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Abstract 

The global marketplace of today affects not only the customer base of companies, but also more and more 

their internal structure. Outsourcing and in-house offshoring have become commonplace phenomena for 

international companies, even more so in mature industries where cost reduction is a crucial determinant for 

competitiveness. 

 

In this context we aim at investigating the endeavor of knowledge transfer in relation to in-house offshoring. 

The basis of our analysis is a case study conducted within the “Purchasing Logistics” department of A.P. Moller 

Maersk, where we analyzed an in-house offshoring initiative which moved a considerable amount of back-

office activity from Headquarters in Copenhagen, Denmark, to an overseas office in Manila, The Philippines. 

During several interviews with key-employees we collected information on the department’s approach to in-

house offshoring and knowledge transfer. 

Furthermore we present an extensive overview over existing publications which allow us to frame the case at 

hand from a theoretical perspective. We combine concepts from the areas of Knowledge Management, 

Communication, Intercultural Management, Offshore Outsourcing and Information Technologies in order to 

conceptualize and develop an approach that fully encompasses the needs of this thesis. This approach was 

necessary as knowledge transfer in relation to in-house offshoring has not yet been given significant attention 

by scholars, so that suitable frameworks are virtually non-existent. 

 

We consequently identify several core concepts, most notably in relation to knowledge classification and 

interaction distance dimensions, that are then used in order to analyze the given case and pinpoint the most 

critical characteristics. From there on we elaborate upon the department’s distinctive approaches to 

knowledge transfer and their relation to theory. Some of the key concepts that have been encountered during 

the case analysis are: 

 

- The “Simulated Implementation”, a pre-implementation test-setup with temporary workers that 

tremendously facilitated the development of process scripts and thus reduced the negative impact of long-

distance interaction during process implementation. 

- An extremely strict intra-department communication setup that maintained process-related knowledge 

among involved employees at the perfect level for each stage, so that decontextualization insufficiencies due 

to bounded rationality issues were eliminated. 

- The extensive use of decontextualized, codified process scripts, which significantly reduced organizational 

stress during implementation and which post-implementation serve as extremely efficient interfaces for 

organizational modularity. 

 

Finally, we assess the impact of these approaches and make recommendations regarding further activities.
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1. Introduction 

The notion of business process offshoring has received considerable attention during the last 

decades. Although the focus of academic literature is clearly on offshore outsourcing and the 

resulting interactions between distinct companies, in-house offshoring is a very widely spread 

phenomenon as international corporations disintegrate their value chains and disperse business 

processes globally in order to leverage costs advantages. Especially in mature industries with highly 

competitive environments efficiency becomes essential, so that the savings to be realized by value 

chain disaggregation and the resulting reduced factor costs can decide over the fate of a company. 

 

This relocation of business processes to more favorable locations requires foremost one thing: the 

ability to relocate a process effectively. It is this operational aspect of business process offshoring 

that will be addressed in this thesis. Initially, we posed the question whether existing literature on 

the topic was sufficient to capture the actual act of conducting business process offshoring. We 

consequently found that most publications deal with hazards related to offshore implementation, 

mostly disregarding the necessary steps and preparations to be taken care of within the original 

department. As Chini (2004, p. 55) notes, “concrete problems emerging in cross-cultural knowledge 

transfer are hardly ever addressed in the literature […]”.  

 

Accordingly, we decided to center our attention on the interrelated notions of knowledge transfer 

and communication. The logic behind our decision was fairly simple: in order to successfully move a 

business process from one location to another, one must transfer all knowledge required to conduct 

these process to their new owners. Still, the underlying objective is cost efficiency, so that one must 

carefully assess the existing knowledge base and decide upon means of knowledge transfer that 

achieve satisfactory quality without causing unreasonable financial costs. Literature (Dibbern et Al, 

2008; Stringfellow et Al, 2007) has proven that particularly the implementation phase, in which 

knowledge transfer normally takes place, is prone to a variety of risks and hazards that can seriously 

hamper the overall result and thus create a considerable financial impact. 

 

In order to visualize possible countermeasures that can be used to anticipate these hazards and 

provide efficient knowledge transfer with respect to the characteristics of the respective business 

processes, we decided to conduct a case study on an in-house offshoring project and focus on the 

internal mechanisms that enabled the department to efficiently disintegrate its value chain. We 

furthermore decided to focus on the aspect of knowledge transfer and the related use of 

communication mechanisms in order to facilitate this transfer, but consequently included all 

preparations which were done in direct relation to these issues. 
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Having decided on the setup for our research, we considered our options regarding available cases. 

After careful consideration we opted for an offshoring initiative conducted by A.P. Moller Maersk 

Purchasing Logistics in the time period between 18 and 6 months prior to our research. More 

specifically, the department moved large parts of its purchasing processes to an in-house offshore 

office in Manila, The Philippines. The main reasons for this move were cost advantages due to an 

extreme wage differential between their corporate headquarters in Copenhagen, Denmark and the 

office in Manila. At this point it is important to mention that although certain companies within the 

A.P. Moller Maersk group have extensive experience with in-house offshoring, Purchasing Logistics 

had never before engaged in such a venture and thus faced a whole series of unknown problems. 

The only assistance that was provided by other group entities was related to the office complex, 

which was a pre-existing facility owned by A.P. Moller Maersk Line, and the selection of employees. 

No assistance was provided regarding internal approaches towards business process offshoring, 

neither did Purchasing Logistics utilize the assistance of any external consultants. The department’s 

approach to offshoring was therefore fully genuine and included several intriguing tools which in the 

end greatly facilitated offshore implementation. 

 

It is the analysis of this approach from a theoretical point of view and the assessment of its viability in 

the light of Purchasing Logistics’ given situation that will constitute the major part of this thesis. We 

will identify several core issues of interest and individually consider their implications. Consequently, 

we will address interdependencies and provide suggestions aiming at the offshoring initiative in its 

entirety.  

 

We arranged this thesis in the following fashion: 

First, we provide a detailed overview over our decisions regarding research methods, case selection 

etc. in a methodology section. Subsequently, we present the department A.P. Moller Maersk 

Purchasing Logistics and their offshoring initiative. Afterwards follows a theory section that provides 

a framework for our research and discusses the relevance of a variety of papers and books published 

from several academic areas. These sections will enable the reader to understand our approach to 

the case at hand and frame the following analysis. 

This analysis will be split into two sections: a first level analysis will elaborate upon every step of the 

case from a knowledge transfer and a communication point of view. Afterwards a second level 

analysis will approach continuative issues such as improvement suggestions for both Purchasing 

Logistics as well as theory. Ultimately, we will conclude our findings.
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2. Problem Formulation 

As pointed out in the introduction, our reasoning starts from a general interest for business process 

offshoring and is  refined to reflect the challenges related to knowledge transfer and communication 

in in-house offshoring. We will look at this issue by conducting a case study order to observe the 

challenges related to those processes in a real-live environment. 

 

Our case study takes place in A.P. Moller Maersk’s department “Purchasing Logistics”, which is part 

of the group’s centralized internal procurement function and handles the operational part of 

purchasing. It covers all goods required by the group’s vessels, such as container ships, tankers and 

offshore drilling rigs. All core business processes in Purchasing Logistics are centered on the notion of 

purchasing and therefore include tasks such as handling requisitions, sending price inquiries and 

placing orders. There are several sub-processes that are conducted for every requisition made by a 

vessel. These include registering quotations, sending out reminders, following up on deliveries and 

similar tasks. Many of these are highly repetitive and conducted rather mechanically, requiring little 

expertise. 

 

Purchasing Logistics decided to move the most repetitive and lowest value added processes to an 

offshore office in Manila, The Philippines. Having no prior experience with business process 

offshoring, Purchasing Logistics was confronted by a multitude of problems connected to such a 

venture. From our perspective it was especially interesting to analyze how Purchasing Logistics 

approach the issue of knowledge transfer, which is an integral necessity when business processes are 

to be moved from one process owner to a new one. On top of that, Purchasing Logistics had to first 

identify the required knowledge and extract it in a way that would allow for knowledge transfer.  

 

During our research it became evident that all participants of the offshoring initiative were extremely 

satisfied with the outcome and that it was generally considered as a major success. Taken into 

consideration the challenges of having to identify process relevant knowledge and to develop 

appropriate means to efficiently transfer it from one location to the other while not drawing upon 

external assistance in order to avoid major fallbacks, we wondered how exactly Purchasing Logistics 

accomplished such outstanding performance without any prior experience or outside help. In order 

to answer this question, we turned to the mechanisms and procedures that were put in place during 

the course of the initiative and encountered several very intuitive and novel approaches, especially 

regarding the codification of process-related knowledge. We thus decided to focus our attention on 

the question how to explain those procedures and how to assess their impact on the overall outcome 
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of Purchasing Logistics’ offshoring initiative, ultimately aiming at an explanation of the favorable 

outcome. 

 

2.1 Primary Research Question 

Based on these considerations we formulate our primary research question as follows: 

How did the specific tools used in Purchasing Logistics’ approach to knowledge transfer in 

business process offshoring affect the performance of their offshoring initiative and how can 

they be used in order to explain the successful outcome? 

 

In order to answer this question, we first compiled an extensive review of the related theories and 

concepts within the areas of communication, knowledge management, culture and offshore 

outsourcing.  

We quickly discovered that there are no existing models which fully encompass specific scope of our 

case. We therefore combined aspects of different theories and develop a framework which we 

applied to the case of A.P. Moller Maersk Purchasing Logistics’ offshoring initiative.  

We wondered how the theoretical concepts could be related to the course of actions chosen by 

Purchasing Logistics and if they would provide any suitable means for explaining the relationship 

between actions and results. Additionally, we wondered whether the unique approach towards 

knowledge codification chosen by Purchasing Logistics would provide further insights regarding our 

theoretical framework.  

 

2.2 Secondary Research Question  

These considerations result in our secondary research question:  

To what extend are existing theoretical concepts suitable to assess effectiveness and 

efficiency of Purchasing Logistics’ offshoring initiative and what gaps in theory can be 

identified? 

 

In tackling this question we strive to provide an impulse on challenging the completeness of the 

existing literature body and reveal a complementary way of dealing with the issues that come along 

with in-house offshoring. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1. Research Setup 

In this section we outline the methods we used in our study of analyzing the knowledge transfer and 

communication in the Everest offshoring project implemented by the Purchsing Logistis department 

of A.P. Moller Maersk. We describe our research approach as well as the reasoning behind the 

analytical decisions we took. Furthermore, arguments for the validity and reliability of our study will 

be presented. 

 

3.2. Research Design and Methods 

3.2.1 Case Study Approach  

The in-depth analysis of communication and knowledge transfer within an offshoring project cannot 

be realized through quantitative research, such as surveys or mere data analysis. Quantitative 

research is an adequate tool for gathering a big amount of comparable information and to draw 

conclusions based on volume. In contrast, according to Miller et Al. (2002), the case study approach 

to qualitative inquiry is focused on an in-depth description of a process which allows to genuinely 

investigate upon the research question. 

As is discussed in Meyer (2001) “the key difference between the case study and other qualitative 

designs such as grounded theory and ethnography (Glaser and Strauss 1967; Strauss and Corbin 

1990; Gioia and Chittipeddi 1991) is that the case study is open to the use of theory or conceptual 

categories that guide the research and analysis of data”. Additionally, a case study is the preferred 

mean when investigating “how” or “why” questions (Yin, 2003) as will be done in this thesis. Yin goes 

on arguing that case studies are used to “investigate a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life 

context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” 

(p13).We furthermore decided to focus on one case instead of comparing different cases in order to 

be able to investigate it in depth and because of the unique approach that was used during the 

planning phase of the project. 

Even though it might be argued that this setting is limited in scope and therefore inherits the risk of 

superficiality, this is not the case because of the rigorous and thorough investigation required when 

concentrating on a single case (Gorman and Clayton, 1997). This holds especially when considerable 

time and effort is spent in analyzing the case. Furthermore, qualitative data analysis allows for 

investigation of many different aspects and an understanding of their relation to each other within 

their real environment (Meyer, 2001, p. 330, cited Gummesson (1988, p. 76)). Developing issues or 
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themes out of additional data analysis also adds complexity to the case study approach (Stake (1995) 

cited in Miller, Salkind (2002). 

This thesis consequently draws upon an empirical study based on data collection performed by the 

authors. Nevertheless, suggestions for theory do pose an interesting issue and will be addressed 

briefly at the end of the analysis section. 

 

3.2.2 Case Selection 

In order to ensure viability in our selected case we wanted to use a company which has recently 

undergone a knowledge intense offshoring project. Another prerequisite was that the company 

should have its headquarters in the greater Copenhagen area since we were planning to conduct a 

qualitative research including face to face interviews, so geographical proximity to our base was 

crucial. We furthermore decided that a company with English as the official company language would 

be of great benefit since we are both Germans with limited skills in the Danish language. We 

considered it as favorable for this thesis to collect data in a language which we are both completely 

fluent in, even though we most likely could have conducted the interviews in English even when 

using a company with Danish as working language, since Danes have generally a high level of English 

proficiency. Nevertheless, the use of secondary case data would have been prohibited by that 

setting, thereby limiting our research scope from the beginning on.  

 

A.P. Moller Maersk and more specifically the department “Purchasing Logistics” (from now on 

referred to as “PURLOG”) in the corporate function “Group Procurement” was chosen as a case 

because of several reasons. First, the company had been active in the in-house offshoring sector for 

several years. It was therefore very likely that a recent offshoring project would be at hand. Second, 

one of the researchers had been working in PURLOG on a part time basis for several months and thus 

got preferred access to inside sources that would prove invaluable in order to reach a research 

agreement with the department as well as extensive access to information. 

It was then found that PURLOG had in fact recently conducted an offshoring project which fit the 

scope of our proposed research area. At our first meeting with the general manager of PURLOG’s 

business development department  and project manager A, they showed great interest in our 

research and immediately agreed to our proposal to write this thesis about their offshoring project. 

They were furthermore willing to give us interviews and support us in finding further interview 

partners of interest to us within their division. This top management support provided a good 

starting position for us and gave our approach validity in the eyes of the people we interviewed.  
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3.2.3 Time of Research 

The time of research was chosen due to both practicality and suitability. When we first contacted the 

department in order to conduct a case study on the offshoring initiative, it had been fully 

implemented for about three months. This proved to be extraordinarily good timing, as PURLOG 

employees could both very well remember the implementation phase as well as give feedback based 

on results. Although the senior project manager had already left the company at this point, both 

project managers were available and willing to share in depth information. As these two managers 

were responsible for 95% of the planning and early implementation phase, information was readily 

at hand. Additional employees who contributed to the project were also still present in the 

department and equally willing to share information. 

An additional argument for post-implementation research is that the department bundled the 

respective processes into batches according to their complexity and then offshored them one after 

another, moving from lowest to highest complexity. Consequently, only post-implementation 

research allowed us to paint a full picture of the involved mechanics. 

 

3.3 Data Collection 

The collection of our data contains primary as well as secondary data. Primary data consists of the 

interviews we conducted while secondary data is the written documentation about the offshoring 

project made available to us such as the Business Plan. We furthermore have access to emails 

written to and from one of the project managers during the actual offshoring process. 

 

3.3.1 Primary Data 

Our primary data consists of the information gathered through the interviews we conducted during 

our case study. The process of collecting our primary data is discussed in the following section. 

 

3.3.1.1 Our Interviews 

During our research period we conducted five interviews. Our interview partners were the division 

head, the two project managers, two operational purchasers who were heavily involved with the 

project as well as an internal IT expert. We considered including a questionnaire in our research but 

divided from that idea since we were able to conduct in-depth interviews with all people primarily 

involved in the project. Therefore, we could address all the issues we were interested in during the 

interviews and a questionnaire would not have let us to new insights in this qualitative research. 

 

 



Methodology 

14 
 

Table 1: Overview of Interviews 

Date of Interview  Person  Role in Project  

23.10.2008  Project Manager A  

and General Manager of Business 

Development (division head)  

Project Manager; 

General Manager: No direct role in project but 

has authorization authority for our thesis 

project with PURLOG  

14.11.2008  Project Manager A Project Manager, responsible for script 

development and project management in 

Copenhagen  

21.11.2008  Project Manager B Project Manager, implementation in Manila 

4.12.2008  OP A 

OP B  

Support in script development  

3.01.2009  Project  Manager A  

IT expert  

See above  

WebEX sessions  

 

 The start of an interview is of great importance since it is crucial to make a professional impression 

from the beginning on and to show appreciation of the interviewee's effort and time (Schmidt and 

Hollensen, 2006). We furthermore tried to create and maintain a relaxed environment during the 

interviews to make it feel like a normal conversation. However, we tape recorded all the interviews 

to allow us to focus on the interview and interviewee instead of having to take detailed notes, which 

all of our interview partners agreed to without hesitation. At the beginning of our research process, 

we offered the team leaders a confidentiality agreement. Even though they appreciated this gesture, 

they did not feel the need for any formal agreement besides the right to read and approve the final 

thesis in case it will be made publically available. We regard this as a sign for the trust given to us by 

our research partners. 

 

We conducted the interviews in a semi structured fashion. The questions were mainly open-ended, 

thus allowing the interviewees' own interpretation of the question and giving them the space to 

mention the crucial points from their perspective. This approach was further strengthened by not 

stressing the interviewees for answers and allowing for silences, giving them time to process the 

questions. While we had prepared question sheets, we very much followed the course of the 
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conversation which provided us with additional information we had not acknowledged for in our 

preparation.  

Initial questions aimed at obtaining basic information about the role of the interviewee in the project 

as well as his/her position within the company. The following questions revolved around topics 

regarding factual information about the offshoring process and the interviewees' professional and 

personal opinions about the topics of interest.  

We maintained consistency in our research by ensuring that all interviews would touch upon the 

same topics at some point. Nevertheless, the level of detail and depth differed depending on the 

interviewee's knowledge and role in the project. Trying to elicit the same information from all 

interviewees is crucial in order to allow for codification and comparability (Miller and Salkind, 2002) 

as well as to get a thorough and broad understanding of the topic in question (Gorman and Clayton, 

1997). The crucial advantage in conducting interviews for our purpose is to be able to get a broad 

picture while at the same time gathering in-depth knowledge from different points of view. 

 

We recognize that interviews are social settings which are always influenced by the interviewers’ as 

well as the interviewees’ perceptions and expectations. This may lead to the inclination of giving only 

positive answers or responding with what the interviewee thinks the interviewer wants to hear. We 

nonetheless made the experience that our interview partners did not seem to be very bound to this 

assumption since all of them responded in negative as well as positive ways. We regard this as a sign 

for honesty and therefore reliability of their information. 

 

3.3.2 Secondary Data 

We obtained most of our secondary data from project manager A. We were allowed access to a big 

amount of data regarding the project such as the process scripts, status reports, process maps, the 

business case as well as emails which were written during the implementation phase. 

 

3.3.2.1 Emails 

An additional source of information that proved valuable was a set of emails from project manager A 

which we were granted access to. Project manager A served as a communication hub during the 

preparation phase and maintained a vital role during process implementation. He archived all his 

project related communication and thus created a record of data that described the project from a 

non-reflective point of view. This proved especially useful as an addition to the reflective descriptions 

provided by the interviews. Nevertheless, due to the huge amount and the unsorted nature of these 
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emails, we did not use them as a primary source but rather as a means to broaden our understanding 

of the communication and workflow during the different phases of the outsourcing initiative. 

 

3.3.3 Data Triangulation 

In order to increase its validity, we included multiple data sources in our study. Data triangulation 

decreases the disadvantages of each research technique since the adept combination of different 

techniques and data sources decreases the disadvantages of each individually. Our main sources of 

data were the in-depth interviews we conducted with different people involved at different times 

and levels during the project. We combined these with written documentation such as the project’s 

business case and process maps from the time of the project preparation and execution, archived 

emails as well as our observations. Our study therefore includes multiple data sources, allowing for a 

convergence of data (Yin, 2003). The use of a combination of primary and secondary data sources 

strengthens the data triangulation and the possibility of replication (Yin, 2003). Data triangulation 

furthermore helps to decrease the given biases and prejudices every researcher inherits, as does 

being two researchers.  

 

3.4 Data Analysis 

In order to analyze all the data we gained through the conduction of semi structured interviews as 

well as through the emails made available to us we decided to apply coding theory. This decision has 

been made after we gathered all the information and got an overview over the amount of available 

data. With 26 pages of transcribed interviews (see Appendices A-D) as well as the content of many 

emails, a well structured and objective method was needed in order to process the huge amount of 

data in a systematic way. We decided to code the data according to themes from our theoretical 

model. While some parts of the data was easily encoded and provided additional helpful themes, the 

information from the interviews was sometimes a little ambiguous with respect to what category it 

should fall under. Nevertheless, data codification was generally feasible and proved extremely 

helpful. 

 

3.4.1 Coding Theory  

According to Gorman and Clayton (1997), “the coding process is the key to meaningful data analysis” 

(p.205). Codes are labels used to assign meaning to the data and information collected during 

research (Miles and Huberman, 1994). Through coding, one can extract the desired or useful 

information out of a vast amount of data by systematically identifying specific characteristics or 
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themes of interest and organizing the data around them. Using this method, information can be 

grouped according to chosen categories, while the mere amount of usable data gets smaller and thus 

easier to manage. Coding is a part of the analysis by dissecting the field notes meaningfully while 

keeping the relations between the different parts intact. This part of the analysis is the first step to 

differentiate and combine the data and reflect upon it (Miles and Huberman, 1994). 

The coding of our interview data revealed different themes which we further sub-classified in order 

to get precise units of analysis. Following the classification of the interview data, we then classified 

the information extracted from the emails according to the developed sub-themes. We started with 

the interview data since this was our main source of information and because the data from the 

interviews was much more intertwined and confuse than each single email. For the final analysis we 

then clustered these sub-themes into categories. Examples of these categories are: modularity, 

communication, knowledge – attribute specific, knowledge – user specific. 

 

Specific examples: 

1. 

Interviewers: Did you communicate everything through mails or were there situations where 

you felt the need to call them up? 

Project manager A: In many cases I talked to them face to face (test group). To Manila I 

would write. There is also the language problem. Not all of them speak very good English but 

they all can communicate through mail. So when you want to make sure that they 

understand, you write. But implementation would normally be handled by somebody who is 

there. I would only be indirectly involved. 

(Appendix A) 

Coding categories: communication / communication technology / language barriers / 

geographic distance 

 

 2. 

Interviewers: Imagine you wouldn't have had the test phase. Do you think the dialogue you 

had here with the test team would have worked with Manila over the long distance? 

Project manager A: I think it would be very hard because we had ironed out so many things 

beforehand. In Manila it was different. They solved things during implementation while we 

tried to solve the problems beforehand. I think with the amount of communication needed, it 

just takes a lot longer time.  

 (Appendix A) 
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Coding categories: knowledge mapping / communication / communication technology / 

knowledge – attribute specific 

As can be seen in these examples, different coding categories can be assigned to one “chunk” of 

interview material. Nevertheless, in the final analysis we sub-divided these “chunks” to assign every 

aspect of them to one respective category. 

  

3.4.2 Reliability and Validity 

A great advantage of qualitative research methods is their ability to receive sensitive in-depth 

information out of a special context. However, as Yin discusses, a valuable point of critique is the 

difficulty to assign the standards of reliability and validity as can be done in quantitative studies. 

There are many different approaches to reliability and validity in the expert world. Some voices such 

as Harry Wolcott even go as far as to doubt the value of these concepts in qualitative research as 

opposed to quantitative research (Gorman and Clayton, 1997). We nevertheless decided to take 

these matters into account and to follow Miles and Huberman’s (1994) approach and classifications 

for judging and justifying the quality of our research and conclusions.  

 

3.4.2.1 Reliability 

3.4.2.1.1. External Reliability / Objectivity / Confirmability 

This paragraph addresses the issue of research neutrality as well as risk of the findings and 

conclusions being polluted by researchers’ biases (Miles and Huberman, 1994). Reliability is 

furthermore linked to the concept of repeatability, defined as the extent to which a procedure leads 

to the same answers every time it is conducted (Gorman and Clayton, 1997). We are reasonably 

confident that our methods and procedures are professional, sound and explicitly described enough 

for other researchers to follow. Yet, we acknowledge for the specific context in which the study is 

conducted which consequently affects the findings. No other study will be obtained under the exact 

same circumstances but within different social settings which might lead to slightly different 

conclusions.  

We are very aware that the focus on a single case does pose a problem regarding the external 

validity of our findings, especially with respect to the unique setup connected to the simulated 

implementation which will be elaborated upon in Chapter 4 “Company description”. We did not 

encounter any evidence of a similar setup in any academic journals nor books, so that statements 

regarding its efficiency drawing only upon one observed instance are of questionable generality. 
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With regard to objectivity we have to acknowledge that we as researchers are shaped by our 

perceptions as well as personal characteristics and biases which might in one way or the other be 

mirrored in our research. That however is a general shortfall of qualitative research. 

 

3.4.2.1.2 Internal Reliability / Dependability / Auditability 

This category refers to the question whether the process of the study is consistent, stable over time 

as well as stable across researchers and methods (Miles and Huberman, 1994). Auditability can be 

reached by clearly and explicitly stating the steps as well as logic behind the research, as we have 

done in our methodology. We furthermore make available our interview transcripts in appendices A-

D. It is possible for other researchers to follow the steps we have taken. An additional strength of our 

study is the fact that we are two researchers, thereby being able to rely on two viewpoints and 

understandings of the case and the gathered material and challenging each other’s opinion 

whenever there is a divergence. We both took notes independently and also analyzed the material 

independently at the beginning and discussed our findings afterwards. Even though there was not a 

lot of divergence, we believe this approach to be a valuable starting point in order to decrease the 

chance of one researcher biasing the research from the beginning on.   

 

3.4.2.2 Validity 

3.4.2.2.1 Internal Validity / Credibility/ Authenticity 

 An important aspect of our research with respect to validity is the combination of multiple sources 

of evidence (Eisenhardt, 1989). We improve the internal validity of our research by cross-checking 

and ensuring accordance between the collected data by e.g. comparing data from the different 

interviews as well as the emails we were provided with. Being more than one researcher enhances 

the credibility of our research (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) as does the triangulation of our collected 

data. We furthermore developed multiple units of analysis or themes which allow us to cross check 

between the different types of data, thereby focusing on contrasts within the case (Hartley, 1994, 

cited in Meyer, 2001). To increase validity, we conducted the interviews with one or two 

interviewees at a time in order to prevent the notion of group pressure or our interviewees being 

uncomfortable saying something in front of their superiors or peers. By sending our interview 

transcript back to the interviewees for approval, we furthermore increase the validity of our data. 

This holds especially since no corrections were made by the interviewees at any point.  

Nevertheless, a limitation of our research is the choice of interview partners who provided primary 

data for this thesis. Although Purchasing Logistics’ offshoring initiative involved participants from two 

locations, namely Copenhagen and Manila, our interviews focused exclusively on Copenhagen based 
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employees. This was mainly due to the inability to meet face-to-face with Manila based employees. 

Additionally, both project managers discouraged us from conducting phone interviews, as they 

voiced severe concerns regarding response quality. It was argued that we, being researchers with no 

previous connection to the Manila office and without direct authority, would not get honest 

feedback regarding the performance of Copenhagen based employees, who were seen as superiors 

by their Manila colleagues. It was consequently reasoned that feedback would be exclusively 

positive, as the Manila based employees would not want to discredit their superiors in front of 

strangers. We therefore disregarded the option of interviews with Manila based employees, 

especially since this perception fits well with the general assumptions regarding business culture on 

the Philippines, which will be briefly elaborated upon in section 5.3.1.2 “Cultural Distance”. 

 

3.4.2.2.2 External Validity / Transferability 

External validity refers to the possibility of transferring our conclusions to other contexts (Miles and 

Huberman, 1994). A great fallback of our research with respect to external validity is the focus on a 

single specific case instead of multiple cases. This limits the degree of transferability to other settings 

(Ryan and Bernard, 2000). Yet, we put emphasis on clearly outlining our research to permit further 

researchers to precisely see whether our research fits their approach. Also we are certain that the 

general nature of the direction of our research produced valuable meaning for different contexts in 

the same area of research. 

 

3.5 Summary Methodology 

For this thesis we decided to take on a single case study approach in order to answer our research 

questions.  With the help of coding theory we grouped our gathered data, consisting of interview 

transcript as well as a variety of secondary data, according to categories which we developed based 

on our research area. Through data triangulation, careful analysis by two researchers, backup with 

existing theory and transparency in our approach as well as the gathered data, we believe our 

research to be valid, credible and reliable.  
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4. Company description 

In this section, we will describe the department in which we conducted our case study and explain 

the working procedures and processes that constitute the value chain, as well as the overall aim of 

the offshoring initiative. First, we will draft the company as a whole, then the department and its 

goals: 

 

A.P. Moller Maersk is a multinational corporation in the shipping industry and consists of various 

companies. The core of the corporation is constituted by four so called “Technical Organizations”: 

Line, Supply, Tankers and Drilling. These companies are in charge of daily operations for the four 

different types of “vessels” that are used within A.P. Moller Maersk: Container vessels (Line), supply 

vessels (Supply), oil and gas tankers (Tankers) as well as offshore drilling rigs (Drilling). Although 

these companies are semi-independent, there are several functions that are taken care of on group 

level in order to avoid redundancies. Therefore, group functions are executed by group-level 

“umbrella” companies such as Group HR, Group strategy and Group Procurement. These companies 

perform services on behalf of all four core companies, so that scale economies can be leveraged 

across the entire group. 

 

The A.P. Moller Maersk group conducts operations on a global scale, whereas the core business 

relates to the abovementioned four areas. The group owns activities is other areas such as shipping 

terminals as well as retailing via Danske Supermarket, but these activities are outside the core 

business and run independently and are therefore not relevant for the scope of this paper. 

 

In this thesis, we will analyze an offshoring initiative conducted by Purchasing Logistics, which is part 

of the group function Group Procurement. Group Procurement acts as a centralized in-house 

procurement division and is divided into two departments: Maersk Procurement and Purchasing 

Logistics (PURLOG from here on). While Maersk Procurement focuses on strategic sourcing, supplier 

mapping, relationships and contract negotiation, PURLOG is in charge of the purchasing function 

itself and handles daily interaction between A.P. Moller Maersk’s vessels and suppliers. Aside from 

supplementary functions, the core type of employees at PURLOG is Operational Purchasers (OPs). 

They are organized within four sub-departments that service the four technical organizations Line, 

Supply, Tankers and Drilling. 

 

Each of them is responsible for a certain group of vessels or oil rigs in their sub-department and 

handles the purchasing, therefore the actual act of ordering, of everything their vessels request. This 

can range from provisions to spare parts, safety equipment, engines, services etc.  
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Page 23 shows the organization chart of PURLOG at the time of the offshoring initiative. The red box 

depicts the project owner, who left A.P. Moller shortly after the project was finished. The two orange 

dots are the two project managers, who both moved to different positions in the group after the 

project, but were readily available for interviews. 

Boxes with text represent functional areas, boxes without text represent employees. For the sake of 

confidentiality names have been removed from the chart. 

The boxes within the dotted squares constitute the four sub-departments for liner vessels, tankers, 

supply vessels and offshore rigs. 

 

Regarding the aim of the department, it is important to mention that no vessel or oil rig can order 

anything themselves without going through PURLOG. The idea behind this is to develop economies of 

scale, as the A.P. Moller Maersk group contains various different companies in the shipping industry 

and a centralized in-house procurement division enables it to combine all those companies’ 

purchasing volumes in order to reach better terms of trade with its suppliers. For the OPs this means 

that they use most of their work time screening requisitions (orders) from their assigned vessels, 

checking the internal purchasing system for potential suppliers, looking up prices (and sometimes 

requesting prices from the suppliers in case no valid prices are available for that particular item) and 

placing orders with the suppliers, including follow-ups. This workflow contains a variety of sub-

processes that are extremely repetitive and mentally unchallenging.  

 

Page 24 shows the process map of PURLOG after the offshoring initiative (a pre-offshoring version 

was not available, as the map itself has been elaborated during the initiative). 

 

Now, as Denmark is a high-wage country in which high skilled workers can raise comparatively high 

demands concerning work quality, Purchasing Logistics decided to investigate the disaggregation of 

this workflow. The aim was to identify the processes and sub processes that are most cumbersome 

and least value adding and offshore those to an in-house department in a low-wage country. 
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Figure 1: Organizational Chart of PURLOG 
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Figure 2: Map of PURLOG's processes 
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4.1 The offshoring Initiative 

Upon deciding to investigate the possibility to offshore several processes to a low-wage country, a 

number of questions were to be asked. The first and most obvious one to be expected was whether 

to keep the processes in-house or outsource them to a service provider. Given the corporate culture 

at A.P. Moller Maersk and its experience with establishing Global Service Centers (GSCs), this issue 

was quickly resolved. Traditionally, companies in the group tend to establish in-house offshore 

departments in order to maintain tight control over the processes. Especially in Purchasing Logistics, 

where some of the processes to be offshored were intermediate ones and timely completion is 

absolutely paramount in order to maintain the serviceability of the vessels (vessels that do not 

receive their requested goods might become immobilized, which is hugely expensive in the shipping 

industry), outsourcing to a service provider was not considered an option.  

Thus, the three most important considerations within the department where: (1) where to establish 

an in-house offshore department, (2) what processes to offshore and (3) how to offshore them.  

