pushing the organization in directions important for learning 
and change. Levels at the boundary of the organization engaged in the outsourcing 
process must be mobilized, because the performance of being in control, i.e., 
accountable, is very much dependent on human judgment, reflection, and 
knowing.  

11.2.6 Divergence and path-depended changes 

Changes are difficult to study because of the difference between more radical, 
frame-breaking changes and the emergent micro-changes that result from small 
variations in performance. Small changes cannot be ignored because 
organizational routines are continuingly created through such action (Feldman 
and Orlikowski, 2011).  

The evolutionary view favors the going concern in establishing routines, while 
transaction cost economics fails to recognize the path-dependent nature of 
routines. Organizational routines show difficulties in explaining organizational 
stability when there are variations in individual performance. A concept like path-
dependence is therefore chosen to show that organizational structures and rules 
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are persistent and not easily changed by individuals. However, there could be 
small and slow shifts that result in changes in the path-dependent pattern 
(Ortmann, 2010 in Geiger and Schröder, 2014). 

Organizational learning is a path-dependent process (Cohen and Levinthal, 
1990), able to create new knowledge through combination and exchange. Efforts 
in learning and costs of negotiating conflicting interests could have a negative 
impact because outsourcing it is a matter of departing from prevailing routines, 
i.e., from path-dependency (Nelson and Winter, 1982). Essential coordinating 
information is stored in the organizational routines and ‘remembered by doing’, 
which make routines persist over time and explain path-dependency. ‘Path-
dependent’ routines from the different subsidiaries must have been directly or 
indirectly responsible for the quality of the shared service center (SSC) (McIvor, 
2008). Assuming a divergence in practice and history between the different 
subsidiaries of Assemblin underline that everyday work processes are ‘path-
dependent’ and not easily changed by the SSC. 

Divergence between artifacts and the ostensive aspects may indicate disagreement 
between management rules and working routine patterns, which was discussed as 
the difference between the resource planning system per se and the use of the 
system for the calculation of construction projects by the CFOs in the subsidiaries 
of Assemblin. 

On the other hand, divergence between the ostensive aspects, i.e., the patterns, 
and the performative aspects, i.e., the way of working, is cognitive and creates 
possibility to reflect and alter the future iteration of the routines (Pentland and 
Feldman, 2005: 810). This divergence captures the internal dynamics of the 
routine that result from how people act and support the idea expressed by Nelson 
and Winter (1982: 100) that all organizational members must continue to ‘know 
the job’ because the organizational routines are remembered by exercising.  

However, to explain routine change or routine stability from variations in 
individual performance is problematic, even if ideas about tacit knowing may help 
(cf. Section 11.2.1). Small changes may be observed, but the underlying pattern 
may remain stable despite variations in performance. Those viewpoints that 
emanate from the individual actor as the source of change or stability do not 
integrate organizational factors.  

A theory of routine change must be able to explain both individual and 
organizational drives. The importance of both the structural side and the 
employees as critical sources of knowing was well illustrated by Assemblin’s SSC 
in Stockholm. The solution to divide the Assemblin shared service center (SSC) 
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grew out of a misfit between the resource planning system and the script to guide 
calculation, but also from the fact that only new people without experience 
worked at the SSC. Both organizational and individual reasons were present. 

On the other hand, with the concept of path-dependence used by Nelson and 
Winter (1982) it is possible to show how organizational structures and rules are 
persistent, like the enterprise resource planning (ERP) system in Assemblin. The 
ERP system was not randomly chosen. It is traced back to the Dutch history of 
the company, when the ERP system was changed to the Dutch 4PS system 
emanating from the Dutch group IMTECH. Organizations are said to follow a 
path-dependent pattern due to “… constraints in terms of budget, space, or time 
that will prevent organizations from selecting other choices …” (Law, 2018: 342). 
Path-dependence explains organizational rigidity and inertia. And in so doing, it 
also explains how decisions in Assemblin were limited by earlier decisions, made 
by the experienced CEOs and CFOs that were recalled to the subsidiaries in 
Gothenburg. The evolutionary view favors the going concern bearing in mind 
historical complexity and the path-dependent nature of organizational routines.  

Also, in Sandvik Crushing and Screening there are strong historical reasons for 
the vital cooperation with subcontractors to secure accurate product quality using 
support teams at the supplier factories, which was already initiated during the 
volume outsourcing to Turkey in the 1990’s. 

It is necessary to consider that the historical decisions by an organization 
determine the direction of new decisions, which is well illustrated by the long 
history of the two cases Sandvik Crushing and Screening and Assemblin. Thus, 
to analyze and understand changes, path-dependence with both organizational 
and individual attributes must be considered.  

11.2.7 Coordination in the ‘third wave’ of routine research 

The present ‘third wave’ puts artifacts at the very centre of the routines theory and 
provides a deeper and more nuanced characterization of the role of materiality 
and technology. Artifacts, in form of technology or in the complex ways in which 
routinized performances are influenced by technology, have become an explicit 
topic in the present ‘third wave’ of organizational routine research, as discussed in 
Section 3.6. The framework shows how actors’ knowledge, skills, and 
competences depend on the involved artifacts that are repeatedly performed and 
supported by technologically embedded rules (Oliveira and Quinn, 2015). 
Artifacts play a fundamental role in the production and reproduction of routines 
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that helps understand the role of non-human actors. Artifacts are illustrated by 
the internet solutions in SunLibrary and the 4PS-system of Assemblin. 

From the ‘third wave’ of routines theory it is possible to understand how changes 
in organizational structure, technology, and context affect the survival and the 
reproduction of the organizational routine (D’Adderio, 2008: 2011). The 
configurations of artifacts are transformed by the tools that are used. It leads to 
different outcomes that will affect the routines crossing boundaries, due to 
sourcing decisions. The ‘third wave’ highlights the importance of artifacts over 
agency.81 

The forms of coordination used in inter-firm relations largely determine 
outcomes, which have been highlighted by the outsourcing situation in the 
studied cases. Coordination is central to the organizational performance. 
Coordination of inter-organizational relations with outside companies creates 
problems. For example, to sustain what Sandvik Crushing and Screening calls 
‘flexibility’ among routine participants, specific coordination groups were 
required to establish the balance between internal demand and external supply. 

Organizational routines are created and recreated through practice, which relate 
them to a specific context, established on knowledge of past experiences (Nelson 
and Winter, 1982: 112). The performance of a routine requires coordination 
specific to the organization and indicates a strong connection between knowledge, 
routines, and context. However, the analysis of the artefacts of the ‘third wave’ 
tends to make technological structure more important, overshadowing the 
ostensive and performative aspects of the routine that highlights the role of the 
human actors in the organization.  

As shown in all three cases there are consequences in concentrating on artefacts in 
form of technology, without paying attention to the ostensive and the 
performative aspects. In exploiting the internet possibilities, for example, only 
people from Sun were able to contribute with full competence for optimal 
solutions, because contract employees were blocked by security check-up systems. 
In the interpretation of both Sandvik Crushing and Screening and Assemblin, the 
decentralized organizational structure was especially emphasized for dealing with 
local accountability and knowledge (cf. Section 11.2.5). Here, artifacts, to 
function as objects for change, must be understood as technology interfacing the 
social context, not just factual technology. Technologies are understood as 

                                                 
81 According to Artificial Intelligence (AI) key technology brings about new challenges in concepts 
like artifacts and agency (Boyd and Holton, 2018). 
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managerial, political, or technical, and in a broader sense as codified bodies of 
knowledge and structures, embedded in settings that shape practice (D’Adderio, 
2008; Pentland and Feldman, 2008; Turner and Rindova, 2012). It is important 
to note how actors’ knowledge, skills, and competences are connected to the 
artifacts. The reason is that artifacts do not evolve, until organizational members 
engage in the performance.  

It is, therefore, not enough to design a procedure to achieve a certain performance, 
which was illustrated by Assemblin, where the shared service center (SSC) and the 
new 4PS system did not manage to cope with the social context of complex 
construction projects. Integrating new knowledge that has been produced without 
coordination with the context of a specific firm is understood as most difficult 
(‘the not-invented-here syndrome’) (Macdonald, 1995: 560), because knowledge 
is often seen as associated with a specific plant, equipment, or functional expertise. 
Information technology, introduced to replace parts of routines, often fail without 
the tacit knowing of in-house staff as system integrators, which is well illustrated 
by the Assemblin SSC. In moving the accountability system to a SSC, nobody 
was able to serve it. The organizational memory serves as an important 
coordinator of the firm’s activities, where the organizational routines of for 
example an ERP system structure the firm’s activities. The learning schools in 
Sandvik Crushing and Screening illustrate the contrary, where the employees were 
used as integrators. 

The ‘third wave’ interpretations involve difficulties in keeping up with lost 
interactions in the activity systems due to outsourced organizational routines 
discussed as loss of memory, loss of accountability, and loss of predictability. Lost 
interactions in organizational routines, not shown by the analysis of artefacts, are 
said to diminish the effectiveness of the remaining activity system. Due to lost 
interactions, the organization is left with ‘phantom limb pain’. 

Thus, the focus on artifacts is problematic. The knowledge of the firm is shown 
to be a system of coordination that combines relations and tasks into productive 
performance. It underlines the initial assumption that an organizational routine 
is not to be understood as a resource but as a service that the resource renders 
(Penrose, 1959/1995). The ‘organizational memory’ is assumed to reside in such 
a system of coordination that combines relations, tasks, and past track record of 
success, emanating out of the daily routine activities.  
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11.2.8 Concluding remarks 

Adding ‘tacit knowing’ of an individual agent provides a new determination of 
the performative aspects of the organizational routine, which is essential for the 
dynamics of the routine performance and should therefore not be ignored. It must 
also be taken into consideration that the individual agent, the bearer of tacit 
knowing, is collaborating in ‘communities of practice’ important for the transfer 
of knowledge and for the enabling of learning across the boundaries within the 
organization.  

Even more, outsourcing renders the internal context and external context of the 
organization negotiable. To enable boundary crossing between organizations and 
the replication of the existing routines in new settings, ‘trading zones’ are shown 
to be used as links at the boundaries that enable learning to develop in 
negotiations of knowledge perspectives between different organizations.  

‘Local knowledge’ is of importance for the accountability and predictability of the 
organization in outsourcing. Outsourcing shows that there is a need to mobilize 
the lower levels of the organization in contact with ‘local knowledge’ of the 
boundary crossing activities to be accountable for the performance. The 
importance of the lateral control systems is that they consider the fact that 
accountability means being in control of knowledge. 

Using the concept of ‘path-dependence’ instead of studying changes through the 
divergences of the performative and ostensive aspects of the organizational 
routines is supposed to explain both individual and organizational drivers of 
change. Historical decisions by an organization determine the direction of new 
decisions, which is well illustrated by the long history of the two cases Sandvik 
Crushing and Screening and Assemblin.  

The so called ‘third wave’ of the organizational theories that focus on artifacts 
must take account of that the knowledge of the firm is a system of coordination 
that combines relations and tasks into productive performance, where the artifacts 
in form of technologies are important but not decisive.  

11.3 Practical Implications 

Outsourcing causes organizational routines to be cut off from their original 
activity context. Some important consequences are drawn by the three different 
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cases of SunLibrary, Sandvik Crushing and Screening, and Assemblin. In a real 
sourcing situation, type of firm, scope, transfer, routines, and context (cf. Section 
11.1.1; Figure 11.1) must be taken into consideration, when looking at risks and 
losses both in the short and longer run. However, even if advices cannot be given 
in general, some questions are generated out of the analysis and are mentioned as 
‘lessons learned’ connected to the three cases discussed. 

The practical implications give answers to the employee participation, 
development of competence, and effectiveness in outsourcing operations. 
However, questions discussed above are also addressed in the following. When a 
company outsources certain functions built up by organizational routines does it 
also lose technological knowledge and the knowing of its employees (Feldman and 
Orlikowski, 2011)? How can the firm take care of routines out of control, i.e., 
outsourced and removed from the accountability of the organization (Elharidy et 
al., 2013)? Does a firm that outsources also lose the capability to evaluate new 
applications and keep up with innovation, i.e. lose its learning capacity (Willcocks 
et al., 2004; Blumenberg et al., 2009; Raiborn et al., 2009; Yakhlef, 2009). Could 
knowledge and learning, lost through outsourcing, be re-gained through 
insourcing, i.e., backsourcing (Yakhlef, 2002; Sundquist et al., 2015; Law, 2018)? 

11.3.1 Participation of knowing employees is required 

The importance of employees as critical sources of knowing has been learnt from 
all the three cases, SunLibrary, Sandvik Crushing and Screening, and Assemblin. 
The cases show how the participation of experienced employees or knowledgeable 
subcontractors determines the transferring of tacit knowing that upholds the work 
practices. The interaction between a routine’s implementer and the routine itself 
is considered important (Feldman, 2000).  

‘Communities of practice’ (Brown and Duguid, 1991; Wenger, 2000) are shown 
important for transferring tacit knowing between employees within different 
specialities in different departments of the same organization.  

‘Trading zones’ (Kellogg et al., 2006: 39) are shown important for transferring 
knowledge across boundaries between the outsourcing company and the 
subcontractor. Interaction across boundaries could be facilitated with the help of 
coordination structures that emerge from practice. The metaphor of a ‘trading 
zone’ highlights the local coordination of ideas and could be used to cope with 
hidden interfaces and consequences of interactions. 
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The importance of the tacit underlying parts of a routine that uphold work 
practices and require personal participation has been discovered in all three cases. 
In SunLibrary, an experienced librarian was employed by Adecco as manager to 
run the librarian businesses that Adecco did not manage. Sandvik Crushing and 
Screening learnt how quality complexity must be adjusted and developed in 
cooperation with the subcontractors’ network. This understanding resulted in the 
development of support teams and learning schools. In Assemblin, the tacit 
underlying parts that upheld the work practices required personnel participation; 
it was not taken care of until the backsourcing of the shared service center (SSC) 
to two separate accountable subsidiaries in Gothenburg was allowed.  

For outsourcing companies there are much to learn from these experiences. 
Several actors together in a team could perform the routine in new ways that 
generate variations and exceptions of the routine (Feldman and Rafaeli, 2002; 
Feldman and Pentland, 2003). If the management of Assemblin would have 
perceived that there was knowledge to transfer, more attention would have been 
paid to the tacit knowing in the ERP system and not just to the dominating 
artifacts of the ERP system and the formal, systematic language of reports and 
databases. The performative aspects like new people trying to cope with the 
routines and the ostensive aspects in form of the missing CFOs were not enough 
to cope with the fact that work practices and personal participation upheld the 
organizational routines in the outsourcing situation.  

