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Abstract 

Offshoring can be defined as the relocation of organizational tasks and services to foreign 

locations. Increasingly, firms experience that unforeseen costs and difficulties of managing 

offshoring undercut anticipated benefits; that unexpected challenges of offshoring jeopardize and 

eventually undermine initial objectives. Guided by the research question—what are the 

organizational consequences of offshoring?—the purpose of this thesis is to investigate why 

some firms fail when offshoring and other do not. 

 The thesis consists of four research papers using various datasets and methodologies that 

investigate offshoring in an organizational context. The first paper investigates how the 

complexity of offshoring leads to ‘hidden costs’ of implementing offshoring activities. The 

second paper looks at how these hidden reconfiguration costs influence the process performance 

of the offshored activity and how this relationship is moderated by the modularity of that 

activity. The third paper investigates the effect of the organizational reconfiguration of 

offshoring on firms’ strategies. The final paper studies different strategies of adaptation in 

offshoring. 

 Taken together, this thesis argues that whether firms relocate activities with the purpose 

of accessing resources or as a response to political pressures, the process of offshoring presents 

firms with the challenge of coordinating and integrating offshoring activities in a global 

organization. The complexities and uncertainties of an organization consisting of a number of 

offshored activities (in contrast to an organization with only co-located activities) require firms 

to invest additional resources in coordination mechanisms so that an efficient reintegration can 

be achieved.  
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Abstrakt  

Offshoring kan defineres som relokaliseringen av organisatoriske oppgaver til utlandet. 

Virksomheter opplever ofte at uforutsette omkostninger og vanskeligheter oppstår når man 

offshorer. Dette kan underminere forventede gevinster og til slutt undergrave det opprinnelige 

formålet med å flytte aktiviterer til utlandet. Med problemstillingen—hva er de organisatoriske 

konsekvensene av offshoring?—er hensikten med denne oppgaven å undersøke hvorfor noen 

virksomheter mislykkes med offshoring og andre ikke. 

Oppgaven består av fire forskningsartikler som tar i bruk forskjellige datasett og metoder 

for å undersøke offshoring i en organisatorisk kontekst. Den første artikkelen undersøker 

hvordan kompleksiteten i offshoring fører til `skjulte omkostninger´ som oppstår når 

virksomheter implementerer aktiviteter i utlandet. Den andre artikkelen ser på hvordan disse 

skjulte rekonfigureringomkostningene påvirker prosessytelsen til den relokaliserte aktiviteten, 

samt hvordan dette forholdet er moderert av aktivitetens modularitet. Den tredje artikkelen 

undersøker effekten av den organisatoriske rekonfigurering av offshoring på virksomheters 

strategier. Den siste artikkelen ser på forskjellige tilpasningsstrategier i offshoring. 

Et gjennomgående argument i oppgaven er at prosessen med å offshore gir nye 

utfordringer bundet til å koordinere og reintegrere de relokaliserte aktivitetene i en global 

organisasjon. Dette er uavhengig om virksomheter offshorer aktiviteter for å få tilgang til nye 

ressurser eller som et svar på politisk press. En høy grad av offshoring (i motsetning til en 

organisasjon med bare samlokaliserte aktiviteter) fører til mer kompleksitet og usikkerhet. Dette 

betyr at virksomheter må investere ytterlige ressurser i å koordinere aktiviteter på tvers av 

landegrenser for at en effektiv reintegrering skal oppnås. 
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Chapter 1  
 

 

 

 The organizational design of offshoring:  

An introduction 
 

 

 

 

1.1  PURPOSE OF THESIS 

This thesis investigates offshoring in an organizational context. Offshoring can be defined as the 

relocation of organizational tasks and services supporting domestic and global operations to 

foreign locations (Lewin and Peeters, 2006; Contractor et al., 2010). This can be done internally 

in the firm or externally with an outsourcing partner. Driven by objectives such as cost reduction, 

market proximity, and access to strategic resources, the scale and scope of offshoring as a 

business practice has in recent years reached unprecedented levels with firms relocating tasks 

and activities from the entire value chain, including research and development, manufacturing, 

distribution, services and back-office functions (e.g., Doh et al., 2009; Lewin et al. 2009).  