First, a steering committee was put in place, consisting of The CPO (Chief Procurement Officer – 

Maersk procurement CEO), the head of Purchasing Logistics and the head of the Business 

Development sub-department within PURLOG. Additionally, two main project managers were 

named: Project manager A would be responsible for the planning and preparation phase that took 

place onshore in the Copenhagen office, while project manager B would be responsible for the 

interaction with the to-be-established offshore office and its employees. As project manager B had 

formerly been working as an OP in the department, she additionally contributed to process selecting 

and codification. 

 

Having this setup in place, the three questions were tackled.  

 

As for the location, there were two viable options: Chennai, India and Manila, Philippines. Both 

locations already had established GSCs from other companies in the A.P. Moller group. Therefore, 

the costs of establishing an offshore office were reduced by the possibility to append office space 

and employees to the existing locations. The two locations where evaluated on factors such as 

Quality & Risk, Long Term Perspective, and Human Resource related factors. Even though both 

offices where evaluated as being professional and stable, the Manila office in total rated higher on 

these decision making factors. Furthermore, the office in Manila showed a higher success rate in 

terms of innovation and process support and transmitted the impression of being more eager to 

attract this project than their competitors in Chennai. The fact that people in Chennai have a strong 

accent when speaking English was also significant enough to be mentioned in the recommendation 

for site selection. (Appendix H: Memo Everest Site Selection) 
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In order to identify the processes, the steering committee initiated talks with the current process 

owners, the OPs. A map of all purchasing-related processes was created (which finally resulted in the 

overview shown on page 24) and discussions were initiated as to which of those could be offshored. 

The underlying idea was to identify those processes which had the lowest effort-to-added-value ratio 

and which did not require extended business knowledge, but could be separated and codified in a 

way so new hires would be able to maintain them as an independent workflow. The selection 

process was mainly handled by project manager B, who coordinated between steering committee 

and OPs. After a list of candidate processes had been established, they were separated into “low 

difficulty” and “mid difficulty” processes. The low difficulty ones then constituted the first “batch” of 

processes that was to be offshored first. 

Generally, this approach resulted in a conflict of interests. The employees in PURLOG were fully 

aware that offshoring part of the workflow to Manila would result in a cutback of headcount at the 

Copenhagen office. Therefore, compliance might have been below optimum. Also, established work 

routines within the group of OPs resulted in reluctance to “give up” part of their daily work. The 

steering committee admitted that at this part of the initiative, effective change management 

practices were not in place and compliance might therefore have been below optimum (Appendix A). 

In the end, the steering committee did agree with the OPs on a list of “low level” processes that were 

to be offshored to the future Manila office. 

 

After candidate processes had been chosen, implementation had to be planned. Given the nature of 

the candidate processes, namely repetitive and structured, the project managers opted for a script 

based, detailed process description paired with centralized communication and limited expat 

interventions and offshore employee visits to Copenhagen. The aim of this setup was to create a link 

between onshore and offshore office that would minimize the required communication post 

implementation to an absolute minimum. 

 

4.1.1 The use of Process Scripts 

In order to create scripts that such a supported such a setup, PURLOG had to carefully consider the 

scope of activities entailed in every process and then logically describe each one of them in a way 

that left no room for interpretation. While the first batch was mainly drafted by project manager B, 

information about the more complex processes for the later batches was obtained directly from the 

OPs and a rough outline was created for every one of them. While working on these drafts, it became 

apparent that no standardized operating procedures existed within the department, as knowledge 

has historically been passed on from employee to employee though unstructured communication 
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within the sub departments for tankers, line vessels, support vessels and oil rigs. Consequently, each 

of the sub departments handled the same processes slightly differently. As the offshoring initiative 

aimed at centralizing these processes for all sub departments within the offshore department, 

standard procedures had to be agreed upon. Here, PURLOG met the first real problem. The sub 

departments were reluctant to accept modifications in the way their processes were handled – even 

if they eventually would not conduct them themselves anymore. This debate also fueled a recurring 

discussion whether certain processes in question could actually be offshored. Over a period of 

several weeks, project manager A coordinated between the sub departments and managed to reach 

agreement on standard procedures to conduct the processes, which then made it possible to codify 

them into detailed scripts.  

An important notion in this context is that while finding out how to best conduct a process, PURLOG 

improved awareness on the internal processes within the department. The need to logically reflect 

on daily work tasks resulted in an improved understanding of what the department was actually 

doing. 

Now, after agreement had been reached on how the processes were to be conducted, PURLOG had 

to find a way to embed this knowledge into scripts that were easy to understand without additional, 

direct communication and that left no room for misinterpretations, as processes had to work from 

the moment they were offshored. They constituted intermediary parts of daily work and thus were 

prerequisites for subsequent activities by OPs, whereby interruptions would have caused all OPs’ 

work to stall. 

This is a crucial characteristic of the offshoring initiative: it had to be arranged that the offshore 

office would deliver suitable performance from the very first day after implementation. Although the 

processes themselves were of low complexity, they had considerable impact on the functionality of 

the department overall. 

 

The solution decided upon by PURLOG was simple – describe the processes into every last detail. At 

this point it is important to mention that all processes selected for offshoring at least partly use the 

Group Procurement internal booking system, RFMP. The scripts therefore had to describe software 

interaction on an extremely detailed level. The scripts explained the exact steps to be performed 

within the process in order to obtain the desired result. Each script starts with short description of 

the triggers for the respective process, thereby indicating when which script has to be applied and 

thus linking the offshored processes to the offshore office’s workflow. As an additional safeguard 

against process interruptions, PURLOG clearly prohibited the offshore employees the conduction of 

anything not covered by the scripts. 
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Now, each process was broken down in a chronological sequence of tasks. Within this sequence, 

eventualities within the process are covered in the following way: “if X happens, do Y”. Each task is 

meticulously explained, including screenshots of the respective RFMP screens with arrows indicating 

where to enter what information. The level of detail in the scripts was set as high as humanly 

possible in order to minimize the frequency of the events that an offshore employee would need 

additional explanation from onshore in order to complete a process. Included in the scripts is 

information regarding communication of process completion and/or intermediate requirements. 

Whenever a task requires contact with another employee, the scripts provide a standard email draft 

to be used, a guide how to obtain the respective employees email address as well as what 

information to include in the email – the use of telephone calls is discouraged -, what deadline to 

include in the email and what subject to choose. Overall, free choice of procedure is limited to an 

absolute minimum. For examples of the scripts, see appendices F and G. 

 

As mentioned, accuracy in process execution had to be up to the normal standards from the very 

start. In order to further decrease the possibility of errors, PURLOG decided on an unconventional, 

but very effective way to anticipate implementation problems and deal with them beforehand: the 

simulated implementation. 

 

4.1.2 Implementation Simulation 

In order to create an environment in which the steering committee could evaluate script accuracy 

and process performance after separation from their former owners, PURLOG hired a group of six 

new temporary workers, specifically asking for non-Danish speaking individuals with nationalities and 

backgrounds that were comparable to the Philippines. An independent section within the 

department was created, consisting of the new temporary hires and located in the same building as 

PURLOG. The offshoring candidate processes were divided into three batches, with the first one 

being the easiest and the last one being the most complex one. Now, scripts were drafted for the 

first batch. These drafts were then distributed among the temporary workers and work-related 

communication with OPs was prohibited. Project manager A coordinated the concerns raised both 

from temporary staff and OPs. The temporary workers were instructed to follow the scripts by the 

letter and raise concerns whenever they found something inconclusive or ambiguous. These 

concerns were then brought to the OPs and additions or corrections were made to the scripts in 

order to increase clarity and detail. At the point where neither group raised any more issues about 

script accuracy or process performance, the batch of processes in question was approved for 

offshoring. Subsequently, the next batch of processes was transferred to the temporary workers and 

refining process scripts started anew. 
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This approach enabled Purchasing Logistics to predict possible roadblocks and quality issues during 

the real offshore implementation while maintaining close control over the processes. The temporary 

workers acted as a “would-be” offshore team that received those draft-stage instructions which in 

most scenarios would be given directly to the offshore personnel. Obviously, corrections and 

amendments are necessary in the case of highly detailed process descriptions. PURLOG anticipated 

this and artificially created an environment in which these improvements could be made with highly 

improved efficiency – feedback could be given instantaneously within the department. More 

importantly still, locating errors and making amendments did not affect regular business flow, as it 

was conducted in specially designed test environment. 

 

4.1.3 Process offshoring 

Hiring key staff, namely a team leader and his deputy, for the offshore location began already in the 

early stages of the initiative. The steering committee decided to hire locals from the offshore 

location, as they deemed this approach most beneficial to everyday workplace interaction at the 

Manila site. Hiring was done through the established GSC in Manila and the team leaders were 

selected from existing A.P. Moller Maersk employees that had been employees in other functions 

within the GSC. 

After finishing the scripts of the first batch and prior to offshoring those, the team leaders were 

invited to Copenhagen for two weeks where they were introduced to the company and especially to 

the department and its overall business objectives. Thereby PURLOG ensured that management-level 

employees in Manila would have a better and broader understanding of the business implications of 

the different processes compared to the regular employees who would get to know them in a very 

isolated, operational environment. 

Hiring of those employees took place later, during the implementation simulation of the first batch of 

processes. They were hired locally at the Manila site by the team leaders and familiarized with the 

first batch of scripts after those had been signed off. Then, they began taking over the respective 

processes and the simulation group in Copenhagen moved on to the second batch. Employees from 

the Copenhagen office went to Manila twice to facilitate process implementation, once for the first 

batch and once for the very last one. Processes in between were implemented using the scripts and 

WebEX sessions, which are a form of video conferencing where all participants can show their 

computer desktop to other participants. 

 

Even during these visits, the scripts were the main tool for knowledge transfer. Albeit there were 

presentations and training sessions for each respective process, those activities evolved around the 

existing scripts. This setup had the advantage that it further increased the control over the way in 
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which the processes were conducted by the offshore employees. Even after process implementation, 

they were ordered to continue using the scripts as guidelines every time they conduct a process – 

even if they have memorized them. 

 

The overall time between project initiation and successful offshoring of all candidate processes was 

just over nine months. Although the subsequent steps overlapped at some points, the initiative can 

be roughly split into Initiation, planning, preparation and implementation. Especially preparation and 

implementation coexisted for several months, as the candidate processes were separated into three 

batches. 

 

Figure 3: Summary of the different stages of the offshoring initiative 
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5. Theory  

This section will introduce the main theoretical concepts and publications that served as the 

underlying foundation of this thesis and put them into a context that will allow us to analyze the case 

at hand. Several research areas will be touched upon and combined into a framework fitted towards 

the particular needs of this thesis. 

 

As a first step, we will bring forward valid reasons for engaging in extensive and planned knowledge 

transfer and communication during the implementation stages of an offshoring initiative. Using 

relevant literature in the fields of organizational modularity, organizational behavior, 

communication, knowledge, knowledge management, culture and related areas, key topics will be 

sketched and put into the perspective of this thesis. 

 

5.1 Organizational Modularity 

In one of the first influential papers on organizational modularity, Sanchez and Mahoney (1996) 

argue that coordination can be embedded within standardized interfaces between components in a 

production process, resulting in “build-in” hierarchical coordination “without the need to constantly 

exercise authority” and “effective coordination of processes without the tight coupling of 

organizational structures” (Sanchez and Mahoney, 1996, p.1). Although their paper aims at 

explaining modularity in product design processes and the resulting advantages for organizational 

structures, main arguments are very valid for the scope of this thesis. The authors reason that 

standardized interfaces between product components decrease the interdependence between 

components and thereby also decrease the amount of hierarchical coordination and authority that 

has to be exercised in order to ensure compatibility of components if several departments are 

involved in the development process. Put differently, standardized boundaries for business processes 

allow for several departments to work independently on the same overall issue without the need for 

constant and continuous “manual” coordination. If we now transfer this argument into the field of 

business process offshoring, it can be assumed that effective structuring of related processes and 

clear “interfaces” between them will drastically improve a company’s ability to geographically 

disperse them, thereby equally enhancing the performance in case they are actually offshored. For 

business processes like the ones addressed in this thesis, the positive effect on organizational 

flexibility – due to the ability to more effectively make use of dispersed teams – that the authors 

ascribe to standardization in product development  can be brought forth through a) modular design 

of processes and b) effective knowledge transfer during offshoring implementation, as it will lead to 

equal levels of knowledge and performance in onshore and offshore teams and therefore enable the 
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“inherent” coordination of modular design postulated by Sanchez and Mahoney, resulting in less 

need for post implementation management attention related to manual hierarchical coordination . 

 

5.2 Communication 

To understand how knowledge can be transferred, one has to look into the field of communication 

first in order to grasp the different means and tactics available to people for transferring knowledge. 

“Communication” depicts message flows between a sender and a recipient. The main element of 

these messages is the message content. The content usually takes the form of information, data, or 

knowledge which is given from one person to another or is exchanged between people. Depending 

on the type of content (and the distances between people) different communication means can be 

used. These means range from face to face conversations over other form of two-way voice 

communication - such as phone or video phone - to means which are less interactive, one-way 

communication such as emails, memos, notes and scripts. The simpler or less knowledge intense the 

content of the message is, the more easily it is communicated by written means (Davenport and 

Pursak, 1998). This will be discussed in more detail later. 

One problem arising in communication processes is that message flows do not only entail the 

messages' content but also implicit messages. This is coherent with Soldow and Thomas' (1984) 

concept that interpersonal communication always contains both the message itself as well as a 

contextual, abstract meaning. They argue that by just observing the content of a message, one 

cannot convey how the communicators interpret the complete meaning of the message because 

their interpretations are influenced by properties other than just the actual content.  

The implicit components of any message can for example also be additional information which the 

sender considers common knowledge and expects the receiver to know already so that he does not 

feel the need to explicitly mention it in the message. Furthermore, values, norms and believes can be 

taken as base for the information, leading to a certain desired interpretation of the context by the 

sender. Nevertheless, the receiver does not necessarily have to share or understand these bases and 

therefore not fully grasp the actual meaning of the message.  

Related to this Schulz von Thun (1989) introduces the notion that all spoken communication consists 

of four different aspects. He distinguishes between the content aspect of the message, a self 

exposure aspect, a relational aspect as well as an appeal aspect. He names the combination of these 

aspects the “square of a message” (Schulz von Thun, 1989). In order to visualize this, the author uses 

the metaphor of the sender speaking with four different mouths simultaneously. At the same time 

every recipient has four ears which imbibe these different aspects respectively. This visualizes 

distinct levels inherit in communication as well as possible reasons for misunderstandings. A 

misunderstanding would for example arise when the recipient uses the relational ear to interpret the 



Theory 

33 
 

message while the sender used the content mouth without trying to include relational meaning. The 

major outtake of his analysis for this thesis is the highlight of the complexity of communication and 

the very fine and distinct aspects which are inherit in every message besides the content as well as 

the possibility of the sender and recipient to focus on different aspects of the communication which 

might lead to different subjective interpretations. We furthermore assume that the correct 

understanding of the different aspect of a message is aggravated through cultural differences such as 

the understanding of roles and relations between the communicators. 

 

5.1.1 Communication in knowledge management literature 

Szulanski (2000) discussed how to include the concept of communication into the knowledge 

management literature. He conceptualized knowledge transfer as a message transmission from a 

source to a recipient in a given context. As he discusses, a problem here is that the context out of 

which the sender forms the message can be very different from the context in which the receiver 

understands it. This holds especially when people with different backgrounds communicate. But even 

with similar backgrounds, people may have diverse mindsets and views of their surrounding which 

leads them to interpret information differently. The phases of decontextualization of the message in 

the transmitting culture as well the recontextualization in the recipient culture are critical for the 

effectiveness of the transfer process (Chini, 2004). In coherence with that, the act of communication 

can be broken into different steps. The most crucial ones are the encoding phase in which the sender 

packages the message to fit in the communication mean used and the decoding phase in which the 

receiver has to decipher it (Chini, 2004). One source of misunderstandings or miscommunication 

arises when the sender and receiver use different codes, since the intended message in that case will 

not be understood correctly by the receiver. The way in which messages are ciphered depends on 

the context the person operates in, which inherits multiple factors as for example the senders' 

personal communication style, the senders' knowledge, cultural communication standards, the 

senders' understanding of the receivers knowledge, the receivers knowledge, the choice of 

communication means etc.  

 

Therefore, if the receiver and the sender are very different in factors such as their communication 

styles, knowledge base, and cultural background, the risk of miscommunication rises. In accordance 

with this, Inkpen and Dinur (1998) (referenced in Chini, 2004) identified four groups of factors 

influencing the communication between two people: 

− source-related factors 

− recipient related factors 
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− factors relating to the relationship and distance between the two units (relates to interaction 

distance – see 5.3.1) 

− factors related to the nature of the knowledge transferred (relates to Interaction Intensity – see 

5.3.2) 

 

These factors, the explicit and implicit aspects of communicating any message as well as the fallacies 

of communication as discussed by Schulz von Thun, impose a significant complexity on effective 

communication which has to be taken into account when discussing knowledge transfer and 

communication in an offshoring scenario. 

 

5.3 Offshoring specific cost dimensions 

Recent academic research has looked at the question whether offshoring related costs might have 

been underestimated (Stringfellow et Al, 2008; Dibbern et Al, 2008). They have challenged the 

assumption that offshored processes generate savings in line with the wage differential minus initial 

investments. More specifically, they departed from earlier findings that offshore ventures tend to 

generate savings far lower than that (Brainard and Litan, 2004) and addressed the question where 

this discrepancy comes from. 

 

For the scope of this thesis, two groups of authors have been especially insightful in this regard: 

Dibbern et Al (2008) and Stringfellow et Al (2007). Both groups independently identified two main 

groups of influence factors on offshoring related costs, one addressing “distance” between onshore 

and offshore and the other one addressing the complexity of interaction. This part will briefly 

summarize the authors’ findings and their impact on the further progress of this thesis. 

 

5.3.1 Interaction Distance 

Stringfellow et Al (2007) argue that “we know that culture and language barriers impact the quality 

of interaction” (p. 4). In their paper, they develop the concept of “interaction distance”, which sums 

up language barriers, cultural differences and geographic distance and elaborate on their impact on 

distributed work. 

 

5.3.1.1 Language Distance 

Language barriers are a straightforward argument, but an important one, as they directly impact the 

quality of interaction. Language barriers can occur and influence cooperation in a wide variety of 



Theory 

35 
 

ways. If different languages are used in the onshore and offshore businesses, direct communication 

between actors is not possible. There always has to be a translator (middle man) who needs to 

ensure that contents are transferred correctly. This can very much complicate the whole 

communication process since an extra layer has to be added which increases the possibility of 

misunderstanding or communication of wrong content and deletes the non-verbal aspects of 

communication by the original sender.  

Furthermore, even if the same language is spoken in the onshore as well as offshore business, less 

obvious language attributes like accents can significantly influence cooperation efficiency. As 

Stringfellow et Al (2007) discuss, depending on the person's own cultural background and knowledge 

of the language used, people with certain accents can be perceived as having less knowledge and 

being less advanced on the content dimension. Even though there is no evidence that accents 

influence knowledge, in reality this prejudice is common. Stringefellow et Al (2007) go on arguing 

that people often tend to prefer to work with people having a similar background and cultural 

identity. Accents as well as different use of language are a way to immediately differentiate between 

yourself and the other person. 

The way in which language is used, e.g. very direct and straightforward as opposed to indirect or 

more cautious choice of words or implicit versus explicit communication styles, highly depends on 

the cultural background of the speaker (Stringfellow et Al, 2007, citing Hall and Hall). Not taking 

these differences consciously into account during the offshoring process can easily result in 

miscommunication and misunderstandings, based on individual understandings and perceptions, 

which are defined through cultural backgrounds (Iacovou et Al, 2008). This is even further 

complicated by the fact that people have perceptions and prejudices about other cultures on which 

they react and which shape their initial behavior and their interpretation of what is communicated.  

 

5.3.1.2 Cultural Distance 

Cultural distance can be defined as “the extent to which cultures are similar or different” (Shenker, 

2001, cited by Stringfellow, 2008, p.519). Or “the difference between the national cultural 

characteristics of the home and the host countries” (Hennart and Larimo 1998, cited in Chini, 2004, 

p.55). 

Culture constitutes to values, beliefs, norms and ways of thinking which are deeply embedded within 

a person's mind and relatively impervious to change (Chini, 2004). While it is certainly possible to 

learn about other cultures and to develop sensitivity towards dealing with them, a person's own 

culturally defined attributes are rooted very deeply within one's understanding about the world and 

how to act in it. There are many different dimensions of cultural differences. Hofstede (2001) for 

example analyzed cultural differences on the dimensions of “Power distance”, “Uncertainty 
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avoidance”, “Individualism and Collectivism” and “Masculinity and Femininity”. For the scope of this 

thesis the dimension “Power distance” is the most important aspect of his research. “Power 

distance” is a measure of the interpersonal power between two individuals based on factors such as 

for example a subordinate’s fear of disagreeing with superiors (Hofstede, 2001). In other words, it 

shows the dependence relationship in a country which is to a considerable extend determined by 

national culture (Hofstede, 2001 and 2005). One aspect of “high power distance” is for example that 

inequalities among people are desired and respected and these status differences should be 

balanced with restrained (Hofstede, 2005). We regard this distance as being crucial for our research 

since “power distance” thus has a direct influence on communication styles. 

In order to put numerical values to his analysis, Hofstede developed a “Power Distance Index” (PDI). 

The values for Denmark and the Philippines can be seen in the table below.  

 

 

Table 2: Distance Comparison between Denmark and the Philippines 

Rank  Country  PDI  

4  Philippines  94  

51  Denmark  18  

Source: Hofstede (2001) 

 

The Philippines rank very high on the PDI and therefore have a high power distance while Denmark is 

ranked among the lowest, which means that status differences are perceived and handled very 

differently in these two countries. This huge difference in “power distance” might hence in itself be a 

source for difficulties unless there is a high sensibility and adaptation of at least one group towards 

these differences.  

 

The differences in “Power distance” as well as the general diverse cultural imprints also lead to 

distinctive ways of using language. While in “low context” cultures such as Denmark the focus is on 

direct and explicit communication, in “high context” cultures, such as the Philippines, language is 

used more subtle and the overall context of a conversation needs to be taken into account in order 

to understand the full meaning of a message. “High context” cultures furthermore pay more 

attention to the feelings and thoughts of the sender as well as the recipient (Hall, 1959 cited in Ang, 

2008). 
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These differences for instance also affect the way criticism is used. While in countries with low power 

distance critique is used quite openly and questions are encouraged, in countries with high power 

distance people are much more careful in this respect. This reluctance to criticize may prove 

especially meaningful in the context of offshoring initiatives, as it may not be easily spotted if 

onshore and offshore countries have considerably different cultural backgrounds. Additionally, 

offshore implementation is affected by a variety of factors that may create the need for alterations 

based on feedback. If criticism is voiced in a very subtle way by the Filipino employees, it might be 

that their Danish colleagues due not even understand this message as criticism and therefore miss 

out on important feedback. This level of cultural differences may thus hamper the ability to adapt 

and thus hinder effective implementation.  

 

Cultural differences furthermore pose a difficulty since people have perceptions about their own as 

well as other cultures which they act upon. Thus in addition to real differences there is a layer of 

perceived differences and prejudices which influence communication. It is a challenge for every 

company as well as individual to handle these difficulties. The first step here is to increase awareness 

towards own perceptions as well as to the likelihood that people from other cultural backgrounds 

might not understand things in the same context. Sensitivity and explicitness in communication are 

means to overcome this hurdle.  

In accordance with the above discussion, culture very much influences how individuals understand 

and interpret complex facts. “In order to adapt knowledge effectively in a different cultural context, a 

creative synthesis of different cultural and meaning systems has to be achieved” (Tenkasi, 2000, cited 

in Chini, 2004, p.55). National culture lays the grounds for people's value and belief systems which in 

turn shape how people interpret and understand information and facts and how they combine these 

to their personal knowledge. Practices, values, norms and beliefs constitute the frame in which 

knowledge is build. A different cultural background can lead a person to understand, interpret and 

shape information in a very different way from a person who is part of another cultural background. 

This is of special interest to this thesis since the cultural differences between Danish employees in 

the Copenhagen department and the employees in Manila can be expected to be considerable. 

 

We are aware that the above discussion and especially Hofstede´s classifications can be prone to 

critique especially with regard to its very general and all-embracing nature. The influence of culture is 

only one of many factors which shape a person and his behavior. While one of course always has to 

account for the individual, we chose to inherit the above discussion and use each group’s highest 
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common denominator in terms of social membership to frame our analysis from a cultural point of 

view.   

5.3.1.3 Geographic Distance 

Geographic distance matters as it inhibits face-to-face communication and hinders phone 

conversations in case of time zone differences. Geographic distance furthermore often inherits 

cultural differences which are discussed above. Communication differences due to cultural distance 

are even more significant in combination with geographic distance since non verbal aspects of 

communication such as facial expressions and gestures can be helpful in bridging cultural 

communication gaps. Since face to face communication is not possible or only combination with high 

costs of flying people over, the non verbal communication aspects cannot be used to increase 

understanding.  

Furthermore, geographic distance limits communication to official and explicit forms. Informal chats 

around the hall or in the coffee room, which especially in development processes have proven to be 

an important part of knowledge sharing, are not possible. Davenport and Prusak (1998) discuss that 

even coincidental meetings in the hall or at the water cooler are used to talk about work related 

issues such as new projects. They furthermore allow for bouncing off ideas or consulting expert 

knowledge about work related problems. These unofficial conversations are crucial tools for 

employees to share ideas and get new input which might help them to solve the problems they are 

facing without having to go the official way and thereby maybe admitting failure. People are usually 

also more conscious about what they communicate in written or formal ways. Idea bouncing or loose 

discussions which can highly influence and improve processes are not done through formal channels. 

Additionally, these informal chats oftentimes increase trust and understanding between colleagues.  

 

Consequently, language, cultural and geographic distances have a huge influence on the 

effectiveness and efficiency of communication. Since all these factors are will be shown to surface 

during PURLOG’s offshoring initiative, they will be subject to thorough investigation in the analysis 

section of this thesis. 

 

5.3.1.4 Interaction Distance and Offshoring Costs 

Dibbern et Al (2008) also discuss abovementioned three distance dimensions, their terminology 

complies with the one introduced by Stringfellow et Al. They argue that all three factors are unique 

to offshoring as opposed to domestic operations and constitute significant influence factors on the 

overall costs of a project. The authors develop a list of cost dimensions that are being influenced by 

those factors, namely (1) Specification Costs, (2) Knowledge Transfer Costs, (3) Control Costs and (4) 
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Coordination costs. They now show a significant impact of the language/culture/geographic factors 

on the cost dimensions. This is of special interest for this thesis, as the relationship between 

interaction distance and the cost dimensions “knowledge transfer” and “coordination” – which is 

closely related to communication – also indicates an impact on the effectiveness of knowledge 

transfer and communication. We therefore assume interaction distance to be a valid influence factor 

if one wants to analyze the effectiveness of both knowledge transfer and communication.   

 

5.3.2 Interaction Intensity 

Stringfellow et Al (2007) further identified an influence factor they labeled “Interaction Intensity”. It 

derives from both the service content and the service process and basically refers to the complexity 

of interaction between onshore and offshore that is necessary to conduct the process. The authors 

postulate four propositions regarding interaction intensity: 

1. Interaction intensity increases when the service offering is ill defined 

2. It increases when the service offering is not standardized 

3. It increases when the process involved judgment based upon tacit and implicit knowledge, as 

opposed to explicit knowledge 

4. It increases as the interdependence between individual steps in the process becomes less 

linear 

 

Here, one can identify two dimensions: point 1 and 2 refer to the service offering, while point 3 and 4 

refer to the service content. According to the authors, interaction intensity increases when processes 

are either ill defined or not standardized, therefore complex, and when the required knowledge is 

tacit as well as when the process steps themselves are complexly interdependent. The authors also 

show a significant relationship between interaction intensity and offshore related costs. It can 

therefore be assumed that the complexity of a process and the required knowledge constitute a valid 

hindrance to offshoring efficiency. 

 

The concept of “client specific knowledge” by Dibbern et Al (2008) relates to a similar phenomenon, 

although the author’s reasoning for it is quite different. It derives from the TCE concept of asset 

specificity (Williamson, 2008) and describes the amount of client specific investments an offshore 

vendor has to make in the case of an outsourcing project. It is therefore “human asset specificity” 

(Dibbern et Al, 2008). As this concept is geared towards inter-firm outsourcing contracts, its direct 

impact in an in-house offshore environment might not be imminent. Nevertheless, the authors 

describe a mediating impact of client specific knowledge on knowledge transfer and coordination 

costs, as client specific knowledge must be communicated from onshore to offshore. Therefore, the 
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more client specific knowledge is needed to be established at the offshore site in order to conduct 

the process, the higher the costs for knowledge transfer and coordination – which, again, resembles 

communication in our context. We therefore assume that the human asset specificity that comes 

with complex, firm specific processes does indeed influence the efficiency of offshore ventures 

especially in the area of knowledge transfer. 

 

5.4 Knowledge  

For this thesis it is crucial to clearly define the term knowledge in order to differentiate it from 

related concepts such as data, which can be defined as a set of objective facts (Chini, 2004), or 

information, which refers to data with significance (Chini, 2004). From the many definitions 

concerning knowledge which are discussed among scholars we found the following to be the most 

encompassing and complete: 

 

“Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information, and expert insight 

that provides a framework for evaluating 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, p. 5). 

 

This definition acknowledges the complexity of the term knowledge since it entails data and 

information while simultaneously taking into account the very important aspects of the individual as 

well as the organization. It furthermore shows the difficulty of pinning down knowledge in 

comparison to other assets since it includes personal as well as the non verbal aspects of knowledge 

which accord in terms of difficulties arising from it with the non-content aspects of communication 

discussed above. The issue of classifying knowledge will be introduced in detail in the following 

paragraphs. It is of special importance to the context of this thesis as it is necessary in order to locate 

knowledge within an organization and identify its relevance to a given context. 

 

Following, Davenport and Prusak (1998) discuss the importance of classifying or codifying knowledge 

“to a form which makes it accessible for those who need it” (p.68).  In their eyes, knowledge needs to 

be as organized, explicit, portable and easy to understand as possible. Chini (2004) furthermore 

supports the argument that there is a need to differentiate between different types of knowledge. 

Especially with regard to knowledge transfer this is crucial since it determines the choice of media or 

storage device best suited to manage the knowledge at hand. 
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In this thesis, we focus on two different theoretical concepts that try to categorize knowledge in two 

distinct ways with two different aims. 

 

 

5.4.1 Knowledge classification 

This section will introduce two ways to distinguish certain knowledge types according to either 

relevance or tangibleness. This will help the authors to classify what types of knowledge were 

involved in the offshoring case of A.P. Moller Maersk Purchasing Logistics and establish a sound 

understanding of the underlying mechanics. Without these classifications, it would not be possible to 

relate the information gathered through interviews and internal documents to the theoretical 

considerations presented in this chapter, as the classification of certain pieces of knowledge has a 

strong influence on the appropriateness of different means of communication.  

 

5.3.1.1 User specific knowledge classification 

The first concept has been developed by Santhanam et Al (2007) and aims at identifying what 

knowledge is required for what type of process and more specifically for what type of employee. The 

authors coded different types of knowledge in a manner that allowed them to distinguish between 

certain ways in which it can be used to “apply and adapt a system to a business task or process” 

(Santhanam et Al, 2007, p 6). With this goal in mind, they chose a denomination that clearly 

distinguishes between different complexities of process knowledge and that also refers to the scope 

of contextual knowledge involved, therefore, knowledge that does not only relate to the process 

itself but that puts it into perspective with the business context. Their three classifications of 

knowledge are as follows: 

1. Know-how—knowledge of the steps to complete a system-related task. 

2. Know-what—knowledge of an aspect or conceptual understanding of the system or system 

components, or knowledge that a system component is not functioning as intended. 

3. Know-why—knowledge of the business rules incorporated into the system, or adjustments to 

the system or system usage to facilitate a business-related need, or knowledge that some 

aspect of the system does not fit a user’s business needs. 

 

This system now establishes a common ground when a company tries to identify who needs to have 

what knowledge, especially prior to a planned transfer of this knowledge. Different types of 

positions, e.g. technical vs. administrative, as well as different hierarchical levels result in a different 

perspective on business processes and a different level of involvement with certain aspects, thereby 
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denominating the extent to which a user needs each of the three knowledge types introduced above. 

If one plans a “desired knowledge distribution” according to these criteria prior to an offshoring 

initiative, it is possible to avoid two unfavorable scenarios: lack of process relevant information and 

information overload. Everybody just receives the knowledge that he needs to effectively perform his 

task. 

Santhanam et Al. (2007) further argue that different types of knowledge prefer different 

“distribution channels”, therefore different setups of interpersonal communication where they occur 

most commonly. Although their research setup targeted software development projects and thereby 

differentiates into “users” and “tech support staff” on a post-implementation level, certain findings 

do indeed have relevance for the context of this thesis, especially if we re-interpret their setup: as 

they look at “developers/tech support vs. users” as their primary groups, one could also call it 

“current knowledge owners vs. future knowledge owners”, making it fit into our own research 

agenda. Having this classification in mind, Santhanam et Al. (2007) offer the following relevant 

findings:  

1. Know-how is mainly communicated from current to future process owners 

2. Know-what and know-why is predominantly communicated within one group, not between 

the different groups 

 

5.4.1.2 Attribute specific knowledge classification 

The second approach to knowledge classification has been part of the knowledge management 

literature for some time and has been addressed by various scholars. Considering the scope of this 

paper, Griffith et Al (2003), Leonardi et Al (2008) and Sanchez (2004) have provided the most 

relevant insights. 