11.3.2 The managerial perception governs 

The environment enters through the managerial perception (Penrose, 
1959/1995); it is not endogenous of the routines. Outsourcing from the plant in 
Svedala was long treated as ‘big volume’ and ‘low cost’ outsourcing to Turkey as 
the dominant managerial perception. To cope with both cost and quality control, 
it was important to concentrate into one geographical area to be able to transmit 
knowledge. Outsourcing involved a replacement of the pattern of quality control 
routines, both in Svedala and by the sub-contractors in Turkey. It enabled the 
production people to understand also the opposite, i.e., that low volume products 
that required specialization should be kept close to Svedala, to adjust and develop 
quality in cooperation with the subcontractor.  

Feldman and Pentland (2003) argue that routines can change patterns that are 
created and recreated through practice. Divergence between different aspects of a 
routine may indicate disagreement between the management perception about 
outsourcing and the working routine patterns in the production, which was also 
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discussed as theoretical implications in Section 11.2. However, it seems like the 
quintessence of flexibility, able to change the extent and scope of outsourcing, was 
based in earlier experiences of volume and quality controls. 

Boundaries between different organizations, with different worldviews, require 
negotiation to make communication possible. To be able to span the boundaries 
of the firm, flexibility and participation are highlighted (Kellogg et al., 2006; Van 
der Meer-Kooistra and Scapens, 2008). This is underlined by Sandvik Crushing 
and Screening, knowing and telling that outsourcing is about knowing how to 
work with components produced in and delivered from different places.  

In centralizing the accountability system in Assemblin according to a managerial 
perception of efficiency, nobody was able to work with it at the top management 
level. It is shown in different studies that top management does not always have 
the competence to exert control and judge the work done by concerned employees 
at the local levels (Jönsson, 1998). 

11.3.3 How to develop competencies outside boundaries 

All three cases show the importance to find a link between internal and external 
systems to pass on the necessary local information and tacit knowing between the 
parties. 

As was shown in SunLibrary, it was important to orchestrate a global portfolio of 
technological assets both inside and outside the enterprise. It was difficult for 
SunLibrary, where the contract and the legal restriction were perceived as a glass 
wall of different technological arrangements that hindered the knowledge flow. 
Technology, coding both managers’ intentions and formal controls, is an 
important topic in recent research on organizational routines and can serve as 
possibilities or constraints. SunLibrary shows how performance is constrained, 
due to assets like internet solutions orchestrated not by Adecco or SunLibrary but 
by Sun. 

The difficulties with lost interactions of outsourced organizational routines are 
discussed as loss of memory, loss of accountability, and loss of predictability. The 
question whether it is possible to regain losses through insourcing must be 
answered with a yes, which was shown by Assemblin that succeeded to divide the 
shared service center (SSC) in Stockholm without major problems. Outsourcing 
seems to involve replacement of existing routines by new and different routines, 
also with the intention to make improvement of performance. Interactions 
between aspects of a complex, internal structure of a routine can explain that 
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organizational learning could be the outcome. Aspects lost through outsourcing 
seem to have been re-gained by Assemblin through insourcing as discussed in the 
literature (Yakhlef, 2002; Sundquist et al., 2015; Law, 2018). 

When intended outcomes are not reached, there will be consequences, because 
participants respond by repairing or expanding (Feldman, 2000). After the ‘high 
volume’ outsourcing to Turkey, Sandvik Crushing and Screening has learnt how 
to place specialized low volume products with sub-contractors close to Svedala to 
be able to work with boundary crossing activities and use the learning capacity 
outside the company.  

11.3.4 How to lose or win through outsourcing 

In outsourcing perspectives and trade-offs are negotiated. Due to outsourcing, 
Sun was released from library service obligations, but SunLibrary was prevented 
from providing the relevant key services that Sun needed. SunLibrary was 
removed as a team member from the Sun intranet. SunLibrary was thereby not 
allowed to share the knowledge of the databases and not able to work with long-
term perspectives. Having elaborated these experiences, the practical 
consequences of outsourcing are rather obvious for the librarian manager Hill and 
Sun’s board of directors. Outsourced organizational routines are ‘cut off context’, 
which means that they are ‘not visible’ at first but could create quite ‘visible’ 
problems later on. 

Outsourcing is assumed to change the firm’s capacity to handle organizational 
routines out of context and outside the boundary. This is therefore a point of 
departure when discussing potential losses. As discussed, SunLibrary was not 
considered ‘part of the team’ and therefore lost action space when it was not able 
to handle proprietary information and confidential inquiries. 

Organizational routines that survive and develop in outsourcing situations were 
also shown in the Assemblin case. The discussions were different, but it was shown 
possible to regain routines outsourced to the shared service center (SSC) in 
Stockholm. Artifacts, like the ERP system to 4PS, the physical location, and the 
placement in the organizational structure, were drastically changed. Through 
negotiating perspectives and trade-offs, the subsidiaries of Assemblin were released 
from obligations and had to cope with amnesia, discharge, and unforeseeability, 
due to outsourcing to the SSC in Stockholm.  

However, “… complex tasks, unobservable behaviors and messy interactions …” 
are rendered measurable, visible, and manageable with cost controlling, bound up 
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with career-based identities and hierarchical accountability (Ezzamel et al., 1997: 
459; Knights and McCabe, 1997). The Assemblin subsidiaries in Gothenburg 
managed to regain the transformed, broken, and lost organizational routines, 
which were of importance for the transfer of knowledge and learning in and 
between the subsidiaries. 

11.3.5 How to maintain effectiveness of remaining activities 

Important is how the organizational structures are affected by the new routines. 
When organizational routines are cut off, interfaces between the outsourced 
activity and other operations and technology are affected. The interaction between 
the characteristics of the routine and its implementer is established through other 
members’ information that is received through routines that formulate and send 
the messages (Nelson and Winter, 1982). 

The sourcing process of SunLibrary involved such transfer of vital organizational 
routines. In the SunLibrary case, it was understood rather late by Sun how the 
library function had interfaces deep into the development of Sun. The contract 
stipulations defined and limited the scope of interactions between regular Sun 
staff and contract staff (Hill. 1998). Outsourcing should simplify operations and 
respond to the environment by modifying processes and routines (Macdonald, 
1995). There seems to be an inherent capability of the organizational routine to 
generate change in old established organizations. This was shown by SunLibrary 
that managed to develop new businesses during the period it was outsourced to 
Adecco. 

In Sandvik Crushing and Screening, people with big experience in purchasing 
worked together with R&D and the entire technology of the Svedala plant. 
Internal structures and routines were developed to respond to the environmental 
requirements of volume flexibility in outsourcing. This response to flexibility is 
animportant cross boundary coordination between organizations in unstable 
environments (Aldrich and Herker, 1977; Kellogg et.al., 2006).  

Lost interaction in organizational routines is said to diminish the effectiveness of 
remaining activity systems because of the loss of both organizational memory and 
the knowing employees capable of keeping up with accountability and 
predictability. This was also the case when Assemblin centralized the 
organizational routines of the ERP system to Stockholm with only new people 
without industry or company knowledge of the financial system. However, it 
seems like the organizational routines managed to get restored again with the help 
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of the knowing and skills of the former CFO. It is evident that even if a knowledge 
aspect was lost there seems to have been a learning aspect connected to the new 
4PS system that Gothenburg continued to work with. 

11.3.6 Concluding remarks 

From the experiences of the three cases there are some recommendations to be 
drawn for other companies that outsource. It is important to consider that 
routines are connected to experienced employees that are bearer of tacit knowing 
necessary for the functioning of the routine. Also important for the discussion on 
how to lose or win through outsourcing is the development of the transfer of 
knowledge and learning and how to maintain the effectiveness of the remaining 
activities after outsourcing certain parts.  

It is furthermore important to keep in mind that the managerial perception of 
how outsourcing is to be handled is of importance in discussing knowledge flows 
and the possibility to develop competencies together with subcontractors outside 
the boundaries of the organization.  

Present study has largely been conducted in traditional hierarchical organizations, 
with cases in manufacturing and professional services industries. It would be of 
interest as a potential project to find new cases in other organizational forms that 
enable different kinds of motivation and capacities to generate and transfer 
knowledge (Osterloh and Frey, 2000). Scholars suggest that traditional structures 
do not respond effectively to new conditions of volatility and virtuality 
(Heckscher and Donnellon, 1994; Ciborra, 1996; Child and McGrath, 2001; 
Neff and Stark, 2003), where boundaries and meaning are fluid. It is of interest 
for the effectiveness of transforming the attributes of network resources, i.e., assets 
that are deployed by actors in direct or indirect relationship with the firm. The 
network-oriented dynamic capabilities as determinants of routines have largely 
remained unexplored (Teece, 2012; Alinaghian and Razmdoost, 2018). 

Having visualized the importance that Sandvik Crushing and Screening dedicates 
to the mutual learning schools with subcontractors, the factual activities would be 
of a potential interest to study. How tacit knowing is transferred between parties 
would develop knowledge about tacit knowing (Philipson and Kjellström, 2019). 
There are studies about breakdown and obedience of organizational routines 
(Lazaric, 2011; D’Adderio, 2014) that would be possible to develop. If the 
routinization of ordinary working places is expanding, there must be knowledge 
to gain in those cognitive directions, where quite different methodology would be 
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necessary. A recent presentation by Baldessarelli (2018) explicitly recognizes the 
role of emotions expressed toward artifacts that adds to the growing body of 
research on the relationship between organizational routines and creativity.  

  



239 

Bibliography 

Abernathy, M. A. and Chua, W. F., 1996. A field study of control system ‘redesign’: the 
impact of institutional processes on strategic choice, Contemporary Accounting 
Research, 13(2), 569‐606.  

Abernethy, M. A. and Lillis, A. M., 1995. The impact of manufacturing flexibility on 
management control system design, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 20(4), 
241-258. 

Ahrens, T. and Chapman, C., 2002. The structuration of legitimate performance 
measures and management: day-to-day contests of accountability in a U.K. 
restaurant chain, Management Accounting Research, 13(2), 151-171. 

Aldrich, H. and Herker, D., 1977. Spanning Roles and Organization Structure, The 
Academy of Management Review, 2(2), 217-230. 

Alinaghian, L. and Razmdoost, K., 2018. How do network resources affect firms’ 
network-oriented dynamic capabilities? Industrial Marketing Management, 71, 79-
94. 

Allen, S. and Chandrashekar, A., 2000. Outsourcing services: the contract is just the 
beginning, Business Horizons, 43(2), 25-34. 

Altheide, D. L. and Johnson, J. M., 1994. Criteria for assessing interpretive validity, in 
Denzin, N. K. and Lincoln, Y. S., (eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research, Sage, 
Thousand Oaks. 

Alvesson, M. and Sköldberg, K., 2000. Reflexive methodology: New vistas for qualitative 
research, Sage, London. 

Anthony, R. N. and Govindarajan, V., 1998. Management control systems, Irwin 
McGraw-Hill, Homewood. 

Argote, L. and Ella Miron-Spektor, E., 2011. Organizational Learning: From Experience 
to Knowledge, Organization Science, 22(5), 1123-1137. 

Argyris, C. and Schön, D. A., 1978. Organizational learning: A theory of action 
perspective, Addison-Wesley, Reading, Mass. 

Argyris, C. and Schön, D. A., 1996. Organizational learning II: Theory, method and 
practice, Addison‐Wesley, Reading, MA. 

Argyris, C., 1964. T-groups for organizational effectiveness, Harvard Business Review, 
42(2), 60-74. 

Argyris, C., 1976. Leadership, Learning, and Changing the Status Quo, Organizational 
Dynamics, 4(3), 29-43.  

Argyris, C., 1977a. Double loop learning in organizations, Harvard Business Review, 
55(5), 115-125. 



240 

Argyris, C., 1977b. Organizational learning and management information systems, 
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 2(2), 113-123.  

Aron, R. and Singh, J. V., 2005. Getting Offshoring Right, Harvard Business Review, 
83(12), 135-143. 

Augier, M. and Teece, D. J., 2007. Dynamic capabilities and multinational enterprise: 
Penrosean insights and omission, Management International Review, 47(2), 175-
192. 

Avetisian, V., 2014. The Perception of Time and Space: Crossing the Spatiotemporal 
Boundaries in Vladimir Nabokov’s Mary and in Grigol Robakidze’s The Snake’s 
Skin, Consciousness, Literature, and the Arts, 15(1), 1-14. 

Badaracco, J., 1991. The knowledge link, Harvard Business School Press, Boston, MA. 
Bahrami, H. and Evans, S., 2005. Super-Flexibility for Knowledge Enterprises, Springer, 

Berlin-Heidelberg. 
Baldessarelli, G., 2018. The Role of Emotions toward Artifacts in Interorganizational 

Routines. Academy of Management Annual Meeting Proceedings, 1, 1-5, 
https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/AMBPP.2018.230 (accessed October 5, 
2018) 

Barley, W. C., 2015. Anticipatory Work: How the Need to Represent Knowledge 
Across Boundaries Shapes Work Practices Within Them, Organization Science, 
26(6), 1612-1628. 

Barnes, B., 1977. Interests and the growth of knowledge, Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 
London. 

Barney, J. B., 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage, Journal of 
Management, 17(1), 99-120. 

Barthélemy, J., 2003. The seven deadly sins of outsourcing, Academy of Management 
Executive, 17(2), 87-98. 

Becker, M. C., 2004. Organizational routines: a review of the literature, Industrial & 
Corporate Change, 13(4), 643-677. 

Becker, M. C., 2005. The concept of routines: some clarifications, Cambridge Journal of 
Economics, 29(2), 249-262.  

Becker, M. C., Lazaric, N., Nelson, R. R., and Winter, S. G., 2005. Applying 
organizational routines in understanding organizational change, Industrial & 
Corporate Change, 14(5), 775-791. 

Behlol, M. G. and Dad, H., 2010, Concept of Learning, International Journal of 
Psychological Studies, 2(2), 231-239. 

Bengtsson, L., von Haartman, R., and Dabhilkar, M., 2009. Low-Cost versus 
Innovation: Contrasting Outsourcing and Integration Strategies, Manufacturing, 
Creativity and Innovation Management, 18(1), 35-47. 

Berry, B. and Otley, D., (eds.), 1996. Performance measurement and control: Research and 
practice, London, CIMA Publishing. 

Berta, W., Cranley, L., Dearing, J. W., Dogherty, E. J., and Squires, J. E., 2015. Why 
(we think) facilitation works: insights from organizational learning theory, 
Implementation Science, 10(7), 141-155. 