Increasingly, however, firms are caught up by the “harsh realities of offshoring” (Aron 

and Singh, 2005: 135). A number of firms experience that unforeseen costs and difficulties of 

managing offshoring undercut anticipated benefits (Barthélemy, 2001; Dibbern et al., 2008; 

Stringfellow et al., 2008). Reports suggest how firms are increasingly concerned by how factors 

such as service quality and operational control and efficiency may be undermined when 

offshoring (Lewin and Couto, 2006). For example, many firms fail to pick up the right processes 

and calculate the operational and structural risks to live up to their initial expectations of the 

offshoring activities (Aron and Singh, 2005). Firms experience that costs erupt beyond 
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expectations relating to controlling the performance and coherency of the offshored activities, 

coordinating and integrating the domestic and foreign resources to achieve the specified 

objectives, accurately specifying and designing the business tasks to be offshored, and 

transferring and communicating knowledge between the domestic and foreign location (Dibbern 

et al., 2008). Consequently, many firms find that unexpected challenges of offshoring jeopardize 

and eventually undermine initial objectives. 

The overall purpose of this thesis is to investigate why some firms fail when offshoring 

and others do not. In fulfilling this purpose, offshoring is conceptualized as an organizational 

reconfiguration. In contrast to a firm consisting of only co-located activities, offshoring implies 

an organizational change in which firms must coordinate and integrate geographically dispersed 

activities across distances. This raises a number of challenges. For example, how does the added 

distance between the organizational activities signified by offshoring impact task 

interdependencies? How do bounded rational decision makers account for and plan the 

organizational change from co-location to geographical dispersion? How do firms accumulate 

architectural knowledge so that efficient design decisions can be taken when relocating certain 

activities to foreign locations? This thesis consists of four distinct research papers using various 

datasets and methodologies that investigate different aspects of the organizational process of 

relocating firm activities to locations outside the home country. The research question guiding 

this thesis can therefore be formulated as follows: What are the organizational consequences of 

offshoring? 

The remainder of this introduction chapter is organized in three parts: First, to place the 

thesis into a larger context, the next section presents the evolution of offshoring as a business 

practice and extant offshoring research. Second, the theoretical perspective applied in this thesis 
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is presented. Finally, the research design including the empirical foundation and the content of 

the four research papers is presented. 

 

1.2  CONTEXTUALIZING THE THESIS 

The evolution of a practice  

Over the last decade, a substantial amount of research has been devoted to understand the 

offshoring phenomenon.
1
 Research in fields such as international business and strategic 

management has looked into questions relating to the antecedents of why firms relocate activities 

abroad, the characteristics of the specific implementations, and the outcomes of offshoring. The 

practice of offshoring is not new, however. Over the last 50 years, firms have practiced various 

forms of offshoring. In the 1960s, firms (particularly from the U.S.) began to relocate blue-collar 

manufacturing activities to low costs countries, such as Singapore and South Korea (Ferdows, 

1997). In order to cut production and labor costs, firms would close domestic facilities by instead 

setting up factories in locations with favorable factors markets. This early offshoring trend was 

also picked up by scholarly communities. For example, Vernon (1966) notes that production is 

typically moved to developing countries toward maturity stage of the product life cycle. In the 

1970s, scholars like Leontiades (1971) and Moxon (1975) began to recognize the strategic 

importance of relocating labor-intensive activities from developed countries to less-developed 

countries, in which “soaring wage costs in the industrialized countries raise the prospects of 

wholesale movements of industrial facilities across national boundaries” (Leontiades, 1971: 20). 