Griffith et Al (2003) argue that if one tries to classify knowledge by the degree to which it is codified 

and uniformly understandable, it can bests be described as a continuum with highly structured 

knowledge at one end and highly unstructured one at the other. The authors use the term explicit to 

refer to the most objective or declarative end of the continuum, implicit to refer to the mid-range of 

the continuum in which knowledge is not currently declarative but could be made so, and tacit to 

refer to the extreme end of the knowledge continuum In which knowledge has never been, and 

could not likely be, made declarative. We will adapt this framework for this thesis. 

 

Sanchez (2004) reasons that tacit knowledge can best be transferred via “knowledge carriers”, 

therefore direct and personal communication. Nonaka and Konno (1998) support this by saying that 

tacit knowledge is best acquired through a process of socialization (Nonaka, 1994) via face-to-face 

meetings. Tacit knowledge furthermore very much depends on the experiences, beliefs and 
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emotions of the individual (Chini, 2004). Subsequently, the most important tasks for transferring tacit 

knowledge are identifying knowledge owners and managing interactions appropriately in order to 

effectively disseminate it. This dissemination rarely occurs by itself. Usually, some kind of explicit 

working relationships such as mentoring or partnerships are necessary in order for employees to 

transfer (tacit) knowledge (Davenport and Prusak, 1998).  

Explicit knowledge on the other hand can be coded and articulated and therefore does not rely on 

direct means of communication in order to be disseminated. Instead, it can be transferred using 

manuals, operating procedures etc., with the help of information technology. Davenport and Prusak 

(1998) support this view by saying that “knowledge that is more or less explicit can be embedded in 

procedures or represented in documents and databases and transferred with reasonable accuracy” 

(p95).  

 

Leonardi et Al (2008) elaborate on the notion of implicit knowledge, raising the assumption that 

implicit knowledge is very often connected to the concept of “transformational technologies”, as it 

can represent knowledge that is embodied in an electronic artifact. This embodied knowledge 

requires pre-existing, related knowledge in order for the user to be able to extract the knowledge 

from the artifact. It is therefore “semi-explicit”: explicit, but only for those who possess the skills 

necessary to decipher it. This explanation of implicit knowledge differs from the one used by Griffith 

et Al (2003): it is already explicit, but only for certain users. It therefore equally situated in between 

the two extremes of the tacit-explicit continuum. 

In this thesis, we will use the following denominations based on the above mentioned authors: 

1. Tacit Knowledge: Knowledge that is inherently connected to a knowledge owner and that can 

only be transferred to a new owner via direct communication  

2. Implicit Knowledge: Knowledge that can be transferred from one owner to a new one in a 

way where a good portion of direct communication can be substituted for by indirect 

communication means such as information technology, memos, guidelines, scripts etc. 

3. Explicit Knowledge: Knowledge that can be and has been fully coded and that is 

unambiguously understandable for every user who consults the available documentation 

 

Therefore, the ease with which a certain piece of knowledge can be transferred increases as it 

progresses from tacit over implicit to explicit. Consequently, the most appropriate and cost efficient 

means of communicating a certain piece of knowledge also changes along this continuum. 
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5.4.2 Knowledge Management/ Knowledge Transfer  

For organizations it is not sufficient that knowledge is simply present, but they face the challenge of 

how to transfer it from one individual to another individual or the whole organization and 

furthermore to keep it within the organization. Scholars have long discussed the concept of 

knowledge management without being able to reach an agreement on a definition. There are many 

attempts to define knowledge management ranging from “a set of techniques and practices that 

facilitates the flow of knowledge into and within the firm” (Birkinshaw 2001, cited in Chini, 2004, 

p.11) to “the dynamic process of turning an unreflective practice into a reflective one by elucidating 

the rules guiding the activity of the practice, by helping give a particular shape to collective 

understandings, and by facilitating the emergence of heuristic knowledge” (Tsoukas and Vladimirou 

1996, cited in Chini, 2004, p.11). As already mentioned in Section 5.4 we decided to take Davenport 

and Prusak’s (1998) definition: “Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual 

information, and expert insight that provides a framework for evaluating 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” (p.5) since we regard this as the most complete and encompassing 

one which best fits our research area. Still, the common ground within all definitions is that 

knowledge management is a wide ranging and complex concept which is essential for most 

organizations. They furthermore all acknowledge the difficulty for efficient knowledge transfer due 

to the often very individual nature of knowledge and the power with comes with having superior 

knowledge which people might not be willing to give up easily.  

There are moreover discussions about whether one should take a technology oriented or a human 

resources approach towards knowledge management which will be discussed next.  

 

5.3.2.1 Codification Approach 

Hansen et Al (1999) distinguish between two different strategies for knowledge management, 

namely the codification strategy and the personalization strategy. The codification strategy focuses 

on the codifying knowledge present in an organization and to storing it in a database. While it takes a 

considerable amount of time and effort (and therefore money) to codify knowledge and to make it 

explicit, the main advantage of this approach is that knowledge can quickly and easily be accessed 

and used by anyone in the organization at all times (Hansen et Al, 1999). Hansen et Al use the 

terminology “economies of reuse” as an argument for this strategy. It means that once the 

knowledge is codified and stored, in can be used again and again by different individuals without 

additional costs. Especially communication costs, which can be very high when using a 

personalization strategy - which is discussed in the next paragraph - are reduced through the cheap 
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access to databases. Another magnificent advantage of this strategy is that knowledge is still 

inherent in the organization even after the original knowledge owners have left. This strategy is 

greatly facilitated by the use of transformational technologies (Leonardi et Al, 2008), which will be 

discussed in section 5.4 of this paper. 

5.3.2.2 Personalization Approach 

The personalization strategy on the other hand focuses on enabling people to connect to each other 

and to share their knowledge with their colleagues who need it. Here databases are not used to store 

knowledge but to store who has what kind of knowledge or experience within a certain field of 

expertise, or put differently, to detain the knowledge owners (Hansen et Al, 1999). This strategy 

therefore originates from the logic of “expert economics”, meaning that most companies using this 

strategy define their knowledge as tacit and  rich in detail and argue that tacit knowledge cannot be 

codified completely and made explicit but needs to be transferred personally (Hansen et Al, 1999). 

While computers and other technical devices serve as communication media in this approach, face-

to-face communication is strongly encouraged. Unfortunately, this approach is very costly since 

particularly in large international organizations there are vast numbers of experts on numerous 

topics, so that the current knowledge owner and the dedicated recipient of that knowledge may be 

geographically far apart. This then results in high additional traveling costs and extra man-hours if 

face-to-face meetings are to be arranged. As the author goes on arguing, it might furthermore be 

difficult and therefore time consuming to identify and find the right knowledge owner in such a 

setting even if a database is used for storage of names and expert areas. 

 

Hansen et Al furthermore argue that organizations which use knowledge effectively follow one of 

these strategies predominantly and use the other one as support. Other researchers came to the 

conclusion that a combination of the human resources and technology-oriented approach towards 

knowledge management will lead to the best results (Chini, 2004). This view will be used throughout 

this thesis. It very much correlates with our discussion that different types of knowledge are best 

transferred or managed through different means. As discussed above, tacit knowledge is expected to 

need more human interaction while explicit knowledge can more easily be codified and transferred 

through technological devices. Implicit knowledge lies in between those two extremes and must be 

considered on a case-by-case base while keeping in mind costs and efficiency of the different transfer 

methods.  
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5.3.3 The impact of knowledge codification on knowledge transfer 

In order to store and transfer knowledge in a structured way and make it explicit and accessible to 

those who need it, knowledge needs to be codified. The aim of knowledge managers is to categorize, 

describe, map and integrate it into rules or norms, in order to make it as organized and portable as 

possible (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). The primary difficulty hereby is how to codify knowledge 

without losing its embedded distinctive properties such as experience and needed background 

understanding. This highly depends on what kind of knowledge needs to be transferred. Know-how, 

which is defined as “knowledge of the steps to complete a system related task” (Santhanam et Al, 

2007, p. 7) can, as the definition entails, be broken into different sequential steps which can be easily 

codified and transferred. Know-what and know-why on the other hand inherit a lot more conceptual 

and wide-ranging understanding, which cannot be codified as easily. It is therefore crucial for an 

organization to define beforehand what kind of knowledge they need to transfer since codifying all 

corporate knowledge would be an immense and extremely difficult as well as exceptionally 

expensive task (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). Spending a lot of time and resources on codifying 

knowledge only adds value if the knowledge really is needed elsewhere in the organization. 

 

Davenport and Prusak (1998) moreover suggest that tacit knowledge cannot be effectively codified in 

written means. It is practically impossible to capture and codify tacit knowledge, even with the help 

of very advanced computer programs. The only way to ensure effective transfer of tacit knowledge is 

through identifying the knowledge owner as well as the person who will need the knowledge and 

encourage them to interact as is done when following the personalization strategy. Unfortunately, 

this is not always easy to implement into practice. The difficulty there is twofold. First, especially in 

large organizations it often is difficult to identify the knowledge owner. Oftentimes it might actually 

be more than one person which even increases the problems in locating them. Second, as Chini 

(2004) notes, sharing of knowledge is likely to affect power relations. Knowledge, especially in large 

corporations, constitutes an asset to the individual employee and therefore a source of competitive 

advantage compared to colleagues. Having knowledge equals having power (Chini, 2004). Thus, 

according to the author, knowledge transfer might be seen as unfavorable, as it reduces an 

individual’s competitive advantage by sharing knowledge with other entities within the organization. 

Furthermore, according to Davenport and Prusak (1998), employees are mostly very caught up in 

their daily work and tasks and do not have the time to search for knowledge owners and interact in 

long conversations with them, let alone fly around the world in order to meet for effective face to 

face conversations.  

While unstructured and spontaneous knowledge transfer is common within organizations, the term 

“knowledge management” implies some formalized strategies and tools for transmitting knowledge. 
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Information technologies have developed as a useful tool for knowledge transfer. But as Davenport 

and Prusak (1998) notice, their usefulness again depends on the kind of knowledge to be transferred. 

While explicit knowledge can be stored and shared relatively easily, tacit knowledge needs to be 

treated differently. While it is impossible to code and write down tacit knowledge and it is therefore 

not a good idea to try to store it directly in a program, technology should be used to enable people to 

share their tacit knowledge, by for example making it easier to identify knowledge owners within an 

organization. Therefore, information technologies are a very vibrant tool in knowledge transfer and 

will be discussed in more detail in the next section.  

 

5.4 Information Technologies in Knowledge Transfer 

According to Leonardi et Al (2008), there are three main types of communication technology that are 

relevant to the area of knowledge transfer: communication technologies, storage technologies and 

transformational technologies. The first two types have traditionally been part of the discourse and 

discussed by various authors (Alavi and Tiwana, 2002; Majchrzaket Al, 2005), the third type is being 

postulated by Leonardi et Al as an approach that fills gaps in the traditional models. 

Communication technologies include phones, e-mail, chat rooms etc. and generally reflect a direct 

form of communication. Still, the authors argue that communication technologies show various 

inadequacies when used between separated individuals. More specifically, they fail to convey 

contextual cues and impede individuals from “establishing mutual knowledge, sharing unique 

knowledge and deciphering new knowledge” (Leonardi et Al, 2008, p. 2). These arguments are in line 

with Stringfellow et Al who ascribe the negative impact of geographic distance to the exclusion of 

non-verbal communication.  

Storage technologies on the other hand represent more recent developments in the areas of 

databases, intranets etc. Ojha (2004) reasons that especially intranets have become increasingly 

important for geographically fragmented companies since they improve the effectiveness of 

hierarchical governance without the need to add additional management layers. Additionally, they 

improve horizontal coordination and allow for greater decentralization. Nevertheless, Leonardi et Al 

(2008) postulate that storage technologies similarly face considerable shortcomings. As they store 

decontextualized knowledge that is communicated asynchronously, information receivers may 

struggle to appropriately interpret and apply it. This argument is further substantiated by Ojha 

(2004), who argues that storage technologies “have increased the availability of information without 

a comparable improvement in ability to intelligently process all the information” (p. 10), thus 

resulting in a bounded rationality problem. 

The third type, transformational technologies, is now introduced by Leonardi et Al (2008) as a 

concept that tries to capture the means used to overcome the deficiencies shown by both 
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communication and storage technologies. The term includes technologies that “afford the creation, 

modification, and manipulation of digital artifacts in the process of converting input into output” 

(Leonardi et Al, 2008, p. 1) and represents applications such as spreadsheet applications, word 

processing, CAE (computer based engineering) and CAD (computer based design). They are designed 

to produce artifacts that are “distinctly different in form, content and purpose” (Leonardi et Al, 2008, 

p. 2) from the input they represent. Thereby, they both include contextual cues as well as increase 

the ability to process embedded information, since it can be displayed in relation to its desired 

application. It is important to note that Leonardi et Al do not propose to use transformational 

technologies instead of communication and storage technologies, as they do not directly address the 

transfer of knowledge itself, but as an additional means to codify and decipher the knowledge that 

has to be transferred. 

 

Figure 4: Flow of Knowledge and Information in Distributed Work 

 

Source: Leonardi et Al, 2008 
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5.5 Concluding remarks for theory 

After having highlighted the main theoretical frameworks of importance for this thesis, we are now 

able to assess PURLOG’s offshoring initiative from an informed point of view. Abovementioned 

concepts and definitions will consequently be used to explain the underlying mechanics of 

knowledge transfer from PURLOG in Copenhagen to its offshore office in Manila. Below graph 

summarizes the different approaches to knowledge transfer that have been outlined. 

 

Figure 5: Schematic view of theories 
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6. First Level Analysis 

In order to fully understand PURLOG’s offshoring initiative and the theoretical implications of its 

consecutive steps, this section of the thesis will act as the first part of our analysis. We will logically 

approach every step taken from a theoretical viewpoint and relate them to the authors and concepts 

presented in the theory section. In order to provide a reasonable framework and increase 

readability, we decided to split this section into two parts:  

 

The first part will take a knowledge transfer point of view and mainly draw on the concepts of 

Santhanam et Al (2007), Leonardi et Al (2008) and Griffith et Al (2003). It will allow the reader to 

categorize the offshored processes by their underlying knowledge and understand the transition that 

this knowledge underwent in the period between pre-offshoring and post-offshoring. 

 

The second part will take the insights compiled by the first part and elaborate upon PURLOG’s 

approach to communication means and techniques that were employed in order to actually transfer 

the different types of knowledge inherent in the respective processes and related activities. It will 

directly and indirectly make use of the concepts developed by, among others, Davenport and Prusak 

(1998), Soldow and Thomas (1984) and Chini (2004). 

 

6.1 Knowledge Analysis 

This chapter of the thesis will elaborate on the different stages of the offshoring initiative from a 

knowledge transfer point of view. 

 

6.1.1 Terminology 

At this point we would like to recap the relevant knowledge definitions laid out in the theory part of 

this thesis and set them into relation with the characteristics of the case. 

The following part will make extensive use of two concepts: user specificity of knowledge and 

attribute specificity of knowledge. 

 

User specificity determines whether a certain employee, given his job responsibilities, needs a 

certain piece of knowledge in order to conduct his work. This classification draws upon the 

arguments made by Santhanam et Al (2007). The terminology is summed up in below table. 
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Table 3: User specificity of Knowledge 

 

Adapted from Santhanam et Al (2007) 

 

With relation to the case, know-how consists of the essential, consecutive steps necessary to conduct 

a process. Only exclusively process-related knowledge qualifies as know-how, it simply enables the 

user to know “when to press what button in order to create what reaction in the system”. All 

underlying knowledge related to the consequences of the taken actions is not included in this 

definition. As has been indicated, PURLOG tried to capture this fraction of knowledge by using 

extensive process scripts. This will be discussed in detail further below. 

Know-what on the other hand captures the understanding of immediate connections between 

processes and the individual steps. It enables the user to understand the implications of his actions 

for other processes and also allows him to asses to viability of alternatives in case a process requires 

individual judgment from the employee. An example of this type of knowledge is the “sending 

inquiries” process of the last batch, where the employee actively has to choose between different 

suppliers. 

Know-why is the most complex and most relational type of knowledge. It is in general not directly 

process-relevant but instead allows the employee to put his work into perspective with the overall 

workflow of the department and ultimately with the entire company. It allows him to assess issues 

such as performance, compliance and accuracy of processes. An example in this case is the ability to 

measure process performance in the Manila office related to the given frame agreement, which is 

one of the tasks of the team leaders in that office. 

 

Attribute specificity now determines another characteristic of knowledge: the ease of distribution. 

This classification mainly derives from the arguments made by Leonardi et Al (2008) and Griffith et Al 

(2003). The different types are summarized in the table below. 
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Table 4: Attribute specificity of Knowledge 

 

Adapted from Santhanam et Al (2007) 

 

With relation to the case at hand, certain assumptions can be made. Explicit knowledge is knowledge 

that can be acquired be an employee without the need for extensive or direct interaction with 

another employee who possesses that knowledge. It can easily be coded and understood without 

contextual knowledge. Explicit knowledge in this case was approached in the sense that it should be 

available in from of process scripts. It is important to mention that prior to the offshoring initiative; 

no explicit knowledge was present in PURLOG. 

Implicit knowledge on the other hand is knowledge that, in its initial state, cannot be transferred 

without certain interaction between employees. Still, it can be made explicit by extracting it from its 

former owner and converting it into explicit knowledge – in this case, by coding it into scripts. 

Tacit knowledge now is the most complex type of knowledge – it resides within the employees who 

possess it and cannot be extracted and codified. It is too complex and relational, so that it can only 

be transferred by extensive and direct interaction between employees. In the case at hand in this 

thesis, the only recipients of tacit knowledge transfer were the Manila team leaders. This transfer 

mainly occurred during their visit to Copenhagen. 

 

There is one more important notion regarding attribute specificity of knowledge. This thesis uses the 

concept of decontextualization – transfer – recontextualization in order to display the process of 

knowledge transfer. It can be assumed now (and has indirectly been assumed by PURLOG) that 

knowledge, which is available in 100% fully explicit form, does not require to be recontextualized by 

the future process owners. If fully decontextualized, it can be absorbed by the recipient without 

external interference and thus only needs to be transferred, greatly reducing the possibility of 

misinterpretations during the recontextualization phase. 
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6.1.2 Preparation phase - Knowledge accumulation within PURLOG 

In order to find out how and what knowledge needed to be transferred to Manila, the first and very 

important step undertaken at PURLOG was to collect all data, information, and knowledge available 

with respect to the processes to be offshored. The first problem arising here was that the relevant 

information and knowledge was far from being readily available. Furthermore, knowledge is an 

extremely complex matter according to the definition used in this thesis (see Section “5.4 

Knowledge”). Therefore, knowledge transfer demands particular attention, especially when the 

respective knowledge is embedded within other contextual, non process-relevant knowledge. This 

was indeed the case, as former process owners had a very broad knowledge base. PURLOG 

addressed this problem by assigning one person, project manager A, to be the information and 

knowledge hub that would accumulate all available information and knowledge and then process it 

into whatever format was most fit to transfer the underlying knowledge to its new recipients. 

 

6.1.2.1 Process Screening 

The project manager decided that he first needed to identify what processes were done at PURLOG, 

how they were done, how difficult they were to perform and afterwards, how they could most 

effectively be offshored. As Santhanam et Al (2007) discuss, different people especially at different 

types of positions within an organization have a diverse view on business processes and according to 

their daily needs, have different types of knowledge available. The project leader's responsibility 

therefore was to collect all relevant information, data and knowledge from all relevant sources and 

to combine it to one all-embracing knowledge package which then needed to be divided again with 

respect to the different target groups. 

Here this thesis presents the first real deviation from theory. Most publications and case studies in 

the field of offshoring focus on onshore-offshore issues and knowledge transfer (Dibbern et Al, 2008; 

Santhanam et Al, 2007; Leonardi et Al, 2008), but put very limited attention on the activities within 

the onshore department which are prerequisites for any effective onshore-offshore interaction. 

More specifically, throughout the interviews conducted with PURLOG employees, we found that the 

process of knowledge gathering and knowledge coding constituted one of the major tasks within the 

offshoring initiative with several problems becoming apparent.  

 

First, the processes in question were handled differently throughout the department. As there were 

four sub-departments among the OPs, there could be up to four “standard” procedures for one 

process. This was not clear to anyone beforehand since written documentation had not existed 

before the offshoring initiative and thus knowledge had historically been transferred face-to-face 

from one employee to the other. As the interaction between the sub-departments at PURLOG is 
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limited, four distinctive ways of conducting business had developed. Although mostly minor 

differences, they constituted a problem for script development: What was the right procedure, which 

one should be implemented among the Manila employees? As project manager A explained in the 

interview, he found these differences to have grown historically for some reason or the other, but 

most of those reasons had been long forgotten. Therefore, it was done a certain way because that 

was the way “we always did it”. When OPs were confronted with this lack of reason for a specific 

procedure, there was surprisingly little resistance towards changing it in the end. If several 

procedures existed, an agreement was made between the project manager and involved OPs and a 

new standard procedure was agreed upon, which would then become the “only way to do it” for the 

Manila employees. 

 

Second, knowledge was available among the OPs in an unstructured manner. As OPs receive 

considerable training and are usually university graduates with several years of job experience, they 

possess an extended overview about not only the mechanics of their work processes, but also about 

the impact of those processes on other processes and the overall business model of PURLOG. Using 

the terminology of Santhanam et Al (2007), OPs combined know-how, know-what as well as know-

why about their work. In itself, considering the pre-offshoring state of the department as fixed, this 

does not pose a problem, as knowledge is transferred face-to-face to new employees and physical 

proximity between established and new process owners allows for extensive on-the-job training. For 

an offshoring initiative like the one presented in this thesis, it indeed does pose a problem. As the 

initial intention behind offshoring was cost savings due to low salaries, workflow disaggregation leads 

to a concentration of know-how intensive, repetitive processes in the Manila office. Manila 

personnel therefore needs only very limited, if at all, know-what and know-why in order to conduct 

their daily work. So, from a knowledge transfer point of view, one has to only transfer know-how to 

these employees, as any know-what or know-why would arise additional transfer costs without 

significantly improving employee efficiency at the Manila office. Thus, know-how, know-what and 

know-why have to be detached and organized, so that know-how can exclusively be transferred to 

normal Manila employees, while the “responsibility” of being able to place business processes in the 

overall context of the company, which requires know-what and know-why,  relies with a very limited 

amount of team leaders at the Manila office. Only to those know-what and know-why will be 

communicated. This approach will ultimately save communication costs because know-how is much 

easier decontextualized and coded down into written artifacts than know-what and know-why, thus 

allowing for media-facilitated communication and ultimately saving money. Therefore, the project 

manager had to aggregate all relevant knowledge in order to decide himself what pieces of 
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knowledge were fully process-relevant (know-how) and which were contextual (know-what and 

know-why). 

 

6.1.2.2 Codification of Process related Knowledge 

This relates directly to problem number three: knowledge gathering among the OPs was affected by 

their bounded rationality (Watson, 2002). Their knowledge about the processes and their meaning 

for the department was so extensive that they simply did not know exactly what they knew. Many 

things were taken for granted, without realizing that they might constitute valuable information for 

somebody who was new to the job and who did not have the chance to observe working procedures 

first hand within PURLOG. This is especially true if one tries to capture know-how exclusively, as it 

was done for the scripts, because these scripts were designed as know-how exclusive guidelines that 

allow the user to conduct a given process without any prior knowledge. Therefore it required process 

relevant step descriptions that far exceeded the ones needed by someone who understood the 

underlying assumptions. 

 

Thus, in order to ensure completeness, the process of codification has to include feedback loops. As 

relevant knowledge will most likely be omitted, future process owners must be involved in the 

knowledge coding phase. Only their feedback on incomplete process descriptions will enable the 

current process owners to produce a compendium of knowledge that fully covers all the relevant 

steps in all eventual situations. This will be explained in detail in the next section (6.1.3) of this thesis. 

On the other hand, the project manager in charge of compiling knowledge must ensure that no 

unnecessary knowledge is included in the artifacts. Especially when know-how is to be coded into 

scripts, any unnecessary contextual information must be excluded. As has been expressed by project 

manager A in the interview, he made the observation that current process owners tend to assume 

that one needs much more knowledge for a process than is actually the case, because a lot of it is 

contextual knowledge (know-what and know-why), that allows the user to understand the 

implications of the process, but is not necessary for execution and does not add any value to its mere 

execution. It is the project manager’s task to filter this knowledge and create a clear distinction 

between know-how, know-what and know-why, so that the most cost efficient means of knowledge 

transfer can be used for every knowledge category.  

  

6.1.3 Preparation Phase - Script development 

As had been explained earlier, PURLOG decided that the process relevant knowledge and 

information was to be transferred to Manila almost exclusively in the form of written scripts which 
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would lead the new employees step by step through the processes. It was emphasized that the 

Manila employees were allowed to conduct only what was entailed in the scripts; it was not desired 

for them to interpret the scripts in their own way, neither were they allowed to change or add 

anything to the procedures. This was meant as a safeguard against possible problems arising from 

bad performance, as some of the OPs raised concerns that noncompliance by Manila employees 

could severely impact business performance. It was therefore consequently decided that the Manila 

employees were not to be given any freedom to take their own decisions regarding how to handle 

the processes they were to take care of. This resulted in the need for extremely detailed, all-

encompassing scripts that could be used as a “step-by-step” guideline to conduct the processes. This 

approach reflects a concentration on know-how knowledge (Santhanam et Al, 2007), which then is 

embedded in highly explicit artifacts (Griffith et Al, 2003). This combination seems reasonable, as 

process-related know-how is the least contextual type of knowledge and therefore poses a perfect 

base for fully explicit codification. Interesting is also the use of text processing software: although it is 

difficult to argue that MS Word is anything but the standard piece of software to create written 

documents, the way in which it was utilized to create the scripts clearly qualifies as what Leonardi et 

Al (2008) call “transformational technology”. By including screenshots and graphical representations 

of commands such as arrows into the script, the content actually goes beyond the raw text and 

creates logical clues that are naturally re-interpreted by the recipient in a way that is not only faster, 

but also more precise than written reconstruction of on-screen appearance. It furthermore decreases 

the need for recontextualization as the optical clues are very straightforward and cannot entail any 

hidden meaning.  

 

6.1.3.1 Extracting Knowledge from Process Owners 

As mentioned above, the process relevant knowledge resided with the OPs, while it was project 

manager A’s responsibility to write the scripts. After interviewing both the project managers and the 

two most influential OPs, we came to the conclusion that the process of script development was 

perceived differently by both groups.  

Project manager A, who was not involved in the daily execution of the respective tasks, approached 

the matter from an outside and analytical perspective. This allowed him to analyze the processes 

from a distance, and thus to distinct between process-relevant knowledge and relational knowledge 

which was not to be part of the scripts.  

The OPs on the other hand had been historically passing on their knowledge via direct 

communication, creating tacit and implicit knowledge embedded within the process owners. This 

was even facilitated by the fact that there had been no reason for separating non-contextual, process 

specific know-how from contextual know-what and know-why that explained the processes within 
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the business context. OPs had to be aware of the implications of their actions, as their job tasks went 

far beyond mere execution of the processes that were to be offshored now.  

 

Since the OPs had performed these tasks for a long time, they had a lot of routine and very profound 

knowledge about them. As our interview partners mentioned, the OPs were often not aware of every 

little step they would take in a process because they knew it so well and regarded it as being logical 

or common knowledge. One of the biggest problems for the OPs while giving their input for the initial 

script development was therefore to pick out the know-how necessary to describe the consecutive 

steps of a given process out of their tacit knowledge base and make it explicit. This process of 

extracting knowledge out of a certain context is called decontextualization. The consecutive act of 

embedding it into explicit artifacts is called codification. It was a difficult endeavor since it was not 

easy for the OPs to extract only the process relevant knowledge out of their overall tacit knowledge 

base and furthermore to translate this into explicit knowledge which could be written down in a 

script. Additionally, as mentioned earlier, this was the first time that such a task was conducted 

within PURLOG. 

The OPs did not take their knowledge base and the context in which they were operating into 

account and neither had a clear picture of the knowledge base and operational context of the future 

process owners in Manila which was very different from their own. They were unaware that their 

own knowledge base had first to be categorized, relevant knowledge then had to be 

decontextualized in order to finally codify it into explicit and independent scripts. The input about 

the relevant knowledge for process execution which they provided to project manager A was 

therefore initially unfiltered. This is not to be understood as criticism, but appears to be a very 

natural phenomenon in case of broad professional responsibilities that include repetitive as well as 

strategic tasks. Case studies on offshoring initiatives (Dibbern et Al, 2008; Santhanam et Al, 2007; 

Leonardi et Al, 2008) show that implementation is rarely flawless and that one of the main problems 

is missing and inconclusive knowledge transfer from onshore to offshore. We attribute a vital role in 

this to the fact of incomplete decontextualization and codification. Concordantly, in communication 

literature, the phases of decontextualization and recontextualization are regarded as common 

reasons for miscommunication (Chini, 2004).  

 

6.1.3.2 Decontextualization and Codification of Know-How 

At this point, we would again like to point at a theoretical consideration regarding the 

communication flow decontextualization – transmission – recontextualization that was raised earlier. 

Given the fact that PURLOG aimed at fully decontextualizing all process relevant know-how and then 

codifying it into scripts, they essentially tried to remove the recontextualization step from the 
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communication flow. Given a fully explicit artifact which can be used by every given person to 

acquire the embedded knowledge and given the assumption that this embedded knowledge has 

been fully decontextualized from all related knowledge, communication ends after the transmission. 

Recontextualization becomes unnecessary and thus all related hazards of misinterpretation become 

void, greatly reducing the quality related risks of knowledge transfer. 

 

While the OPs were not aware of this problem, project manager A was. His outside position allowed 

him a better overview over the operating environments pre- and post-offshoring. Therefore, he 

could already pre-filter the information given to him from the OPs and try to translate this implicit 

knowledge into explicit scripts. It is important to note that whatever knowledge was available only in 

fully tacit form, and thus could not be codified into explicit scripts, was relational know-what and 

know-why and consequently did not pose a problem in this context since it was not deemed 

necessary for the scripts. Furthermore, the temporary test team in Copenhagen played a vital role in 

achieving the goal of decontextualization and developing complete scripts. As their knowledge base 

was miniscule, they faced the same problems when receiving incompletely decontextualized script 

drafts as eventually would the employees in Manila. The test team was therefore used to get rid of 

decontextualization insufficiencies. We encountered several emails between project manager A and 

the OPs that highlighted this issue, as he was repeatedly requesting additional information regarding 

process details. 

 

Since the future process owners in Manila were not allowed to do anything which was not explicitly 

mentioned in the scripts, they did not have the freedom to recontextualize the information given to 

them. Therefore, it was really crucial for the project team to get rid of codification insufficiencies and 

make the scripts as context-independent as possible so that the employees in Manila would not have 

to recontextualize the information from their point of view. 

 

6.1.4 Knowledge transfer to Manila team leaders in Copenhagen 

Just before the first batch of processes was to be implemented, the Manila team leaders went to the 

Copenhagen office for a 2 week visit. This had two main purposes: first, they were to be trained in 

the processes, as the project manager responsible for implementation in Manila considered it 

beneficial to have pre-trained management personnel present during the implementation phase with 

the regular employees in Manila. Second, the project managers felt the need for the team leaders to 

have additional, contextual knowledge about the department which they felt could only be 

transferred face-to-face. This assessment is coherent with theoretical discussions about the 

transferability of tacit-knowledge (Nonoka, 1994; Davenport and Prusak,1998; Hansen et Al, 1999). 
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This approach clearly shows the importance accredited to the team leaders. In addition to the 

process relevant know-how that was being compiled within the scripts, they were also expected to 

obtain process relevant contextual know-what and general, purchasing related know-why that would 

foster a knowledge base comparable to the OPs at least in scope, even if not in depth. 

 

6.1.4.1 Process relevant know-how 

As for the process relevant knowledge, training was done the same way it was planned out for the 

implementation in Manila. The team leaders were shown versions of the scripts, one at a time, and 

familiarized with them. Up to that point, knowledge transfer was done via decontextualized, explicit 

artifacts, namely the scripts. Still, as the team leaders were considered crucial success factors for the 

initiative, additional time and effort went into their training. Therefore, know-how was not 

exclusively transferred via scripts, but also through the OPs themselves, who used their extensive, 

tacit understanding of the processes to train the team leaders. This could not be done via written 

artifacts, but had to be done face-to-face. The OPs showed the team leaders firsthand how the 

processes worked and also watched and corrected them when they tried it themselves. This clearly 

shows that, coherent with theory, even if knowledge has been decontextualized and coded into 

explicit artifacts, direct knowledge transfer from a tacit or implicit knowledge base is preferred 

whenever physically possible without causing additional costs. It can also be assumed that the 

learning impact is faster and broader than via explicit artifacts exclusively. This “teacher – student” 

effect makes sense, as it is the common knowledge transfer method in most educational systems. 