Bettis, R., Bradley, S. P., and Hamel, G., 1992. Outsourcing and industrial decline, 
Academy of Management Executive, 6(1), 7-22. 



241 

Boisot, M. and Sanchez, R., 2010. Organization as a Nexus of Rules: Emergence in the 
Evolution of Systems of Exchange, Management Review, 21(4), 378-405. 

Boland, R. J. and Tenkasi, R. V., 1995. Perspective making and perspective taking in 
communities of knowing, Organization Science, 6(4), 350-372. 

Bontis, N., 1999. Managing an organizational learning system by aligning stock and 
flows of knowledge: an empirical examination of intellectual capital, knowledge 
management, and business performance, Dissertation, IVEY, The University of 
Western Ontario (Canada). 

Borgatti, S. P. and Cross, R. 2003. A Relational View of Information Seeking and 
Learning in Social Networks, Management Science, 49(4), 432-445. 

Borzillo, S., 2017. Balancing control and autonomy in communities of practice: 
governance patterns and knowledge in nine multinationals, Journal of Business 
Strategy, 38(3), 10-20. 

Boyd, R. and Holton, R. J., 2018. Technology, innovation, employment and power: 
Does robotics and artificial intelligence really mean social transformation, Journal of 
Sociology, 54(3), 331-345. 

Brege, S., Brehmer, P-O., and Lindskog, H., 2010. Sourcing, Insourcing and 
Outsourcing of Telecom for the Swedish Public Sector, Strategic Outsourcing, 3(2), 
144-162. 

Brooking, A., 1997. Intellectual capital, International Thomson Business Press, London. 
Brown, J.S. and Duguid, P., 1991. Organizational learning and communities of 

practice: towards a unified view of working, learning and innovation. Organization 
Science, 2(1), 40-57. 

Brown, J.S. and Duguid, P., 2001. Knowledge and organization: A social-practice 
perspective, Organization Science, 12(2), 198-213. 

Bucher, S., and Langley, A., 2016. The Interplay of Reflective and Experimental Spaces 
in Interrupting and Reorienting Routine Dynamics, Organization Science, 27(3), 
594-613. 

Buckhardt, M. E., 1994. Social interaction effects following a technological change: A 
longitudinal investigation, Academy of Management Journal, 37(4), 869-899. 

Burns, J. and Scapens, R. W., 2000. Conceptualizing management accounting change: 
an institutional framework, Management Accounting Research, 11(1), 3-25. 

Burns, J., Ezzamel, M., and Scapens, R.W. 1999. Management Accounting Change in 
the UK, Management Accounting: Magazine for Chartered Management Accountants, 
77(3), 28-32.  

Butler, T., 1998. Towards a hermeneutic method for interpretive research in 
information systems, Journal of Information Technology, 13(4), 285-300. 

Carlile, P. 2002. A pragmatic view of knowledge and boundaries: Boundary objects in 
new product development, Organizational Science, 13(4), 442-455. 

Carlile, P. 2004. Transferring, Translating, and Transforming: An Integrative 
Framework for Managing Knowledge across Boundaries, Organization Science, 
15(5), 555-568. 

Chauvel, D. and Despres, C., 2002. A review of survey research in knowledge 
management: 1997-2001, Journal of Knowledge Management, 6(3), 207-223.  



242 

Chen, P., 2007. Complexity of Transaction Costs and Evolution of Corporate 
Governance, The Kyoto Economic Review, 76(2), 139-153. 

Chenhall, R. H. and Langfield-Smith, K., 1998. Factors influencing the role of 
management accounting in the development of performance measures within 
organizational change programs, Management Accounting Research, 9(4), 361-386. 

Chesbrough, H. W. and Teece, D. T., 1996. When is virtual virtuous? Organizing for 
innovation, Harvard Business Review, 74(1), 65-73 

Child, J., and McGrath, R. G., 2001. Organizations Unfettered Organizational Form in 
an Information-Intensive Economy, The Academy of Management Journal, 44(6), 
1135-1148. 

Choudhury, N., 1986. Responsibility Accounting and Controllability, Accounting and 
Business Research, 16(63), 189-198. 

Chouliaraki, L. and Fairclough, N., 2010. Critical Discourse Analysis in Organizational 
Studies: Towards an Integrationist Methodology, Journal of Management Studies, 
47(6), 1213-1218. 

Ciborra, C. U., 1996. The platform organization: recombining strategies, structures, and 
surprises, Organization Science, 7(2), 103-118. 

Clark, T. D., Zmud, R. W., and Mccray, G. E., 1995. The Outsourcing of Information 
Services: Transforming the Nature of Business in the Information Industry, Journal 
of Information Technology, 10(4), 221-237. 

Cobb, I., Helliar, C., and Innes, J., 1995. Management accounting change in a bank, 
Management Accounting Research, 6(2), 155-175. 

Cohen, M. D. and Bacdayan, P., 1996. Organizational routines are stored as procedural 
memory, in Cohen, M. D. and Sproull, L. S., (eds.), Organizational Learning, Sage, 
Thousand Oaks, 403-429. 

Cohen, W. M. and Levinthal, D. A., 1990. Absorptive capacity: a new perspective on 
learning and innovation, Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(1), 128-152. 

Collins, D., 1997. Knowledge work or working knowledge? Ambiguity and confusion in 
the analysis of the “knowledge age”, Employee Relations, 19(1), 38-50. 

Collins, F., 1982. Managerial accounting systems in organizational control: a role 
perspective, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 7(2), 107-122. 

Collis, D. J. and Montgomery, C. A., 1995. Competing on resources: Strategy in the 
1990s, Harvard Business Review, 73(4), 118-129.  

Conner, K. R. and Prahalad, C. K., 1996. A resource-based theory of the firm: 
knowledge versus opportunism, Organization Science, 7(5), 477-501. 

Cooper, D., Puxty, T., Lowe, T., and Willmott, H., 1989. The accounting profession, 
corporatism and the state, in Chua, W., Lowe, T., and Puxty, T., (eds.), Critical 
perspectives in management control, The Macmillan Press, Hong Kong. 

Cooper, R. and Kaplan, R. S., 1992. Activity-based systems: measuring the costs of 
resource usage, Accounting Horizons, 6(3), 1-13. 

Cooper, R., 1986. Organization/Disorganization, Social Science Information, 25(2), 299-
335. 

Courpasson, D., Dany, F., and Martí, I., 2016. Organizational Entrepreneurship as 
Active Resistance: A Struggle Against Outsourcing, Entrepreneurship: Theory & 
Practice, 40(1), 131-160.  



243 

Covaleski, M. A. and Dirsmith, M. W., 1990. Dialectic tension, double reflexivity and 
the everyday accounting researcher: on using qualitative methods, Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, 15(6), 543-573. 

Crane, L. and Bontis, N., 2014. Trouble with tacit: developing a new perspective and 
approach, Journal of Knowledge Management, 18(6), 1127-1140. 

Cross, R. and Baird, L., 2000. Technology is not enough: improving performance by 
building organizational memory, Sloan Management Review, 41(3), 69-78. 

Crossan, M. M., Lane, H. W., and White, R. E., 1999. An Organizational Learning 
Framework: From Intuition to Institution, Academy of Management Review, 24(3), 
522-537. 

Cyert, R. M. and March, J. G., 1963. A behavioural theory of the firm, Prentice Hall, 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 

D’Adderio, L., 2008. The performativity of routines: Theorising the influence of 
artefacts and distributed agencies on routines dynamics, Research Policy, 37(5), 769-
789.  

D’Adderio, L., 2011. Artifacts at the centre of routines: performing the material turn in 
routines theory, Journal of Institutional Economics, 7(2), 197-230. 

D’Adderio, L., 2014. The Replication Dilemma Unravelled: How Organizations Enact 
Multiple Goals in Routine Transfer, Organization Science, 25(5), 1325-1350. 

Daft, R. L. and Weick, K. E., 1984.Toward a Model of Organizations as Interpretation 
Systems, Academy of Management Review, 9(2), 284-295. 

Das, T. K. and Teng, B-S., 1998. Between trust and control: Developing confidence in 
partner cooperation in alliances, Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 491-512. 

Das, T.K. and Teng, B.-S., 2001. Trust, control, and risk in strategic alliances: an 
integrated framework, Organization Studies, 22(2), 251-283. 

Davenport, T. H. and Prusak, L., 1998. Working knowledge. How organizations manage 
what they know, Boston, Mass., Harvard Business School Press. 

David Nelson, R. R., 1991. Why Do Firms Differ and How Does It Matter?, Strategic 
Management Journal, 12(2), 61-74.  

Davis, G. F., 2005. New Directions in Corporate Governance, Annual Review of 
Sociology, 31, 143-162. 

Deaver, K., 1997. Outsourcing: A corporate competitiveness strategy, not a search for 
low wages. Journal of Labor Research, 18(4), 503-519. 

Deetz, S., 1985. Critical-cultural research: New sensibilities and old realities, Journal of 
Management, 11(2), 121-136. 

Dent, J. F., 1990. Strategy, organisation and control: some possibilities for accounting 
research, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 15(1/2), 3-25. 

Dittrich, K., Guérard, S., and Seidl, D., 2016. Talking About Routines: The Role of 
Reflective Talk in Routine Change, Organization Science, 27(3), 678-697. 

Dosi, G., Nelson, R. R., and Winter, S., 2003. Introduction: The Nature and Dynamics 
of Organizational Capabilities, Oxford Scholarship Online, 
http://www.oxfordscholarship.com/view/10.1093/0199248540.001.0001/acprof-
9780199248544-chapter-1 (accessed September 16, 2015) 



244 

Dosi, G., Teece, D. J., and Winter, S., 1992. Toward a theory of corporate coherence: 
preliminary remarks, Technology and enterprise in a historical perspective, 185-211. 

Drucker, P., 1995. The information executives need today, in Drucker, P. Managing in 
a time of great change, Oxford, Butterworth-Heinemann.  

Drucker, P., 1999. Knowledge-worker productivity: the biggest challenge, California 
Management Review, 41(2), 79-94. 

Dunbar, R. L. M., 1981. Design for organizational control, in Nystrom, P. and 
Starbuck, W., (eds.), Handbook of Organizational Design, Volume 2, Oxford, 
Oxford University Press, 85-115. 

Eccles, R. G., 1991. The performance measurement manifesto, Harvard Business Review, 
69(1), 131-137. 

Edvardsson, B., Gustafsson, A., Johnson, M. D., and Sandén, B., 2000. New service 
development and innovation in the new economy, Lund, Studentlitteratur. 

Edvinsson, L. and Malone, M. S., 1997. Intellectual capital, London, Piatkus Books. 
Eisenhardt, K. M. and Martin, J. A., 2000. Dynamic capabilities: what are they? 

Strategic Management Journal, 21(10-11), 1105-1121. 
Elharidy, A. M., Nicholson, B., and Scapens, R., 2013. The embeddedness of 

accounting outsourcing relationships, Qualitative Research in Accounting & 
Management, 10(1), 60-77. 

Empson, L., 2001. Introduction: Knowledge management in professional service firms, 
Human Relations, 54(7), 811-817. 

Eneroth, K., 1997. Strategi och kompetensdynamik – en studie av Axis Communications, 
Lund, Lund Studies in Economics and Management, 37, The Institute of Economic 
Research.  

Epstein, L. G., 1999. A Definition of Uncertainty Aversion, Review of Economic Studies, 
66(3), 579-608. 

Ezzamel, M. and Willmott, H., 1992. Accounting and trust, in Polesie, T. and 
Johansson, I-L., (eds.), Responsibility and accounting the organizational regulation of 
boundary conditions, Lund, Studentlitteratur. 

Ezzamel, M., Lilley, S., and Willmott, H., 1997. Accounting for management and 
managing accounting reflections on recent changes in the UK, Journal of 
Management Studies, 34(3), 439-463. 

Fahey, L. and Prusak, L., 1998. The eleven deadliest sins of knowledge management, 
California Management Review, 40(3), 265-276. 

Farnsworth, F., Kleanthous, I., and Wenger-Trayner, E., 2016. Communities of 
Practice as a Social Theory of Learning: A Conversation with Etienne Wenger, 
British Journal of Educational Studies, 64(2), 139-160.  

Farooq, M. B., 2018. A review of Gadamerian and Ricoeurian hermeneutics and its 
application to interpretive accounting research, Qualitative Research in Organizations 
and Management: An International Journal, 13(3), 261-283. 

Feld, S. L., 1997. Structural embeddedness and stability of interpersonal relations, Social 
Networks, 19, 91-95. 

Feldman, M. S and Pentland, B. T., 2003. Reconceptualizing Organizational Routines 
as a Source of Flexibility and Change, Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(1), 94-
118.  



245 

Feldman, M. S. and Rafaeli, A., 2002. Organizational Routines as Sources of 
Connections and Understandings, Journal of Management Studies, 39(3), 309-331.  

Feldman, M. S. and Orlikowski, W. J., 2011. Theorizing Practice and Practicing 
Theory, Organization Science, 22(5), 1240-1253. 

Feldman, M. S., 1989. Order without design: Information production and policy making, 
Stanford University Press, Stanford. 

Feldman, M. S., 2000. Organizational Routines as a Source of Continuous Change, 
Organization Science, 11(6), 611-629. 

Feldman, M. S., 2004. Resources in Emerging Structures and Processes of Change, 
Organization Science, 15(3), 295-309.  

Feldman, M. S., Pentland, B. T., D’Adderio, L., and Lazaric, N., 2016. Beyond 
Routines as Things: Introduction to the Special Issue on Routine Dynamics, 
Organization Science, 27(3), 505-513. 

Felin, T. and Foss, N. J., 2004. Organizational Routines: A Sceptical Look, DRUID 
Working Papers, No 04-13, DRUID, Copenhagen Business School, Department of 
Industrial Economics and Strategy/Aalborg University, Department of Business 
Studies.  

Felin, T. and Foss, N. J., 2009. Organizational routines and capabilities: Historical drift 
and a course-correction toward microfoundations, Scandinavian Journal of 
Management, 25(2), 157-167. 

Ferreira, A. and Otley, D., 2009. The design and use of performance management 
systems: An extended framework for analysis, Management Accounting Research, 
20(4), 263-282. 

Fiol, C. M. and Lyles, M. A., 1985. Organizational learning, Academy of Management 
Review, 10(4), 803-813. 

Fisher, S. R. and White, M. A., 2000. Downsizing in a learning organization: are there 
hidden costs? Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 244-251. 