                                                 
1
 Many different terminologies have been used to describe offshoring, such as international and global outsourcing, 

offshore outsourcing, captive offshoring, international sub-contracting, far-shoring, near-shoring, etc. While the 

different terminologies may point to different aspects of offshoring (e.g., mode of governance; choice of location), 

they all point to the process in which firms relocate activities to foreign locations in support of domestic or global 

operations. 
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In the early 1990s, the information and communication technologies revolution 

increasingly enabled firms to rapidly organize and locate activities and processes almost 

anywhere in the world (UNCTAD, 2004). Factors such as dramatic drops in IT costs, domestic 

shortages of skilled technological and managerial personnel, accelerated rates of technological 

change, and greater codification of corporate knowledge enabled firms to relocate tasks and 

activities to more distant and preferable locations (Contractor et al., 2011). Consequently, firms 

went beyond the mere relocation of labor-intensive manufacturing activities, and to a larger 

extent began to relocate services activities such as information technology and other business 

processes, but also more complex and higher value-added tasks, such as innovation and product 

development, to attractive locations (Lewin and Peeters, 2006; Manning et al., 2008). For 

example, Lewin et al. (2009) find that Western firms are due to domestic shortages of qualified 

personnel increasingly offshoring innovation activities such as engineering, research and 

development and product design.  

Accordingly, offshoring practice has shifted from the sole relocation of labor-intensive 

manufacturing activities to also encapsulate more knowledge-intensive business service 

activities. Moreover, offshoring as a business practice is no longer only confined to restricted 

labor intensive firm activities such as scale production and call-center activities, but essentially 

encompasses the reallocation of firm tasks and activities from the entire value chain. Contractor 

et al. (2011: 39) argue that “The explosive increase in the geographical relocation and 

reorganization of economic activity in the last two decades is a reflection of (i) necessity (the 

intensification of competition faced by companies because of globalization and liberalization of 

trade and investment regimes); and (ii) the means to do so (i.e., the precipitous drop in 
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transport, data transmission, and tariff  costs—so that output can be relocated much farther 

afield from consumers than ever before).”  

This discontinuity in the evolution of offshoring practice has spurred much research 

seeking to understand the magnitude, characteristics and consequences of offshoring (see next 

section for a review). This thesis should be read as a continuation of and contribution to this 

scholarly debate. 

 

Research on offshoring 

Offshoring research can be divided into three major streams (see Table 1.1 for an overview). 

These are: the antecedents of offshoring, the characteristics of the offshoring implementation, 

and the outcomes of offshoring. 

 

Antecedents 

Research investigating why firms relocate activities abroad emphasizes three broad factors: 

environmental factors, firm strategy, and organizational factors. First, much research has 

investigated how home and host country environmental factors such as institutional frameworks 

and macro-economic contingencies drive firms to offshore activities (Contractor et al., 2010; 

Dossani and Kenney, 2006; Lewin et al., 2009). For example, Lewin et al. (2009) point out that 

restrictive home country immigration policies have reduced the supply of talented scientists and 

engineers, and, as a result, firms must relocate innovation activities abroad in a “global race for 

talent.” Manning et al. (2008) find that national development policies in host locations have led 

to the emergence of new geographic clusters in emerging economies that are being used as 

offshoring hubs by global firms. Research has also pointed out how general advancements in 
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ICT and the modularization and commodification of firm activities lead firms to offshoring 

(Contractor et al., 2010; Dossani and Kenney, 2006). 

 

Table 1.1 – Important offshoring research topics and contributions 

Antecedents 
Implementation 

characteristics 
Performance 

Environmental 

• Macro (Dossani and Kenney, 

2006; Lewin et al., 2009). 

• Institutional (Manning et al. 

2008). 

 

Strategic orientation 

• Efficiency-seeking (Manning 

et al., 2008, Kedia and Lahiri, 

2007). 

• Market-seeking 

(Hutzschenreuter et al. 

2011a; Martinez-Noya and 

Garcia-Canal, 2011). 

• Resource-seeking (Javalgi et 

al., 2009; Lewin et al., 2009). 

 

Firm-level effects 

• Experience (Hätönen, 2009; 

Jensen, 2009; Maskell et al., 

2007). 

• Size (Roza et al. 2011). 

 

Activities 

• Services (Jensen and 

Pedersen 2011; Manning et 

al., 2008). 

• Production (Mudambi and 

Venzin 2010). 