Here one has to question the assumption of fully decontextualized knowledge that was raised when 

considering PURLOG’s script approach. Although knowledge can be decontextualized and coded into 

scripts very effectively, thus creating extremely powerful explicit artifacts, it is questionable whether 

100% decontextualization can be achieved. The fact that direct knowledge transfer was used as it 

was feasible during this phase raises the assumption that decontextualization had in fact not reached 

100%, at which point direct transfer would have become obsolete. In fact this case proves that 

decontextualization was achieved to a very high extend and tremendously facilitated knowledge 

transfer, but still fell short of 100% so that quality differences between knowledge transfer instances 

with and without direct interaction could be observed. This will be discussed further in the second 

level analysis part of this paper (6.2). 

 

Still, it can be doubted that Purchasing Logistics would have opted for direct interaction if it had just 

been for the sake of process relevant, decontextualized knowledge. The cost-impact would have 

been questionably high. Consequently, project manager A clearly stated that the second point, the 
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transfer of contextual knowledge, was the main influence factor for deciding to invite the team 

leaders to Copenhagen. 

 

6.1.4.2 Contextual know-what and know-why 

In addition to the process relevant know-how, there was a lot of know-what that allowed for putting 

the processes into perspective, as well as general know-why that captured their implications for the 

overall business of the department. It was decided that, in contrast to regular Manila employees, the 

team leaders should possess this knowledge in order to effectively conduct their roles as managers in 

the Manila office. They would be responsible for process accuracy, so it was deemed important for 

them to know the implications. 

Project management decided to invite them to Copenhagen as opposed to sending expatriates to 

Manila mainly due to financial reasons. Nevertheless, this setup provided an advantage that became 

apparent later on: It was much easier for the project managers to actually have the Manila team 

leaders understand the mechanics of the department while they were physically present in the 

department. In our interview with both project managers as well as two OPs, it became apparent 

that all of them defined the contextual knowledge they expected the team leaders to obtain critically 

important, but difficult to transfer. When asked about the contextual knowledge, the interviewees 

found it difficult to put it into words, described it as “general understanding” or “the way how the 

department works”. It becomes clearly evident that this highly contextual know-why was present 

only in fully tacit form and that the project managers not even considered trying to embed it in 

explicit artifacts. They therefore chose the Copenhagen office as the setting for transferring the most 

complex and contextual know-why to the team leaders. Observation and explanation were the main 

tools for this.  

 

The following quote from our interview with project manager A highlights the issue: 

Interviewers: When the GSC team leader where in CPH, did you feel that there were things 

they had to know that could only be explained face-to-face? 

Project Manager A: General understanding what is going on. Only when they were here, they 

could see the department working. I think it was a question of the understanding of the 

department. Also understand what the processes do, how they relate to each other and how 

important they are. 

(Appendix A) 

 

As the Manila team leaders observed the OPs in their normal work environment, they were able to 

not only understand the processes themselves, but also their position in the value chain and their 
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impact on the department’s performance. Transferring this process related contextual know-what 

did not necessarily depend upon observation of the department as a whole, but clearly benefitted 

from being able to demonstrate the processes in their normal sequence and in the environment of 

the PURLOG offices. The OPs could easily explain the relations between any given processes and 

show how completing one process initiated another. This know-what gave the team leaders an 

integrated overview of the processes they were to be responsible for. 

 

6.1.5 Knowledge transfer during offshore implementation 

During the implementation phase of different batches of processes in the Manila office, Copenhagen 

based employees visited the Manila office twice. Once in the beginning, just after the team leaders 

had been in Copenhagen, in order to kick off the implementation and once in the end to implement 

the last batch of processes. Although both visits obviously aimed at knowledge transfer, completely 

different knowledge levels in the Manila office at both points in time called for distinctive 

approaches. Additionally, the last batch of processes was considerably more complex and thus 

required further alterations in the approach. 

The following section will elaborate on both visits individually, outlining their characteristics and 

theoretical implications. 

6.1.5.1 Initial Visit 

The initial visit was conducted by project manager B and took place less than two weeks after the 

team leaders’ visit to Copenhagen. As they had already been trained on the scripts, they were to lead 

all training activities in the Manila office. Scripts for the entire first batch had been forwarded to 

Manila shortly before the visit and the employees had time to familiarize with them. When project 

manager B arrived, the team leaders had prepared a PowerPoint presentation guiding through the 

processes. Each process was described individually and in an isolated fashion. The project manager 

acted in a supportive role during this initial presentation. Following this step, there were intensive 

training sessions where the employees were given a workstation and had to perform dummy 

processes themselves. It was made strictly clear that they were to open and follow the scripts step-

by-step, even if they had memorized the steps. This was also to hold for the future. The team leaders 

as well as the project manager observed the employees, corrected their mistakes and answered 

questions. The project manager acted as the highest instance in this matter. 

 

During this phase, only process relevant know-how was transferred. As project manager B pointed 

out in the interview, the goal of this visit was to verify that the employees in Manila were able to 

conduct the processes in a timely and qualitatively acceptable fashion. The knowledge transfer 
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activities were geared towards the normal Manila employees and therefore aimed at directly process 

relevant knowledge. Still, project manager B acknowledged that there might be implicit and/or tacit 

components left, even after the extensive endeavor of scripting it into explicit artifacts. This 

acknowledgement was one of the main reasons for conducting this visit, having project manager B 

acting as a fail-safe at the Manila office during process implementation. It was deemed necessary, 

even though both team leaders had been trained previously and might have acted as a fail-safe 

themselves. This reflects the extreme attention that project lead has been putting on the need to 

have a working offshoring department from day one after implementation and the resulting need for 

“playing safe”. 

 

Although the presentation of several interlinked business processes would have allowed for 

transferring more implicit and tacit components of related know-what and know-why, especially 

considering the physical proximity of project manager B (a former process owner) and the Manila 

team, it was decided against for two reasons. First, as mentioned above, the main reason for sending 

an expatriate to supervise implementation in Manila was guarding against incomplete knowledge 

transfer. Thus, additional and more complex knowledge components might have increased the 

overall volume of transferred knowledge, but also reduced the accuracy rate for the individual 

knowledge components, given an unmodified timeframe. Second, knowledge about the overall 

impact of processes on the workflow within the department was considered not necessary for the 

processes transferred in the first batch. It was therefore deemed an unwarranted additional effort to 

transfer know-what and know-why to the regular Manila employees. Also, PURLOG was comfortable 

with this knowledge being available only to the team leaders at this point. Certain tacit knowledge 

components were furthermore preferred to be kept in the Copenhagen office. 

 

Overall, the first visit aimed at transferring exclusively know-how, using primarily codified, explicit 

artifacts (the scripts), but also the possibility of implicit and tacit knowledge as a backup source in 

case the scripts proved incomplete or not satisfactorily decontextualized for the given context in 

Manila. 

 

6.1.5.2 Process implementation via WebEX sessions 

Between the first and the final visit to Manila, a 2nd batch of processes was implemented in the 

Manila office without expatriate intervention. Still, PURLOG believed that simply sending the scripts 

over would not be sufficient, so they decided to use electronically facilitated communication in order 

to offshore the processes. From a knowledge transfer point of view, this batch was very similar to the 
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first one. Although the complexity of the processes increased slightly, they still did exclusively require 

know-how in order to be conducted. 

 

Regarding the process scripts, they were created similar to the first batch. Relevant know-how was 

filtered from the implicit knowledge base of the OPs and then decontextualized by project manager 

A, who made them available to the test team and then, after several feedback loops, provided them 

to the Manila employees. It is important to mention that project manager B was less involved in this 

process as she has been with the first batch. All process relevant know-how was therefore channeled 

through project manager A and subsequently embedded in the explicit written artifacts. 

 

The WebEX sessions themselves are a modified version of video conferencing but instead of seeing 

the other person on a screen, one sees their computer desktop and mouse movements. Project 

manager A was thus able to conduct the respective processes, with the Manila employees watching 

what happened on his screen. The addressees of these sessions were one of the Manila team leaders 

and one regular employee. PURLOG decided that this would be sufficient and that those two 

individuals would be able to effectively spread the relevant know-how within the Manila office. 

The sessions themselves were constructed exclusively around know-how transfer. The explicit scripts 

had been made available to both Manila employees a week earlier, so that they could familiarize 

themselves with the processes. During the session they were then demonstrated, where after the 

Manila employees conducted them with project manager A watching and correcting. 

 

After this session, the processes were officially implemented in the Manila office, which was 

responsible for them from that point on. 

 

6.1.5.3 Final Visit – Contextual Knowledge Transfer 

The final visit of Copenhagen employees to Manila was different to the first one on several levels. 

The Manila office had already been set up and was running successfully several months. Additionally, 

processes had been transferred to Manila without expatriate intervention in the meantime.  This 

time, the reason for sending Copenhagen based employees to Manila actually resided in the 

knowledge that was to be transferred. The last batch of scripts contained one script that differed 

from the former ones and was considered the most complex and ambiguous one. It dealt with the 

sending of inquiries, which is the very first step in the chain of processes that constitutes the overall 

task of the OPs. If a vessel orders any kind of good or service, PURLOG employees must match that 

request to several eligible suppliers that could provide that good or service, and then request prices 

from those suppliers, follow up on those requests and finally process the resulting quotes further so 
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subsequent processes can be started. All this is the process of “sending inquiries”. It requires a 

considerable amount of relational knowledge because several factors such as supplier characteristics, 

port characteristics, vessel types, etc. all influence the way the process is conducted. The required 

knowledge contains therefore not exclusively know-how, but also a considerable amount of know-

what that enables the employee to consider and evaluate the given alternatives.  

This process clearly constitutes a point at which PURLOG had to deviate from its original strategy to 

not transfer any know-what to regular Manila employees in order to maintain operability of this 

process post-offshoring. 

 

As it is, the script itself is easily the most complex one, still it clearly states at various places that 

logical thinking and contextual knowledge of the process are necessary in order to obtain a 

qualitatively acceptable result (see Appendix G). PURLOG therefore approached the issue in a way 

that tried to codify as much as possible into a decontextualized, explicit script, so that the know-how 

components were available in this form, while recognizing that certain know-what components 

existed that could not be included in the script given their tacit nature. These components are usually 

acquired through extensive use of the process and observation of, or communication with, 

experienced colleagues, as has been pointed out by both OPs that have been interviewed.  

Thus, it was decided that the transfer of this process would have to be accompanied by another 

expatriate visit to the Manila office. This time, two of the most experienced OPs – who were among 

our interviewees – went to Manila since they were the ones who were most familiar with the 

processes at hand. Solely relying on scripts was considered not suitable, as were replacement tools 

for physical proximity such as video conferencing and WebEX sessions. The knowledge to be 

transferred was regarded as being too complex for these communication means. 

 

Suitable performance was considered even more crucial for this process, as “sending inquiries” 

actually involves contacting external entities such as suppliers and therefore is a “front office” 

activity, thereby affecting the department’s reputation with those external entities. It was 

consequently considered of paramount importance to insure a successful knowledge transfer with 

regard to this particular script. PURLOG consequently decided to leverage all means necessary to 

successfully transfer implicit and tacit knowledge components related to this script. The remaining 

processes that formed the last batch and their scripts were transferred along with “sending 

inquiries”, but received minuscule attention from the expatriates as the Manila employees had 

proven capable of absorbing know-how based scripts of “standard” complexity without extensive 

intervention from the Copenhagen office. Both interviewed OPs stated that their visit to Manila 

would not have been necessary if not for the “sending inquiries” script. 
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During their visit in Manila, the two OPs handled the process-relevant know-how for the regular 

scripts in the same way it was done during the first visit, whereby they benefited extremely from the 

Manila employees’ experience with earlier scripts. Relational know-what and know-how related to 

the “sending inquiries” script were addressed separately. As the OPs explained in the interview, 

during this process they realized that this process itself called for relational know-what, as it put all 

the subsequent processes, which had been implemented earlier, into perspective. One of them 

therefore spent several hours explaining the overall process-chain of purchasing and its implications 

and thus at least partially closed the knowledge gap on these dimensions between team leaders and 

regular Manila employees,. This way, PURLOG ensured one thing: suitable execution of the “sending 

inquiries” process by the regular Manila employees without overstressing the team leaders. 

Technically, the relational know-what may have already existed in the Manila office, at least partially. 

The team leaders had received related training during their visit to Copenhagen, so they might have 

acted as a source of knowledge for regular Manila employees that could have allowed for 

implementation without expatriate intervention. Still, it was not known if the team leaders had the 

necessary know-what available at a level that would have allowed them to assist the regular 

employees with handling the process, let alone train them. 

It has to be said that this procedure again is in line with Santhanam et Al’s (2007) finding that know-

how is mainly communicated from current to future process owners, while contextual knowledge, 

namely know-why and know-what, is communicated within one group: as the processes of the last 

batch, including the “sending inquiries” one, were new to the Manila employees, process relevant 

know-how was in fact communicated from current to future owners. Still, the relational know-what 

was relevant not only to the “sending inquiries” process (although that was the focus), but also to 

other processes that were already in place in the Manila office. Technically, this know-what was 

therefore part of processes where both the OPs as well as the Manila employees were process 

owners and thus was communicated with one “group”. This poses the interesting notion that in 

order to receive this contextual knowledge, the Manila employees first had to advance to a state of 

familiarity with the processes that made them part of the same “group” as the OPs. 

 

6.1.6 Summary of transferred knowledge 

In the end it can be said that the types of transferred knowledge were chosen very pragmatically. 

PURLOG decided to only transfer the type of knowledge that the respective addressees needed at 

the given moment in time. This means that the team leaders were given process relevant know-how 

as well as some contextual know-what and know-why at the very beginning, as it was their 

responsibility to supervise process execution. The regular Manila employees on the other hand were 

only given process relevant know-how in the beginning, as they did not need any additional expertise 
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in order to conduct the processes at that point in time. Only in the end of the implementation phase, 

when one of the processes required contextual know-what, they were endowed with that type of 

knowledge. Furthermore there is a clearly visible relationship between the user specific classification 

and the attribute specific classification. Whereas know-what is generally made explicit by codifying it 

into scripts, know-what and know-how are left in their original, tacit form. An exception can be seen 

regarding the process-relevant know-what for the last process, “sending inquiries”. Here PURLOG 

tried to codify it as much as possible into the script, but realized that there would be tacit 

components left and thus decided to transfer them in their original state. Below figure sums up the 

different stages of the offshoring initiative: 

Figure 6: Phases of the offshoring initiative from a knowledge point of view 

 

6.2 Communication Analysis 

After elaborating upon PURLOG’s offshoring initiative from a knowledge point of view in the last 

chapter, this section will take the results of these considerations and further extend the analysis. We 

will discuss the distinct communication means and setups that PURLOG employed in order to 

conduct the transfer of all knowledge that was deemed relevant. 

 

While the following sections will elaborate in detail upon the individual stages of the initiative, at this 

point we would like to provide a sketch of the communication setup that connected all participants. 

Below graph gives an impression of the different communication channels. 
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Figure 7: Outline of PURLOG’s communication setup 

 

 

As can be seen, the highest communication density (represented by the thickest arrows) took place 

between project manager A and the test team as well as between the team leaders and the regular 

employees in Manila. Additionally, communication within the Copenhagen department was 

completely centralized, with project manager A being the single contact person for all other groups. 

 

6.2.1 Test team 

In order to discuss communication within the PURLOG offshoring initiative we will follow the setup of 

the project and start with the test team of temporary employees in Copenhagen. Afterwards the 

phase in which the Manila team leaders visit Copenhagen will be discussed. We will then go on 

analyzing the handling of communication in the implementation phase. This will be split in two 

sections. The first phase was while PURLOG employees were in Manila and the second one will deal 

with the long distance communication between Manila and Copenhagen.  

6.2.1.1 Implementation Simulation 

The underlying goal of the test team of temporary workers in Copenhagen was to simulate the 

implementation phase with Manila in order to develop the written scripts to an extent of complexity 

that would allow for fewer problems during live implementation in Manila. An additional benefit was 

that during development and improvement of the scripts, the necessary and extensive amount of 

communication that took place between current and future process owners was concentrated 

geographically within the Copenhagen office. This communication reflects the codification feedback 

loops that have been discussed in 6.1.2.2. These feedback loops are strictly necessary if freshly 

decontextualized know-how is to be organized and compiled into complete, explicit artifacts. All 
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offshoring initiatives include feedback loops, whereby they are mostly not experienced consciously 

but as distress during implementation. PURLOG actively eliminated the impact of distance 

dimensions on these feedback loops by leveraging on geographic proximity and the resulting benefits 

of eased communication. This point will be elaborated upon further below. 

 

Still, this general advantage of the test team setup was only semi-consciously planned by PURLOG. 

The basic aim of the test team, according to our interviews with the project managers, was to 

simulate the offshore implementation to ensure that the actual implementation would go smoothly. 

Several mechanisms were put in place to achieve this goal. 

Generally, the simulation was to be as “realistic” as possible. Therefore, PURLOG advised the 

temporary workers agency which supplied the test team participants that they would like non Danish 

speaking workers with cultural backgrounds similar to the environment in Manila. While the first 

condition could be provided, the second one only partly succeeded due to labor shortages in the 

Danish economy.  

 

6.2.1.2 Centralized Communication 

Additionally and more importantly, the communication setup between the test team and regular 

PURLOG employees, especially the OPs, was to resemble the final communication setup with the 

offshore employees. In order to maintain control over the processes and to meet the high quality 

standards that have been explained earlier, uncontrolled communication was to be eliminated as 

much as possible. Therefore, a central communication hub, project manager A, was established. 

Naturally, a large amount of information went back and forth between the different groups involved 

while the scripts were created, tested and improved. Still, any direct, work related communication 

between the test team and the OPs was banned and everything was to be channeled through project 

manager A. This resulted in a situation that was described as “weird” during our interviews: although 

the test team and the OPs were only separated by several desks in an open space office, they were 

not to interact directly regarding their work – even though it was strongly related. The high quantity 

of script related email communication by project manager A during this phase is clear evidence of 

this setup. 

 

From a theoretical point of view this setup has it merits – although mainly for other reasons than 

PURLOG anticipated. It was not so much the simulation that profited most, but the codification of 

knowledge that was essential to script development itself. This relates back to the feedback loops 

described above and results from the characteristics of the knowledge that was to be codified. The 

centralized communication effectively prohibited direct communication between the test team and 
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the OPs and thus prevented any tacit and/or implicit knowledge from being “spilled over” to the test 

team via direct, face-to-face interaction. Thereby, the test team had no “previous knowledge” when 

they received a script and could give genuine feedback regarding its completeness. Their lack of tacit 

knowledge made them completely rely on the explicit knowledge from the scripts and therefore 

guided their improvement suggestions in directions that would later benefit the offshore employees 

who would be in a comparable situation. Direct communication between the test team and the OPs 

would have “polluted” this feedback and thus jeopardized the coherence and explicitness of the 

scripts. This was the reason for the very strict prohibition of communication between the OPs and 

the test team. 

 

As for the advantage of geographic proximity that was introduced via the use of temporary workers 

in the Copenhagen department, the ability to use direct, verbal face-to-face communication greatly 

facilitated project manager A’s role as a communication hub. Both his interaction with the test team 

as well as the OPs was highly complex and process-specific, meaning that it was subject to high 

interaction intensity. Especially feedback regarding script accuracy was of considerable complexity 

and strongly benefitted from direct interaction. In his interview, project manager A stressed the fact 

that this greatly facilitated his work and that this part of the project would have been immensely 

cumbersome, if not impossible, if it had been conducted via written communication with offshore 

employees. These findings are coherent with the theoretical discussions by authors such as 

Stringefellow et Al (2007) and Davenport and Prusak (1998), who assume a generally negative impact 

of geographic distance on knowledge transfer. 

 

6.2.3 Manila Team Leaders 

The Manila Team leaders received special treatment in terms of communication policy. While regular 

offshore employees were dealt with mainly through indirect communication, with expat visits to 

Manila as an additional fail-safe, the team leaders needed to comprehend contextual knowledge 

about the setup of the value chain and the role that the different processes play in it. This means that 

they had to obtain know-what and know-why that was evidently not available in explicit form, nor 

was it implicit in a way that would have allowed for codification and therefore created explicit 

artifacts. Project management considered this knowledge fully tacit and thus decided to set up the 

most direct form of communication that was possible: it had the team leaders visit the Copenhagen 

office. The combination of tacit knowledge and face-to-face communication has been postulated as 

especially efficient by theory (Chini, 2004). This approach also allowed for another advantage: the 

team leaders could be trained in the processes – which they would supervise in Manila – using both 

the scripts and the tacit and implicit knowledge from the OPs. Face-to-face communication made it 
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possible to make their process-related training deeper and more complex. Their visit to Copenhagen 

enabled PURLOG to use a variety of communication means that were not available for long-distance 

training with regular offshore employees. This is why all knowledge areas, know-how, know-what 

and know-why, were addressed during this period of the project. 

 

6.2.3.1 Direct Interaction in Copenhagen 

Several communication means were employed. Regarding the scripts, the Manila team leaders were 

provided copies in order to familiarize them with the layout, style of description etc. Additionally, the 

processes were described and demonstrated by the OPs. The team leaders could conduct the 

processes under supervision of the OPs and ask questions when something was unclear or the reason 

for a procedure was in question. This direct communication allowed for the transfer of not only of 

process-related know-how, but also for wider know-what and know-why, as face-to-face 

communication and demonstration are the most effective means to transfer tacit knowledge. 

Regarding even more relational knowledge about the departments and its operating structure, face-

to-face communication was used for explanations and clarifications. More importantly though the 

team leaders were given time to observe the work flow in the department. Thereby, they could get 

an accurate impression of daily work and how it was conducted. This was considered the most useful 

tool by project management, as a deep and throughout understanding of the department and its 

objectives was considered crucial. This concern was especially emphasized by project manager A 

during our interview. 

 

Regarding both areas of knowledge transfer, he also stressed that it was helpful and important for 

him to have face-to-face conversation and encounters with the Manila team leaders because he 

needed to “be able to look into their faces in order to be sure that they understood. They would 

usually say 'yes' whenever they were ask whether they understood something and the only way to tell 

whether or not that was true was to look into their faces” (Appendix A). He did not feel that he could 

trust the verbal part of their answers in all cases. This was not due to the complexity of the things to 

be communicated but due to cultural differences and perceptions. He would expect the team leaders 

to tell the truth and ask questions whenever they were unsure but at the same time he had the 

feeling that they would not do that. This is coherent with suggestions made by authors such as 

Hofstede (2001) and Chini (2004). 

Theory furthermore suggest that cultural differences can be eased and partly overcome with face-to-

face communication, especially due to the non verbal parts of communication such as facial 

expressions. Additionally, stoppages might be lower when one has the other person in front of 

oneself since people feel more connected to each other when they have a face instead of just a 
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voice. Therefore, in this case there was a cultural level in addition to the issue of complexity which 

made it paramount for the project leader to engage in face-to-face communication with the team 

leaders from Manila. 

 

6.2.3.2 High Complexity of Interaction 

This very well concurs with the concepts of “Interaction Distance” (Dibbern et Al, 2008; Stringfellow 

et Al, 2007) and “Interaction Intensity” (Stringfellow et Al, 007) or “Client Specific Knowledge” 

(Dibbern et Al, 2008). Dibbern et Al (2008) argue that both concepts influence offshoring initiatives in 

the way that they add costs if their scale increases. Especially interesting is the notion that 

interaction distance actually increases the impact of interaction intensity. The resulting conclusion is 

that, if there is high interaction intensity, interaction distance will cause exponentially more extra 

costs. If we consider the definition of interaction intensity, this explains why face-to-face 

communication and observation were such suitable means for this chapter of PURLOG’s offshoring 

initiative. 

Remember the definition offered by Stringfellow et Al: 

1. Interaction intensity increases when the service offering is ill defined 

2. It increases when the service offering is not standardized 

3. It increases when the process involved judgment based upon tacit and implicit knowledge, as 

opposed to explicit knowledge 

4. It increases as the interdependence between individual steps in the process becomes less 

linear 

 

Considering the offshored processes themselves, none of above conditions applies. The processes are 

well defined, heavily standardized, do not require judgment based upon tacit and implicit knowledge 

(except the “sending inquiries” process, which does pose a deviation from standard procedure and 

will be discussed further below) and have no “visible” interdependencies. 

For employees assigned to only these tasks, mitigating interaction distance would have had miniscule 

impact, as its effect, mitigated through extremely low interaction distance, would have added little 

extra cost. 

 

Considering the special position of the team leaders though, things look differently. Their managerial 

tasks may be well defined and sufficiently standardized (we cannot say this with 100% certainty), but 

they definitely involve judgment based upon tacit and implicit knowledge as well as non-linear step 

interdependence. This is due to the fact that the team leaders are not only responsible for 

supervising regular offshore employees, but also for their performance and the accuracy of process 
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execution. In order to assess performance properly, the team leaders have to be fully familiar with 

the interdependencies of otherwise disintegrated steps in the value chain, as well as possess the tacit 

and implicit knowledge that connects process-specific issues with external issues, such as knowledge 

about suppliers, market trends, price dependencies etc. that constitute the non-repetitive part of 

purchasers such as the Copenhagen based OPs. 

 

When using the approach of Dibbern et Al (2008), interaction intensity is “human asset specificity” 

and entails the amount of client specific knowledge an offshore service provider has to accumulate in 

order to conduct a job. It can, without a doubt, be assumed that the Manila team leaders had to 

accumulate a lot of specific knowledge, given the fact that their responsibilities were not generic, but 

tailor-made for PURLOG’s needs (even given the fact that they are somehow an “in-house” 

department, the offshored processes are not generic back-office but essential parts of the value 

chain). 

 

It can therefore be argued that interaction intensity was sufficiently high in order to constitute a 

relevant cost factor according to theory. Now, theory also suggests a multiplier effect if interaction 

distance is high (Dibbern et Al, 2008). Given the common split into cultural, language and geographic 

distance, we can say that interaction distance was high, with culture and geographic being extremely 

high while language barriers where not a big issue as has been emphasized several times during our 

interviews. 

 

6.2.3.3 The intensity – distance fit 

In fact, PURLOG now did exactly what theory would suggest. As interaction intensity cannot be 

reduced without altering the processes that were to be offshored, interaction distance had to be 

minimized for those cases were interaction intensity was high. Stringfellow et Al (2007) propose a 

relationship between interaction distance and interaction intensity that suggests “excellent fit” 

scenarios, as e.g. high intensity – low distance, which resembles the case of the team leaders. The 

below table summarized the authors’ argumentation. 

 

 



First Level Analysis 

73 
 

Table 5: Intensity – Distance relationship 

Adapted from Stringfellow et Al, 2007 

 

For the obvious part, geographic distance was eliminated for the time that the Manila team leaders 

spent in Copenhagen. Given the fact that most implicit and tacit knowledge transfer took place in that 

period, geographic distance had been negated as an influence factor. Its multiplier impact on 

interaction intensity, which can be explained easily by imagining the communication restrictions 

imposed on complex issues by large geographic distances, did not affect PURLOG as the Manila team 

leaders could engage in face-to-face communications with everybody who might have had relevant 

knowledge for their assignment. Although this approach increased the immediate knowledge transfer 

costs of this phase of the initiative, theory suggests that it was the most efficient solution. 

As Stringfellow et Al (2007) explain: the high interaction intensity of the processes that were to be 

transferred to the team leaders warranted for the extra cost occurring from “reducing” interaction 

distance by flying them to Copenhagen. 

 

6.2.3.4 Mitigation of Cultural Distances 

Cultural distance was also addressed through this setting: Although it obviously cannot be made to 

simply disappear, PURLOG did create a setting in which its impact was lessened due to the possibility 

of face-to-face interaction as well as through the mere showing of the way work is done in the 

Copenhagen office. One of the main problems regarding interaction with Manila employees which 

was voiced by all interviewees was the inability to get meaningful answers to yes-no questions. This 

can be related to Hofstede’s (2001) notion of “Power Distance” and therefore be attributed a cultural 

issue. In order not to “dissatisfy” their superiors and consequently lose face, employees from Manila 
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would always claim to have understood something or to be able to do something. Evidently, this 

behavior is majorly disturbing in a training setting. 

As has been mentioned above, one of the project managers stated that the face-to-face component 

of interaction was extremely helpful in this case, as it was a lot easier to distinguish a real “yes” from 

a fake one when seeing the other person. He also stated that he preferred to use open questions, 

even if a yes-no question would have been more useful from a standard point of view, in order to 

force the Manila team leaders to elaborate their answers. The PURLOG employees who interacted 

with the Manila team leaders therefore had a better chance to assess whether an issue had been 

understood and thus ensure that no important knowledge was transferred incompletely. The cultural 

distance and resulting problems were therefore not removed, but mitigated by creating a setting that 

allowed for circumventing them. 

 

6.2.4 Regular Manila employees 

In order to implement the processes in the Manila office, all relevant knowledge had to be 

transferred to its new owners. Consequently, the communication between Copenhagen project 

management and regular Manila employees constituted the foundation of process relevant 

knowledge transfer. This part will depart from the considerations made in section 6.1.5 and 

introduce PURLOG’s distinct communication approaches for the three different process batches that 

were implemented. 

 

6.2.4.1 First visit 

After the scripts had been refined and the Manila team leaders had been introduced to both process-

relevant and contextual knowledge, PURLOG still decided to send an expatriate to Manila in order to 

supervise the implementation of the first scripts. Even though it was acknowledged that direct 

communication between onshore and offshore would be, by definition, very limited after the 

implementation phase, this visit was considered the “kick-off” moment from where on offshore 

would take care of the processes, so PURLOG opted for this approach as another fail-safe.  

 

Regarding script training, project manager B deployed similar techniques as were used when the 

team leaders were trained: after an initial distribution of the script, each process was introduced and 

then performed by the offshore employees. They were supervised and corrected when they made an 

error; also could they ask questions whenever something was unclear. It is important to mention that 

only few flaws were found in the scripts during this phase, mainly spelling errors and other minor 

issues. This suggests that the presence of a Copenhagen employee during offshore implementation 
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may not have been necessary as a fail-safe option, because relevant process-specific knowledge 

apparently had been sufficiently codified. 

Still, it might be argued that the project manager indeed had a valuable function during this visit. As 

she engaged in direct communication with all offshore employees in order to assess their skills with 

the different processes, she displayed PURLOG’s dedication to the project and its willingness to get 

involved with the offshore office, thus providing additional motivation to the offshore employees. 

 

Additionally, as project manager B explained, relationship building is an integral part of conducting 

business in the Philippines and can from her point of view only be really established via face-to-face 

interaction. Although it had already been done with the team leaders, project management felt the 

need to create personal involvement with the regular staff as well. As project manager B explained, 

she used the visit to Manila not only to supervise implementation but also to build a relationship 

with the regular Manila employees for example through after work activities. She explained that the 

regular employees, the team leaders as well as herself would participate in a range of out- of work 

activities such as Karaoke and Secret Santa. Thus, this approach was also used to decrease the effects 

of cultural differences and to optimize future long distance communication through established 

relationships. 

    

Interestingly, project manager B also stressed face-to-face communication as the most crucial tool 

for getting reliable feedback from the offshore employees. Again, also during her visit, yes/no 

questions were answered uniformly with “yes”, thus making open questions the only viable form of 

measuring the employees’ level of understanding. Nevertheless, at this point we would like to argue 

that even though this might be a valid point for using an onshore employee during implementation, 

both Manila team leaders had received extensive training in process related knowledge and might 

have been in a better position to measure their colleagues’ skill levels. This assumption mainly 

derives from their cultural background which enabled them to understand the non verbal aspects of 

communication in Manila fairly easily. 

 

Overall the visit of project manager B served the important purpose of building a relationship and 

displaying commitment and was therefore completely viable, but may have been overrated in its 

impact as a fail-safe mechanism. 

 

6.2.4.2 Final visit 

When the third and last batch of processes was implemented in Manila, the communication setup 

was different from the first batch, although both included a visit of Copenhagen based employees. 
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While the first visit was conducted by project manager B and served both purposes of script 

explanation and relationship building, the final visit was conducted by two experienced OPs in a 

situation where skill levels and understanding were further developed in the offshore office and 

where a relation had already been established. This visit did not aim at mere initiation of the 

offshored processes, but instead tried to provide deeper understanding to the Manila personnel in 

order to ensure successful implementation of offshoring more complex processes. This was crucial 

since the third batch did contain one process, namely “sending inquiries”, which would heavily draw 

upon relational knowledge. 

As has been explained earlier, it contained significant know-what components that had not been 

successfully codified into explicit scripts but maintained available only in tacit form within the OPs. 

Consequently, the communication approach was expanded for this visit. 

 

While “regular” processes were handled in line with the initial visit’s approach, the “sending 

inquiries” script required the transfer of relational know-what which put it into context. This know-

what consisted mainly of relational understanding about different suppliers and their product 

offerings so that article requests from vessels could be matched to the appropriate suppliers. 

 

Thus, a presentation was prepared by the OPs’ in order to transfer these additional knowledge 

components to the offshore employees. During this process, it became apparent that the “sending 

inquiries” process itself would put all other processes into perspective, as it was the initial step in the 

value chain. So, in order to start off this visit, one of the OPs initially took two hours in order to 

present the general process of purchasing as a whole, thus closing the know-what related gap 

between team leaders and regular employees. In this special case, transfer of relational knowledge 

also to regular Manila employees was considered useful since it was deemed necessary in order to 

successfully conduct the “sending inquiries” process.  