Flamholtz, E. G., Das, T. K., and Tsui, A. S., 1985. Toward an integrative framework 
of organizational control, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 10(1), 35-50. 

Ford, D., Gadde, L-E., Håkansson, H., and Snehota, I., 1998. Managing business 
relationships, 3rd ed., Wiley, Chichester, United Kingdom. 

Foss, K. and Foss, N., 2000. Learning in firms: knowledge-based and property rights 
perspectives, unpublished conference paper, 27 February, LINK, Department of 
Industrial Economics and Strategy, Copenhagen Business School, Copenhagen. 

Foss, N. J., 1997. The resource-based perspective: an assessment and diagnosis of 
problems, DRUID Working Paper no. 97-01, Copenhagen Business School, 
Copenhagen. 

Franceschini, F., Galetto, M., Pignatelli, A., and Varetto, M., 2003. Outsourcing: 
guidelines for a structured approach, Benchmarking: An International Journal, 10(3), 
246-260. 

Freytag, P. V., Clarke, A. H., and Evald, M. R., 2012. Reconsidering outsourcing 
solutions, European Management Journal, 30(2), 99-110. 

Frowa, N., Marginson, D., and Ogdena, S., 2005. Encouraging strategic behaviour 
while maintaining management control: Multi-functional project teams, budgets, 



246 

and the negotiation of shared accountabilities in contemporary enterprises, 
Management Accounting Research, 16(3), 269-292. 

Fulk, J. and DeSanctis, G., 1995. Electronic communication and changing 
organizational forms, Organization Science, 6(4), 337-349. 

Galison, P., 1997. Image and logic. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, Illinois.  
Garrety, K., Robertson, P. L., and Badham, R. 2004 Integrating communities of 

practice in technology development projects, International Journal of Project 
Management, 22(5), 351-358. 

Garsten, C., and Grey, C., 1997. How to become oneself: Discourses of subjectivity in 
post-bureaucratic organizations, Organization, 4(2), 211-228.  

Geiger, D. and Schröder, A., 2014. Ever-changing routines? Toward a revised 
understanding of organizational routines between rule-following and rule-breaking, 
Schmalenbach Business Review, 66(2), 170–190. 

Gerbl, M., McIvor, R., Loane, S. and Humphreys. P., 2015. A multi-theory approach to 
understanding the business process outsourcing decision, Journal of World Business, 
50(3), 505-518. 

Gersick, C. J. G. and Hackman, J. R. 1990. Habitual routines in task-performing 
groups. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 47(1), 65-97. 

Ghasemi, A., Taghinejad, M., Kabiri, A., and Imani, M., 2011. Ricoeur’s Theory of 
Interpretation: A Method for Understanding Text (Course Text), World Applied 
Sciences Journal, 15(11), 1623-1629. 

Ghoshal, S. and Moran, P., 1996. Bad for Practice: A Critique of the Transaction Cost 
Theory, Academy of Management Review, 21(1), 13-47. 

Goretzki, L. and Messner, M., 2016. Coordination under uncertainty, Qualitative 
Research in Accounting & Management, 13(1), 92-126. 

Gorman, M. E., 2002. Levels of Expertise and Trading Zones: A Framework for 
Multidisciplinary Collaboration, Social Studies of Science, 32(5/6), 933-938. 

Gospel, H. and Sako, M., 2010. The unbundling of corporate functions: the evolution 
of shared services and outsourcing in human resource management, Industrial and 
Corporate Change, 19(5), 1367-1396. 

Gourlay, S., 2006. Conceptualizing knowledge creation: a critique of Nonaka’s theory, 
Journal of Management Studies, 43(7), 1415-1436. 

Granovetter, M., 1985. Economic action and social structure: The problem of 
embeddedness, American Journal of Sociology, 91(3), 481-510. 

Grant, K. A., 2007. Tacit knowledge revisited – we can still learn from Polanyi, The 
Electronic Journal of Knowledge Management, 5(2), 173-180. 

Grant, R. M., 1996. Towards a knowledge-based theory of the firm, Strategic 
Management Journal, 17(Suppl 2), 109-22. 

Grant, R. M., 1997. The knowledge-based view of the firm: implications for 
management practice, Long Range Planning, 30(3), 450-454. 

Grant, R. M., 2013. Reflections on Knowledge-Based Approaches to the Organization 
of Production, Journal of Management and Governance, 17(3), 541-558. 

Greenwood, R., and Hinings, C. R., 1988. Organizational Design Types, Tracks and 
the Dynamics of Strategic Change, Organization Studies, 9(3), 293-316. 



247 

Greer, C. R., Youngblood, S. T., and Gray, D. A., 1999. Human resource management 
outsourcing: the make or buy decision, Academy of Management Executive, 13(3), 
85-96. 

Gregory, G., 1996. Beyond the Information Systems Outsourcing Bandwagon: The 
Insourcing Response. Information Today, 13(2), 50-50. 

Grey, C. and Garsten, C., 2001. Trust, control and post-bureaucracy, Organization 
Science, 22(2), 229-250. 

Hall, R., 1993. A framework linking intangible resources and capabilities to sustainable 
competitive advantage, Strategic Management Journal, 14(8), 607-618. 

Hamel, G. and Prahalad, C. K., 1994. Competing for the future, Harvard Business School 
Press, Boston, MA. 

Hayek, F., 1945. The use of knowledge in society, American Economic Review, 35(4), 
519-530. 

Hedberg, B. and Jönsson, S., 1978. Designing semi-confusing information systems for 
organizations in changing environments, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 
3(1), 47-64. 

Hedberg, B., 1981. How organizations learn and unlearn, in Nystrom, P. and Starbuck, 
W., (eds.), Handbook of Organizational Design, Volume 1, Oxford University Press, 
Oxford, 1-27. 

Hedberg, B., Dahlgren, G., Hansson, J., and Olve, N.-G., 1994. Imaginära 
organisationer, Liber-Hermods, Lund Sweden.. 

Hedberg, B., Nystrom, P. C., and Starbuck, W. H., 1976. Designing organizations to 
match tomorrow, FE-rapport, Print 71, Göteborg. 

Hedlund, G., 1994. A model of knowledge management and the N-form corporation, 
Strategic Management Journal, 15(2), 73-90. 

Helfat, C. E., Finkelstein, S., Mitchell, W., Peteraf, M., Singh, H., Teece, D., and 
Winter, S. G., 2006. Dynamic Capabilities: Understanding Strategic Change in 
Organizations, Wiley-Blackwell, New Jersey. 

Henderson, R. M. and Clark, K. B., 1990. Architectural innovation: the reconfiguration 
of existing product technologies and the failures of established firms, Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 35(1), 9-30.  

Hendry, J., 1995. Culture, Community, and Networks: The hidden cost of outsourcing. 
European Management Journal, 13(2), 193-200. 

Hill, C., 1998. Insourcing the outsourced library: The Sun story, Library Journal, 
123(4), 46-49.  

Hirsch, E. D. Jr., 1967. Validity in Interpretation, Yale University Press, New Haven.  
Hirschman, A. O., 1970. Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms, 

Organizations, and States, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA. 
Holweg, M. and Pil, F. K., 2012. Outsourcing Complex Business Processes: Lessons 

from an Enterprise Partnership, California Management Review, 54(3), 98-115.  
Horngren, C. T., 1995. Management accounting: this century and beyond, Management 

Accounting Research, 6(3), 281-286. 
Horngren, C. T., Bhimani, A., Foster, G., and Datar, S. M., 1999. Management and cost 

accounting, 11th ed., Prentice Hall Europe, Cambridge. 



248 

Hoskin, K., 1996. The ‘awful idea of accountability’: inscribing people into the 
measurement of objects, in Munro, R. and Mouritsen, J., (eds.), Accountability. 
Power, ethos & the technologies of managing, Oxford, International Thomson 
Business Press, 265-282. 

Howcroft, D. and Richardson, H., 2012. The back office goes global: exploring 
connections and contradictions in shared service centres, Work, Employment and 
Society, 26(1), 111-127. 

Hsieh, H-F. and Shannon, S. E., 2005. Three Approaches to Qualitative Content 
Analysis, Qualitative Health Research, 15(9), 1277-1288. 

Huber, G. P., 1996. Organizational Learning. The Contribution Processes and the 
Literatures, in Cohen, M. and Sproull, L., (eds.), Organizational Learning, Sage, 
Thousand Oaks, 124-162. 

Huber, G. P., 2011. Organizations: Theory, Design, Future, in Zedeck, S., (ed.), 
American Psychological Association Handbook of Industrial and Organizational 
Psychology, American Psychological Association, Washington. 

Illeris, K. 2015. The Development of a Comprehensive and Coherent Theory of 
Learning, European Journal of Education, 50(1), 29-40. 

Inkpen, A. C. and Crossan, M. M., 1995. Believing is seeing: joint ventures and 
organization learning, Journal of Management Studies, 32(5), 595-618. 

Itami, H. (with Roehl, T. W.), 1987. Mobilizing invisible assets, Harvard University 
Press, Cambridge, MA.  

Itao, A. D. S., 2010. Paul Ricoeur's Hermeneutics of Symbols: A Critical Dialectic of 
Suspicion and Faith, Kritike: An Online Journal of Philosophy, 4(2), 1-17. 

Jackall, R., 1988. Moral Mazes. The world of corporate Managers, Oxford University 
Press, New York. 

Jahnke, M., 2012. Revisiting design as a hermeneutic practice: An investigation of Paul 
Ricoeur’s critical hermeneutics, Design Issues, 28(2), 30-40. 

Jennings, D., 1996. Outsourcing opportunities for financial services, Long Range 
Planning, 29(3), 393-404. 

Jermier, J. M., 1998. Introduction: critical perspectives on organizational control, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 43(2), 235-256. 

Johanson, U., Mårtensson, M., and Skoog, M., 2001. Mobilizing change through the 
management control of intangibles, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 26(7-8), 
715-733. 

Johansson, T. and Siverbo, S., 2009.Why is research on management accounting change 
not explicitly evolutionary?: Taking the next step in the conceptualisation of 
management accounting change, Management Accounting Research, 20(2), 146-162. 

Johnson, H. T. and Kaplan, R. S., 1987. Relevance lost: The rise and fall of management 
accounting, Boston (Mass), Harvard Business School. 

Jönsson, S., 1996a. Accounting for improvement, Pergamon, Oxford. 
Jönsson, S., 1996b. Decoupling hierarchy and accountability: an examination of trust 

and reputation, in Munro, R. and Mouritsen, J., (eds.), Accountability. Power, ethos 
& the technologies of managing, Oxford, International Thomson Business Press, 103-
117. 



249 

Jönsson, S., 1998. Relate management accounting research to managerial work! 
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 23(4), 411-434. 

Kakabadse, N. and Kakabadse, A., 2000. Critical review – Outsourcing: a paradigm 
shift, Journal of Management Development, 19(8), 670-728. 

Kakabadse, N. and Kakabadse, A., 2005. Outsourcing: Current and Future Trends, 
Thunderbird International Business Review, 47(2), 183-204. 

Kaplan, J., 2016. Artificial Intelligence: What Everyone Needs to Know, Oxford University 
Press, Oxford. 

Kaplan, R. S. and Norton, D. P., 1992. The balanced scorecard – measures that drive 
performance, Harvard Business Review, 70(1), 71-79. 

Kaplan, R. S. and Norton, D. P., 1993. Putting the balanced scorecard to work, 
Harvard Business Review, 71(5), 134-142. 

Kaplan, R. S. and Norton, D. P., 1996a. Linking the balanced scorecard to strategy, 
California Management Review, 39(1), 53-79. 

Kaplan, R. S. and Norton, D. P., 1996b. Using the balanced scorecard as a strategic 
management system, Harvard Business Review, 74(1), 75-85. 

Kaplan, R. S. and Norton, D. P., 2004. Strategy Maps: Converting Intangible Assets into 
Tangible Outcomes, Harvard Business School Press, Boston, MA 

Kellogg, K. C., Orlikowski, W. J., and Yates, J. A., 2006. Life in the Trading Zone: 
Structuring Coordination across Boundaries in Postbureaucratic Organizations, 
Organization Science, 17(1), 22-44. 

Kerr, S. and Slocum, J. W., 1981. Controlling the performances of people in 
organisations, in Nystrom, P. and Starbuck, W., (eds.), Handbook of Organizational 
Design, Volume 2, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 117-134. 

Kjellström, E., 2001. Att fånga kunskap med projekt, in Macheridis, M., (ed.), 
Projektaspekter. Kunskapsområden för ledning och styrning av projekt, 
Studentlitteratur, Lund.  

Kjellström, E., 2009. Organizational Routines: Transfer of Control and Knowledge 
Conference paper at EIASM, 5th Conference on Performance Measurement and 
Management Control, September, Nice, France. 

Kjellström, E., 2017. Organizational routines in global sourcing, in T. K. Das (ed) 
Culture and Behavioral Strategy, IAP, New York, 189-210. 

Kjellström, E., 2019. The routine, a ghost from the past or an omen of the future? 
Conference paper at SCOS Conference, July, York, Great Britain (forthcoming). 

Kloot, L., 1997. Organizational learning and management control systems: responding 
to environmental change, Management Accounting Research, 8(1), 47-73. 

Knights, D. and McCabe, D., 1997. ’How would you measure something like that?’: 
Quality in a retail bank, Journal of Management Studies, 34(3), 371-382. 

Knol, A., Janssen, M., and Sol, H., 2014. A taxonomy of management challenges for 
developing shared services arrangements, European Management Journal, 32(1), 91-
103. 

Kogut, B. and Zander, U., 1992. Knowledge of the Firm, Combinative Capabilities and 
the Replication of Technology, Organization Science, 3(3), 383-397. 



250 

Kogut, B. and Zander, U., 1993. Knowledge of the firm and the evolutionary theory of 
the multinational corporation, Journal of International Business Studies, 24(4), 625-
645. 

Kogut, B. and Zander, U., 1996. What firms do? Coordination, identity, and learning, 
Organization Science, 7(5), 502-518. 

Kolb, A. Y. and Kolb, D. A., 2005. Learning Styles and Learning Spaces: Enhancing 
Experiential Learning in Higher Education, Academy of Management Learning & 
Education, 4(2), 193-212.  

Kraaijenbrink, J., Spender, J.-C., and Groen, A. J., 2010. The Resource-Based View: A 
Review and Assessment of Its Critiques, Journal of Management, 36(1), 349-372. 

Kramer, M. R. and Tyler, T. R., (eds.), 1996. Trust in organizations: frontiers of theory 
and research, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA, 331-356. 