• R&D (Nieto and Rodriguez 

2011). 

 

Location 

• Local factor markets 

(Demirbag and Glaister, 

2010; Hahn et al., 2011; Graf 

and Mudambi, 2005). 

• Cultural distance 

(Hutzschenreuter et al., 

2011a). 

• Far and near-shoring 

(Bunyaratavej et al. 2008; 

Hahn et al. 2011). 

 

Governance mode  

• Captive (Lewin and Peeters, 

2006). 

• Outsourced (Manning et al., 

2011). 

 

Coordination 

• Tacit coordination (Srikanth 

and Puranam, 2011). 

• Task interdependency 

(Kumar et al., 2009). 

Financial 

• Cost savings (Lewin and 

Peeters, 2006). 

• Export performance 

(Bertrand, 2011). 

• Return on investment 

(Mol et al. 2005). 

 

Non-financial  

• Innovation (Nieto and 

Rodriguez 2011). 

• Learning (Jensen 2009). 

• Implementation time 

(Hutzschenreuter et al. 

2011b). 

• Hidden costs (Dibbern et 

al. 2008). 
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 Second, much research has emphasized a number of strategic drivers underlying firms’ 

offshoring decisions (Manning et al., 2008, Kedia and Lahiri, 2007). Perhaps the most acute 

driver of offshoring is the desire to exploit global competitive costs advantages (Manning et al., 

2008, Lewin and Couto, 2006; Roza et al., 2011). This relates to cutting labor and resource costs 

(Roza et al., 2011), but also to access new and important markets (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011a, 

Martinez-Noya and Garcia-Canal, 2011). It has also been argued that firms offshore firm 

activities as part of a resource-seeking strategy, in which particularly qualified personnel is a 

main driver (Lewin et al., 2009; Javalgi et al., 2009).  

 Third, research suggests how firm-level heterogeneity such as firm size and past 

experience drives firms to engage in offshoring (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011b; Lewin et al., 

2009; Roza et al., 2011). For example, there are studies suggesting that firm size has a significant 

impact on which activities are offshored as well as the motivation for offshoring (Roza et al., 

2011). Moreover, firms’ past offshoring experience is argued to have an important effect on the 

degree and success of future offshoring (Hätönen, 2009; Jensen, 2009; Maskell et al., 2007), the 

types of activities being offshored (Lewin et al., 2009), and the governance modes chosen 

(Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011a; Martinez-Noya and Garcia-Canal, 2011). 

 

Implementation characteristics 

Another offshoring research stream looks more into the characteristics of firms’ offshoring 

implementation, and emphasizes factors such as the governance mode of the implementation, the 

type of activities being offshored, the locations chosen, and the coordination mechanisms used. 

First, much research has focused on explaining why firms choose certain governance mode over 

others (Griffith et al., 2009; Gopal et al., 2003; Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011a; Vivek et al., 
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2009). For example, using transaction cost economics logic, Griffith et al., (2009) suggest that 

the asset specificity and uncertainty of the transaction has a direct impact on whether the activity 

is implemented internally in the firm or in an outsourced arrangement. There is also research 

analyzing factors that determine the probability of contract renewal in offshore outsourcing 

arrangements (Manning et al., 2011). Finally, papers have investigated shifts in offshoring 

governance modes (Vivek et al., 2009; Petersen et al., 2010).  

 Much attention has also been devoted to understanding why firms choose certain 

locations when offshoring (Demirbag and Glaister, 2010; Bunyaratavej et al., 2008; Hahn et al., 

2011; Fuchs and Kirchain, 2010; Graf and Mudambi, 2005). For example, firms are argued to 

offshore to locations with favorable wage differentials, knowledge infrastructure, availability of 

qualified personnel, and preferable country risks relative to the home country (Bunyaratavej et 

al., 2008; Doh et al., 2009). Research has also investigated how cultural distance impacts the 

location choice (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011a). Finally, firms are argued to offshore to locations 

in which they have previous experience (Demirbag and Glaister, 2010) or ethnic ties (Zaheer et 

al., 2009).  