 

Evidently and concordant with theory, face-to-face communication was paramount for this 

endeavor. The relevant knowledge not being explicitly available, nor able to be made explicit and 

thus being tacit (as has been clearly pointed out during our interview with the OPs), direct 

communication remained as the only viable option for knowledge transfer. Departing from this, the 

respective process could be introduced using both the script for the know-how process related part, 

as well as a face-to-face presentation for both process related and contextual elements. Without 

having transferred general purchasing related prior knowledge first, this would not have been 

possible as the presentation of the process had to be put into perspective in order to understand the 
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implications of each step. Afterward the presentation, the offshore employees were tested while 

they performed test runs of the process, just as it was done for “regular” ones. 

 

Again, the argument made by Dibbern et Al (2008) applies: opposed to the “regular” processes, the 

“sending inquiries” one was comparatively complex, thus scoring high on interaction intensity, at 

least during implementation phase. This resulted in a significant impact of cultural and geographic 

distance, which was reduced by engaging in face-to-face communication just as it was done during 

the team leaders’ training in Copenhagen. This mitigating impact of physical proximity and face-to-

face interaction becomes apparent throughout important stages of the project and was clearly 

acknowledged by the involved Copenhagen employees. As both OPs put it in their interview, they 

considered the approach optimal and “could not have used exclusively scripts to achieve the same 

result, even given unlimited time and pages” (see Appendix C) Although it became clear during our 

interviews that the reasoning behind this approach was much less inspired by theoretical 

consideration than by practical feasibility, it resulted in knowledge transfer practices that very 

efficiently circumvented several major negative impact factors which have been suggested by theory 

(Dibbern et Al, 2008: Stringfellow et Al, 2007). 

 

Thus, we can conclude that the impact of distance related problems during implementation of a high 

complexity process was greatly reduced by the approach of expat visits chosen by PURLOG. It was 

furthermore confirmed that in the case of transferring this process which scores high on interaction 

distance and requires know-what related knowledge, face-to-face communication was essential in 

order to ensure effective knowledge transfer.  

 

6.2.4.3 WebEX sessions for offshoring 2
nd

 batch of processes 

The second batch of processes clearly had exceptional characteristics from a communication point of 

view. Of the three batches of processes, it was the only one that was not accompanied by expatriate 

visits and direct communication between onshore and offshore employees. Implementation of the 

scripts was solely facilitated by electronically mediated communication, meaning WebEX sessions. 

Given the fact that the exclusive focus on know-how and the resulting low interaction intensity 

would, according to Dibbern et Al (2008), reduce the need to actively reduce the reinforcing impact 

of interaction distance, PURLOG was comfortable with an approach that eliminated the need for 

business travel and thus reduced the involved monetary costs. This argument is extended by the fact 

that all offshore employees had been familiarized with the working procedures of PURLOG during the 

first expatriate visit, while the team leaders had obtained all necessary know-what and know-why 

during their stay in Copenhagen. It could be expected that a mere expansion of the scale of process 
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related work in the offshore office would be feasible via knowledge transfer means that avoided 

physical interaction. 

 

With regard to the technology that was used, it is evident that WebEX qualifies as what Leonardi et 

Al (2008) call “transformational technologies”. Although it in fact acts as a communication 

technology in the sense that it enables communication between two parties, it furthermore allows 

for the transmission of contextual clues and re-contextualization of these clues by the recipient. As 

one user can effectively demonstrate the execution of a process visually, it practically substitutes for 

the visual part of direct interaction. Nevertheless, an important aspect here is the lack of facial 

impressions and the resulting unavailability of non-verbal clues that are inherent to face-to-face 

communication. 

 

This issue was emphasized by both the project manager A and the IT specialist we interviewed. 

Project manager A commented that “Communication quality was substantially worse. When we had 

the team leaders in Copenhagen, we could tell them face-to-face. That was much easier. Especially 

difficult was to assess if they actually understood something via WebEX. They would always say “yes” 

(Appendix A). 

 

This problem represents the impact of cultural distance on communication. While it was argued that 

the negative impact would be less significant due to the know-how intensive characteristics of the 

script and more experienced offshore employees, it can still be expected that the overall outcome of 

this batch’s knowledge transfer was of lower quality than the other batches. As was pointed out by 

project manager A and as will be discussed later, this was in fact the case. 

 

6.2.5 Summary of communication approach 

In conclusion, it can be argued that PURLOG tried to use the available means of communication as 

economically reasonable as possible. Given the fact that direct communication, especially if 

conducted face-to-face, in an offshoring setup is considerably more costly than indirect 

communication, it was restricted to occasions when the attribute specific characteristics of the 

underlying knowledge did not allow for transfer via indirect means. In general, PURLOG used indirect 

communication for explicitly available knowledge (this includes implicit knowledge that was made 

available explicitly via scripts) and direct communication for knowledge that was available only in 

tacit form. We can furthermore conclude that PURLOG acted concordant to theoretical suggestions 

without being aware of it. 
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Below figure summarizes the applied means of communication. 

 

Figure 8: Communication means applied throughout the offshoring initiative 
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7. Second Level Analysis 

This section of the thesis will provide further inside into several themes which have been introduced 

in the last chapter and consequently offer explanations regarding the underlying mechanisms as well 

as make improvement suggestions for PURLOG’s future offshore engagement. It is important to 

mention that the last section’s finding serve as a point of departure for our following argumentation. 

The separate parts of this section will individually address the issues of the simulated 

implementation, organizational modularity, means of communication in the given setting and finally 

the impact of these means on effectiveness and efficiency. 

 

7.1 The simulated implementation 

This section will analyze the use of temporary workers for process codification and outline its specific 

advantages for PURLOG’s offshoring initiative. The characteristics of a simulated implementation 

have a great impact on the feasibility of knowledge codification and therefore crucially impacted the 

initiative’s overall efficiency. 

 

7.1.1 Assessment Means for Implementation Effectiveness and Efficiency 

In order to assess the positive impact, we will make a very straightforward assumption regarding 

efficiency measurement. Departing from the point of view presented by Stringfellow et Al (2007) and 

Dibbern et Al (2008), we consider “costs” in regard to offshoring projects as factors which hamper 

the smooth transition from pre-offshoring state into post-offshoring state with acceptable error 

margins. We do not necessarily consider these costs to occur in directly visible financial form, but 

rather in the shape of extra workload, repetition of unsuccessful work, interruptions in the overall 

process flow and bad process quality. In a successful offshoring project, none of these factors should 

be present to an extent were it becomes an obvious problem. 

 

If we can now argue that the use of temporary workers in order to simulate process implementation 

did in fact reduce the impact of these factors, we can consequently argue that this setup in fact 

positively affected the initiative’s overall efficiency, thus saving costs. 

 

Given the fact that none of the temporary workers actively interacted with any of the offshore 

employees and that no direct contribution to offshore implementation was made, it can be claimed 

that the only visible impact of the simulated implementation was the facilitation of creating high 

quality process scripts. 
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7.1.2 Positive Impact on Codification and Decontextualization 

From a theoretical point of view, the test team was beneficial for two reasons: 

1. They enabled PURLOG to conduct the feedback loops required for knowledge 

decontextualization in a geographically confined environment. 

2. Consequently, at the time of final offshore implementation, PURLOG could use fully codified 

and decontextualized scripts and thus reduced the initial quality losses normally related to 

process relocation. 

3. Through this process PURLOG gained awareness of flaws and potential shortfalls in the 

process of codifying knowledge which, if stored in the organization, can potentially decrease 

effort and costs in further offshoring projects. 

 

The first two advantages result from the same theoretical consideration: given the implicit state of 

knowledge pre-codification, the process of codification will necessarily be incomplete after just one 

cycle. Feedback has to be given in order to identify codification and decontextualization gaps which 

prevent future process owners from successfully recontextualizing the embedded knowledge. This 

process requires the attention and collaboration of future process owners, as the current ones 

cannot possibly provide that feedback, given their existing knowledge base. Thus, feedback is usually 

provided post implementation when future process owners start conducting the processes. This 

bears the problem of process quality loss: if future process owners use incompletely codified 

knowledge transfer artifacts, they will be in a position to produce said feedback, but will also 

necessarily conduct the respective processes in an unsatisfactory manner. 

In addition to this problem, feedback loops between onshore and offshore employees will also 

necessarily be subject to the offshoring specific cost factors introduced by Dibbern et Al (2008). 

Geographic, language and cultural distance will raise the communication costs involved in 

transmitting feedback. 

The third advantage relates to general learning and can be claimed to be universally beneficial. 

 

Both problems were addressed by the test team installed in the Copenhagen office. Yet, proximity 

between former and future process owners creates a new issue: unwanted knowledge spillover from 

former process owners may contaminate the unbiased state of mind of the temporary workers, 

providing them with contextual knowledge that may facilitate process execution and thus reduce the 

quality of their script related feedback. PURLOG effectively prevented this from happening by 

implementing a strict communication policy, prohibiting any work related direct interaction between 

former process owners and temporary workers, instead channeling all communication through 

project manager A. This way, feedback could be provided without risking knowledge spillovers. 
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7.1.3 Appropriateness of Communication Setups for given desired Outcomes 

Here, we would like to express an interesting thought regarding the appropriateness of 

communication means for a given desired outcome. As the aim of the test team was not to efficiently 

transfer process related knowledge from the OPs to the temporary workers, but to enable them to 

objectively assess the accuracy and scope of the process related explicit artifacts, direct 

communication and the resulting facilitation of tacit and implicit knowledge spillovers was in fact not 

desirable. This is in stark contrast with the situation posed by the actual implementation of processes 

within the offshore office. Here, the quality of knowledge transfer was the main driver, regardless of 

the actual mechanism that triggered the spillover. Thus, direct interaction was favorable, as it further 

increased the efficiency of explicit knowledge transfer while enabling implicit and tacit knowledge 

transfer. It is therefore crucial to identify the underlying goal of a procedure in order to assess the 

viability of direct interaction. Although direct communication and especially face-to-face interaction 

are postulated by theory to achieve results most effectively (Chini, 2004), certain scenarios such as 

PURLOG’s test team setup might not require this effectiveness, but instead a particular type or 

transfer mechanism in order to focus on a specific characteristic of the underlying knowledge. 

 

7.1.4 Past and Future Impact on Cost Dimensions 

Departing from the provided feedback, the scripts were updated several times and sent back to the 

temporary workers. Some of them left the company and new ones were hired, again increasing the 

availability of feedback from a completely unbiased point of view. This enabled PURLOG to use 

sufficiently decontextualized scripts for final offshore implementation, allowing for higher initial 

process quality. Given the fact that high initial process quality was one of the core requirements, it 

can be argued that the test team setup was successful. 

 

If we consider above mentioned “cost” factors, we can still assume a positive impact of the setup on 

offshoring efficiency. Although it is obvious that the temporary workers constituted a significant 

financial impact on the headcount of PURLOG and conducted work which otherwise would have 

been done by considerably cheaper employees in the Manila office, the result of their work was very 

high initial process quality and zero interruption of the departments workflow. We therefore 

advance the view that the setup with temporary workers in Copenhagen in fact reduced the overall 

medium term financial costs of the project.  

The following figure provides a sketch of the cost dimensions and realized savings: 
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Figure 9: Cost dimensions 

 

 

Two things need to be especially highlighted with respect to this table. First, it is important to notice 

that while PURLOG’s setup with Copenhagen employees spending much time on script development 

and a test team in Copenhagen only allowed for a limited amount of savings in the first year, the 

costs savings for the all future years are substantial due to the non-repetitive character of those cost 

factors. Second, the costs of quality losses are extremely low due to this setting. This is very 

interesting since it contradicts to what theory suggests. 

 

If we want to assess the usefulness of this setup for future offshoring initiatives, we must bear in 

mind one characteristic of the decontextualization – recontextualization cycle: the work done by the 

temporary workers exclusively focused on the creation of explicit artifacts, therefore knowledge 

transfer vehicles that limit direct interaction between former and future process owners to a 

minimum. Full codification and decontextualization are crucial here in the sense that the scripts’ 

addressees are to recontextualize the embedded knowledge with very limited external help. In fact, 

the recontextualization phase’s importance should be reduced as much as possible. Therefore, the 

facilitation of feedback loops via temporary workers allows for more complete decontextualization 

and thus increases the quality of said explicit artifacts. It is furthermore important to mention that 
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this setup is only viable if the underlying knowledge is present in either explicit form or in implicit 

form, whereby the conversion into explicit knowledge must be viable. Tacit knowledge does not 

benefit from this approach, as it can by no means be fully decontextualized into explicit artifacts. This 

point was especially stressed by both OPs in their interview. When prompted whether future 

offshoring of more complex processes with know-what and potentially even know-how requirements 

could be offshored solemnly based on explicit scripts, they clearly denied that possibility. 

 

Interviewers: So do you think that you could send processes more complex than the “sending 

inquiries” one over to Manila, using the same script approach? 

OP 1: No. 

OP 2: The next step would be for them to chose prices and send orders. That would be very 

complicated. 

OP 1: Other entities within A.P. Moller for example just go there with one page of objectives, 

tell them “this is what we want” and have them make their own scripts. I do not think that 

with our organizational setup and our requirements regarding compliance we could do that. 

 (Appendix C) 

 

Nevertheless, we can conclude that organizational learning from the experience and knowledge 

gained through this project can be beneficial with regard to future offshoring projects. Even though 

the process of script development would have to be conducted completely again, the gained 

knowledge about the conduction of such a process as well as possible drawbacks will positively affect 

future offshoring projects. Still, more directly visible advantages of this approach were the initial high 

quality of offshore process execution as well as the lasting impact of financial savings due to the 

much lower wage level in the Philippines.  

 

7.1.5 Additional remarks regarding the simulated implementation 

If we put the simulated implementation and its overall impact on the ease of offshore 

implementation into perspective, it undoubtedly was the key component of PURLOG’s offshoring 

initiative. The setup itself in genuine and, as far as our investigation indicates, has not yet been 

subjected to academic research. We strongly encourage further attention to the issue, as the 

approach creates huge advantages over standard offshore implementation especially regarding initial 

process quality and the impact of distance factors. 
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7.2 Organizational Modularity 

This section will relate PURLOG’s knowledge transfer approach to the concept of organizational 

modularity and discuss the possible benefits for further initiatives. 

 

As has been argued by Sanchez and Mahoney (1996), organizational modularity greatly benefits from 

standardized interfaces between departments, so that manual coordination can be reduced to an 

absolute minimum. In retrospective, this very much concurs with the initial objectives of PURLOG’s 

offshoring initiative. The target to reduce post-implementation communication to a minimum 

reflects the desire for passive coordination devices that automatically guide the business processes 

from one interface point to another. 

 

7.2.1 Initial Modularity of PURLOG 

Here it must be pointed out that the inherent characteristics of the business processes in question 

clearly facilitated modularity, as the internal mainframe system of PURLOG, which is the main 

interface for those processes, automatically manages the transition from one business process to the 

other, regardless of the user’s location. As soon as a process is finished, the subsequent process will 

be started and the responsible user will be notified. Therefore, business process disintegration and 

physical relocation of processes cause fewer problems than in environments where direct employee 

interaction is required for these transitions. 

Nevertheless, the relocation of processes does not only depend upon automated transitions, but also 

the ability to effectively move a process from one process owner to another. PURLOG’s decision to 

make use of explicit scripts as much as possible did in fact create this ability. Because the 

decontextualization phase of process scripting amounted for a major part of the workload of the 

process relocation and because it does not have to be repeated in the case of another relocation of 

the same processes, the overall necessary workload will be greatly reduced. 

Modularity has been improved in the sense that an overextended preparation phase including a 

simulated implementation created artifacts which reduce the overall complexity of implementation. 

These artifacts are permanent and will reduce the complexity of every consecutive offshore 

implementation of the same processes. 

 

7.2.2 Process Scripts as standardized Interfaces 

Yet, they also increase modularity in another way that results from both the characteristics of the 

scripts as well as the characteristics of the offshore office. As has been pointed out earlier, the 

offshore employees were to meticulously follow the scripts word by word at any time. They were 
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also expected to keep following the scripts even after they had memorized them by heart. This 

behavior, which would be very unlikely to successfully work in a European environment, was actually 

fully adapted by the offshore employees. Given the fact that the scripts were stored on an intranet 

site and not on the employees’ local computers, it allowed for an extremely efficient approach 

regarding process changes. As both OPs stated in their interview, minor changes in processes, 

especially regarding details concerning suppliers, contact persons etc. can be changed on-the-go with 

zero errors because the offshore employees will simply adapt the changes instantly. They would find 

an updated version of the respective process’s script, go though it while conducting the process and 

change their behavior according to the changes made in that script. The OPs also commented that 

this was much superior to the situation in Copenhagen, were changes would always require an initial 

transition period with high error margins because people did not rely on scripts but rather 

experience. As they put it:  

 

“A month ago we changed a supplier list, and from one minute to the other inquiries went to 

the new supplier. When we put it back to the original way, it changed back immediately. That 

is because we changed the online scripts and the Manila team saw the change immediately. 

They made no mistakes. That would never work like this in Copenhagen. You would tell 

people to use a different supplier, but they would forget half of the time. Compliance was 

incredibly good in that instance with the Manila team.” 

 (Appendix C) 

7.2.3 Organizational Modularity after Offshoring 

It can thus be argued that the scripts, which were initially created as a medium for knowledge 

transfer, in the end served the ongoing purpose of transmitting process changes. Instead of being 

used only once during the implementation phase, they continue being a vehicle for Copenhagen – 

Manila communication that does not require direct interaction. They therefore continue to meet the 

criteria postulated by Sanchez and Mahoney (1996) for standardized interfaces. Below figure 

sketches the Copenhagen – Manila setup from a modularity point of view: 
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Figure 10: Modularity Setup 

 

 

As the figure shows, Copenhagen employees directly interact with their processes, while Manila 

employees interact with their processes via the process scripts. Both groups of processes are 

connected through PURLOG’s purchasing system. There is no direct interaction between Copenhagen 

employees and Manila employees. Still, Copenhagen employees can alter the interaction between 

Manila employees and Manila processes by changing the scripts and thus effectively modify the 

Manila processes. 

 

It cannot be said at this point whether this specific characteristic of the scripts was actively 

considered by PURLOG at the time when the offshoring initiative was conceptualized and whether 

the related benefits have been planned for, but PURLOG very successfully understood them and 

capitalized on their potential. We strongly recommend keeping the scripts as an interface between 

Copenhagen and Manila employees, as they allow for very effective changes of procedures and also 

facilitate the transfer of small amounts of additional knowledge such as new suppliers etc. PURLOG 

can effectively use the scripts as an interface point that requires no direct communication at all and 

that provides extremely high rates of compliance. 

 

7.2.4 Impact of future Offshoring of Organizational Modularity 

Regarding further offshoring of processes with higher complexity and less complete scripts due to 

larger proportions of involved tacit knowledge, the script approach will have to be modified. Still, we 

propose to keep its underlying design unchanged in order to continuously leverage the interface 
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characteristics of the scripts. Being able to modify processes without any need for direct interaction 

between onshore and offshore is a huge advantage. It might therefore be beneficial to assess 

processes for future offshoring also looking at which procedures might be subjected to change in the 

future and then construct the scripts in a way that allows for easy modification. 

 

As candidate processes for offshoring increase in complexity, the fraction of tacit knowledge inherent 

to these processes increases as well. These components are generally not suited for fully explicit 

codification and thus cannot be transferred solely via scripts. As tacit knowledge tends to be 

contextual knowledge, decontextualization poses another critical problem. In order to maintain the 

scripts as a standardized interface and leverage its advantages related to the explicit, know-how 

heavy parts of a process, we propose to integrate the tacit components at their appropriate position 

in the scripts as reference points, without attempting to fully explain them. Consequently, they will 

have to be transferred from former to future process owners by direct communication means such 

as expatriate visits, providing the offshore employees with all explicit knowledge (from scripts) and 

tacit knowledge (from direct interaction) required for a given process. This way the scripts can be 

kept as a guidance tool for offshore employees and as a standardized interface for all explicit 

components of a process’s knowledge base. 

 

In conclusion, it can be said that PURLOG’s initial setup facilitated organizational modularity due to a 

very well established database system that connected interlinked processes. Still, the use of highly 

decontextualized process scripts introduced a new dimension into this modularity and not only 

allowed for smooth process offshoring, but also created the means to modify these offshored 

processes without the need for direct interaction between Copenhagen and Manila. 

 

7.3 Communication 

Literature on communication regards distances between communicators as one of the main reasons 

for miscommunication. Dibbern et Al (2008) and Stringfellow et Al (2007) emboss the notion of 

interaction distance as an umbrella term for different distances inherent in many business scenarios. 

Interaction distance can be split into language distance, cultural distance and geographical distance. 

In this section, we will discuss the effect of these barriers on communication in the given offshoring 

case.  
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7.3.1 The Impact of Language Barriers 

According to literature on communication, language can be a huge problem with respect to 

offshoring projects, since in most cases, the language spoken in the onshore country and the 

language spoken in the offshore country do not concur. This also holds for the case at hand. We 

therefore expected to find difficulties with respect to communication because of language barriers. 

However, we had to learn that language differences were not a big issue in this case. There are 

several explanations for that, all correlating to the use of English as a universal language. Firstly, even 

though Maersk is a Danish company, the official company language is English. This does not mean 

that there is no communication in Danish but every employee is expected to have professional 

English skills and official internal and external communication is expected to be done in English. The 

consequence of that for this project was that the scripts would be formulated in English. Secondly, 

the employees hired at the offshore site were also expected to have sufficient English skills. It was 

one of the prerequisites for employment. Therefore, PURLOG circumvented the biggest problem of 

language barriers, namely usage of different languages in the onshore and offshore location, by 

ensuring that everybody engaged in the project is fluent in the same language.  

 

However, as discussed in the theory section of this thesis, language barriers do not only refer to the 

use of different languages, but also to different attributes of languages such as accents. Our 

interview partners responded to that issue by stating that it was in fact true that the Manila 

employee spoke a different English with an, for their ears, quite heavy accent which they had to get 

used to. They furthermore mentioned that this initially was considered to be an issue, but then was 

rapidly disregarded as it became apparent that the offshore employees would not engage in non-

written communication with anybody except project management. Nevertheless, at this point it also 

has to be mentioned that the presence of an even heavier accent in Chennai, India, was taken into 

consideration for the recommendation to offshore this processes to Manila. (Appendix H: Memo 

Everest Site Selection) 

We nevertheless discovered through our interviews that the English proficiency of the Manila 

employees was not always as good. For most of the project this was no problem since they were very 

good in understanding and reading. Only when formulating text themselves, deficits became 

apparent. For the first two batches of processes this did not matter but when implementing the last 

and most complex batch, the project leaders realized that they had to resolve this issue. Since English 

language proficiency is expected from employees, the project leaders did not anticipate for this 

matter and had to react to the situation. Working on the last batch included having to write emails to 

suppliers as well as purchasers, therefore to outside entities. 
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As project manager A explained their problem: 

Interviewers: Did you experience language problems besides the accent on the telephone? 

Project manager A: Yes, because they have to send out mails to suppliers and purchasers and 

we realized that we could not allow them to write them. All the mails sent are templates 

where only names and dates are changed. We could not rely on them to give a clear and 

understandable mail.  

 (Appendix A) 

 

It was important for the project managers to ensure adequate communication with outside entities 

in order to ensure that the reputation of the department would not suffer. Project management 

solved this problem by including templates in the scripts which the Manila employees had to use. 

This caused for some more workload for the project team but it was relatively easy and cheap to fix 

this unforeseen problem.  

 

Thus, we can conclude that language distance as a barrier for effective offshoring project 

implementation did not affect the project at hand as much as theory would expect. 

 

7.3.2 The Impact of Cultural Distance 

The second distance dimension to be addressed is cultural distance, which in the given context 

mainly refers to differences in communication styles. It is known that people from different cultures 

use language in distinct ways. While the project team in Copenhagen was used to a straightforward 

and open communication style, they had to adapt to substantial differences when dealing with their 

Manila colleagues. All out interview partners stressed this to be an issue they did not anticipate to 

this extend and needed to get used to. The biggest difference they all experienced was the 

reluctance of their Manila colleagues to use the word “no”.  This concurs with Hofstede’s (2001) 

discussion about cultural communication differences. In the Philippines it is simply very impolite to 

say “no” to someone. This holds even more when talking to a superior, as it was the case here. The 

Manila employees did not only see their Copenhagen colleagues as their bosses but also as 

foreigners in front of whom they had to be as polite as possible. 

 

Another important notion related to culturally mediated communication was the reluctance of 

Manila employees to contact their Copenhagen colleagues with questions and feedback. 

 

The following quote from our interview with project manager B illustrates the issue: 

Interviewers: Did you encounter a lot of problems during that phase? 
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Project manager B: I remember that they were very quiet and we were actually kind of 

nervous because they didn't ask many questions. It was more that you had to find out and 

investigate in order to see whether they really knew what they were doing. You had to ask 

open questions, otherwise they would always say yes if you asked whether they understand. It 

was because otherwise they would lose face. It is different in their culture but we are really 

not used to that. We had to get used to that. […] so they were really quiet and polite and 

didn't want to ask too much. But we really wanted them to show what they wanted. When 

they left we were a little nervous whether they were up to taking this task. (this was during 

the team leaders’ visit in Copenhagen) 

(Appendix B) 

 

Through this statement project manager B revealed the difference in communication styles due to 

cultural backgrounds. This issue is furthermore amplified by the expectations project manager B and 

her colleagues had towards their Manila colleagues, namely open and honest feedback.  

Feedback from the Manila employees was a crucial point for successful implementation since it was 

the only way to ensure that the scripts are in fact complete and the Manila employees really 

understood what they were supposed to do. For the same reasoning, the aversion of using the word 

“no” posed a problem since the Copenhagen team members were constantly unsure whether the 

instructions and scripts were truly clear to their Manila colleagues. Without open and honest 

feedback it was very difficult for the Copenhagen team to find out whether the knowledge transfer 

to Manila was successful or whether changes or adaptations had to be made.  Fortunately, the 

Copenhagen team became aware of these communication differences quite soon and tried to adapt 

to them. Dissolving of this issue was the main reason for the repeated visits to Manila as will be 

discussed in more detail in the section ‘Geographic distance’ below.  

 

We found that the key for the Manila employees’ aversion against questioning their superiors from 

Copenhagen or denying their requests was respect towards their foreign bosses. The Copenhagen 

employees therefore tried to develop a bond with them which would take some of the pressure off 

and make them more comfortable towards open communication. They tried to reach this goal by 

spending a considerable amount of time in Manila, more than might have been needed for actual 

explanation of the scripts, and engaging in work as well as social gatherings with them. 

 

Project manager B explained: 

“I was sitting next to the team and I really wanted that they felt that they could approach me 

for questions. But I was there almost 3 weeks and in the end they came up and asked me. I 
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felt that was a good sign because they felt comfortable. And I also knew that when I went 

back they would also dare and ask me. And of course that way they would get the answers 

and would not do things incorrectly. “ 

(Appendix B) 

 

This quote also highlights the important advantages of personal relationships and face-to-face 

communication. Both aspects very much helped in building a bridge between the Manila and 

Copenhagen employees. Project manager B also mentioned the importance her colleagues in Manila 

put on personal relationships and highlights that this is much more important in Manila than in 

Denmark. She said: “they needed the relationship”. This correlates with and explains the observation 

she made after she had been in Manila for some time, namely that communication became more 

open and feedback more honest.  

 

Here we would like to refer back to the test team once again. With the knowledge we have about the 

communication between Copenhagen and Manila employees at this point, the importance of the test 

team becomes even more apparent. The reluctance of Manila employees to openly voice criticism 

would have seriously hampered the effectiveness of feedback loops required during initial script 

testing and refining. If not for the test team, communication problems (such as the ones 

encountered post implementation) during these critical phases would have had a tremendous 

negative impact. 

 

7.3.3 The Impact of Geographic Distance 

The third distance to be discussed is geographic distance. Theory highlights that geographic distance 

can pose several problems on projects like the one discussed in this thesis. The first factor to be 

mentioned when talking about the effect of geographic distance on communication is that it is often 

accompanied by time zone differences. Time zone differences hamper communication since working 

times in the onshore location are not concordant with working times in the offshore location and 

direct communication is therefore only possible at constricted hours. PURLOG solved this problem in 

a quite straight forward way. They simply changed the working times in Manila so that they would 

concur with the working times in Denmark. This means that employees in Manila work until 2 am.  

 

Theory furthermore emphasizes the inability to talk directly face-to-face as the biggest 

communication barrier caused by geographic distance. Our interview partners all highlighted the 

massive difference between communicating with their colleagues in Manila face-to-face as opposed 

to via WebEX or the phone. This holds especially with respect to the above mentioned problem of 
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the aversion of the Manila employees to use the word “no”. Our interview partners consistently 

stated that, next to the fact that the Manila employees would become a little more open after 

several weeks of face-to-face endeavors, it was very useful to see their faces in order to judge 

whether they really understood or whether they just pretended to since they did not want to say 

“no”. Facial expressions are part of the non-content aspect of communication which constitutes a 

substantial part of human communication. Concurrent with theory, our case shows that these 

aspects of communication are not to be neglected especially when people who are culturally distant 

to each other communicate.   

 

Project manager B: They don't dare to ask these questions. When you are there and ask them 

something and they say yes, after a week or so you can tell whether they mean yes or “well 

no, kind of”. This you can't tell any other way. [... ] 

(Appendix B) 

 

This quote highlights the importance of face-to-face communication due to the relationship building 

aspect as well as due to the ability to judge non-verbal communication signs.  

 

As explained earlier, it was crucial to the project managers that there would not be any delays during 

implementation of the project due to the immense costs of immobile vessels coming along with that. 

Therefore, it was paramount that the Manila employees understood what they were asked to do and 

were able to do it immediately. This was one of the main reasons behind the two visits of 

Copenhagen employees to Manila. Nevertheless, during the course of the project a couple of WebEX 

sessions were held to explain new scripts to Manila employees. This was because of the lower costs 

of WebEX as compared to expat visits. The result of those can nicely be visualized through a quote 

from project manager A: 

 

Interviewers: Did you notice any difference in process quality after implementation via WebEX 

compared to the first batch were you had face-to-face interaction? 

Project Manager A: Definitely! Quality was on average 30% worse with WebEX. 

(Appendix A) 

 

Our research therefore clearly complies with theory with respect to the inherent advantages of face-

to-face communication as compared to electronic communication over long distance. This issue will 

be explained in more detail in the next section of this paper. 
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According to Davenport and Prusak (1998), another advantage of geographical proximity is the ability 

of employees to engage in informal and spontaneous conversations. Due to the immense amount of 

respect which the Manila employees paid their Copenhagen colleagues, they did not engage in open 

communication through formal means. Nevertheless, as discussed above, as soon as project manager 

B had been in Manila for some time, boundaries loosened and Manila employees started 

approaching her. It can be assumed that they would not have done that through written or formal 

and tracked means but just dared to through the possibility of making verbal informal comments.  

 

To sum up, our analysis only partly concurs with theory on the effect of different distances on 

communication effectiveness. The effect of language distance could be mitigated through 

prerequisites and small adaptations and thus did not pose a problem. Geographic distance mainly 

impacted communication effectiveness through its hindrance of face-to-face communication which 

was solved by enabling for face-to-face communications by flying people to the desired location in 

the few cases where it was deemed absolutely necessary. With respect to cultural distance we found 

the suggestions made by theory to be valid. Nevertheless, PURLOG was aware of them as well and 

applied means in order to successfully circumvent these problems. 

 

7.4 Implementation – Efficiency and Effectiveness 

Finally we feel the need to address the issue of offshore implementation from an effectiveness point 

of view. Although several points have been made pro and contra both approaches used by PURLOG – 

expatriate visits and WebEX sessions – there has yet to be made an assessment regarding the 

outcome of both alternatives. 

 

In our final interview with project manager A and the department’s IT specialist, we addressed the 

issue of WebEX session in relation to offshore implementation. One of his key arguments in that 

regard was the negative impact of WebEX on communication quality, if compared to direct 

interaction. 

 

Interviewers: What was the main problem you encountered? 

Project Manager A: Communication quality was substantially worse. When we had the team 

leaders in Copenhagen, we could tell them face-to-face. That was much easier. Especially 

difficult was to assess if they actually understood something via WebEX. They would always 

say “yes”. 

 (Appendix A) 
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This problem strongly relates to our general reasoning about offshoring related communication and 

again reflects the distance dimensions postulated by Stringfellow et Al (2007) and Dibbern et Al 

(2008). As we elaborated upon earlier, PURLOG used direct interaction between Copenhagen and 

Manila employees in order to reduce the impact of these distance dimensions during the 

implementation phase of the initial and the final batch. Contrastingly, the indirect interaction via 

WebEX did not allow for mediation of these impact factors. 

 

7.4.1 The Advantages of the WebEX Approach 

Still, the WebEX approach was perfectly suitable for knowledge transfer itself and allowed for a 

minimum-effort implementation that starkly contrasted the expensive expatriate visits. As it 

combines the utility of both communication technology and transformational technology (Leonardi 

et Al, 2008), it effectively substituted for direct interaction while being substantially cheaper. Still, 

considering the given context and the importance of abovementioned distance dimensions, this 

efficiency advantage is countervailed by reduced effectiveness. 

 

Consequently, the decision for one or the other has to be made bearing in mind the necessities at the 

given point in time. In case of PURLOG’s second batch of processes, project manager A fully 

recognized the lower quality of knowledge transfer and the resulting lower initial process quality, 

while arguing that it was completely acceptable for the respective processes if considering the 

financial advantages compared to the use of expatriates. 

 

Interviewers: Did you notice any difference in process quality after implementation via WebEX 

compared to the first batch were you had face-to-face interaction? 