Kraut, R., Steinfield, C., Chan, A. P., Butler, B., and Hoag, A., 1999. Coordination and 
virtualization: the role of electronic networks and personal relationships, 
Organization Science, 10(6), 722-740.  

Kreiner, K., 1996. Accountability on the move: the undecidable context of project 
formation, in Munro, R. and Mouritsen, J., (eds.), Accountability. Power, ethos & the 
technologies of managing, International Thomson Business Press, Oxford, 85-102. 

Kristensson Uggla, B., 1994. Kommunikation på bristningsgränsen. En studie i Paul 
Ricoeurs project. Stockholm/Steghag: Brutus Östlings Bokförlag. 

Kristensson Uggla, B., 2012. Gränspassager. Bildning i tolkningens tid, Santérus Förlag, 
Stockholm. 

Kristeva, J., 1980. Desire in language: a semiotic approach to literature and art, in 
Roudiez, L. S. (ed.), European Perspectives: A Series in Social Thought and Cultural 
Criticism European perspectives, Columbia University Press, New York. 

Kvale, S. 1983. The Qualitative Research Interview: A Phenomenological and a 
Hermeneutical Mode of Understanding, Journal of Phenomenological Psychology, 
14(2), 171-196.  

Labatut, J., 2012. Discipline and Change: How Technologies and Organizational 
Routines Interact in New Practice Creation, Organization Studies, 33(1), 39-69. 

Labatut, J., Aggeri, F., and Girard, N., 2012, Discipline and Change: How 
Technologies and Organizational Routines Interact in New Practice Creation, 
Organization Studies, 33(1), 39-69. 

Lacity, M. C. and Hirschheim, R., 1993. The Information Systems Outsourcing 
Bandwagon, Sloan Management Review, 35(1), 
https://sloanreview.mit.edu/article/the-information-systems-outsourcing-
bandwagon/ (accessed January 27, 2019) 

Lacity, M. C. and Willcocks, L. P., 1995. IT outsourcing: maximize flexibility and 
control, Harvard Business Review, 73(3), 84-94. 

Lacity, M. C. and Willcocks, L. P., 2001. Global Information Technology Outsourcing: In 
Search of Business Advantage, Wiley, Chichester. 

Lam, A., 2014. Tacit knowledge, embedded agency and learning: local nodes and global 
networks, Prometheus, 32(1), 93-99. 

Langfield-Smith, K. and Smith, D., 2003. Management control systems and trust in 
outsourcing relationships, Management Accounting Research, 14(3), 281-307. 



251 

Langfield-Smith, K., 1990. Management control systems and strategy: a critical review, 
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 22 (2), 207-232. 

Langlois, R. N. and Robertson, P. L., 1995. Firms, markets and economic change: a 
dynamic theory of business, London, Routledge. 

Larsson, R., Bengtsson, L., Henriksson, K., and Sparks, J., 1998. The 
interorganizational learning dilemma: collective knowledge development in strategic 
alliances, Organization Science, 9(3), 285-305. 

Larsson, R., Bengtsson, L., Henriksson, K., and Sparks, J., 1999. Barriers to 
interorganizational learning: Developing collective knowledge across corporate 
boundaries, Advances in Management Cognition and Organizational Information 
Processing, vol. 6, 115-147. 

Lave, J. and Wenger, E., 1991. Situated Learning: Legitimate Peripheral Participation. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Law, F., 2018. Breaking the outsourcing path: Backsourcing process and outsourcing 
lock-in, European Management Journal, 36(3), 341-352. 

Lawrence, P. R. and Lorsch, J. W., 1967. Differentiation and Integration in Complex 
Organizations, Administrative Science Quarterly, 12(1), 1-47. 

Lazaric, N., 2011. Organizational routines and cognition: an introduction to empirical 
and analytical contributions, Journal of Institutional Economics, 7(2), 147-156.  

LeBaron, C., Christianson, M. K., Garrett, L., and Ilan, R., 2016. Coordinating flexible 
performance during everyday work: An ethnomethodological study of handoff 
routines. Organization Science, 27(3), 514-534. 

Lei, D. and Hitt, M. A., 1995. Strategic reconstructuring and outsourcing. The effect of 
mergers and acquisitions and LBOs on building firm skills and capabilities, Journal 
of Management, 2(5), 835-859. 

Leifer, R. and Mills, P. K., 1996. An information processing approach for deciding 
upon control strategies and reducing control loss in emerging organizations, Journal 
of Management, 22(1), 113-137.  

Leonard-Barton, D., 1992. Core capabilities and core rigidities: A paradox in managing 
new product development, Strategic Management Journal, 13(1 S), 111-125.  

Levina, N. and Vaast, E., 2005. The Emergence of Boundary Spanning Competence in 
Practice: Implications for Information Systems' Implementation and Use, MIS 
Quarterly, 29(2), 335-363. 

Levitt, B. and March, J. G., 1988. Organizational learning, Annual Review of Sociology, 
vol. 14, 319-340. 

Libby, R. and Luft, J., 1993. Determinants of judgment performance in accounting 
settings: ability, knowledge, motivation, and  nnenvironment, Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, 18(5), 425-450. 

Liebowitz, J., and Suen, C. Y., 2000. Developing knowledge management metrics for 
measuring intellectual capital, Journal of Intellectual Capital, 1, 1, 54-67.  

Likert, R., 1967. The human organization: Its management and value, McGraw-Hill, 
New York. 

Lind, J-I. and Rhenman, 1989. The SIAR of Strategic Management, SIAR, Lund, 
Scandinavian Journal of Management, 5(3), 167-176. 



252 

Lindkvist, L. and Llewellyn, S, 2003. Accountability, responsibility and organization, 
Scandinavian Journal of Management, 19(2), 251-273. 

Liu, S. and Deng, Z., 2015. Understanding knowledge management capability in 
business process outsourcing, Management Decision, 53(1), 124-138.  

Llewellyn, S., 1994. Managing the boundary. How accounting is implicated in 
maintaining the organizations, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 7(4), 
4-23.  

Llewellyn, S., 1998. Boundary work: costing and caring in the Social Services, 
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 23(1), 23-47. 

Loasby, B. J., 1999. Explaining firms, paper given at the RESPECT workshop on 
“Austrian Economics and the Theory of the Firm”, Copenhagen Business School, 16-
17 August. 

Loasby, B. J., 2000. Organizations as interpretative systems, conference paper dated 20 
April, presented on 25-26 May at Amiens, Organisations et institutions. 

Lowe, A., 2001. Accounting information systems as knowledge-objects: some effects of 
objectualization, Management Accounting Research, 12(1), 75-100. 

Lowe, T. and Puxty, T., 1989. The problems of a paradigm: a critique of the prevailing 
orthodoxy in management control, in Chua, W., Lowe, T., and Puxty, T., (eds.), 
Critical perspectives in management control, The Macmillan Press, Hong Kong. 

Lukka, K., 2007. Management accounting change and stability: loosely coupled rules 
and routines in action, Management Accounting Research, 18(1), 76-101. 

Macdonald, S., 1995. Learning to change: an information perspective on learning in the 
organization, Organization Science, 6, 5, 557-568. 

Macintosh, N. B. and Scapens, R. W., 1991. Management accounting and control 
systems: a structuration theory analysis, Journal of Management Accounting Research, 
vol. 3, 131-159. 

Macintosh, N. B., 1994. Management accounting and control systems – An organizational 
and behavioral approach, Chichester, Wiley. 

MacQueen, K., 2007. Pushing the limits of outsourcing, Maclean’s, 120(21), 38-38, 
Mahnke, V., 2001. The Process of Vertical Dis-Integration: An Evolutionary Perspective 

on Outsourcing, Journal of Management and Governance, 5(3/4), 353-379. 
Mallery, J. C., Hurwitz, R. and Duffy, G., 1987. Hermeneutics: From Textual 

Explication to Computer Understanding? in Shapiro, S. C., (ed.), The Encyclopedia 
of Artificial Intelligence, John Wiley & Sons, New York. 

Malmi, T. and Brown, D. A., 2008. Management control systems as a package – 
Opportunities, challenges and research directions, Management Accounting Research, 
19(4), 287-300. 

March, J. G. and Simon, H. A., 1958. Organizations / with the collaboration of Harold 
Guetzkow, New York, Wiley.  

March, J. G., 1981. Footnotes to organizational change, Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 26(4), 563-577. 

Mårtensson, M., 2000. A critical review of knowledge management as a management 
tool, Journal of Knowledge Management, 4(3), 204-216.  



253 

Massingham, P., 2014a. An evaluation of knowledge management tools: Part 1 – 
managing knowledge resources, Journal of Knowledge Management, 18(6), 1075-
1100. 

Massingham, P., 2014b.An evaluation of knowledge management tools: Part 2 – 
managing knowledge flows and enablers, Journal of Knowledge Management, 18(6), 
1101-1126. 

McIvor, R., 2008. What is the right outsourcing strategy for your process? European 
Management Journal, 26(1), 24-34. 

Mentzas, G., Apostolou, D., Abecker, A., Young, R., 2003. Knowledge Asset 
Management. Beyond the Process-centred and Product-centred Approaches, Springer 
Verlag, London 

Merchant, K. A. and Otley, D. T., 2007. A Review of the Literature on Control and 
Accountability, in Chapman, C. S., Hopwood, A. G. and Shields, M. D., (eds.), 
Handbook of Management Accounting Research, Elsevier, Amsterdam, Vol 2. 785-
802. 

Merchant, K. A. and Van der Stede, W. A., 2007. Management Control Systems: 
Performance Measurement, Evaluation and Incentives, Pearson Education, Malaysia 
(CTP-VVP). 

Merchant, K. A., 1998. Modern management control systems: text and cases, Prentice Hall. 
Miller, K.D., Choi, S., and Pentland, B.T., 2014. The role of transactive memory in the 

formation of organizational routines, Strategic Organization, 12(2), 109-133. 
Miller, P. and O’Leary, T., 1993. Accounting, expertise and the politics of the product: 

economic citizenship and modes of corporate governance, Accounting, Organizations 
and Society, 18(2/3), 187-206. 

Miller, P. and O'Leary, T., 1997. Capital Budgeting Practices and Complementarity 
Relations in the Transition to Modern Manufacture: A Field-Based Analysis, 
Journal of Accounting Research, 35(2), 257-271.  

Miner, A. S. and Mezias, S., 1996. Ugly duckling no more: pasts and futures of 
organizational learning research, Organization Science, 7(1), 88-99. 

Miner, A. S., 1996. Organizational evolution and the social ecology of jobs, in Cohen, 
M. D. and Sproull, L. S., (eds.), Organizational Learning, Sage, Thousand Oaks, 
376-402. 

Miner, A. S., Amburgey, T. L., and Stearns, T. M., 1990. Interorganizational linkage 
and population dynamics: buffering and transformational shields, Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 35(4), 689-713. 

Minzberg, H., 1997. Rounding out the manager’s job, IEEE Engineering Management 
Review, 25(3), 119-133. 

Mitchell, A., Sikka, P., and Willmott, H., 1998. Sweeping it under the carpet: the role 
of accountancy firms in moneylaundering, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 
23(5/6), 589-607. 

Montgomery, E., 1994. Innovation + outsourcing = big business, Management Review, 
83(9), 17-21.  

Mooradian, N., 2005. Tacit knowledge: philosophic roots and role in KM, Journal of 
Knowledge Management, 9(6), 104-113. 



254 

Moran, P. and Ghoshal, S., 1996. Value creation by firms. Academy of Management 
Proceedings, No 1, 41-45. 

Morgan, G., 1986/2006. Images of Organization, Sage Publications Inc., Thousand 
Oaks, CA. 

Mortensen, M. and Beyene, T. 2009. Firsthand Experience and The Subsequent Role of 
Reflected Knowledge in Cultivating Trust in Global Collaboration, MIT Sloan 
School of Management Working Paper, 4735-09, Cambridge, MA; Alfred P. Sloan 
School of Management, Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 

Mouritsen, J., 1999. The flexible firm: strategies for a subcontractor’s management 
control, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 24(1), 31-55. 

Mouritsen, J., Larsen, H. T., and Bukh, P. N. D., 2001. Intellectual capital and the 
’capable firm’: narrating, visualising and numbering for managing knowledge, 
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 26(7-8), 735-762. 

Munro, R., 1999. The cultural performance of control, Organization Studies, 20(4), 
619-640. 

Nagpal, P., 2015. Backsourcing: a review and theoretically motivated view, Journal of 
management Information and Decision Sciences, 18(1), 53-58. 

Nahapiet, J. and Ghoshal, S., 1998. Social capital, intellectual capital, and the 
organizational advantage, Academy of Management Review, 23(2), 242-262. 

Neff, G. and Stark, D., 2003. Permanently Beta: Responsive Organization in the 
Internet Era, in (eds) Philip E.N. Howard and Steve Jones, Society Online: The 
Internet in Context, pp. 173-188, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA. 

Nelson, R. R. and Winter, S. G., 1982. An evolutionary theory of economic change, 
Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press. 

Nelson, R. R. and Winter, S. G., 2002, Evolutionary Theorizing in Economics, Journal 
of Economic Perspectives, 16(2), 23-46. 

Nelson, R. R., 2005. Technology, Institutions, and Economic Growth, Harvard University 
Press, Cambridge, MA. 

Nixon, W. A. J. and Burns, J., 2005. Introduction Management control in the 21st 
century, Management Accounting Research, 16(3), 260–268. 

Nonaka, I. and Takeuchi, H., 1995. The knowledge-creating company, Oxford, Oxford 
University Press. 

Nonaka, I., 1991. The knowledge-creating company, Harvard Business Review, 69(6), 
96-105.  

Nonaka, I., Toyama, R., and Konno, N., 2000. SECI, ba and leadership: A unified 
model of dynamic knowledge creation, Long Range Planning, 33(1), 5-34. 

Nooteboom, B. 1999. Innovation and inter-firm linkages: new implications for policy, 
Research Policy, 28(8), 793-805. 

Nooteboom, B., 1992. Towards a dynamic theory of transactions, Journal of 
Evolutionary Economics, 2(4), 281-299. 

Nooteboom, B., 2000. Institutions and Forms of Coordination in Innovation Systems, 
Organization Studies, 21(5), 915–939. 

O’Regan, P. and O’Donnell, D., 2000. Mapping intellectual resources: insights from 
critical modernism, Journal of European Industrial Training, 24(2/3/4), 118-129. 



255 

Ödman, P-J., 1994. Tolkning, förståelse, vetande. Hermeneutik i teori och praktik, ePan 
Norstedts, Göteborg. 