 Further, there is much research investigating which types of tasks are being offshored 

(Jensen and Pedersen, 2011; Lewin and Peeters, 2006; Maskell et al., 2007). For example, 

research looks at factors leading firms to offshore services (Jensen and Pedersen, 2011), 

production (Mudambi and Venzin, 2010), and research and development (Nieto and Rodriguez, 

2011). Moreover, over time firms are found to increase the number of activities offshored (Lewin 

and Peeters, 2006; Manning et al., 2008) as well as the sophistication of the offshored activities 

(Jensen, 2009; Maskell et al., 2007).  
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Finally, a stream of research investigates the relationship between offshoring and firms’ 

coordination and integration efforts (e.g., Dibbern et al., 2008; Kumar et al., 2009; Srikanth and 

Puranam, 2011). For example, Kumar et al. (2009) argue that existing interdependency 

typologies are inadequate in explaining task interdependencies in globally distributed work. 

Srikanth and Puranam (2011) argue that the new interdependencies that arise between the 

offshore and onshore tasks negatively impact the performance of the offshored process, and that 

investing in coordination mechanisms such as modularity, ongoing communication and tacit 

coordination mechanisms has a positive moderating impact on this relationship. 

 

Performance 

There are also a number of research contributions that investigate the outcomes of offshoring. In 

this respect, different studies have provided different financial and non-financial 

operationalizations and results on offshoring performance. Research employing financial 

measures to investigate offshoring performance has looked at aspects such as corporate financial 

performance (Mol et al., 2005), cost savings (Lewin and Peeters, 2006), export performance 

(Bertrant, 2011), and sales growth (Murray et al., 1995). Papers employing non-financial 

measures to investigate offshoring performance has emphasized aspects such as learning and 

organizational transformation (Jensen, 2009; Maskell et al., 2007), innovation performance 

(Nieto and Rodríguez, 2011), market shares (Kotabe and Murray, 1990), and implementation 

time (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011b). 
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1.3  THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS  

An organizational design perspective on offshoring  

As evidenced by the previous section, extant research has made important contributions in 

understanding why firms offshore, the characteristics of the offshoring implementation, and the 

outcomes of offshoring. This thesis seeks particularly to draw and build on the research 

investigating the organizational design of offshoring (see e.g., Dibbern et al., 2008; Kumar et al., 

2009; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011, for similar perspectives regarding the relationship between 

offshoring and firms’ coordination and integration efforts). Specifically, offshoring is regarded 

as an organizational reconfiguration in which co-located organizational activities are relocated to 

foreign locations. Whether firms relocate activities with the purpose of accessing resources or as 

a response to political pressures, this perspective stresses a process in which firms are presented 

with new challenges of coordinating and integrating offshoring activities in a global 

organization. The added complexities and uncertainties of coordinating an organization 

consisting of a number of offshored activities, in contrast to an organization with only co-located 

activities, require firms to invest additional resources in coordination mechanisms so that an 

efficient reintegration can be achieved. Thus, offshoring can be described as an organizational 

reconfiguration in which the relocated activities must subsequently be reintegrated to optimize 

performance (Mudambi and Venzin, 2010). 

To elaborate, organizations can be viewed as systems of interdependent activities that 

must be coordinated to optimize organizational performance (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; 

Galbraith, 1977; Thompson, 1967). Due to this emphasis on interdependencies, organizations are 

inherently complex. For example, Thompson (1967) portrays a complex organization as a set of 

many interdependent parts. Simon (1962: 468) defines complexity in systems as “a large number 
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of parts that interact in a nonsimple way.” The consequences of complexity can be severe unless 

appropriately managed. For example, since organizational activities require ongoing 

communication to coordinate decisions and behaviors, a growing number of interdependencies 

increases the number of channels to coordinate joint and interdependent organizational actions 

(Thompson, 1967), which in turn affect the organizational ability to process information (Simon, 

1955), and eventually increases the likelihood of decision errors (Levinthal, 1997). Moreover, 

with growing complexity, there is a larger risk of organizational inefficiencies, inertia and lack of 

response capacity (Anderson, 1999; Moldoveanu and Bauer, 2004; Park and Ungson, 2001; 

Robson et al., 2008). Thus, a main task for the firm is to manage the complexity and uncertainty 

inherent in the organization. According to Thompson (1967: 13), “the central problem for 

complex organizations is one of coping with uncertainty.” Firms need to design their 

organizations so that interdependent work is coordinated and supportive of organizational goals 

(Van de Ven et al., 1976).  