Project Manager A: Definitely! Quality was on average 30% worse with WebEX. 

Interviewers: Did this lack of process quality affect the overall process flow? 

Project manager A: No, not really. The processes we used in that batch were rather 

independent. Also, we “cleaned up” a lot after them in the first weeks, so serious problems 

were easily spotted. 

(Appendix A) 

  

Here, we clearly see a relationship between requirements and action. While the WebEX based 

implementation did produce lower quality than its expatriate-mediated counterparts, it was deemed 

successful and completely acceptable, as the quality was good enough so that errors could be 

corrected swiftly. This characteristic of the WebEX approach was clearly visible in the email 
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communication made available to us, because the density of process error related emails between 

Copenhagen and Manila was especially high in the time span just after the WebEX implementation. 

 

7.4.2 The Advantages of Expatriate Visits 

Especially the last batch of processes, where the “sending inquires” script caused the need to 

transfer significant amounts of tacit know-what, was perceived completely different. Here, the need 

to achieve the highest possible level of quality was crucial, while the desire to limit financial expenses 

was less important. The OPs we interviewed stated the following. 

 

Interviewers: Explain why you had to be there physically, what was the communication 

impact? 

Operational Purchaser 1: Face-to-Face communication facilitates understanding a lot. It is 

much easier to perceive if they understand something. Some processes involve complex tasks, 

also calling up people and sending reminders, things you cannot capture with screenshots. 

Therefore, face-to-Face communication is the only reasonable way to demonstrate these 

processes. You can see at once if they understood it. 

Operational Purchaser 2: Another reason for being physically present is checking on how far 

they actually comply with the scripts. Some scripts require you to contact multiple suppliers 

and ask for prices. If they would contact less than the required minimum amount given by the 

scripts, we would never know unless we are there and see it. We needed to be there to give 

them the confidence to ask us every time they were not sure about a supplier. […] 

(Appendix C) 

 

Again, there is a clear relationship between requirements and action. The additional costs of physical 

interaction between Copenhagen and Manila employees via expatriate visits are deemed necessary 

in order to effectively transfer the respective process. While it was more effective, it was also more 

efficient: while WebEX sessions provide higher efficiency for know-how exclusive processes where 

the distance factors negatively impact, but not impede knowledge transfer, the tacit know-what 

components of the “sending inquiries” processes did not allow for that option. As WebEX can 

imitate, but not fully replace direct interaction for communication means, it requires fully explicit 

scripts as a reference points for the recipients of any given knowledge. Transfer of tacit knowledge 

via WebEX cannot be effective, as the visual components of direct interaction, such as facial 

expressions, are not available. Considering the imperfect state of the “sending inquiries” script, there 

was consequently no practical alternative for direct interaction between Copenhagen expatriates and 

Manila employees. 
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The following quote from our interview with two OPs underlines the problem: 

Interviewers: Do you think that you could have put this knowledge about the suppliers into a 

script, given unlimited number of pages? 

Operational Purchaser 2: No. 

Operational Purchaser 1: It would be extremely difficult to get all the “whats” and “ifs” into a 

script. Even if we have a script, we expect them to build up some experience. 

Operational Purchaser 2: Also because the vessels can be very imaginative with their orders, 

mixing up words. So the Manila team has to look on Google or other sources. These 

procedures are difficult to explain. 

 (Appendix C) 

 

7.4.3 Considerations regarding future Communication Setups 

In summary, PURLOG adjusted their communication means according to the necessities of the 

respective batch to be offshored. While explicit know-how is communicated with the main focus on 

cost efficiency, more complex types of knowledge are approached differently and effectiveness 

becomes more important, regardless of knowledge transfer costs. 

 

For future offshoring we strongly encourage PURLOG to maintain this approach. Evidently, adapting 

the communication means based on knowledge requirements results in effective offshoring with the 

highest level of efficiency that can be reached under the given circumstances. 

Ultimately, PURLOG may decide to split up between explicit and tacit knowledge completely, using 

WebEX for fully explicit components and only engage in visits to the Manila office if tacit components 

are present. Even if Copenhagen employees go to Manila, preparatory WebEX session can aim at 

explicit knowledge and thereby reduce the necessary duration of those visits. 

We furthermore strongly believe that documentation of the acquired knowledge regarding the 

process of knowledge transfer is paramount for possible future offshore projects.  
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8. Conclusion 

As we have shown throughout our thesis, the aspects of communication and knowledge transfer 

have a vital impact on the outcome of A.P. Moller Maersk’s business process offshoring initiative.  

With respect to this, several issues have been highlighted and will be summed up here. 

 

8.1 Knowledge classification 

First, we want to draw the attention on the importance of the concepts employed for knowledge 

classification, namely user specificity and attribute specificity. Here, our case presented us with a 

very clear relationship between the states of both concepts. While know-how was present mainly in 

implicit form, residing within the OPs, and was made fully explicit via codification during the project, 

both know-what and know-why were exclusively available in tacit form and thus not suitable for 

PURLOG’s script approach. This very well concurs with the assumptions provided by existing theory 

(Griffith et Al, 2003; Leonardi et Al, 2008; Sanchez, 2004). 

The result of this relationship was that PURLOG used rather conventional means of knowledge 

transfer in the cases of know-what and know-why – if transfer was deemed necessary at all – while 

the approach of know-how codification was handled differently. Here PURLOG could leverage the 

advantages of the simulated implementation, which presented a completely novel approach to 

business process offshoring.  

We subsequently assumed that PURLOG’s transfer of know-how via fully explicit artifacts benefitted 

from this novel approach and that consequently both effectiveness and efficiency of offshore 

implementation improved. We conclude that the simulated implementation had a positive net effect 

on the outcome of Purchasing Logistics’ offshoring initiative, especially regarding the timeframe 

directly after offshore implementation, where very low error margins could be observed. 

 

8.2 Extensive preparation phase and script usage 

The second issue we want to emphasize is the superior attention PURLOG gave to the preparation 

phase of the initiative. While most publications on the issue of business process offshoring focus on 

problems during implementation (Dibbern et Al, 2008; Santhanam et Al, 2007; Leonardi et Al, 2008), 

PURLOG mitigated those problems before they arose by meticulously preparing the implementation 

phase. These preparations mainly consisted of the collection and separation of the different types of 

knowledge, followed by full codification of know-how into completely decontextualized and explicit 

process scripts. This thorough onsite preparation included extensive feedback loops between the test 

team and the knowledge hub – project manager A – and allowed PURLOG to create those artifacts at 

a very high initial quality.  
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Consequently, major implementation problems, such as the cost dimensions postulated by Dibbern 

et Al (2008) and Stringfellow et Al (2007) were mitigated. More specifically, the impact of cultural, 

language and geographic distance was mitigated when process complexity was sufficiently high to 

warrant for these measures. 

 

An additional benefit of those process scripts is the ability to maintain their use as standardized 

interfaces according to the definition of Sanchez and Mahoney (1996) even after implementation, 

thus being able to communicate process changes with no significant effort and completely without 

the need for direct interaction between Copenhagen and Manila. 

 

The logical conclusion of this cost mitigation is that the use of explicit process scripts not only 

improved the direct outcome by facilitating offshore implementation, but additionally created the 

foundation for future savings due to standardized interfaces that reduce the need for direct 

interaction between onshore and offshore. 

 

8.3 Simulated implementation 

The third and most intriguing finding relates to the test team setup itself. It produced several 

interrelated advantages. The ability to receive feedback regarding knowledge decontextualization 

and script codification without relying on long distance communication with offshore employees 

successfully mitigated the cost dimensions postulated by Dibberm et Al (2008) and Stringfellow et Al 

(2007). Consequently, PURLOG was able to provide higher quality scripts with more ease at lower 

cost. This now facilitated implementation in Manila, because the need for recontextualization by 

culturally distinct employees was minimized, while at the same time script accuracy was very high, 

thus leading to even fewer quality losses. With regard to the implementation of new scripts, initial 

process quality was very high when the respective processes were implemented by expatriates and 

high when implemented via electronically mediated communication. At no point any of the 

interviewees voiced concerns about process quality. In contrast, compliance regarding process 

changes in Manila is considered even better than in Copenhagen. 

 

This point clearly visualizes the tremendous positive impact that this setup had on the overall 

outcome. While low error margins and high process quality were achieved from the very start, 

compliance was considered even better than pre-implementation. Given the fact that quality 

concerns play a major role when considering business process offshoring, the simulated 

implementation is to be regarded a full success. 
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8.4 Intercultural Communication 

As a last point we want to highlight the sensitivity towards cultural differences shown at PURLOG 

throughout the initiative. While some minor problems did occur, they did never reach a scale at 

which they could have threatened the overall outcome. Most culturally related hazards that can be 

expected in an offshoring environment (Dibbern et Al, 2008; Hofstede, 2005) were in fact 

successfully circumvented. We ascribe this accomplishment to both the strict communication setup 

that channeled all communication through few hubs in order to avoid miscommunication, as well as 

the general sensitivity that all PURLOG interviewees showed towards intercultural issues. 

 

As a result, all interviewees from PURLOG in Copenhagen were extremely satisfied with the overall 

outcome of the offshoring initiative which showed no significant deficiencies.  

We can conclude that the combination of thorough preparation and awareness towards cultural 

differences between onshore and offshore employees led to a very efficient and effective execution 

of the initiative.  
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9. Suggestions for PURLOG 

This chapter will summarize the suggestions we would like to direct at A.P. Moller Maersk Purchasing 

Logistics. We will both try to create understanding of the implications that past actions have created 

for the department, as well as provide input for future offshoring ventures. 

 

• Script use for organizational modularity: as has been pointed out earlier, the use of fully 

codified scripts greatly facilitates organizational modularity. Not only does it ease the offshore 

implementation of know-how, it also allows for immediate process changes with very high 

rates of compliance. This setup should definitely be retained if further processes are 

offshored in the future. Still, it has to be acknowledged that more complex processes with 

know-what and know-why components cannot be fully scripted, so that the interface 

characteristic of the scripts will only hold for the know-how components of the processes 

which can be fully codified 

• The use of temporary employees for script development: this approach has been identified as 

the most intriguing and novel characteristic of the thesis’s case. We did find tremendous 

advantages related to this “simulated implementation”. It has been argued that it greatly 

improved scripts quality and therefore was responsible for the extremely high initial process 

quality after offshore implementation. Given our first recommendation that the use of scripts 

should be continued, we consequently suggest that script testing through temporary workers 

should also be continued. Here, PURLOG has to bear in mind two issues: 

1. Depending on the scale of further offshoring initiatives, it might not be financially 

viable to hire a complete group of new temporary workers. This mainly depends on 

the amount of processes to be offshored. Still, given the fact that the department 

does make use of temporary workers for administrational tasks, it might be possible 

to time the hiring of new temporary workers so that they can conduct script testing 

in their first weeks of employment. As has been argued earlier, it is of paramount 

importance that they conduct this activity without any prior knowledge, so that no 

existing contextual knowledge pollutes their script related feedback. We therefore 

suggest using temps directly after they have been hired. 

2. If abovementioned, Copenhagen-based script testing is conducted for further process 

offshoring, we strongly recommend to imitate the internal communication setup that 

has been used during the case at hand. The centralization of communication and the 

resulting absence of direct interaction between former process owners – OPs – and 

temporary employees inhibits the spillover of contextual know-what and know-why 

to the temporary employees so that their point of view maintains a state in which 
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they can provide the highest quality of feedback regarding script codification 

inefficiencies. 

• The use of WebEX for offshore implementation: As we suggested earlier in this thesis, the use 

of communication technologies that imitate certain aspects of direct interaction, such as 

WebEX sessions, can be used to decrease the financial impact of offshore implementation. 

Although we observed a significant decline in initial process quality, it also became evident 

that initial quality was still acceptable and that the gap compared to processes implemented 

by expatriates was temporary. It is therefore a very powerful tool in order to implement 

processes, especially when batches are small so that expatriate visits would improve only a 

small number of processes. Still, it has to be taken into account that WebEX session will only 

achieve appropriate results for fully codified knowledge. This implies that only know-how 

components of process knowledge can be effectively handled via WebEX. If certain 

components contain know-what and know-why components, these will have to be 

individually addressed via direct interaction such as expatriate visits. Still, the use of WebEX 

will remove the need to address those components during expatriate visits and therefore 

reduce the necessary duration of those. 

• Project management and offshoring expertise: This issue does not relate directly to the scope 

of this thesis, but we still feel the need to address it at this point as it has strong implications 

for PURLOG’s ability to effectively conduct offshoring initiatives in the future. As we observed 

during our interviews, all managers involved with planning and execution of the offshoring 

initiative left PURLOG afterwards. This might seriously hamper the effectiveness of future 

offshoring, as knowledge regarding the actual act of offshoring did not remain in the 

department. We strongly urge PURLOG to address this issue. One option might be to invite 

one of the former project managers as a consultant during the next major offshoring venture, 

so that the know-what and know-why related to the offshoring itself can be re-transferred 

into the department. 
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10. Suggestions for Theory 

This section will provide an overview of the findings of this thesis that we consider valid points for 

future research. While writing this paper, we encountered several issues that suggest connections 

between different lines of research and that we would like to point out. We strongly believe that 

these issues will help to provide a more complete understanding of the impact that knowledge 

transfer has on the effectiveness and efficiency of business process offshoring initiatives. 

 

10.1 Script codification and modularity 

The central issues of this thesis certainly evolve around the notion of knowledge codification. 

PURLOG invested a great deal of time and resources in order to prepare fully codified knowledge 

artifacts and consequently achieved extremely good rates of compliance from the start. If we use the 

terminology of Santhanam et Al (2007) and Leonardi et Al (2008), we can raise the assumption that 

this type of knowledge codification works best for knowledge that is both know-how and explicit. It is 

also viable for knowledge that is implicit, but can be made explicit by means of decontextualization. 

 

The use of explicit artifacts had another merit aside from its use for initial knowledge transfer: these 

artifacts serve as standardized interfaces between Copenhagen and Manila and therefore allow for 

very efficient handling of process changes. They clearly fit the definition postulated by Sanchez and 

Mahoney (1996). This link between fully codified know-how and organizational modularity is 

extremely intriguing and poses a great opportunity for future research. We suggest further testing of 

the impact that full codification has on post-implementation changes and how organizations can use 

this interface to further reduce the necessary amount of communication caused by business process 

disintegration, especially for know-how heavy processes of low complexity, such as back office tasks. 

 

10.2 Implementation simulation and effectiveness 

PURLOG’s “test team” setup that simulated the implementation phase by using temporary onshore 

employees especially fascinated us. While the idea behind it is very plausible, we did not encounter 

any evidence of former research on the matter. We now formulated various assumptions regarding 

the impact of implementation simulation on the distance dimensions that Dibbern et Al (2008) and 

Stringfellow et Al (2007) proved to negatively impact long-distance business relationships such as 

business process offshoring initiatives. As a simulated implementation allows the department to 

conduct the necessary feedback loops required to generate knowledge artifacts of appropriate 

quality in an environment where these dimensions cannot exert negative influence, the subsequent 
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“live” offshore implementation will benefit from more complete knowledge artifacts, thus causing 

less negative impact on effectiveness related to the distance dimensions. 

We strongly recommend further research into this area, especially as there seems to be a lack of 

academic attention for the issue and as this thesis only approached the problem from a single-case 

perspective. In order to assess the viability of implementation simulation for a broader base of 

offshoring scenarios, particularly those involving larger amounts of contextual know-what and know-

why, we propose further case studies, if appropriate cases can be found. 

 

Another aspect here is the assessment of financial cost efficiency related to this setup. Although it 

did not fit the scope of this thesis, we believe that such research would tremendously improve 

insight into the cost structure of business process offshoring. While a team of temporary workers 

adds considerable costs to the preparation phase of an offshoring initiative, it minimizes knowledge 

transfer and communication costs during implementation which are, according to theorists such as 

Dibbern Et Al (2008), in many cases huge and often unforeseen cost drivers during implementation. 

An additional benefit results from the reduction of process failures and on-the-go adaptations post 

implementation due to high initial quality. 

A financial assessment of these advantages and a subsequent comparison with the costs of such a 

setup would provide extremely valuable insights. 

 

10.3 Our findings in relation to offshore outsourcing 

As a last suggestion for further research we would like to address the issue of offshore outsourcing 

literature. As this field is considerably more advanced than literature on in-house offshoring, we 

would like to raise the question whether our finding may be adaptable to offshore outsourcing 

scenarios. 

Foremost we would suggest research in the field of offshore outsourcing that tries to investigate if an 

extensive planning phase with special attention regarding knowledge codification and transfer allows 

for similar implementation advantages as have been shown by this thesis. This might be particularly 

interesting as most papers based on empirical research of offshore outsourcing projects identify the 

implementation phase as the highest agglomeration of hazards (Leonardi et Al, 2007; Santhanam et 

Al, 2007; Dibbern et Al, 2008). If a positive impact of cautious knowledge classification and 

subsequent codification on implementation effectiveness and efficiency could be proven for offshore 

outsourcing scenarios, it would greatly increase the completeness of this research direction. 
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Appendix A – Interview with Project Manager A 

 
0:20 
Interviewers: What was your position in PURLOG during offshoring? 
Project Manager A: Project Manager. My role was to test the processes and streamline them before 
we offshored them with our test team, of also not very educated staff. That was the final section 
before we offshored it. 
 
0:40s 
Interviewers: Interaction between Manila and here is coordinated by Project Manager B? 
Project Manager A: Yes. I was also involved b/c many questions I could answer. 
 
1:00 
Brief about course of interview by interviewer.  
 
2:00 
Interviewers: How long did the (offshoring) process take? 
Project Manager A: I was not involved in the initial face. I started when it was decided which was 1st 
of August. But they have been working on it 4 month. I spend some time to find out which processes 
to start with, hired the test team and in November we had the 1st batch transferred to Manila. We 
had 3 batches and tested each, offshored it and then started the next. 
 
3:00 
Interviewers: Did you start with easiest batch? 
Project Manager A: Yes. There was a long list and I decided which one to start with. Difficulty evolved 
as time went by. The first was simple keying jobs where they didn't have to think at all. 
 
3:40 
Interviewers: The processes which are offshored now, are they more sophisticated? 
Project Manager A: Yes,  The only thing left here is selecting the right quotation which is lowest price, 
so also very easy. The easy ones up to a certain level are done in Manila. 
(Don't want to say this too loud, but we could have offshored the whole department b/c it really 
evolved in difficulty. In the end it was actually real buyer stuff like sending out inquiries) 
 
4:30 
Interviewers: Who makes decision about where inquiries are handled? 
Project Manager A: They (Manila). If they can handle it, they will. Certain things are expected from 
their responsibility like service requisition. It goes directly to Manila and if its in their scripts they 
handle it. Copenhagen sends all orders.  
 
5:00 
Torsten: manila can decide whether a task fits their capabilities (scripts) and DO it, OR send it to CPH 
 
5:30 
Interviewers: What did you anticipate to be the biggest problem? 
Project Manager A: Thought that it would not be feasible to offshore advanced processes. That they 
would need training as purchasers. This assumption was proven wrong. 
 
6:00 
Interviewers: what in the end WAS the biggest problem you faced? 
Project Manager A: Implementation among the purchasers in CPH. In many cases, they doubted that 
processes could be offshored and offered a lot of resistance. 
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7:00 
Interviewers: How did you convince the purchasers? 
Project Manager A: Coaching. T discovered solutions, and then LET purchasers discover them as well. 
Interviewers: Why did purchasers doubt feasibility of implementation? 
Project Manager A: Purchasers wondered how GSC personnel could know how “things were done in 
PURLOG”. 
 
8:00 
Interviewers: Did resistance among the purchasers limit the availability of knowledge? 
Project Manager A: No. Project team got influential purchasers on-board first in order to overcome 
resistance. Also, in order to get knowledge. 
 
9:00 
Interviewers: Scripts cover processes. How were RFMP skills developed? 
Project Manager A: There was no formal RFMP training. Scripts should be independent and allow 
users to use the necessary screens in RFMP. Manila team leaders got some training when they visited 
PURLOG in November (2007). There is supposed to be nothing in the scripts that cannot stand alone, 
if you do them in the right order! 
 
10:30 
Project Manager A: Manila employees (in the beginning) were very bad at thinking independently. 
They were scared to do things that were not covered by the scripts. Afraid to make mistakes. 
Therefore, they did not solve a problem when they saw it, but looked for the solution in the scripts. 
Not very good at making decisions on their own. 
 
11:00 
Interviewers: why was that? Cultural issue or intimidation? 
Project Manager A: I guess it was cultural. Also, maybe a bit of intimidation because of consequences 
of errors. 
Another important problem was that they (GSC staff) could not say “no”. They would always claim 
that they understood something, even if it was not the case. 
 
11:35 
Interviewers: How did you handle that? 
Project Manager A: When we implemented processes, we made them (GSC staff) show us the 
process, so we knew that they had understood it. 
 
12:00 
Interviewers: This check, did you do that when you had people in Manila, or did you do that over the 
internet? 
Project Manager A: Both. Face-to-face and WebEX. Only smaller processes via WebEX, rest face-to-
face, because bigger ones were too complex. 
 
12:30 
Interviewers: So, the order was: first the GSC staff got the scripts, and then somebody went over 
there to check if they had understood everything? 
Project Manager A: Only the last batch was handled this way. Normally, we brought the scripts with 
us when we went there. 
 
12:50 
Interviewers: When did staff from CPH visit Manila? 
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Project Manager A: One in the beginning and one in the end. 2nd batch via we-ex. 
 
13:00 
GSC team leaders came to CPH in October (2007) for 2 weeks, then Project Manager B went there 2 
weeks, then later Operational Purchaser 2 and Operational Purchaser 1 went 2 more weeks. 
13:30 
Interviewers: What did you show the GSC team leaders in CPH? Why did you want them to come to 
CPH? 
Project Manager A: It was cheaper than the other way around. We wanted them to be working with 
the test team. Also wanted them to sit next to us and assess their understanding of things. 
Interviewers: Why did you feel the need to meet them? What kind of things did you think you have 
to show face-to-face? 
Project Manager A: Part of it was to be able to “look into their faces” when asking them whether 
they understood a certain process. Also because they were supposed to become the leaders, 
therefore we wanted a good relationship. Additionally, we wanted them to know a bit more about us 
as a company and how we work. The other employees are not that important, but those two needed 
extra attention. 
 
15:00 
Interviewers: When the GSC team leader where in CPH, did you feel that there were things they had 
to know that could only be explained face-to-face? 
Project Manager A: General understanding what is going on. Only when they were here, they could 
see the department working. I think it was a question of the understanding of the department. Also 
understand what the processes do, how they relate to each other and how important they are. 
 
16:00 
Interviewers: So team leaders are supposed to understand the processes, while the rest of the GSC 
personnel is only supposed to execute them? 
Project Manager A: We thought that was important, so they (the team leaders) could give directions 
to the other employees. So they need a little more understanding. They needed to know what a 
purchasing department is doing. 
 
17:00 
Interviewers: Had the two team leaders been working for A.P. Moller before? 
Project Manager A: Yes, in the Manila GSC but for another part of the corporation. I do not know 
which one. 
 
17:30 
Interviewers: How did you identify what knowledge and information was needed (for the offshoring 
initiative)? 
Project Manager A: We had a list of processes that the general managers considered candidates for 
offshoring. Then, we started making manuals. During this, it became evident that certain things had 
to be described in order for the future GSC personnel to be able to conduct them. It became also 
evident that between the sub-departments, there were considerable differences in how processes 
were handled. We streamlined that and made it better. 
 
18:20 
Interviewers: So, before the offshoring initiative process related knowledge was passed on face-to-
face within the sub departments? 
Project Manager A: Yes. There also have not been any scripts before the initiative. 
 
19:20 
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Interviewers: How did you start a script from scratch? 
Project Manager A: I went to a purchaser and asked “how is this done”. Then I created a lot of 
screenshots with boxes, indicating what to do. Then I went back to the purchaser(s) and asked what 
was missing. This went back and forth a few times. When they said “now it’s complete” we started 
testing with the test team (temps). Then, new issues came up. A lot of information needed for the 
scripts comes from external sources such as RFMP and mail programs, so we encountered a lot of 
unforeseen situations. That is why we had the test in CPH. It was very efficient, because when we 
finally moved the processes to Manila, we had basically tested everything and no new situations 
came up. 
 
 
20:20 
Interviewers: Did the development and testing of scripts get faster with every consecutive batch? 
Project Manager A: Yes. Also the offshore staff itself got quicker every time. In the end, they were 
faster than the CPH based purchasers with some things. 
 
22:00 
Interviewers: What kind of knowledge would you say was transferred through scripts? 
Project Manager A: Very limited, task related knowledge. There would be no discussion about it. 
Also, the scripts give indication as to what to do if a member of the GSC staff cannot perform a 
process based on the script. The knowledge was mainly technical, but also explained what the 
choices where and how to choose. In some cases, there was a little bit of background, but mostly 
not. It was not needed. 
With the last scripts (sending inquiries), it was a bit different. On the front page, we actually wrote 
“you have to think”.  You have to be logical about it to conduct this process. We could not possible 
explain every situation. 
 
23:15 
Interviewers: Did you face any problems with that script? 
Project Manager A: Yes. 
Interviewers: Please elaborate. 
Project Manager A: The GSC staff was not very logic about it. They sent out some weird inquiries. 
There were some test orders in the system, literally called “test order1, test order2, …”. They sent 
these to an office supplies supplier. Why would you do this? We sometimes experience that they did 
not have the general knowledge you would expect people to have. 
 
24:00 
Interviewers: Do you think that for these advanced processes more informal training would have 
helped? Do you think they lacked the knowledge about how a purchasing department works, as you 
said, would have helped. 
Project Manager A: It could have helped, but I think it is mainly logic sense. It seemed harder for 
them, because they have to take initiative. They are not very good at that. You could just look up the 
items on Google to find out what it is, but they did not do that. 
 
25:00 
Interviewers: Did you ever consider taking back that process to CPH 
Project Manager A: No. As I said earlier, I believe it would be possible to offshore the whole 
department. 
 
26:00 
Interviewers: Do you think that you would have to reconsider the communication and knowledge 
transfer setup for this? 
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Project Manager A: I think that we would need at least two experienced purchasers as supervisors in 
manila for this to work, somebody where the GSC staff can turn to with questions. Then we could do 
more or less anything in Manila. 
 
26:40 
Interviewers: There were to communication setups. The one within the CPH department with the 
test group, and the one between CPH and GSC. Were they seminal? 
Project Manager A: No. Well, it was not that different. If you exclude the communication with the 
purchasers here in CPH, then they were very similar. All communication was concentrated and went 
through me. I had to find all the solutions. With Manila it was similar. When we had issues, we would 
contact the manager there (Brian) and ask him to resolve the issues with the GSC staff. 
 
27:35 
Interviewers: So there is no direct communication between CPH employees and GSC employees? 
Project Manager A: As far as I know, no. 
 
27:40 
Interviewers: During implementation, while things were implemented in Manila, things were similar 
to the setup with the test group? 
Project Manager A: There was one difference. Here in CPH, I was the anchorman. Every time there 
was an issue while developing the scripts, it went through me. I had made agreements with all the 
stakeholders as to what we can do and what we cannot do, so nobody was allowed to change 
anything without my approval. This policy was kept with the Manila team. During implementation, all 
CPH-GSC communication went through me as well. 
We needed to make the scripts work and I was the only one who had that (all) knowledge. 
 
29:30 
Interviewers: Is there any communication between “normal” CPH and GSC employees now? 
Project Manager A: To a limited extend, yes. If the GSC staff cannot solve a problem and needs 
assistance, they send an email to one of the CPH business addresses, so the purchasers here answer 
these mails. Please note that this behavior is defined in the scripts. They actually tell you to contact 
CPH (and the specific address to write to) when you have a problem. 
 
30:00 
Interviewers: Could you sketch the communication means you were using? 
Project Manager A: There are various lines of communication. After a process had been 
implemented, there was inherent communication between CPH purchasers and GSC staff within the 
system (RFMP), as the business process disintegration made both groups use the other’s previous 
work steps to conduct their work. They can write messages in RFMP. They can also write status 
messages when a process is completed. Again, when they could not handle a process, they were to 
ask the CPH purchasers. 
 
31:20 
Interviewers: Let's focus on the implementation phase. You worked as communication hub? 
Project Manager A: If you talk about how to implement, yes. But the requisitions were going to the 
purchasers. 
 
31:50 
Interviewers: Did you communicate everything through mails or were there situations where you felt 
the need to call them up? 
Project Manager A: In many cases I talked to them face to face (test group). To Manila I would write. 
There is also the language problem. Not all of them speak very good English but they all can 
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communicate through mail. So when you want to make sure that they understand, you write. But 
implementation would normally be handled by somebody who is there. I would only be indirectly 
involved. 
 
32:50 
Interviewers: But with the test team you would communicate face to face? 
Project Manager A: Yes. 
 
33:00 
Interviewers: Could you explain why? 
Project Manager A: During test phase we had a lot of issues that had to be solved and in order not to 
stop too long I talked to them what is the problem and then went over to the purchasers and solved 
the problem or found a solution and then I went back over to them and told them this is how we will 
do it. 
 
33:20 
Interviewers: So, that was for reasons of efficiency? 
Project Manager A: Yes, it was quicker this way.  
 
33:30 
Interviewers: Was that also because you found that it couldn't be communicated through written 
means? 
Project Manager A: It's very often quicker to describe it verbally since writing everything in detail 
would take very long. 
 
34:15 
Interviewers: Did you feel that being confined to emails with Manila reduced efficiency. 
Project Manager A: Tasks were different (test/Manila). We had many unknowns during test phase 
which we did not have anymore later. When Manila calls us we usually have the answers. 
 
35:00 
Interviewers: Imagine you wouldn't have had the test phase. Do you think the dialogue you had here 
with the test team would have worked with Manila over the long distance? 
Project Manager A: I think it would be very hard because we had ironed out so many things 
beforehand. In Manila it was different. The solved things during implementation while we tried to 
solve the problems beforehand. I think the amount of communicate needed just takes a lot longer 
time.  
 
36:30 
Interviewers:: what about communication density with Manila now? 
Project Manager A: It's very down now because they have tried almost all thinkable situations now, 
so they know what they are doing and whom to contact. 
 
37:30 
Interviewers: Would you consider them as independent department? 
Project Manager A: Yes. They are physically but also task separated from us. They don't have any 
decision power. They are our extended arm. They are too far away.  
 
38:00 
Interviewers: How did you divide the knowledge you needed them to know. 
Project Manager A: There is nothing in the script that doesn't have a purpose. There is no 
background. We tried to keep it simple. The more information there is, the more complex it becomes 
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and they have to consider, what do I need this information for? We kept it simple but that means 
that they mostly do not have any background. The last script was a little different. 
 
39:10 
Interviewers: Did you get a lot of information (from purchasers) which you then cut out? 
Project Manager A: Yes, I got a lot of information which I didn't want to put in. Only if it had a 
purpose. Sometimes I would put something in that made it easier for them to understand the 
context. So there was a lot of filtering. 
 
40:10 
Interviewers: Did you experience language problems besides the accent on the telephone? 
Project Manager A: Yes, because they have to send out mails to suppliers and purchasers and we 
realized thatw e could not allow them to write them. All the mails sent are templates where only 
names and dates are changed. We could not rely on them to give a clear and understandable mail.  
 
41:00 
Interviewers: Did you use these templates already with the temps? 
Project Manager A: Yes, because I realized that their understanding was not good enough to send a 
mail. And the language was another problem. There were two problems.  
 
41:20 
Interviewers: So it was knowledge based and language absed? 
Project Manager A: Yes 
41:30 
Interviewers: Did you anticipate that? 
Project Manager A: No, I exspected them to be able to do a lot of that after some time. It was a bit 
lower level than I exspected. We had to be very precise. 
 
42:10 
Interviewers: Do you think that the geographic as well as time zone difference posed a problem? 
Project Manager A: In the implementation phase it did a little. But it wasn't a big problem. They also 
have shift which correlates with our time zone (goes until 1 or 2 am their time). That was one of our 
requirements because we don't want our purchasers here to have to wait for them. They also have 
people working in their daytime, because some tasks have to be ready by the time the purchasers 
start. 
 
43:30 
Interviewers: In retrospective do you think that centralizing the communication through you was 
helpful? 
Project Manager A: Yes, because we had to make sure that all information was in the script and I had 
to make the script so if someone else had the information it wouldn't be in the script. I also told the 
test team that they should give all feedback to me. 
 
44:30 
Interviewers: So you have all the knowledge about what to do, how and why and then you delegated 
the how to Manila and kept most of the other information here. 
Project Manager A: General and background we didn't give to them. 
 
Interviewers: So you accumulated everything and selected what was needed for the process, cut the 
rest away and developed the scripts? 
Project Manager A: Yes. 
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45:00 
Interviewers: Is it because they didn't need it or because you didn't want them to know? 
Project Manager A: There was no reason, so why should I spend the time with it? There were many 
different tasks we wanted them to do but they were not in connection with other things. 
 
Talk about other stuff... 
47:40 
Interviewers: Stephan is working on other scripts and used only webaccess to tell them how it works 
because they know how scripts work through your processes already. 
Project Manager A: Those scripts are a lot shorter then the ones we had.  
 
Interviewers: Do you think your careful implementation made it easier for them now? 
Project Manager A: That could be true, yes. 
 
50:00 
Project Manager A: It is a lot easier if you have them face to face and can look at them than to use 
webaccess.  
 