Oliva, F. L., 2014. Knowledge management barriers, practices and maturity model, 
Journal of Knowledge Management, 18(6), 1053-1074. 

Oliveira, J. and Quinn, M., 2015. Interactions of rules and routines: re-thinking rules, 
Journal of Accounting & Organizational Change, 11(4,) 503-526. 

Oliver, C., 1997. Sustainable competitive advantage: combining institutional and 
resource-based views, Strategic Management Journal, 18(9), 697-713. 

Orlikowski, W. J., 2000. Using technology and constituting structures: a practice lens 
for studying technology in organizations, Organization Science, 11(4), 404-428. 

Oshri, I., Kotlarsky, J., and Willcocks, L. P., 2009. The Handbook of Global Outsourcing 
and Offshoring, Palgrave, MacMillan. 

Osterloh, M. and Frey, B. S. 2000. Motivation, knowledge transfer, and organizational 
forms, Organization Science, 11(5). 538-550. 

Otley, D. T. and Berry, A. J., 1980. Control, organisation and accounting, Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, 5(2), 231-244. 

Otley, D. T., 1980. The contingency theory of management accounting: achievement 
and prognosis, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 5(4), 413-428. 

Otley, D. T., 1994. Management control in contemporary organizations: towards a 
wider perspective, Management Accounting Research, 5(3/4), 289-299. 

Otley, D. T., 1999. Performance management: a framework for management control 
systems research, Management Accounting Research, 10(4), 363-382. 

Otley, D. T., Broadbent, J., and Berry, A., 1995. Research in management control: an 
overview of its development, British Journal of Management, 6(special issue), S31-
S44. 

Ouchi, W. G. and Maguire, M. A., 1975. Organizational control: two functions, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 20(4), 559-569. 

Ouchi, W. G., 1977. The relationship between organizational structure and 
organizational control, Administrative Science Quarterly, 22(1), 95-113. 

Ouchi, W. G., 1979. A conceptual framework for the design of organizational control 
mechanisms, Management Science, 25(9), 833-848. 

Ouchi, W. G., 1980. Markets, bureaucracies, and clans, Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 25(1), 129-141. 

Pandey, S. C. and Dutta, A., 2013. Communities of practice and organizational 
learning: case study of a global IT solutions company, Strategic HR Review, 12(5), 
255-261. 

Parker, D. and Stacey, R. 1994. Chaos, management and economics: the implication of 
non-linear thinking, Hobart Paper 125, The Institute of Economic Affairs, London. 

Parmigiani, A. and Howard-Grenville, J., 2011. Routines Revisited: Exploring the 
Capabilities and Practice Perspectives, The Academy of Management Annals, 5(1), 
413-453. 

Pawlowski, S. D. and Robey, D., 2004. Bridging User Organizations: Knowledge 
Brokering and the Work of Information Technology Professionals, MIS Quarterly, 
28(4), 645-672. 



256 

Penrose, E., 1959/1995. The Theory of the Growth of the Firm, Oxford University Press, 
Oxford. 

Pentland, B. T. and Feldman, M. S., 2005. Organizational routines as a unit of analysis, 
Industrial and corporate change, 14(5), 793-815. 

Pentland, B. T. and Feldman, M. S., 2008. Designing routines: On the folly of 
designing artifacts, while hoping for patterns of action, Information and 
Organization, 18(4), 235-250. 

Pentland, B. T. and Hærem, T., 2015. Organizational Routines as Patterns of Action: 
Implications for Organizational Behavior, The Annual Review of Organizational 
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, vol. 2, 465-487. 

Pentland, B. T. and Rueter, H. H., 1994. Organizational Routines as Grammars of 
Action, Administrative Science Quarterly, 39(3), 484-510.  

Pentland, B. T., 1995. Grammatical models of organizational processes Organization 
Science, 6(5), 541-556.  

Pentland, B. T., Feldman, M. S., Becker, M. C. and Liu, P., 2012. Dynamics of 
organizational routines: A generative model, Journal of Management Studies, 49(8), 
1484-1508.  

Perlow, L. A., 1998. Boundary control: the social ordering of work and family time in a 
high-tech corporation, Administrative Science Quarterly, 43(2), 328-358.  

Pfeffer, J., and Salancik, G., 1978. The external control of organizations, Harper & Row, 
New York. 

Philipson, S., 2016. Radical innovation of a business model: Is business modelling a key 
to understand the essence of doing business? Competitiveness Review, 26(2), 132-
146. 

Philipson, S. and Kjellström, E., 2019. When Objects Are Talking. How Tacit Knowing 
Becomes Explicit Knowledge, Conference paper at INEKA Annual Conference, June, 
Verona, Italy (forthcoming). 

Phillips, N. And Brown, J. L., 1993. Analyzing communication in and around 
organizations: A critical hermeneutic approach, Academy of Management Journal, 
36(6) 1547-1567. 

Polanyi, M., 1962. Tacit knowing: Its bearing on some problems of philosophy. Reviews 
of Modern Physics, 34(4), 601-616. 

Polanyi, M., 1966. The tacit dimension, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London. 
Polanyi, M., 1967. Sense-Giving and Sense-Reading, Philosophy, 42(162), 301-325. 
Polanyi, M., 1968. Logic and psychology, American Psychologist, 23(1), 27-43. 
Popper, K., 1959/2002. The logic of scientific discovery, Routledge, London. 
Porter, M. E., 1987. From Competitive Advantage to Corporate Strategy, Harvard 

Business Review, 65(3), 43-59. 
Porter, M., 1996. What is Strategy? Harvard Business Review, 74(6), 61-78. 
Powell, W. W., 1990. The transformation of organizational forms: How useful is 

organizational theory in accounting for society in Friedland, R. O. and Robertson, 
A. F., (eds.), Beyond the Marketplace: Rethinking Economy and Society, Aldine de 
Gruyter, New York, 301-328. 



257 

Prahalad, C. K. and Hamel, G., 1990. The core competence of the corporation, 
Harvard Business Review, 68(3), 79-91. 

Prahalad, C. K. and Ramaswamy, V., 2000. Co-opting customer competence, Harvard 
Business Review, 78(1), 79-87. 

Puxty, T. and Chua, W. F., 1989. Ideology, rationality and management control, in 
Chua, W., Lowe, T., and Puxty, T., (eds.), Critical perspectives in management 
control, The Macmillan Press, Hong Kong. 

Quinn, J. B., 1999. Strategic Outsourcing: leveraging knowledge capabilities, Sloan 
Management Review, 40(4), 9-21.  

Quinn, J. B., 2000. Outsourcing innovation: the new engine of growth, Sloan 
Management Review, 41(4), 13-28. 

Raiborn, C. A., Butler, J. B., and Massoud, M. F., 2009. Outsourcing support 
functions: Identifying and managing the good, the bad, and the ugly, Business 
Horizons, 52(4), 347-356. 

Rathe, K. and Witt, U., 2001. The Nature of the Firm – Static versus Developmental 
Interpretations, Journal of Management & Governance, 5(3-4), 331-351. 

Richter, P. C. and Brühl, R. 2017. Shared service center research: A review of the past, 
present, and future, European Management Journal, 35(1), 26-38. 

Ricoeur, P., 1978. The Rule of metaphor: Multi-disciplinary studies of the creation of 
meaning in language, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London 

Ricoeur, P., 1981. Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences: Essays on Language, Action and 
Interpretation, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Ricoeur, P., 1988. Från text till handling. En antologi om hermeneutik, Kemp, P. and 
Kristensson Uggla, B., (eds.), Symposium, Stockholm. 

Ricoeur, P., 1991. From text to action. Essays in hermeneutics, II, The Athlone Press, 
London. 

Roberts, J. and Scapens, R. W., 1985. Accounting systems and systems of accountability 
– understanding accounting practices in their organizational contexts, Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, 10(4), 443-456. 

Roberts, J., 1991. The possibilities of accountability, Accounting, Organizations and 
Society, 16, 4, 355-368. 

Roberts, J., 1996. From discipline to dialogue: individualizing and socializing forms of 
accountability. Accountability: power, ethos and the technologies of managing in 
Munro, R. and Mouritsen, J., (eds.), Boston, International Thomson Business 
Press, 40-61. 

Robey, D., Raymond, B., and Anderson, 2012. Theorizing Information Technology as a 
Material Artifact in Information System Research, in Leonardi, P. M., Nardi, B. A., 
and Kallinikos, J., (eds.), Materiality and Organizing: Social Interaction in a 
Technological World, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Robinson, G. D., 1995. Paul Ricoeur and the hermeneutics of suspicion: A brief 
overview and critique, Premise, II, 8, September 27. 

Rumelt, R. P., 1974. Strategy, structure, and economic performance, Division of Research, 
Graduate School of Business Administration, Harvard University, Boston.  

Saka-Helmhout, A., 2010. Organizational learning as a situated routine-based activity in 
international settings, Journal of World Business, 45(1), 41-48. 



258 

Sako, M., 1992. Prices, quality and trust: inter-firm relationships in Britain and Japan, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.  

Sako, M., 2006. Outsourcing and Offshoring: Implications for Productivity of Business 
Services, Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 22(4), 499-512.  

Salvato, C. and Rerup, C., 2011. Beyond Collective Entities: Multilevel Research on 
Organizational Routines and Capabilities, Journal of Management, 37(2), 468-490. 

Samuelson, L. A., 1994. On rationales for control systems, EFI, Research paper 6544, 
Stockholm. 

Sanchez, P., Chaminade. C., and Olea, M., 2000. Management of intangibles. An 
attempt to build a theory, Journal of Intellectual Capital, 1(4), 312-327. 

Schotter, A. P. J., Mudambi, R., Doz, Y. L. and Gaur, A., 2017. Boundary Spanning in 
Global Organizations, Journal of Management Studies, 54(4), 403-421. 

Schotter, A. P. J., Mudambi, R., Doz, Y. L., and Gaur, A., 2017. Boundary Spanning in 
Global Organiza tions, Journal of Management Studies, 54(4), 403-421. 

Schulz, V. and Brenner, W., 2010. Characteristics of shared service centers, 
Transforming Government: People, Process and Policy, 4(3), 210-219. 

Scott, W. R., 1987. Organizations: Rational, natural and open systems, 2nd ed., Prentice 
Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 

Senge, P. M., 1992. The fifth discipline. The art & practice of the learning organisation, 
Penguin Random House, Doubleday Currency. 

Serenko, A. and Bontis, N., 2013. The intellectual core and impact of the knowledge 
management academic discipline, Journal of Knowledge Management, 17(1), 137-
155. 

Sewell, G., 1998. The discipline of teams: the control of tam-based industrial work 
through electronic and peer surveillance, Administrative Science Quarterly, 43(2), 
397-429. 

Shields, M. D., 1997. Research in Management Accounting by North Americans in the 
1990s. Journal of Management Accounting Research, vol. 9, 3-61.  

Simon, H. A., 1991. Bounded rationality and organizational learning, Organization 
Science, 2(1), 125-134. 

Simons, R., 1987. Accounting control systems and business strategy: An empirical 
analysis, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 12(4), 357-374. 

Simons, R., 1990. The role of management control systems in creating competitive 
advantage: new perspectives, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 15(1/2), 127-
143. 

Simons, R., 1994. How new top managers use control systems as levers of strategic 
renewal, Strategic Management Journal, 15(3), 169-189. 

Simons, R., 1995. Levers of control: how managers use innovative control systems to drive 
strategic renewal, Harvard Business School Press, Cambridge, MA. 

Singley, M. K. and Anderson, J. R., 1989. The Transfer of Cognitive Skill, Harvard 
University Press, Cambridge MA. 

Slevin, D. P., 1973. The Innovation Boundary: A Replication with Increased Cost, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 18(1), 71-75. 



259 

Smircich, L., 1983. Concepts of Culture and Organizational Analysis, Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 28(3), 339-358.  

Sohn, J. H. D., 1994. Social Knowledge as a Control System: A Proposition and 
Evidence from the Japanese FDI Behavior, Journal of International Business Studies, 
25(2), 295-324. 

Spender, J-C., 1996. Making knowledge the basis of a dynamic theory of the firm, 
Strategic Management Journal, 17(Suppl 2), 45-62. 

Spender, J-C., 1998. Pluralist epistemology and the knowledge-based theory of the firm, 
Organization, 5(2), 233-256. 

Star, S. L. and Griesemer, J. R., 1989. Institutional ecology, “translations” and boundary 
objects: Amateurs and professionals in Berkeley’s Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, 
1907-1939. Social Studies of Science, 19(3), 387-420. 

Starbuck, W. H., 1983. Organizations as Action Generators, American Sociological 
Review, 48(1), 91-102. 

Starbuck, W. H., 1996. Learning by knowledge-intensive firms, in Cohen, M. D. and 
Sproull, L. S., (eds.), Organizational Learning, Sage, Thousand Oaks, 484-515. 

Starbuck, W. H., and Hedberg, B., 1977. Saving an organization from a stagnating 
environment, in Thorelli, H. B., (ed.), Strategy + Structure = Performance: The 
Strategic Planning Imperative, Indiana University Press, Bloomington, 249-258. 

Stein, E. W., 1995. Organizational Memory: Review of Concepts and 
Recommendations for Management, International Journal of Information 
Management, 15(2), 17-32. 

Stewart, T. A., 1997. Intellectual capital, Nicholas Brealey Publishing, London. 
Stinchcombe, A. L., 1990. Information and organizations, University of California Press, 

Berkeley. 
Su, N., Akkiraju, R., Nayak, N., and Goodwin, R., 2009. Shared Services 

Transformation: Conceptualization and Valuation from the Perspective of Real 
Options, Decision Sciences, 40(3), 381-402. 

Sundquist, V., Hulthén, K., and Gadde, L.-E., 2015. Economic consequences of 
alternative make-or-buy configurations, Industrial Marketing Management, vol. 46, 
98-107. 

Sveiby, K-E., 1997. The new organizational wealth: managing and measuring knowledge-
based assets, Berrett-Koehler, San Francisco. 

Szulanski, G., 2003. Sticky Knowledge: Barriers to Knowing in the Firm, Sage 
Publications, London. 

Tan, C. and Sia, S. K., 2006. Managing Flexibility in Outsourcing, Journal of the 
Association for Information Systems, 7(4), 179-206. 

Tannenbaum, F. 1968. The Survival of the Fittest, Columbia Journal of World Business, 
3(2), 13-20. 

Teece, D. J., 2004. Knowledge and Competence as Strategic Assets in  Holsapple, C. 
W., (ed.) Handbook on Knowledge Management 1 Knowledge Matters, Springer 
Verlag, Berlin Heidelberg, 129-152.  