51:00 
Interviewers: What were the decisive reasons for Manila? 
Project Manager A: The price and the (political) stability. Education level is ok, stability is satisfactory 
and it's very cheap. India is becoming very expensive now. There are different levels, difficult work is 
done here or by IBM (?), then comes India and then Manila for easy tasks. 
 
52:00 
Interviewers: Is there anything you would like to add? 
Project Manager A: No, I think you got quite around it. 
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Appendix B – Interview with Project Manager B 
 
0:50 
Interviewers: could you briefly describe your role in the offshoring process? 
Project Manager B: It was my role to identify which processes to offshore - with my manager and the 
purchasing department managers– who made the recommendations. We reviewed them and I made 
the scripts for the processes that we decided to offshore in the first phase, meaning that I made the 
manuals for performing the tasks. 
 
1:45 
Interviewers: Did you work together with Project Manager A on that? 
Project Manager B: Yes, Project Manager A and the purchasers. I kind of new most of it since it was 
the least complex tasks. So, much of it I could do myself without even being seated in the purchasers 
department. I made the manuals and also the process maps for the processes, which are an addition 
to the manuals. Then I went to Manila, training the team. Project Manager A was kind of responsible 
for the test team here and training those. 
 
2:50 
Interviewers: Project Manager A was responsible for the temp team and you for the offshore team in 
Manila? 
Project Manager B: Yes, and also for the coordination afterwards with them and performance 
measurement. 
 
3:05 
Interviewers: After implementation? 
Project Manager B: Yes.  
 
3:30 
Interviewers: How would explain the processes which you offshored? What were their 
characteristics?  
Project Manager B: We looked for the tasks which were easy to train people in. The tasks one would 
normally delegate to a temp. The tasks in which we could train people quickly and when they leave 
again also train new ones quickly. That was the first cut. That is also why we chose temps who did 
not have knowledge about purchasing because then we would have a real case scenario. We also 
knew that the staff we would employ in Manila would also not have any experience in purchasing. 
We would start from scratch.  
 
4:40 
Interviewers: The team leaders worked for Mearsk in Manila before but how about the rest of the 
staff? 
Project Manager B: That was a mix of new and old ones. But even if they had worked at Maersk 
before, they were in container business or something quite different. 
Interviewers: So they were new to purchasing? 
Project Manager B: Yes. And there is different processes and systems as well. But the good thing is 
that they know A.P. Moller Group so it's not a surprise to them that we buy things for vessels and 
they know what that is and so on.  
 
5:20 
Interviewers: Did you think it helped a lot that you had a couple of employees who were already 
used to the company? 
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Project Manager B: Yes, there is less you have to explain them. Still, I am not sure since GSC, the main 
focus for them is Maersk line, so I am not sure how much they have actually been exposed to the rest 
of the business. They understand the container side of it but the rest was new to them. But in 
general there is less things you have to train people in. You start from a higher learning curve. 
6:10 
Interviewers: So, would you say that although they did not have any process specific knowledge, they 
had a bit of background knowledge and that helped you? 
Project Manager B: Yes. 
 
6:20 
Interviewers: What were the biggest problems which you anticipated for beforehand? 
Project Manager B: Hard to remember since it's more than a year ago. I think especially when you 
haven't tried this before the main problem was general prejudice. Not only from us but from all. They 
would say 'oh this process is too difficult, so you cannot just transfer it. How are they going to do that 
so many kilometers away? Are we going to get the quality we want?'  Especially, the challenge we 
thought we would be facing was the Danish language. Because we have a lot of Danish suppliers and 
they would use handwriting and put Danish comments in all of the files, so would they handle those 
correctly? Would they be understood? Or would we have extra work in administrating those? 
 
Interviewers: was this a big problem in the end? 
Project Manager B: Well, we set up a process for it. Whenever they would encounter any Danish, 
they had a little dictionary of words which would come again (order nr, delivery..) so that they would 
understand it and understand the figures next to them. But if it was longer sentences where they 
couldn't get the meaning, they would forward them. But that also became less because we used risk 
mitigation of telling our suppliers that we are moving the process to Manila and that they do not 
understand Danish. And actually, we also have a lot of purchasers here who do not understand 
Danish but they would usually then just ask Danish colleagues. 
 
9:00  
Interviewers: Did you write this dictionary for them? 
Project Manager B: Yes.  
 
Project Manager B: The team leader and deputy team leader were here for training in November 
2007. 
 
10:10 
Interviewers: Why did you ask the team leaders to come here. 
Project Manager B: For the whole project we really tried to avoid any risks we could foresee. It was 
the safe way to do it. Also because it was the first time that we offshore anything so we wanted a 
representative to have seen the department which they were taking tasks over from. It wasn't my 
decision but Lars'. It made it really easy doing the actual training in Manila because I had two people 
to support my in training the five or six others. We could really monitor closely and there were three 
people to answer questions. 
 
11:30 
Interviewers: What did you do with the team leaders while they were here? What did you show 
them? 
Project Manager B: It was nine processes they had to learn in the first phase. They were here 2-3 
weeks, quite long. So we divided the days into a general introduction, also about the department and 
how we organize everything and so on. We had prioritized the processes according to how complex 
they were – in our minds – and started with the easiest ones. They got to know them and had to 
handle some of the cues. It was on the job training and we answered whatever questions they had. 
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We also checked the quality of what they were doing. We could correct whenever it was going in the 
wrong direction. They had 1-2 days per process, depending on what process, and then we took it 
step by step.  
 
13:00 
Interviewers: Did you encounter a lot of problems during that phase? 
Project Manager B: I remember that they were very quiet and we were actually kind of nervous 
because they didn't ask many questions. It was more that you had to find out and investigate in order 
to see whether they really knew what they were doing. You had to ask open questions, otherwise 
they would always say yes if you asked whether they understand. It was because otherwise they 
would lose face. It is different in their culture but we are really not used to that. We had to get used 
to that. Maybe they were also a little intimidated. They (team leaders) are a lot lower in the 
hierarchy and here are so many mangers around here which they are not used to where they come 
from. And there is also a lot of pressure from the GSC side for them to make a good impression- so 
they were really quiet and polite and didn't want to ask too much. But we really wanted them to 
show what they wanted. When they left we were a little nervous whether they were up to taking this 
task.  
 
15:00 
Interviewers: Who hired the other employees? 
Project Manager B: The GSC did.  
 
15:30 
Interviewers: Now we would like to talk a little about the time when you where in Manila. You have 
been there twice? 
Project Manager B: I have been there once just after the team leaders left here. Then we started 
training the rest. The second time it was OP A and OP B. 
 
16:10 
Interviewers: What was your first impression when you came to Manila? Did the team leaders 
implement what they were shown here? 
 Project Manager B: [ poverty, slums, poor buildings etc.. CSR, decent job, security... ]. The office 
itself is split over different floors and it is hard to see where what processes actually are. But you can 
of course see where the managers are because they have corner offices. The others are sitting in 
little cubes. They share computers because there are different shifts and the work stations are 
utilized more than once to keep costs down. There are day and night shifts. The value added service 
department where the team belongs to was on a different floor than the training because there was 
no room on that floor. I was the only one who had a phone, When you use a phone there you need a 
special pin code to be able to call out. Also security checks there are stricter there than you could 
imagine in Denmark. They check the bags before they leave the office. It is very strict. They also have 
to log on to the computer so one can see when they came and left (that is saved somewhere). 20:10 
Project Manager B: The two team leaders had already prepared presentations for the different 
processes. They had conducted the general ones while I was still in cph and then we started off with 
the processes. They had prepared presentations and I was supporting. I wanted them to take the 
lead and I was more in a supporter role. Also because I thought that they would rather ask questions 
to their team leaders than me – the one coming from cph, looking very different. They are not very 
much used to Europeans or Westerners coming there. Most tourists are from China or Korea. 
 
21:45 
Interviewers: So the trainings you had there with the staff were purely process oriented? Or did you 
also give them an introduction about the purchasing department, how it works and what the impact 
of their work is or did you just train them on the processes? 
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Project Manager B: We trained them on the processes. When we went through the manuals/SOPs. It 
was a PPT where we showed it and then afterwards they went to the computers in turns and showed 
it to us, doing the processes on the screens. We kind of knew that they would not ask critical 
questions so we forced them to show it in front of the others. So we could see when they would do 
something wrong or weren't quite sure about what to do next. 
 
22:50 
Interviewers: Did they see the scripts before? 
Project Manager B: Yes, we forwarded them beforehand so that they had a chance to look at them.  
 
23:00 
Interviewers: That where the fully revised scripts after the test team? 
Project Manager B: Yes. And while showing the processes I also tried to explain the consequences of 
when they would do something wrong. For example if they use DKK instead of Euros. It has a big 
impact, so I really tried to explain the consequences of that. Because we have an accuracy level that 
we require of 99%. But also this 1% could have a really big impact because it could let us choose the 
wrong supplier for example. 
 
Interviewers: How did they react to the scripts? Was it as understandable and logical as you 
anticipated?  
Project Manager B: There were some valid questions about things we hadn't caught or which were 
not described properly. We then corrected that during my stay there and updated them. I think the 
updates we did were very much less then they would have been if we had not tested it in Denmark 
because many issues and type errors where already corrected. 
 
24:45 
Interviewers: What kind of issues were that? Was it that explanations were not clear enough or were 
there ambiguous sentences? 
Project Manager B: It could have been both.  
 
25:20 
Interviewers: Was that only things that you could also have solved with the temp team, given more 
time and resources? Or were there issues due to cultural differences? 
Project Manager B: We could have caught it with the temp team. The problem there was more the 
lack of commitment from some of the temps, whereas the team we have in Manila was a lot more 
involved. You have these tasks which you almost can't get any Dane to do and they are so excited 
about it and want to do more and better. They very enthusiastic and energetic about it and really 
study what they are doing. WE could see that with the temp team. They did y good job, no doubt 
about that. But it is just a different attitude they had towards the job. It was few of the temps who 
really actually reviewed the scripts and took the responsibility in the way that the new team did. 
 
Interviewers: Did you encounter any language problems while you were there? 
Project Manager B: No, very limited. Their English is pretty good and you get used to the accent. They 
might use slightly different words sometimes but it was very limited. 
 
27:30 
Interviewers: Did you mainly communicate through the team leaders or did you communicate 
directly with the employees? 
Project Manager B: It depended on the issue. If it was to correct someone then I would like to go 
through the team leaders because he is also the one to manage it forward and he also checked the 
processes himself and put all the feedback together and then he would hold a session where he told 
them: these are examples of common errors, so please be aware here and put extra attention to it. 
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But I tried to keep the tone as informal as I could. I was sitting next to the team and I really wanted 
that they felt that they could approach me for questions. But I was there almost 3 weeks and in the 
end they came up and asked me. I felt that was a good sign because they felt comfortable. And I also 
knew that when I went back they would also dare and ask me. And of course that way they would get 
the answers and would not do things incorrectly.  
29:30 
Interviewers: Did you feel that it was important that you were sitting there, talking face to face with 
them instead of phone or videophone? 
Project Manager B: Since it was the kick off, the needed that relationship. Also, In Asia the whole 
relationship building is a lot more important than here. It was nice for them to have a face from Cph. 
Furthermore, we didn't really have videoconferencing that time. WebEX or conference calls were the 
alternatives. 
 
30:55 
Interviewers: Besides the relationship side, how about from the content side? Was it important to be 
there? 
Project Manager B: They don't dare to ask these questions. When you are there and ask them 
something and they say yes, after a week or so you can tell whether they mean yes or well no, kind 
of. This you can't tell any other way. It's hard to tell whether it would not have been as successful if I 
wouldn't have been there. It's really difficult to foresee how it would have been. But I think it helped 
with the communication afterwards.  
 
32:30 
Interviewers: While you were over there, did you experience any questions you didn't account for? 
Project Manager B: we mainly already discovered that with the test group here. You think the 
process of purchasing is very simple but that was pretty difficult to understand for them. To see the 
full process was difficult for them at the beginning. The relationships between the different tasks 
were not clear to them, while in our head that is very clear. I don't know if that was because they 
only got these fragmented bits and pieces here and there or because they were not used to 
purchasing at all.   
 
34:20 
Interviewers: Did you know everything in the scripts by heart or did you also have to rely on them? 
Project Manager B: I knew them by heart. Especially since I worked on them the whole time with the 
temps.  
 
35:30 
Interviewers: When you went over there, you were an additional help to the scripts or where the 
scripts a tool that helped you explain it? What was the main way of explanation? 
Project Manager B: The scripts. I was supporting when they did not understand something in the 
scripts. 
 
36:00  
Interviewers: So, you did not talk through all the scripts? 
Project Manager B: They had to read the scripts first and then we had a presentation where we went 
through the whole script. And then each of them had to do the whole process in front of us. It was 
quite detailed actually.  
 
36:30 
Interviewers: What was the biggest problem you actually encountered? 
Project Manager B: We were actually all a little surprised how smooth it went. I was more surprised 
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that there were no problems. There were some minor issues we encountered but it was so minor 
that it wouldn't have affected the whole thing in a big way. Just details.  
 
38:40 
Interviewers: What is your opinion about the test team? Could it have been done the same way with 
a test team in Manila? 
Project Manager B: Then it would have been a normal migration. You could maybe have done a 
shadow support, parallel here and there and then compare. I think one of the reasons for having the 
test team here was maybe not for the process sake, because we could have successfully transferred 
that to the team by having someone going over there for a longer period and train them. The reason 
for the test team was more to change management of the department here and to make them 
welcome this solution and make them feel comfortable of letting go of these tasks which they felt so 
possessive about. It was so critical and no one else could do it, certainly not someone so far away. So 
by proving to them that we can take some guys from the street, placing them here five meters away, 
so if anything goes wrong it's much easier to take care of. After they felt ok with these temps doing it 
(the Everest team), the step of taking these already isolated task and moving it ten thousand km 
away,  that step was really small. If we had taken the tasks directly from the purchasers, that step 
emotionally for the guys here in cph would have been much more severe. Maybe the risk is that the 
list of tasks we would have offshored would have been smaller and they would only offshore the 
more complex ones once they felt comfortable about the team in Manila. 
 
41:50 
Interviewers: You were also dependent on their (purchasers) knowledge and expertise, right? 
Project Manager B: Yes, especially for the later processes. The first few were not that complex but for 
the later one we depended on their feedback. 
 
42:20 
Interviewers: Project Manager A told us that there had to be a couple of feedback loops (purchasers-
temps). Do you think you could have done that with a team in Manila or do you think the proximity 
helped? 
Project Manager B: Proximity helped. It could have been done with the team in Manila but you 
would not have done that on a life project because that would have gone wrong. But you would 
really have to get to that level where they are comfortable to give you feedback.  
 
43:55 
Interviewers: Do you think they would have told you if there was something missing in the scripts? 
Project Manager B: Some of them. Some are very reluctant. But we definitely had some who stuck 
out of the team, having a lot of suggestions, ideas, feedback, improvement ideas. But that is 
personality profiles. 
 
44:30 
Interviewers: Let's stay in the implementation phase but move to the phase when you had returned 
to cph. How was the communication between the Manila team and PURLOG? 
Project Manager B: First we had a period where nothing happened, so we stabilized and evaluated. 
We set up what the reporting should be as well as performance measurements. There was few 
queries but that was mostly like: “we got this mail and don't know what it means”, so exception 
handling instead of anything changing the process as such. It was not a full time job but required like 
an hour a day. But then the new processes came, also IT processes which were transferred through 
WebEX. Then there was a lot of webex meetings and coordination. Then we started preparing a new 
batch of activities. OP A and OP B went over to there to train. 
 
46:20 
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Interviewers: That was the last batch? 
Project Manager B: Yes, and then there were a few afterwards I believe but then it was only 
conference calls and WebEX.  
 
46:30 
Interviewers: was the communication between the Manila team and cph centered? Did you filter all 
the communication or did Manila employees contact purchasers directly? 
Project Manager B: It depended. We wrote in the SOPs that if it was regarding certain things they 
would contact the purchasers directly because that was in the process description. Other issues 
would go through me. The Manila guys could easily find out that I was the person to contact. It was 
more for the purchasers here in cph were a little bit confused whether it was me or Project Manager 
A to contact because they were used to contacting him when the temps had the tasks. And 
sometimes the purchasers didn't know that the process was already transferred to Manila and that 
they had to contact me now.  
  
47:40 
Interviewers: So, it wasn't always realized in the department when the tasks had been transferred to 
Manila? 
Project Manager B: Some were more aware than others. 
 
47:50 
Interviewers: That is a good indicator that it went smoothly. 
Project Manager B: Yes, it was already isolated and out of their set of mind. So if it was with the temp 
team or with Manila didn't make a difference for them. Also because a lot of the temps had foreign 
names so they couldn't tell by the names whether it was someone from the temps or from Manila.  
 
48:30 
Interviewers: Did you keep the same temps for the whole period? 
Project Manager B: Some stayed longer than others. There were also a few we had to let go. That 
was because the volume went down but also due to performance or engagement in the process. 
Some were very disinterested. We had a few really good temps who did a very good job.  
 
49:45 
Interviewers: Did the script development of the last (most complex) batch go in line with the others? 
Project Manager B: Both yes and no. From our side, we were more into the process so we definitely 
knew how it should be described and what detail level was needed. The only problem then was that 
the processes which went in the scripts were new to us so we couldn't actually do the scripts because 
otherwise we would have had to spend a lot of time learning the processes ourselves before we 
could write the scripts. So we made the purchasers do the scripts but they were not used to it and 
didn't know what detail level was needed. Additionally, when you are really into a process and know 
it well then you take a lot of things for granted. But they forget that they do some extra steps in 
between (like hitting the enter button). It was for them to really understand how to write a script. 
We had to teach the purchasers that.  
 
52:00 
Interviewers: So you would say that one of the difficulties was for those people who had all the 
knowledge to code it down to a SOP? 
Project Manager B: Yes, because they would leave steps out because it was too logical. It was very 
unconscious, they wouldn't even think about that.  
 
52:55 
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Interviewers: did it happen that you got over-information from the purchasers in the scripts? 
Project Manager B: I don't remember that. It was too less information. But Project Manager A and 
me shared the script editing. Sometimes it felt like an extra step if it had to go through me because 
sometimes he already had the information from the temp team so they just changed it and notified 
me.  
 
54:00 
Interviewers: After the last batch was implemented, did the communication density go down? Did it 
go down gradually or just stop? 
Project Manager B: It went down gradually to a certain level and there it stayed. Of course there was 
a lot of queries after Allan and Dorthe came back because it was new and complex processes and it 
was a process that included a lot of information where the information in the system (database) was 
not at its best at that time. 
 
55:50 
Interviewers: How does the performance measurement work? 
Project Manager B: They are measured on three things. 1. timeliness, 2. accuracy (with regard to 
quality. Spot checking, but we also hear from purchasers if things go wrong), 3. productivity (how 
many can you turn pro hour. So we can also see whether they are improving) 
 
57:10 
Interviewers: So they are a lot stricter evaluated than people here? 
Project Manager B: Oh yes! That is very directly linked to their salary and everything. They also have 
this performance system where it is obvious to everyone who is a top performer and who is in the 
bottom.  
 
57:40 
Interviewers: I couldn't imagine that in Denmark. 
Project Manager B: No. And also with the whole security checks they have (checking bags before 
people leave etc.) 
 
58:14 
Interviewers: Would you consider the Manila department as being independent? 
Project Manager B: they have responsibility but the accountability is in cph. 
 
59:00 
Interviewers: Why did you go to Manila? 
Project Manager B: That was decided before Project Manager A and me were involved in the process. 
It could have been that the guy at that time responsible in Manila for the process area was Danish, 
whereas the one in Chennai was Indian, so maybe because of reasons of communication or to avoid 
the culture gab. Maybe the comfort level was higher much faster with Manila. But I don't know. 
 
1:01:00 
Interviewers: One more question to communication. Was it very formal and structured in Manila or 
did you experience informal conversations in the halls or so? 
Project Manager B: I tried to make it as informal as I could. We also did some activities out of work 
(dinner, movie, karaoke, secret santa..). We had really good relations. 
 
1:03:00 
Interviewers: Do you think that is the standard over there? 
Project Manager B: Some people enforce the hierarchy more than I did. It also is a special situation if 
you're only there as a trainer for a short time and are not going to be their manager afterwards. 
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1:04:47 
Interviewers: How about the team leaders? Did they engage in all these activities? 
Project Manager B: Yes. He had to keep his authority but still he participated. 
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Appendix C – Interview with two Operational Purchasers 

 
 
0:20 
Interviewers: What was your role during the project? 
Operational Purchaser 2: We were approached by Project Manager A and Project Manager B, 
because at that time we were the most experienced purchasers at the department. Also, we were 
very positive about the project. 
 
1:10 
Interviewers: Why were you positive about the project? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Normally, in Purchasing Logistics, we are very busy. So we were happy that 
they took over part of our work. We would not get the personnel for that work in CPH, as we are 
understaffed. They took over tedious tasks, so our jobs got more interesting. We are hired also for 
negotiations, but most were doing very few. As Manila took away the more operational tasks, we can 
act more strategic. 
Operational Purchaser 1: I agree. They took away all the requisitions, so we can focus on what 
matters. 
 
2:30 
(From other question) 
Operational Purchaser 1: We tested the scripts first in Copenhagen and ruled out the main issues, but 
when we implemented them in manila, we fine-tuned them further. 
 
4:00 
Interviewers: How did you identify the knowledge for the scripts? 
Operational Purchaser 2: We were actually not involved in the beginning. We went over to Manila for 
one script only, which is the “sending inquiries” script. It is crucial to the department. 
In the beginning we were not involved in identifying the processes. During the process, Project 
Manager A approached us and asked about our concerns regarding giving away the knowledge, as 
we would not get it back. In some years, most purchasers in CPH will not know these things anymore. 
We kept only the most complex 20%, but is that enough? 
6:00 
Operational Purchaser 2: This is also why we made the scripts so extensive, as a way of preserving 
the knowledge and keeping it available (and belonging) for CPH. Project Manager A many times 
asked whether there were risks involved in moving the specific processes. 
 
6:30 
Interviewers: Did you play a major role in developing the last (complex) batch of scripts? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Yes, but indirectly. We acted as consultants. We did not actively write 
them, we provided Project Manager A with information, so he could develop the scripts and test 
them with the temps. Then, he came back to us for more information. When we went to Manila, we 
thought that we had very good scripts, which we did. The amendments we made while being there 
were minor compared to the first corrections. They were very workable. 
 
7:30 
Interviewers: Did you ever directly communicate with the test team in CPH? 
Operational Purchaser 1: No, only through Project Manager A. 
 
7:50 
Interviewers: Do you think that the approach was good? 
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Operational Purchaser 1: We resolved some problems before going to Manila. Maybe, a meeting 
with the test team (direct) would have been beneficial. 
Operational Purchaser 2: Still, we would have a problem. If there are too many people involved, all 
go off in different directions. It is good to have one focal point that coordinates. Even now, with the 
coordination with Manila, we have to very careful with communication. Every time we make 
changes, we route the coordination through an official channel. Otherwise, we would lose control. 
That would be the worst possible outcome. With the test team it was similar. 
9:40 
Operational Purchaser 2: Everybody has its habits; people use different shortcuts in their daily work. 
We did NOT want to show the Manila team any shortcuts. So we have to restrain communication. 
 
10:00 
Interviewers: What is the communication procedure with Manila now? 
Operational Purchaser 2: We emphasize that every time some changes are made or discussed, Allan 
and I have to be put in copy. We do not want any undocumented communication between Manila 
and the purchasers (or anybody else). We have to keep control. 
 
10:30 
Interviewers: Is it the same in manila? Do you have one communication hub there as well? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Yes, they have a very sharp hierarchy in Manila. There are [two 
administrative superiors] and Manila Team Leader 1 (team leader) and Manila Team Leader 2 (his 
deputee) and then the tech employees. We always contact Manila Team Leader 1 or alternatively 
Manila Team Leader 2 with Manila Team Leader 1 in copy. 
 
11:50 
Interviewers: Are Manila Team Leader 1 and Manila Team Leader 2 involved in the processes? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Manila Team Leader 1 very little, Manila Team Leader 2 a bit more. The 
tech employees do exclusively processes. Manila Team Leader 1 does the performance evaluations. 
He checks for processes per employee per day and notes down the errors and timeliness.  
 
12:30 
Interviewers: Are you satisfied? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Compliance is 99,38%. So we are satisfied. 
Operational Purchaser 1: It is within the SLA. We will renegotiate the SLA in the future. 
 
13:00 
Interviewers: Has it been this good from the start or did you see any improvement over time? 
Operational Purchaser 1: It has been pretty steady right from the start. 
 
13:20 
Interviewers: Did it surprise you that it started on a high level? 
Operational Purchaser 1: It surprised me. They are very script oriented, if they have something to 
work with, they are very good. It surprises me that it keeps steady, because normally people get 
sloppy over time with these tasks. So the numbers are fairly good. 
 
14:00 
Interviewers: Is there any direct communication between CPH and anybody in Manila except Manila 
Team Leader 1 and Manila Team Leader 2? 
Operational Purchaser 2: There are issues with their telephone lines [they may not use them], but we 
are in direct contact with many of them via communicator [“Office Messenger” – Like MSN]. 
 
14:40 
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So you use the communicator to resolve urgent, operational issues for them? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Several times a day. 
Operational Purchaser 1: As I see it, they are trying to channel their requests through Manila Team 
Leader 2 if possible. 
Operational Purchaser 2: I am in contact with many of them directly (Disagreement between D and 
A) 
 
15:40 
Operational Purchaser 2: The communication via communicator is not “official” communication. It is 
exclusively small, operational issues. Everything bigger (official) goes via email, with Manila Team 
Leader 1, Manila Team Leader 2, Allan and I in copy. 
Interviewers: But smaller issues are resolved informally via communicator. 
Operational Purchaser 2: Yes 
Interviewers: Only with you two, not with the other purchasers? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Only us two. 
Interviewers: Why is that? 
Operational Purchaser 1: Because they know us and because we requested it like this. 
Operational Purchaser 2: They are very timid. Maybe they also prefer to stick to us because they 
know us. When we were there, we went out with them a couple of times but still they would call us 
“Sir” and “Madam”. We could not stop this behavior. They are very afraid of approaching people. 
When we arrived there, they were afraid of us. It took a long time to break the ice. 
 
16:50 
Interviewers: Was this cultural difference a big problem for you? 
Operational Purchaser 1: It is something you have to get used to. Also, you get no facial expression 
feedback from them. When you do practice runs with them, you see if they understood something or 
not. By showing them or asking them you will not find out if they understand. It is different, but you 
get used to it. You change your approach. 
17:40 
Operational Purchaser 2: I am not very detail oriented. So sometimes I just went on and on 
explaining, and after three hours they told me that I have to write everything down so they can 
review it. 
18:10 
Operational Purchaser 2: They are extremely fast, though. Once, Allan talked for three hours, they 
they took the script and performed 100%. 
 
18:25 
Interviewers: So you made them go through the script, then explained it, and then tested them? 
Operational Purchaser 2: They read it a little bit, they we explained it. 
Operational Purchaser 1: They read it, then we answered questions, then we went to explanations 
and showed them the processes first hand. Then they were tested and asked to do the processes, we 
walked around, checked on them and answered questions. 
 
19:20 
Interviewers: Did you only tell them how to execute the scripts literally, or did you also explain them 
the broader business consequences of the processes? 
Operational Purchaser 2: That’s an interesting point. The employees that were already involved in 
the earlier batches (there were two new ones) were really happy about the “sending inquiries” 
script, because it put their earlier work into perspective. Sending inquiries is the first process in the 
chain, so they learned what their other processes actually mean. Allan spend two hours explaining 
the process of purchasing as a whole(!). That helped them a lot in conjunction with the “sending 
inquiries”, it but their other tasks in relationship. 
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20:30 
Interviewers: So the “sending inquiries” script was the most complex part of the last batch. It also 
was the reason you went to Manila? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Yes there were some others, but we could have done these over 
webEx/telephone, etc. But for that one script we had to go there. 
 
21:20 
Interviewers: Why was that? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Because failure was not an option. We had to be entirely sure that it would 
work. This process is connected to external people (suppliers), so it is representative for the 
department. Therefore, we do not want them to do mistakes (contact wrong suppliers, etc.). 
 
22:15 
Interviewers: Does this script require more independent thought than the other ones? 
Operational Purchaser 1: Yes. It explicitly states “you have to use common sense”. 
Operational Purchaser 2: But I still think we have scripted a lot in there [“sending inquiries” script]. 
The thing is: the fact that we went there specifically for that script showed the Manila team how 
serious we were about it. Maybe it would have been possible to implement it without going there, 
but the failure rate would have been too high. 
 
23:00 
Interviewers: Explain why you had to be there physically, what was the communication impact? 
Operational Purchaser 1: Face-to-Face communication facilitates understanding a lot. It is much 
easier to perceive if they understand something. Some processes involve complex tasks, also calling 
up people and sending reminders, things you cannot capture with screenshots. Therefore, face-to-
Face communication is the only reasonable way to demonstrate these processes. You can see at once 
if they understood it. 
24:00 
Operational Purchaser 2: Another reason for being physically present is checking on how far they 
actually comply with the scripts. Some scripts require you to contact multiple suppliers and ask for 
prices. If they would contact less than the required minimum amount given by the scripts, we would 
never know unless we are there and see it. We needed to be there to give them the confidence(!) to 
ask us every time they were not sure about a supplier. Especially when they had to decide which 
suppliers to contact. Only this way we could get them comfortable with these processes that involve 
independent judgment of the situation. They are very timid, so it was good that we were there, 
because it lowered their inhibition threshold towards asking questions when they hid a roadblock. 
They needed to ask those questions in order to finally do their job right. 
 
25:40 
Interviewers: Do you think that you could have put this knowledge about the suppliers into a script, 
given unlimited number of pages? 
Operational Purchaser 2: No. 
Operational Purchaser 1: It would be extremely difficult to get all the “whats” and “ifs” into a script. 
Even if we have a script, we expect them to build up some experience(!). 
Operational Purchaser 2: also because the vessels can be very imaginative with their orders, mixing 
up words. So the Manila team has to look on Google or other sources. These procedures are difficult 
to explain. 
 
27:30 
Interviewers: What problems did you anticipate beforehand? 
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Operational Purchaser 2: I was afraid that they could not follow the scripts. In fact, they did do a very 
good job. But in the end, the biggest surprise to me was that they had to follow the scripts at all 
times. They would not put them away, even after doing a process the thousandth time. They are 
extremely script oriented. 
 
28:30 
Interviewers: Why do you think that is? 
Operational Purchaser 1: I think it’s a cultural issue. It also depends on the education system. 
European schools teach free thinking way more than Asian ones. 
Operational Purchaser 2: Actually, Project Manager A had problems with the temps not following the 
scripts. They would go through them three, four times and then put them aside. When changes were 
made, they looked at them and disregarded the scripts again. Testing quality suffered from that. In 
Manila on the other hand, they always use the scripts, again and again. You could never tell a 
European to do that. 
 
29:30 
Operational Purchaser 2: This approach to scripts (of the Manila team) has proven very helpful, but 
also dangerous. If the script does not work they cannot perform. They will not think out of the box. 
 
29:45 
Interviewers: So in Manila, the script is a different means? Not only knowledge transfer tool, but 
permanent tool? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Definitely, yes. In other parts, it would have been a learning tool, nothing 
more. In Manila, we have them have it open on a screen every day. So they notice every change in 
scripts immediately. That is very helpful. A month ago we changed a supplier list, and from one 
minute to the other inquiries went to the new supplier. When we put it back to the original way, it 
changed back immediately. That is because we changed the online scripts and the Manila team saw 
the change immediately [they open the script every day from the intranet, so they see changes as 
soon as they are made]. They made no mistakes. That would never work like this in Copenhagen. You 
would tell people to use a different supplier, but they would forget half of the time. Compliance was 
incredibly good in that instance with the Manila team. 
 
32:00 
Interviewers: Do you think that this behavior is also due to the nature of the processes? 
Operational Purchaser 1: Yes, the plus side of it is definitely bigger because the processes are so 
mechanical. 
Interviewers: So with more complex tasks their way of handling scripts would become a 
disadvantage? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Yes, we just had this discussion. Manila Team Leader 1 is a good team 
leader over there, but we think that we would need a more open minded one if we would like to take 
the GSC to the next level and send more complex tasks over there. He is too rigid on the scripts. 
 
33:30 
Interviewers: So do you think that you could send processes more complex than the “sending 
inquiries” one over to Manila, using the same script approach? 
Operational Purchaser 2: No. 
Operational Purchaser 1: The next step would be for them to chose prices and send orders. That 
would be very complicated. 
Operational Purchaser 2: Other entities within A.P. Moller for example just go there with one page of 
objectives, tell them “this is what we want” and have them make their own scripts. I do not think 
that with our organizational setup and our requirements regarding compliance we could do that. It 
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would take a more advanced group and an experienced expat as team leader. Also more 
coordination with Copenhagen. 
 
34:30 
Interviewers: Coming back to knowledge. How did you identify the knowledge you wanted to share 
with them, what did you rather keep here. 
Operational Purchaser 2: They know everything we do, but they are not allowed to do the same 
processes. They only are allowed to handle stores orders (order that are handled via a warehouse). 
Urgent and airfreight orders (when a vessel immediately needs something) are handled by us in CPH. 
In principle, it’s the same process, just on a different timeframe. You need the logistics, supply chain, 
everything. It has to go really fast. 
So they handle the same amount of suppliers etc, but at a slower speed. 
36:00 
Operational Purchaser 2: With urgent orders you need a lot of experience to know whom to contact 
and such, and we were afraid to move that experience to Manila. 
Operational Purchaser 1: (Coming back to the question from 34:30)If you tell people what a process 
implies, I think the results are better. So I have not kept anything from them. 
 
37:20 
Interviewers: Was this relational knowledge in the scripts? 
Operational Purchaser 1: No. We told them when we were there. The scripts are more a snapshot of 
an isolated process. 
 
38:10 
Interviewers: Do you think this relational knowledge helped the Manila team to understand better 
and work better? 
Operational Purchaser 1: Honestly, I don’t know. 
Operational Purchaser 2: In the beginning, we thought it would. We were so proud that now [after 
the implementation of the “sending inquiries” script] they had the full picture and they were happy, 
but in the end, they did not care and stuck to their scripts. Only two of them showed real interest. 
But that’s my personal impression. 
 
39:00 
Interviewers: When you came there, Project Manager B had already been there for three weeks and 
Stephan had transferred another batch via webEx. Did you feel that they had some kind of pre-
understanding when you got there? 
D, Operational Purchaser 1: Yes.  
Operational Purchaser 1: There was kind of a mixed group. Three experienced technical employees, 
and two new ones. 
 
40:00  
Interviewers: Do you think that you could have sent the “sending inquiries” process there from the 
very start? Or did they need some experience with less complex processes? 
Operational Purchaser 2: It helped them a lot! They already knew the suppliers, the currencies, knew 
our processes, and knew a lot of Danish words. They knew a lot. So when they started sending out to 
the suppliers, they already knew how to spell them and so on. It was a big help. 
 
41:00 
Interviewers: Did you realize any language problems? 
Operational Purchaser 1: Not really. But I also have been travelling a lot in South East Asia. 
 
42:00 
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Operational Purchaser 2: They are very pleasant to be around, also humorous. They opened up after 
a while, but it took time. It’s stressing in the beginning, because at the start they were very tense and 
closed. That also meant that the first two days we did not know if the implementation would be easy 
or difficult. 
 
43:30 
Interviewers: Are there any problems related to geographic or time zone distance? 
Operational Purchaser 1: No, they are working our hours. They work from 2 p.m. to 10 p.m. local 
time. 
Operational Purchaser 2: One big problem is that it is too expensive for us to go there. Personally, I 
believe that there should be two visits each year to follow up. But it is too expensive. 
Operational Purchaser 1: If we keep them on a more informal basis from time to time [by going 
there], we could get valuable feedback from them. They do not give this feedback over the long 
distance communication means. 
 
44:30 
Interviewers: So you are missing out feedback because of the distance? 
A, Operational Purchaser 2: Yes. 
Interviewers: Does it also affect performance? 
Operational Purchaser 2: It could. One example: Jakob and Stephan [related to IT scripts] told Manila 
Team Leader 1 that they wanted at least two people to be able to handle the scripts. When one of 
them was sick and the other on vacation, no-one could do this. After 3 days Jakob called Manila 
Team Leader 1 and told him to teach someone else. Manila Team Leader 1 actually was happy 
because he was feeling stressed with the situation. The misunderstanding was that Jakob and 
Stephan wanted two people DEDICATED to the processes at the same time, but wanted back-ups to 
be trained, while Manila Team Leader 1 understood to only train two people. Although he felt 
stressed with the resulting situation, he did not voice his concerns until he was asked about it. 
 
46:00 
Interviewers: Were there more communication inefficiencies like this? 
Operational Purchaser 1: Hard to say, as we normally don’t know of them. 
46:30 
Operational Purchaser 2: The communication about those things is very official, so we get this info 
only from Manila Team Leader 1 and Manila Team Leader 2. The normal employees would never talk 
about these things directly to us. They are very hierarchical. 
47:00 
Interviewers: So even if there is a big problem, they would not tell you? 
Operational Purchaser 2: No. they would tell Manila Team Leader 1 and expect him to tell us. 
Interviewers: And if Manila Team Leader 1 disregards the issue, you would never hear of it? 
Operational Purchaser 2: I don’t think so, no. 
 
47:10 
Interviewers: Do you think that if you would go there for one or two weeks again, you would get this 
information about problems from the normal employees? 
Operational Purchaser 2: Yes. I am fairly sure we would. But it would need some time.  We would 
have to go though the scripts with them again and talk about improvements. They need time to open 
up. If Steen [head of the department] goes there for two hours, that does not solve anything. 
When I call Manila Team Leader 1 every two weeks, I ask if there are issues, but I’m not sure if he 
tells me everything. 
 
48:00 
Interviewers: So missing interaction is a problem? 
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Operational Purchaser 2: It’s a challenge. 
 
48:10 
Interviewers: Do you consider the Manila team independent? 
Operational Purchaser 1: They still need some nursing. 
Operational Purchaser 2: But it’s good. If we would not hear anything, I would be afraid that we 
would not know if there are problems. 
Operational Purchaser 1: I think they are able to do 85% of things completely on their own. 
 
51:00 
Interviewers: We think that the setup with the test team in CPH was a very good idea. What your 
opinion? 
Operational Purchaser 2: I think it was genius. We could just go there with the scripts and start 
implementing. Everybody here is very happy with how it went, also management. That’s very 
important. 
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Appendix D – WebEX related interview with IT specialist and Project Manager A 

 
These two short interviews were conducted in addition to the initial interview and the three main 
interviews. The interviewees were project manager A again as well as a PURLOG IT specialist who 
used the offshoring initiative to transfer some of his own, unrelated processes to Manila. Although 
those processes are not subject of this thesis, he did make valuable experiences with the use of 
WebEX sessions for offshoring. 
 
The format of this transcript is different from the earlier ones as no voice recording solution was 
used, the interviewer took notes instead. 
 
Interview with IT specialist: 
 
Interviewer: Please explain the procedure of using WebEX to offshore processes. 
IT specialist: First, I created scripts. These were tested by one of the temporary workers, but I did not 
go via project manager A. 
 
Interviewers: So you did in fact explain the temporary worker some of the process related knowledge 
directly? 
IT Expert: yes. 
 
IT Expert: Then, we sent the scripts to Manila and gave them one week to read through them. We 
expected some feedback during that time, but they did not voice any concerns. Afterwards, I used 
WebEX to let them see my desktop while I conducted the processes. At the same time, we had a 
phone conference and I explained what I was doing. Afterwards, I had them show me their desktop 
and corrected them. 
 
Interviewers: What was the biggest problem you experienced? 
IT Expert: It was really difficult to know if they really understood something. They would always say 
“yes”, but you could not see their faces, so you never knew if they really did. 
 
Interviewers: Did you offshore the processes completely at that point or did you maintain a transition 
period? 
IT Expert: They fully took over at that point. But I was monitoring what they were doing, so I could 
prevent errors from happening. 
 
Interviewers: How was the quality at that point? 
IT Expert: Initially, quality was acceptable but not outstanding. With time, this improved. Now, they 
are generally at over 90% accuracy. This also depends on the user requests. IT scripts are triggered by 
users demanding some type of changes. If the user uses ambiguous sentences, the offshore 
employees usually cannot adapt. Especially when there are exceptions that have to be accounted for, 
I normally have to take over. The offshore employees only do what is written down in the scripts. 
 
 
Interview with project manager Project Mananger A: 
 
Interviewer: Was the procedure you used for offshoring processes via WebEX the same as described 
by the former interviewee? 
Project Mananger A: Yes. Of course, we used the centralized communication approach with the 
temporary workers for the scripts. But the communication via WebEX was the same. 
 
Interviewers: What offshore employees did you conduct WebEX sessions with? 
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Project Mananger A: Only the team leader and one regular employee. We expected them to then 
show the other employees. 
 
Interviewers: What was the main problem you encountered? 
Project Mananger A: Communication quality was substantially worse. When we had the team leaders 
in Copenhagen, we could tell them face-to-face. That was much easier. Especially difficult was to 
assess if they actually understood something via WebEX. They would always say “yes”. 
 
Interviewers: Did you notice any difference in process quality after implementation via WebEX 
compared to the first batch were you had face-to-face interaction? 
Project Mananger A: Definitely! Quality was on average 30% worse with WebEX. 
 
Interviewers: Did this gap close with time? 
Project Mananger A: Yes. As they got more familiar with the scripts, process quality increased to the 
same level. Nevertheless, for the WebEX processes it required considerably more after work. We had 
to check up on them, correct mistakes and answer a lot of questions when they met problems. 
 
Interviewers: Did this lack of process quality affect the overall process flow? 
Project Mananger A: No, not really. The processes we used in that batch were rather independent. 
Also, we “cleaned up” a lot after them in the first weeks, so serious problems were easily spotted. 
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Appendix E – Standard Process Script for Manila 
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Register order confirmations 

This process should be conducted every time an order confirmation is received from the supplier on 

mail/fax. 

1. Go to screen P7 

2. Type in “Order.” – number (10-digit: “009 1283 004”, can include letters) 
Press Ctrl/Enter 

 

3. The order will appear in screen 

 

Delivery date 

Total amount 

Amount per unit 

By default location is set as 

”CPH” – if no order can be 

found on this location, clear 

the field 

Priority 

U = Urgent 

A = Airfreight 

L = Local 

Quantity 
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4. Check that following match; quantity, number of lines, total amount (if relevant amount per unit) 
and delivery date. See 2.1, 2.2 or 2.3 for additional instructions, if OC does not match. 

5. Type OH in the command line and press Ctrl/Enter  

6. The order now appears in the OH screen 

 

7. Insert “order confirmation date” in screen (if a date is already there – check if order change has 
been made. If so, put the OC date in this field. If not leave as is.) 

8. Insert the supplier’s reference if any. If field is not empty type “/” and then the reference number 
(/reference number) 

9. Press F9 (Save) 
 

All order confirmations should be archived.  

If order confirmation is received in MCS mail system it should be archived in ‘folder’ OC with the first 7-

digits of the order number as ‘keyword’. See MCS manual for details. 

 

Deviation in price 

1. Update OH with OC confirmation date and reference number if any. 

2. Find original quote in archive and check it is typed in correctly 

3. If quotation is typed in correctly or cannot be found, check the following; 

a. If deviation is below 100,- DKK for total amount accept the order confirmation 

b. If deviation is above 100,- DKK forward the order confirmation to responsible purchaser (if 
the order priority is urgent; it should be noted as keyword) and create an internal note on 
the order: “ORDER NO. XXX XXXX XXX, ORDER CONFIRMATION RECEIVED WITH 
DISCREPANCY IN PRICE – 1234,- DKK, ORDER IS 4321,- DKK AND OC IS 5555,- DKK”. (If you 
have searched for the original quote and could not find it, add: “ORIGINAL QUOTE COULD 
NOT BE FOUND”.) 

Order 

confirmation 

Supplier reference 
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4. If quotation is not typed in correctly, forward the order confirmation to the responsible purchaser 
(if the order priority is urgent; it should be noted as keyword) and create an internal note: “ORDER 
NO. XXX XXXX XXX, ORDER CONFIRMATION RECEIVED, QUOTE WAS NOT TYPED IN CORRECTLY, OC 
HAS BEEN FORWARDED”, this will result in the following two scenarios: 

a. The purchaser handles the order confirmation 

b. The purchaser requests the prices to be updated in screen P7 

5. Archive order confirmation 

 

Freight costs 

1. If freight cost is the only discrepancy between order and order confirmation 

2. Create internal note to buyer on requisition containing the extra cost. (example: “ORDER NO. XXX 
XXXX XXX TO SUPPLIER YYYYY, ORDER CONFIRMATION RECEIVED WITH ADDITIONAL FREIGHT COST 
OF 123,- USD”) – remember to put a B in front of message 

3. Update OH with OC confirmation date and reference number if any 

4. Archive order confirmation 

 

Deviation in delivery date, extra costs, discrepancy in quantity, extra order lines, etc. 

1. Forward the order confirmation by mail to responsible buyer and create an internal note in the 
order note with following text: 
“ORDER NO. XXX XXXX XXX TO SUPPLIER YYYYY, ORDER CONFIRMATION RECEIVED WITH 
ZZZZZZZZZZ (e.g. DELIVERY DATE LATER THAN REQUESTED) 
NB!  If the order is priority S (stores) and the delivery time does not exceed 5 work days the delivery 
date on the order should be changed to the one the supplier informs of in screen OH. Internal note 
on order should be created and the order confirmation should NOT be forwarded. 

2. If the order is URGENT, remember to mark the mail with status and keyword URGENT.  

3. The responsible purchaser can be found in screen P7 or in screen BP. 

4. Archive order confirmation 

Find responsible purchaser in screen P7:  

 

Find responsible buyer in screen BP: 

Responsible purchaser 

(Buyer) 
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Type in BP on the command line, press Ctrl/Enter, type in consignee (three first digits/letters of order 

number, i.e. 714) – and find “Buyer” 

 

Find info (e.g. mail address) on responsible buyer/superintendent in screen B7: 

  

Return/repair order: 

If order confirmation is received for an order which has purchase type RETURN it should be forwarded to 

the superintendent (technical responsible). 

Look up the consignee in screen BP and see information for the superintendent regarding mail/fax in screen 

B7.  

Change location to CPH if 

other location is listed 

Superintendent (technical 

responsible) 

BUYER (if more than one, select buyer 

for e.g. “DECK” or “MACHINE”, do not 

select buyer for “LUBE” or “BUNKER”) 
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Lines without prices in P7 

 

 

Cannot find order for OC 

1. Search in screen PB, e.g. using supplier number or consignee code 

2. Update OH + internal note (without B) “ORDER NO. XXX XXXX XXX FOR SUPPLIER YYYYY, ORDER 
CONFIRMATION RECEIVED WITH WRONG ORDER ID” 

 

Delivery notes 

1. Lookup order 

2. Order number and supplier number are set as keywords on mail in MCS 

3. Put mail reference in internal order note on order in screen P7 

4. Check delivery note as OC – i.e. check that quantity, description, delivery date, etc. match  

5. If everything matches go to point 9 

6. If discrepancy is found the delivery note should be forwarded to the responsible purchaser then go 
to point 9 

7. If action is needed from purchaser, e.g. note from supplier: “Please advise forwarding instructions” 
the delivery note should be forwarded to the responsible purchaser then go to point 9 

8. If the delivery note contains any other message that could be important for the buyer it should be 
forwarded then go to point 9 

9. Archive mail in MCS 

The ”N” tells that the line was 

quoted ”free of charge” (e.g. 

DKK 0,-) 
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Appendix F – “Sending Inquiries” Script 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1 INQUIRIES ON STORES REQUISITIONS .................................................................... 2 

2 FINDING AND PREPARING REQUISITIONS .............................................................. 3 

3 RETRIEVING PRICES ALREADY IN THE SYSTEM AND BASIC SEARCH FOR 
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Inquiries on Stores requisitions 

This script consists of the following: 

1. Finding and preparing requisitions 

2. Retrieving prices already in the system and Basic search for suppliers 

3. Advanced search for suppliers 

4. How to send the inquiries 

Addendum 1: Make List 

Addendum 2: Product list 

 

Ground rules: 

1. You are only allowed to send out to suppliers where the result of the search without reasonable 
doubt 

2. In general you should send out to at least 2, but preferably to 3-4 suppliers 

a. If you find only one supplier in your search (incl. by previous methods) you can send inquiry 
to this supplier, but you must make the purchaser aware that is only sent to one (through 
note), unless it is allowed in the script. 

3. Remember that you should combine the information you have to send to more than one supplier 
(Article number, Make list, product list, PG, BG, internet). In most cases, to ensure that you find the 
relevant suppliers, you should go through the steps to and including point 3 (PG) on the below list – 
and in that order. 
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4. All Asian supplier (apart from China) found in any tool should be piped to SIN. US suppliers, where 
you cannot find a European/Asian supplier in your search tools, should be piped to HOU. For UK 
suppliers found in the search tools a direct inquiry should be send. If not found you should pipe to 
ABZ which also includes all search results referring to "Maersk Contractor" and "Maersk Broker" 

5. Some logic must be applied, e.g. when you can identify products on some lines of a requisition and 
the rest of the lines are obviously the same – inquiry on all lines should be sent the supplier. Also in 
the general setup you must consider consequences, e.g.  even though you can find a supplier of 
steel in Brazil, it does not make sense to send inquiry to Brazil, with delivery in Rotterdam – where 
all stores orders are delivered – the transport costs would be too high. 

Introduction: 

In the following you will find the tools and methods to identify suppliers for various products and makes. 

You should apply them in the below order, until the above mentioned ground rules are adhered to, and 

until reasonable doubt is removed that the correct suppliers are found: 

1. “Cons” the req. if there are articles on it, to price automatically (no inquiry needed) 

2. Go through all four in this section: 

i. Make (found in the header) with the “make list” 

ii. “Product list” – Purchasers’ quick list of where to order certain product groups 

iii. Article history, if any articles are to be found the req. 

iv. “PG” – where you can search for both makes and products 

3. “BG” – where you might identify the supplier if the supplier has the same name as the product or 
Make 

4. Internet search for possible suppliers that can be found in “BG” 

 

Finding and preparing requisitions 

1. Go to screen PO (Outstanding List) 

2. “Location” – CPH 
“Resp.Action” – delete your ID/clear field 
“Return” - N 
“Sort” – D (date created) 

“Pur Resp” - G 

Press Ctrl/Enter (search can take 2-3 minutes) 
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3. List of outstanding requisitions will appear 
The item header number can have various colours: 
- Dark blue (new) 
- Green (pipelined) 
- Yellow (note from superintendent, requisition approval rejected) 
Use F7/F8 to browse the list 

4. NOTES. 

You will find notes on the “I” view as well, for instance if you send notes for the vessel to answer 

(e.g. ask for serial number – see point 3.4, about make list). When you find notes that are relevant 

for you, please handle the requisition accordingly and then please press F5 twice, after opening the 

note. Hence you close the note. 

Return: N (No) 

Location: CPH 
Delete your ID 

Pur resp: GSC 

Change Sort to ”D” 

 



APPENDIX F 

5 
 

 

5. Select all lines that are dark/light blue with a “B” to the left of the requisition, which do not have a 
letter in the column “I”. When all dark blue/light blue lines are selected with “B”, press ENTER – 
which will take you to Screen P5, seeing the details of the first of the chosen orders. 

o Do not handle requisitions that are 8000 or 9000 numbers (e.g. 713 8136 or 626 9252) or with 

consignee code CSR. Change those to  “P”  in P5 (see page 21 for details) 

6. Check note on requisition, if “INT” is highlighted. Place the cursor on the note, press enter – check 
if the notes are relevant for you (e.g. message from purchaser, vessel) 

7. Check that “Port” and “Address” is NLROT 3131 on all lines, if not, type in correct port and address 
in first line – then shift+F10 to copy value to lines below. 

Please note that there is another location which should not be changed to NLROT 3131 when 

encountered. If you see DKMKB 3064 – leave it as it is. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Type “B” to select lines 

and go to P5. If there is 

more than one lpage go to 

next page by pressing F7 

Only select dark blue and 

light blue lines lines 

Lines that have no letter 

(E/R/S) in the column “I” 

have not been dealt with at 

all. If R or S is in the column, 

the purchaser has seen 

what is sent out, but is not 

satisfied. In that case there 

should be a note in P5. The 

other reason E/R/S could be 

there is that GSC has not set 

it to “I” or “P” after finishing 

sending out inquiries. 

If there is an F or A in the 

column S, you cannot 

handle the requisition. 

When handled by T.O. and 

inquiries are sent (if 

needed) you can change 
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Retrieving prices already in the system and basic search for suppliers 

 

1. If there are any article numbers in the requisition, type “cons” in the command line and press 
Ctrl/Enter – this will retrieve the prices on the article numbers (if any) 
The articles which have supplier and price in the catalogue will now be updated 

You might experience that a pop-up messages displays various messages:  

“?2062 Dangerous goods. Prio U/A/S. Lines 001. F9 to overrule. “   

This means that one or more articles are dangerous goods - do not proceed, but put the requisition 

on the responsible purchasers queue. A requisition note must be made with the text “Checked by 

Purlog GSC. Incomplete, has not been sent to any suppliers as there is dangerous goods” This 

should be with a “B” for buyer in the note. 

Another pop-sup message that might appear;  

“an article is not on stock” or “not sufficient on stock” 

Article numbers 

Type ”cons” to retrieve supplier info and 

prices from catalogue, if there are 

article numbers on the requisistion 

If there is an 

internal note, this 

field will be 

highlighted. Place 

marker on field 

and press 

Ctrl/Enter to read 

Check value is NLROT 

3131 (stores delivery 

address) or DKMKB 3064 
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This means that one or more articles is not on stock.  In this case press F12 to reset the picture and 

make a requisition note with the text “checked by Purlog GSC, incomplete, insufficient stock”.  This 

should be with a “B” for buyer in the note. 

Another pop-sup message that might appear 

“The article must be divisible by xx” 

In this case you must correct the amount to the closest possibility and if the difference is equal - 

round up. 

2. Press F9 to save 

3. Check delivery date against stores schedule in screen BQ (open another session) if date is too close 
for the suppliers to be able to deliver (min. 3 work weeks) change delivery date in P5 to next stores 
delivery date 

 

If there are no dates in BQ – change the delivery date in the requisition to 3 work weeks from today’s date. 

Change the delivery date in P5 or when sending the requisition in PI (initiate inquiry) 

 

4. If there is noted a Make in the “make” field that can be found in addendum A, the requisition 
should be sent to the supplier numbers or location found on the same list.  

a. When looking at the Make list there might be a note saying that you should ask a particular 
supplier if the vessel is in a special “section”. The section can be LIN, TNK, SUP or OFS. You 
can see which section a vessel belongs to by copying the purchasers initials in P5, writing 
“Who” in the command line and pasting the initials in  – here you can see the section the 
purchaser belong to – and hence the vessel. 

Date limit for stores delivery 

Next stores delivery date 

Type in consignee (vessel 

number) 

Warehouse can be 

both CPH and ROT 
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If it is mentioned in the Make list that a serial number is needed, you must check it is present in the 

requisition, either in header text or the requisition note.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Make 

Serial no. 

Internal note 

Make is mostly also 

on each line in the 

requisition – it 

might differ from 

the header’s make. 

Both has to be 

Type in “Who” on command line 

Hence the section can be 

found, in this case TNK 
Type in initials, press 

ENTER/CRTL 
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If there is no serial number where this is required, a requisition note must be made for the vessel: 

 

Some vessels cannot communicate through the requisition note (you will know when the above mentioned 

note is rejected by the system) – in that case you must send a mail to the vessel containing the following 

text: 

Sirs, 

We have received your requisition XXX XXXX header X (or Line XX to XX) for MAN (Write the MAKE from the 

requisition) which supplier is in question) spares. The supplier will need the serial number to identify the 

product – please forward it to us. 

Best regards 

NAME 

Purlog Group Service Centre 

Always remember to put in the keywords: requisition number and Folder: INQUIRY, and save the mail 

reference in the internal note (without “B” for buyer) and a short description of why it is still on our queue. 

Vessel should reply before end of next business day. If they have not replied (both to note and mail) put on 

purchasers queue on the 2nd business day, explaining we have not received a serial number in the 

requisition note -  this time with “B” 

When we have the serial number we still must go through step 6 and ff before we can send the inquiry to 

the mentioned maker (which was found on the list enclosed above), to check if we have purchased the 

product from other suppliers as well. Hence we make a note of the supplier number for now. 

C for consignee (Vessel) 

Put in the text: 

“Please forward the serial 

number on this requisition” 
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5. The next step is to see if the products on the requisition can be found on the “Product List” 
Addendum B. Only a limited number of products can be on this list as many products are not 
generic. If a supplier is marked as Preferred – you do no need to find any more suppliers! 

 

6. The remaining lines with article numbers which were not updated with prices need to be quoted – 
in other words the lines that were not priced when we performed the “cons” command and we 
could not find any Make or Products in addendum A and B 

a. Place the cursor under the article number and press SHIFT+F4.  

b. A window will open where it can be seen where the article has been purchased previously 
(recently) – please note the article number and supplier number (but NOT on the suppliers 

that are red on the list) and check where the other positions with article numbers should 
be purchased. This is done to consolidate the lines into ONE inquiry if possible – the 
optimal is that we only send one Inquiry to each supplier per order.  

The below requisition is an example where a supplier is identifiable on some lines, but there is no history 

on pos. 42 and 43 (as there are no article numbers). Looking at the first positions makes it clear that all 

items are Iron tubes and plates, even angle irons – so we can safely send an inquiry to the two lines without 

price – to the supplier that can deliver the other items. 

Prices from catalogue 

Supplier number 

from catalogue 

Delivery date 

Place curser under 

art. no., press 

SHIFT+F4 to see 

purchase history of 

the item 
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Suppler number Supplier name 

The priced products are 

clearly the same as the 

unpriced ones. 

We can safely send a n 

inquiry on the unpriced lines 

to supplier number 7577. It 

should be checked if there is 

history on the article 

number, to find another 

supplier to ask for a quote 

The product group is clearly 

the same as the above – 

where you can find 

suppliers. 
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c. It might be relevant to send inquiries to more than one supplier if the statistics indicates 
the item has been purchased more than one place. Generally inquiries should be sent to at 
least two suppliers - preferably 3-4. 

If you find suppliers on the list which are with a NON European currency you must note the 

supplier number and check in screen BG (see below) whether the suppliers address is 

within Europe or not. If it is not in Europe, it is not allowed to send inquiries to them 

(unless it is a destination we can pipe to (send tender to), “SIN”, “HOU” (US), “ABZ” (UK) as 

supplier number. These destinations always have letters instead of a supplier number) 

Do not send inquiries to suppliers, who quoted more than a year ago, unless you have 

strong reasons to do so (i.e. other lines in the requisition clearly matching the line, where it 

is evident the supplier should get an inquiry). 

 

Do I have enough suppliers/am I certain that I have the right suppliers? 

Through this process you might be able to identify enough suppliers to send an inquiry to. If you have 

identified 2-4 suppliers (especially if they were found on the Make list) you can proceed to “sending 

inquiries”. On the Product list some suppliers are marked as “Preferred supplier” In that case it is also 

enough only to send to that (or those) supplier(s) (it is then “Complete”) 

Especially the Make list is a very safe tool, the product list can also be useful, but the Article history must be 

used with caution – because we purchased at a supplier at some point, it is not necessarily the correct 

supplier.   

Considering the above remarks you probably should proceed to the advanced search to double check if you 

have found the right suppliers. 

 

 

Advanced search for suppliers 

How to search for products where no make identifiable from list, no product can be identified or no article 

number history or on the lines where there is no article number. 

a. Locate the product/or Make, either in the header or on each line (press F2 to see all details per 
line) 

In the below, it was mentioned that the product is from the MAK catalogue, hence we try to search for 

MAK: 
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Typing and spelling: 

Incorrect spelling: 

Vessels sometimes do not spell correctly – I can happen that a search produces no results at all. In that case 

try to search on part of the name – and with brackets: 

Example: vessel writes a Make called “tendfjord” – which gives no result – had you searched on /ten/ you 

could have found two suppliers who could deliver “Tenfjord” – the vessel put in a “d” that should not be 

there. 

In other words, you are required to think about the spelling and be creative. Maybe a google search can 

help. 

Danish letters Æ, Ø and Å: 

Some suppliers name includes the above mentioned Danish letters e.g. Nørgaard A/S. 

In the system we aim at avoiding the Danish letters, but some might be there and the Vessels can use 

Danish words. The rule of “translating” Danish letters is as follows: 

Æ = AE, Ø = OE, Å = AA – But the following is also seen: Æ = A, Ø = O, Å = A 

But in the Nørgaard A/S example you could also search for /gaard/ and that would produce the desired 

result. 

Search for “Telemecanique: 

Only MAK supplier is 

Pon Power, no. 2877 

The other suppliers in 

this search only contains 

the letters “M, A and K” 

but cannot deliver the 

MAK products. 

Hence only send 

inquiries to suppl. No. 
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In some cases you cannot send inquiries because of lack of knowledge when the search produces a lot of 

results: 

  

MAN we have on our MAKE list in the script, hence we know who to send inquiries to. If we only had the 

above search results we could not identify the correct supplier. 

In a requisition a vessel needs Becker spare parts for a compressor: 

Do not write any more 

of the make than 

necessary – then search 

will produce more 

results. Remember / 

(brackets) on both sides 

of the letters you search 

for 

In this case inquiries 

should be sent to all 

three suppliers 

32 results – you do not have 

the knowledge to choose. 

The purchaser has to send 

out the inquiries 
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The above shows us that we have to be careful when we search – not all suppliers that are found in a 

search should be used. 

 

You can also search for products: Pumps difficult to find – but 

you might find the product 

you are looking for – you 

cannot send to all 100 

suppliers. You need more 

information. 

The 3 first search results are 

correct suppliers to send 

inquiries to 

The last supplier is 

not supplying air 

compressors 

The supplier appears 

because the company 

name is Becker – but not 

the product we are 

searching for. 

We could have 

searched for 

“compressor” instead 

which produces 56 

results – but we can 

find the make Becker 
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It might be useful to search in Google for the product, find a Danish supplier/agent on the product and see 

if we have this supplier in BG. 

It can be helpful to lookup the supplier in BG and check the note also when a supplier is warned. 

 

 

It is indicated that there 

is a note 

Type in “note” to see 

note 

Usually it is better to 

search for Singular; 

In this case “Pump” 

Supplier 

number 



APPENDIX F 

17 
 

 

 

 

 

How to send the inquiry 

1. If the internal note is relevant for a supplier (i.e. product info) the text should be copied to external 
note.  

In P5, Place cursor on the “INT” note field, type SHIFT F5 – this will copy the Internal note to the 

external note (EXT) 

If the note concerns a particular position in the requisition (only one line) only the suppliers who 

receive that line in their inquiry should get the note. Hence the note should be deleted when the 

inquiry where the note is relevant has been sent. 

2. Never send inquiries to the following suppliers 

o 4411 Maersk Contractors 

o 1155 Marine Technic 

o 2463 PAPER STOCK Esplanaden 

o 26919 Estron 

o 8464 Swissco 

o 7700 A.P. MØLLER VAREMODTAGELSE 

o 9XXXX – Any supplier number that starts with 9 and four other digits (e.g. 96919) 
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3. Type “I” in front of the lines where an inquiry should be sent to one or more specific supplier (using 
your notes from 10.a)  
Press Ctrl/Enter. 

 

 

 

a. If you go to P3 you can see all headers on the requisition, which can be an advantage, as 
you can see if the Make is the same on all headers – then you can send all headers to the 
supplier at once (also in P3). This is done by typing “I” by each header.  

Inquiry to this line – 

type in ”i” 

Inquiry to whole requisition 

header – type in; ”I” 
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NOTE: you should still go through each line to see if the vessel has put some lines in that do 

not belong to the MAKE in the header. In other words the purpose of P3 is to send as few 

inquiries as possible to the suppliers – not for you to send without double checking that 

you send to relevant suppliers. 

b. If you go to P6 you can see all lines in the requisition, no matter which header they belong 
to. 

 

4. Screen PI now appears (both if it is the whole header or just some positions). 

Relevant suppliers should be chosen to receive the inquiries, as described above 

 

5. Besides asking suppliers, you can also include a different purchasing location by adding location to 
PI screen – this is called to “TENDER” 

If it is not defined what currency the supplier should quote in, write DKK for Danish suppliers, EUR 

for other European suppliers, USD for suppliers outside Europe. 

Type in supplier number(s) 
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6. Alternatively you can send requisition lines directly to a different purchase location for their own 
handling – this is called to “PIPE” When is this done, press ENTER, and F9 and the inquiry is sent 

a. When trying to sending inquiries you might get a message “Supplier locked article” In that 
case please put the requisition on the “P” view (see point 7) with the note “incomplete – 
supplier locked articles”. There must sent as “B” for buyer in the note. 

 

 

Other purchasing location, can 

be used as supplier number = 

tender 

Other purchasing location = pipe 
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7. When you have gone through the above steps one of the following to points must be done: 

a. If you have sent to enough suppliers (at least 2, ideally 3-4) write “checked by Purlog GSC” 
in the req. note. Do not set a “B” in the note. Then set the view in P5 to “I” (in progress). 

b. If you have not sent to enough suppliers (one or none), write in the note with “B” “checked 
by Purlog GSC, incomplete, could not identify supplier” or “checked by Purlog GSC, 
incomplete, only sent to  suppl. 2873” (put in the actual supplier number). There might be 
other reasons for a requisition being incomplete – which should be stated in the note. 

c. If the requisition is priced (e.g. after the CONS command) make a note “Handled by Purlog 
GSC” without “B”. The view must be changed to “P” 

Finally change the PO view to “P” for purchaser. 
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There must be a note on the req. 

1. Requisition note must be without “B”          
“Handled by Purlog GSC” If you believe or 
know to have sent out to the right and enough 
suppliers (Pur resp “I”) 

2. Requisition note must be with a “B” “Handled 
by Purlog GSC, incomplete, sent to an 
insufficient number of suppliers, only sent to 
2873”. There might be other information, 
“Handled by Purlog GSC, incomplete, no 
supplier found for pos 5, 7-9” (Pur resp “P”) 

After handling a requisition the ”G” 

must be changed to ”I” or “P” 

I (in Progress): If you have sent to the 

correct or sufficient number of 

suppliers 

P: (Purchaser) If you could not identify 

the right suppliers or send to a 