Teece, D. J., 2012. Dynamic capabilities: Routines versus entrepreneurial action. Journal 
of Management Studies, 49(8), 1395-1401. 



260 

Teece, D. J., Rumelt, R. Dosi, G., and Winter, S., 1994. Understanding corporate 
coherence: Theory and evidence, Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 
23(1), 1-30. 

Teece, D., 1998. Capturing value from knowledge assets: The new economy, markets 
for know-how, and intangible assets, California Management Review, 40(3), 55-79. 

Teece, D., Pisano, G., and Shuen, A., 1997. Dynamic capabilities and strategic 
management, Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509-533. 

Tengblad, S., 2000. The nature of control. A study of CEO behavior, GRI, Gothenburg 
Research Institute, report no 10, Gothenburg University. 

Thompson, J. D., 1967. Organizations in action – social science bases of administrative 
theory, Mc Graw-Hill Book Company, New York.  

Tomkins, C., 2001. Interdependencies, trust and information in relationships, alliances 
and networks, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 26(2), 161-191.  

Tosey, P., Visser, M., and Saunders, M. 2012. The origins and conceptualizations of 
‘triple-loop’ learning: A critical review, Management Learning, 43(3), 291-307.  

Tully, S., 1993. The real key to creating wealth, Fortune, 128(13), 21-21. 
Tully, S., 1994. America’s Best Wealth Creator, Fortune, 130(11), 77-91, 
Tully, S., 1999. America’s Wealth Creator, Fortune, 140(10), 275-284. 
Tully, S., Hadjian, A., Furth, J., 1993. Computer category killer, Fortune, 128(6), 38-

52. 
Tuomela, T-S. 2005. The interplay of different levers of control: A case study of 

introducing a new performance measurement system, Management Accounting 
Research, 16(3), 293-320. 

Turner, S. F. and Fern, M. J., 2012. Examining the Stability and Variability of Routine 
Performances: The Effects of Experience and Context Change, Journal of 
Management Studies, 49(8), 1407-1434. 

Turner, S. F. and Rindova, V., 2012. A Balancing Act: How Organizations Pursue 
Consistency in Routine Functioning in the Face of Ongoing Change, Organization 
Science, 23(1), 24-46. 

Tyler, T. R. and Degoey, P., 1996.Trust in organizational authorities. The influence of 
motive attributions on willingness to accept decisions, in Kramer, R. and Tyler, T., 
(eds.), Trust in organizations. Frontiers of theory and research, Sage, Thousand Oaks, 
CA, 331-356. 

Tyre, M. J. and von Hippel, E., 1997. The situated nature of adaptive learning in 
organizations, Organization Science, 8(1), 71-84. 

Uzzi, B., 1997. Social structure and competition in interfirm networks: The paradox of 
embeddedness, Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(1), 35-67. 

Vaivio, J., 1999. Exploring a ‘non-financial’ management accounting change, 
Management Accounting Research, 10(4), 409-437. 

Vámosi, T., 2000. Continuity and change; management accounting during processes of 
transition, Management Accounting Research, 11(1), 27-63. 

Van den Berg, H. A., 2013. Three shapes of organisational knowledge, Journal of 
Knowledge Management, 17(2), 159-174. 



261 

Van der Meer-Kooistra, J. and Scapens, R. W., 2008. The governance of lateral relations 
between and within organisations, Management Accounting Research, 19(4), 365-
384. 

Veltri, N. F., Saunders, C. S., and Kavan, C. B., 2008. Information Systems 
Backsourcing: Correcting problems and responding to opportunities, California 
Management Review, 51(1), 50-76. 

Venkitachalam, K. and Busch, P., 2012. Tacit knowledge: review and possible research 
directions, Journal of Knowledge Management, 16(2), 356-371. 

Vermaak, H. and Weggeman, M., 1999. Conspiring fruitfully with professionals: new 
management roles for professional organisations, Management Decision, 37(1), 29-
44.  

Virtanen, I., 2013. In Search for a Theoretically Firmer Epistemological Foundation for 
the Relationship between Tacit and Explicit Knowledge, The Electronic Journal of 
Knowledge Management, 11(2), 118-126, www.ejkm.com (accessed April 2, 2017). 

Von Krogh, G. and Roos, J., 1994. Divestitures: Corporate divestiture and the phantom 
limb effect, European Management Journal, 12(2), 171-178. 

Vosselman, E. and van der Meer-Kooistra, J., 2006. Changing the boundaries of the 
firm Adopting and designing efficient management control structures, Journal of 
Organizational Change Management, 19(3), 318-334. 

Walsh, J. P., and Ungson, R. G., 1991. Organizational Memory, The Academy of 
Management Review, 16(1), 57-91. 

Weick, K. E. 1988. Enacted sensemaking in crisis situations, Journal of Management 
Studies, 25(4), 305-317. 

Weick, K. E. and Roberts, K. H., 1993. Collective Mind in Organizations: Heedful 
Interrelating on Flight Decks, Administrative Science Quarterly, 38(3), 357-381. 

Weick, K. E., 1969. Social psychology in an era of social change, American Psychologist, 
24(11), 990-998. 

Weick, K. E., 1979. The social psychology of organizing, McGraw-Hill Inc., New York. 
Weick, K. E., 1991. The Non-traditional Quality of Organizational Learning, 

Organization Science, 2(1), 116-124.  
Weick, K. E., 1995. Sensemaking in organizations, Sage, Newbury Park, CA. 
Wenger, E. C. and Snyder, W. M., 2000. Communities of Practice: The Organizational 

Frontier, Harvard Business Review, 78(1), 139-145. 
Wenger, E., 1998. Communities of practice: Learning, Meaning, and Identity, Cambridge 

University Press, Cambridge. 
Wenger, E., 2000. Communities of practice and social learning systems, Organization, 

7(2), 225–246. 
Wernerfelt, B., 1984. A resourcebased view of the firm, Strategic Management Journal, 

5(2), 171-180. 
Wernerfelt, B., 1984. A resource‐based view of the firm, Strategic Management Journal, 

5(2), 171-180. 
Whetten, D. A., 1989. What Constitutes a Theoretical Contribution? Academy of 

Management Review, 14(4), 490-495. 



262 

Whitley, R., 1999. Firms, institutions and management control: the analysis of 
coordination and control system, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 24(5/6), 
507-524. 

Wiig, K. M., 1997. Knowledge Management: An Introduction and Perspective, Journal 
of Knowledge Management, 1(1), 6-14.  

Willcocks, L., Hindle, J., Feeny, D., and Lacity, M., 2004. It and Business Process 
Outsourcing: The Knowledge Potential, Information Systems Management, 21(3), 7-
15. 

Williamson, O. E. 1993. The logic of Economic Organization, in Williamson, O. E. 
and Winter, S. G., (eds.), 1993. The nature of the firm: origins, evolution, and 
development, Oxford University Press, New York. 

Willmott, H., 1997. Management and organization studies as science? Organisation, 
4(3), 309-344. 

Winter, S. G., 1993. On Coase, Competence, and the Corporation, in Williamson, O. 
E. and Winter, S. G., (eds.), 1993. The nature of the firm: origins, evolution, and 
development, Oxford University Press, New York. 

Winter, S. G., 1996. Organizing for continuous improvement: Evolutionary theory 
meets the quality revolution, in Cohen, M. D. and Sproull, L. S., (eds.), 
Organizational Learning, Thousand Oaks, Sage, 460-483.  

Winter, S. G., 1998. Knowledge and Competence as Strategic Assets, in Klein, D. A. 
(ed.), The Strategic Management of Intellectual Capital, Butterworth-Heinemann, 
Woburn, MA,165-187. 

Winter, S. G., 2003. Understanding dynamic capabilities, Strategic Management Journal, 
24(10), 991-995. 

Witt, U., 1998. Imagination and leadership – The neglected dimension of an 
evolutionary theory of the firm, Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 
35(2), 161-177.  

Woodward, J., 1965. Industrial organization – Theory and practice, Oxford University 
Press, Oxford. 

Yakhlef, A. 2002. Towards a discursive approach to organisational knowledge 
formation, Scandinavian Journal of Management, 18(3), 319-339.  

Yakhlef, A., 2009. Outsourcing as a mode of organizational learning, Strategic 
Outsourcing, 2(1), 37-53. 

Yin, R. K., 2009. Case study research: Design and methods, Sage Publications, London. 
Zander, U. and Kogut, B., 1995. Knowledge and the speed of the transfer and imitation 

of organizational capabilities: an empirical test, Organization Science, 6(1), 76-92.  
Zbaracki, M. J. and Bergen, M. E., 2010. When truces collapse: A longitudinal study of 

price-adjustment routines, Organization Science, 21(5), 955-972. 
Zeynep, A and Masini, A., 2008. Effective strategies for internal outsourcing and 

offshoring of business services: An empirical investigation, Journal of Operations 
Management, 26(2), 239-256. 

Zhao, Z. J. and Anand, J., 2013. Beyond boundary spanners: The ‘collective bridge’ as 
an efficient interunit structure for transferring collective knowledge, Strategic 
Management Journal, 34(13), 1513-1530. 



263 

Zimmermann, J., 2015. Hermeneutics: A Very Short Introduction, Oxford University 
Press, Oxford. 

Zollo, M. and Winter, S. G., 2002. Deliberate learning and the evolution of dynamic 
capabilities, Organization Science, 13(3), 339-351. 

Zollo, M., Reuer, J. J., and Singh, H., 2002. Interorganizational Routines and 
Performane in Strategic Alliances, Organization Science, 13(6), 701-713. 

Ödman, P-J., 1994. Tolkning, förståelse, vetande. Hermeneutik i teori och praktik, ePan 
Norstedts, Göteborg. 

  



264 

  



265 

Lund Studies in Economics and 
Management     
 
Editor, issues 142–   Charlotta Levay 
Editor, issues 109–141    Thomas Kalling   
Editors, issues 88–108    Mats Benner & Thomas Kalling   
Editor, issues 1–87    Allan T. Malm   
     
144. Anamaria Cociorva (2019): Essays on Credit Ratings 
143. Elisabeth Kjellström (2019): Outsourcing of Organizational Routines: Knowledge, 

control, and learning aspects 
142. Erik Ronnle (2019): Justifying Mega-Projects: An Analysis of the Swedish High-Speed 

Rail Project 
141. Gustav Hägg (2017): Experiential entrepreneurship education: Reflective thinking as a 

counterbalance to action for developing entrepreneurial knowledge 
140. Mathias Skrutkowski (2017): Disgraced. A study of narrative identity in organizations 

that suffer crises of confidence 
139. Ana Paula do Nascimento (2017): Funding matters: A study of internationalization 

programs in science, technology and innovation 
138. Amalia Foukaki (2017): Corporate Standardization Management: A Case Study of the 

Automotive Industry 
137. Nathalie Larsson (2016): From performance management to managing performance: 

An embedded case study of the drivers of individual and group-based performance in a 
call center context 

136. Clarissa Sia-Ljungström (2016): Connecting the Nodes – An interactive perspective on 
innovative microenterprises in a mature industry 

135. Sten Bertil Olsson (2016): Marknadsreglering och dess effekter på regionala och lokala 
gymnasiemarknaders funktion 

134. Mattias Haraldsson (2016):  Accounting choice, compliance and auditing in 
municipal organisations 

133. Kaj-Dac Tam (2016): Perceptual Alignment of Retail Brand Image in Corporate 
Branding: A study of employee perceived stakeholder alignment and effects on brand 
equity 

132. Wen Pan-Fagerlin (2016): Participant, Catalyst or Spectator? A study of how 
managers apply control in innovation processes 

131. Yaqian Wang (2014): Inside the Box – Cultures of Innovation in a Mature Industry 
130.  Paul Pierce (2013): Using Alliances to Increase ICT Capabilities 
129.  Linn Andersson (2013): Pricing capability development and its antecedents 
128. Lena Hohenschwert (2013): Marketing B2B Sales Interactions Valuable – A Social 

and Symbolic Perspective 



266 

127. Pia Nylinder (2012): Budgetary Control in Public Health Care – A Study about 
Perceptions of Budgetary Control among Clinical Directors 

126. Liliya Altshuler (2012): Competitive Capabilities of a Technology Born Global 
125. Timurs Umans (2012): The bottom line of cultural diversity at the top – The top 

management team’s cultural diversity and its influence on organizational outcomes 
124. Håkan Jankensgård (2011): Essays on Corporate Risk Management 
123. Susanne Lundholm (2011): Meta-managing – A Study on How Superiors and 

Subordinates Manage Their Relationship in Everyday Work 
122. Katarzyna Cieślak (2011): The Work of the Accounting & Controlling Department 

and its Drivers: Understanding the concept of a business partner 
121. Ulf Elg and Karin Jonnergård (editors): Att träda in i en profession: Om hur kvinnor 

och män etablerar sig inom revisionsbranschen och akademin 
120. Jonas Fjertorp (2010): Investeringar i kommunal infrastruktur – Förutsättningar för 

en målfokuserad investeringsverksamhet 
119. Fredrik Ericsson (2010): Säkringsredovisning – Implementeringen av IAS 39 i svenska 

icke-finansiella börsföretag och konsekvenser för säkringsverksamheten 
118. Steve Burt, Ulf Johansson & Åsa Thelander (editors, 2010): Consuming IKEA. 

Different perspectives on consumer images of a global retailer 
117. Niklas Persson (2010): Tracing the drivers of B2B brand strength and value 
116. Sandra Erntoft (2010): The use of health economic evaluations in pharmaceutical 

priority setting – The case of Sweden 
115. Cecilia Cassinger (2010): Retailing Retold – Unfolding the Process of Image 

Construction in Everyday Practice 
114. Jon Bertilsson (2009): The way brands work – Consumers' understanding of the 

creation and usage of brands 
113. (2009): Ett smörgåsbord med ekonomistyrning och redovisning – En vänbok till Olof 

Arwidi 
112. Agneta Moulettes (2009): The discursive construction, reproduction and continuance 

of national cultures – A critical study of the cross-cultural management discourse 
111. Carl Cederström (2009): The Other Side of Technology: Lacan and the Desire for the 

Purity of Non-Being 
110. Anna Thomasson (2009): Navigating in the landscape of ambiguity – A stakeholder 

approach to the governance and management of hybrid organisations 
109. Pia Ulvenblad (2009): Growth Intentions and Communicative Practices – Strategic 

Entrepreneurship in Business Development 
108. Jaqueline Bergendahl (2009): Entreprenörskapsresan genom beslutsprocesser i team – 

En elektronisk dagboksstudie i realtid 
107. Louise D. Bringselius (2008): Personnel resistance in mergers of public professional 

service mergers – The merging of two national audit organizations 
106. Magnus Johansson (2008): Between logics – Highly customized deliveries and 

competence in industrial organizations 
105. Sofia Avdeitchikova (2008): Close-ups from afar: the nature of the informal venture 

capital market in a spatial context 
104. Magnus Nilsson (2008): A Tale of Two Clusters – Sharing Resources to Compete 



267 

103. Annette Cerne (2008): Working with and Working on Corporate Social 
Responsibility: The Flexibility of a Management Concept 

102. Sofia Ulver-Sneistrup (2008):  Status Spotting – A Consumer Cultural Exploration 
into Ordinary Status Consumption of “Home” and Home Aesthetics 

101. Stefan Henningsson (2008): Managing Information Systems Integration in Corporate 
Mergers and Acquisitions 

100. Niklas L. Hallberg (2008): Pricing Capability and Its Strategic Dimensions 
99. Lisen Selander (2008): Call Me Call Me for Some Overtime – On Organizational 

Consequences of System Changes 
98. Viktorija Kalonaityte (2008): Off the Edge of the Map: A Study of Organizational 

Diversity as Identity Work 
97. Anna Jonsson (2007): Knowledge Sharing Across Borders – A Study in the IKEA World 
96. Sverre Spoelstra (2007): What is organization? 
95. Veronika Tarnovskaya (2007): The Mechanism of Market Driving with a Corporate 

Brand – The Case of a Global Retailer 
94. Martin Blom (2007): Aktiemarknadsorienteringens ideologi – En studie av en 

organisations försök att skapa aktieägarvärde, dess styrning och kontroll samt uppgörelse 
med sitt förflutna 

93. Jens Rennstam (2007): Engineering Work – On Peer Reviewing as a Method of 
Horizontal Control 

92. Catharina Norén (2007): Framgång i säljande – Om värdeskapande i säljar- och 
köparinteraktionen på industriella marknader 

91. John Gibe (2007): The Microstructure of Collaborative E-business Capability 
90. Gunilla Nordström (2006): Competing on Manufacturing – How combinations of 

resources can be a source of competitive advantage 
89. Peter W Jönsson (2006): Value-based management – positioning of claimed merits and 

analysis of application 
88.  Niklas Sandell (2006): Redovisningsmått, påkopplade system och ekonomiska 

konsekvenser – Redovisningsbaserade prestationsersättningar 
87. Nadja Sörgärde (2006): Förändringsförsök och identitetsdramatisering. En studie bland 

nördar och slipsbärare 
86. Johan Alvehus (2006): Paragrafer och profit. Om kunskapsarbetets oklarhet 
85. Paul Jönsson (2006): Supplier Value in B2B E-Business – A case Study in the 

Corrugated Packaging Industry 
84. Maria Gårdängen (2005): Share Liquidity and Corporate Efforts to Enhance it – A 

study on the Swedish Stock Exchange 
83. Johan Anselmsson & Ulf Johansson (2005): Dagligvaruhandelns egna varumärken – 

konsekvenser och utvecklingstendenser 
82. Jan Alpenberg & Fredrik Karlsson (2005): Investeringar i mindre och medelstora 

tillverkande företag - drivkrafter, struktur, process och beslut 
81. Robert Wenglén (2005): Från dum till klok? – en studie av mellanchefers lärande 
80. Agneta Erfors (2004): Det är dans i parken ikväll – Om samverkan mellan näringsliv 

och akademi med forskningsparken som mäklande miljö och aktör 



268 

79. Peter Svensson (2004): Setting the Marketing Scene. Reality Production in Everyday 
Marketing Work 

78. Susanne Arvidsson (2003): Demand and Supply of Information on Intangibles: The 
Case of Knowledge-Intense Companies 

77. Lars Nordgren (2003): Från patient till kund. Intåget av marknadstänkande i 
sjukvården och förskjutningen av patientens position 

76. Marie Löwegren (2003): New Technology Based Firms in Science Parks. A Study of 
Resources and Absorbtive Capacity 

75. Jacob Östberg (2003): What's Eating the Eater? Perspectives on the Everyday Anxiety of 
Food Consumption in Late Modernity 

74. Anna Stafsudd (2003): Measuring the Unobservable: Selecting Which Managers for 
Higher Hierarchical Levels 

73. Henrick Gyllberg & Lars Svensson (2002): Överensstämmelse mellan situationer och 
ekonomistyrsystem – en studie av medelstora företag 

72. Mohammed Nurul Alam (2002): Financing of Small and Cottage Industries in 
Bangladesh by Islamic Banks. An Institutional-Network Approach 

71. Agneta Planander (2002): Strategiska allianser och förtroendeprocesser – en studie av 
strategiska samarbeten mellan högteknologiska företag 

70. Anders Bengtsson (2002): Consumers and Mixed-Brands. On the Polysemy of Brand 
Meaning 

69. Mikael Hellström (2002): Resultatenheter i kommunalteknisk verksamhet  struktur, 
process och effekt 

68. Ralph Meima (2002): Corporate Environmental Management. Managing (in) a New 
Practice Area 

67. Torbjörn Tagesson (2002): Kostnadsredovisning som underlag för benchmarking och 
prissättning – studier av kommunal va-verksamhet 

66. Claus Baderschneider (2002): Collaboratively Learning Marketing: How 
Organizations Jointly Develop and Appropriate Marketing Knowledge 

65. Hans Landström, Jan Mattsson, Helge Helmersson (2001): Ur en forskar-handledares 
örtagård. En vänbok till Bertil Gandemo 

64. Johan Anselmsson (2001): Customer-Perceived Quality and Technology-Based Self-
service 

63. Patrick Sweet (2001): Designing Interactive Value Development. Perspectives and 
Strategies for High Precision Marketing 

62. Niclas Andrén (2001): Essays on Corporate Exposure to Macroeconomic Risk 
61. Heléne Tjärnemo (2001): Eco-Marketing & Eco-Management 
60. Ulf Elg & Ulf Johansson (2000): Dynamiskt relationsbyggande i Europa. Om hur 

olika slags relationer samspelar, illustrerat av svenska dagligvaruföretag 
59. Kent Springdal (2000): Privatisation of the IT Sector in Sweden 
58. Hans Knutsson (2000): Process-Based Transaction Cost Analysis. A cost management 

exploration in SCA Packaging 
57. Ola Mattisson (2000): Kommunala huvudmannastrategier för kostnadspress och 

utveckling. En studie av kommunal teknik 
56. Karin Bryntse (2000): Kontraktsstyrning i teori och praktik 



269 

55. Thomas Kalling (1999): Gaining Competitive Advantage through Information 
Technology. A Resource-Based Approach to the Creation and Employment of Strategic 
IT Resources 

54. Matts Kärreman (1999): Styrelseledamöters mandat – ansats till en teori om 
styrelsearbete i börsnoterade företag 

53. Katarina Svensson-Kling (1999): Credit Intelligence in Banks. Managing Credit 
Relationships with Small Firms 

52. Henrik Kristensen (1999):  En studie av prisförhandlingar vid företags förvärv 
51. Anders H. Adrem (1999): Essays on Disclosure Practices in Sweden. Causes and Effects 
50. Fredrik Ljungdahl (1999): Utveckling av miljöredovisning i svenska börsbolag – 

praxis, begrepp, orsaker 
49. Kristina Henriksson (1999): The Collective Dynamics of Organizational Learning. On 

Plurality and Multi-Social Structuring 
48. Stefan Sveningsson (1999): Strategisk förändring, makt och kunskap. Om 

disciplinering och motstånd i tidningsföretag 
47. Sten-Åke Carleheden (1999): Telemonopolens strategier. En studie av 

telekommunikationsmonopolens strategiska beteende 
46. Anette Risberg (1999): Ambiguities Thereafter. An interpretive approach to acquisitions 
45. Hans Wessblad (1999): Omständigheter på ett kärnkraftverk. Organisering av risk och 

institutionalisering av säkerhet 
44. Alexander Styhre (1998): The Pleasure of Management Ideas. The discursive formation 

of Kaizen 
43. Ulla Johansson (1998): Om ansvar. Ansvarsföreställningar och deras betydelse för den 

organisatoriska verkligheten 
42. Sven-Arne Nilsson (1998): Redovisning av Goodwill. Utveckling av metoder i 

Storbritannien, Tyskland och USA 
41. Johan Ekström (1998): Foreign Direct Investment by Large Swedish Firms –The Role of 

Economic Integration and Exchange Rates 
40. Stefan Yard (1997): Beräkningar av kapitalkostnader – samlade effekter i bestånd 

särskilt vid byte av metod och avskrivningstid  
39. Fredrik Link (1997): Diffusion Dynamics and the Pricing of Innovations 
38. Frans Melin (1997): Varumärket som strategiskt konkurrensmedel. Om konsten att 

bygga upp starka varumärken 
37. Kristina Eneroth (1997): Strategi och kompetensdynamik – en studie av Axis 

Communications 
36. Ulf Ramberg (1997): Utformning och användning av kommunala verksamhetsmått 
35. Sven-Olof Collin (1997): Ägande och effektivitet. Wallenberggruppens och Svenska 

Handelsbanksgruppens struktur, funktion och effektivitet 
34. Mats Urde (1997): Märkesorientering och märkeskompetens. Utveckling av 

varumärken som strategiska resurser och skydd mot varumärkesdegeneration 
33. Ola Alexanderson & Per Trossmark (1997): Konstruktion av förnyelse i organisationer 
32. Kristina Genell (1997): Transforming management education. A Polish mixture 
31. Kjell Mårtensson (1997): Företagets agerande i förhållande till naturbelastningen. Hur 

företaget möter myndigheternas miljökrav 



270 

30. Erling Green (1997): Kreditbedömning och intuition. Ett tolkningsförslag 
29. Leif Holmberg (1997): Health-care Processes. A Study of Medical Problem-solving in 

the Swedish Health-care Organisation 
28. Samuel K. Buame (1996): Entrepreneurship. A Contextual Perspective. Discourses 

and Praxis of Entrepreneurial Activities within the Institutional Context of Ghana 
27. Hervé Corvellec (1996): Stories of Achievement. Narrative Features of Organizational 

Performance 
26. Kjell Tryggestad (1995): Teknologistrategier og post Moderne Kapitalisme. Introduksjon 

av computerbasert produksjonsteknik 
25. Christer Jonsson (1995): Ledning i folkrörelseorganisationer – den interaktiva 

ledningslogiken 
24. Lisbeth Svengren (1995): Industriell design som strategisk resurs. En studie av 

designprocessens metoder och synsätt som del i företags strategiska utveckling 
23. Jon Aarum Andersen (1994): Ledelse og effektivitet. Teori og prøving 
22. Sing Keow Hoon-Halbauer (1994): Management of Sino-Foreign Joint Ventures 
21. Rikard Larsson, Lars Bengtsson, Kristina Eneroth & Allan T. Malm (1993): Research 

in Strategic Change 
20. Kristina Artsberg, Anne Loft & Stefan Yard (1993): Accounting Research in Lund 
19. Gert Paulsson (1993): Accounting Systems in Transition. A case study in the Swedish 

health care organization 
18. Lars Bengtsson (1993): Intern diversifiering som strategisk process 
17. Kristina Artsberg (1992): Normbildning och redovisningsförändring. Värderingar vid 

val av mätprinciper inom svensk redovisning 
16. Ulf Elg & Ulf Johansson (1992): Samspelet mellan struktur och agerande i 

dagligvarukedjan. En analys ur ett interorganisatoriskt nätverksperspektiv 
15. Claes Svensson (1992): Strategi i federativa organisationer – teori och fallstudier 
14. Lars Edgren (1991): Service management inom svensk hälso- och sjukvård – 

affärsutveckling och kundorganisation 
13. Agneta Karlsson (1991): Om strategi och legitimitet. En studie av 

legitimitetsproblematiken i förbindelse med strategisk förändring i organisationer 
12. Anders Hytter (1991): Den idémässiga dimensionen – decentralisering som struktur och 

idéförändring 
11. Anders Anell (1991): Från central planering till lokalt ansvar. Budgeteringens roll i 

landstingskommunal sjukvård 
10. Rikard Larsson (1990): Coordination of Action in Mergers and Acquisitions. 

Interpretive and Systems Approaches towards Synergy 
9. Sven-Olof Collin (1990): Aktiebolagets kontroll. Ett transaktionskostnadsteoretiskt inlägg 

i debatten om ägande och kontroll av aktiebolag och storföretag 
8. John Ogbor (1990): Organizational Change within a Cultural Context. The 

Interpretation of Cross-Culturally Transferred Organizational Practices 
7. Rikard Larsson (1989): Organizational Integration of Mergers and Acquisitions. A Case 

Survey of Realization of Synergy Potentials 
6. Bertil Hultén (1989): Från distributionskanaler till orkestrerade nätverk. En studie om 

fabrikanters kanalval och samarbete med återförsäljare i svensk byggmaterialindustri  



271 

5. Olof Arwidi (1989): Omräkning av utländska dotterföretags redovisning. 
Metodproblem och konsekvenser för svenska koncerner 

4. Bengt Igelström (1988): Resursskapande processer vid företagande i kris 
3. Karin Jonnergård (1988): Federativa processer och administrativ utveckling. En studie av 

federativa kooperativa organisationer 
2. Lennart Jörberg (1988): Svenska företagare under industrialismens genombrott 1870–

1885 
1. Stefan Yard (1987): Kalkyllogik och kalkylkrav – samband mellan teori och praktik 

vid kravställandet på investeringar i företag 
 



ELISA
B

ETH
 K

JELLSTR
Ö

M
 

 O
utsourcing of O

rganizational R
outines 

Department of Business Administration
Lund University, School of Economics, 

Business and Management 
Lund Studies in Economics and Management 143

ISBN 978-91-7895-014-0  
ISSN 1652-8220

Outsourcing of Organizational Routines 
Knowledge, control, and learning aspects

ELISABETH KJELLSTRÖM 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION | LUND UNIVERSITY

Outsourcing of Organizational Routines

This theoretical study analyzes the 
consequences of outsourcing and 
insourcing when organizational 
routines cross the boundaries of 
the business organization. Three 
different conventional industry 
cases illustrate the phenomenon 
of organizational routines and 
how boundaries of time and space 
are challenged both within and 
between organizations.

”Crossing Boundaries”
Cover photo by David Walker

9
7
8
9
1
7
8

9
5
0
1
4
0

143


	Tom sida