In this respect, firms’ level of architectural knowledge—their understanding of how 

components in an organizational system are related to each other—is important (Baldwin and 

Clark, 2000; Brusoni and Prencipe, 2006; Ethiraj and Levinthal 2004a; Henderson and Clark, 

1990; Puranam et al., 2012). To make effective design decisions, firms need knowledge about 

the individual activities and about the ways that the different activities are integrated and linked 

together in a coherent organizational system. Without knowledge on how the organization with 

its activities and interdependencies function, the risk that incorrect and even deteriorating design 

decisions are taken increases. 

This view is important when considering offshoring. A major consequence of offshoring 

is the relocation of originally co-located activities to foreign locations. When activities are co-
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located, firms may tend not to see the rationale of formalizing organizational mechanisms for 

coordination and knowledge transfer through standardized interfaces and clear divisions of labor 

since day-to-day problems and challenges can more easily be solved in an informal face-to-face 

manner (Storper and Venables 2004). However, when distinct organizational activities are 

relocated to foreign locations, firms face increasing complexity and coordination challenges 

(Kumar et al., 2009; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). With offshoring, opportunities for informal 

coordination are reduced (Allen, 1997) and project teams may find it more difficult to build 

collegial social environments and common ground due to less communication and shared context 

(Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1989; Clark and Brennan, 1991; Kraut et al., 2002; Martinez and Jarillo, 

1989). In contrast to a firm consisting of only co-located activities, a firm that relocates 

organizational tasks and sub-components abroad must thus coordinate an international network 

of activities across cultures and different institutional systems (Kumar et al., 2009; Niederman et 

al. 2006; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). This may prove challenging on a number of dimensions. 

For example, not only may offshoring provoke internal resistance (e.g., Lewin and Couto, 2007), 

but it may also hamper operational efficiency due to lack of trust, status differences between 

domestic and foreign units, and lack of understanding and communication in the process of 

delivering tasks, and interacting with offshore units (e.g., Vlaar et al., 2008; Levina and Vaast, 

2008). Employees with cultural and language differences at geographically dispersed locations 

are refrained from informal face-to-face coordination, and are forced to rely on less superior 

technology-based coordination mechanisms (Storper and Venables, 2004). Above all, the 

dispersion of organizational activities challenges bounded rational decision makers’ ability to 

understand the true interdependency structure underlying various design efforts (cf., Simon, 

1955). As firms are required to implement coordination mechanisms that accommodate for the 
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added distance between interdependent activities, decision makers’ need knowledge of how the 

underlying components in the organizational system are related to each other. 

Conceptually, offshoring can therefore be regarded as a three-staged process of 

organizational reconfiguration that must all be effectively managed to optimize performance: 

disintegration, relocation, and re-integration (cf., Mudambi and Venzin, 2010). First, offshoring 

entails that firms dispatch co-located organizational activities. Driven by the potential of 

economizing the organizational structure by identifying specific tasks to be offshored, firms 

consequently break down their organizational activities into a larger number of sub-processes. 

For example, rather than offshoring production as one distinct activity, firms typically offshore 

activities such as fabrication, assembly, and maintenance. Second, offshoring describes a 

relocation of the disaggregated business tasks and activities from the home country to a foreign 

host location so that objectives such as access to lower cost levels, new resources and markets 

can be achieved. The organization is reconfigured on issues such as the contractual ownership 

and relationship of the offshoring setup (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011a), the geography of the 

host location (Graf and Mudambi, 2005), the interdependencies and coordination mechanisms 

between the spatially differentiated organizational tasks and activities (Kumar et al., 2009; 

Srikanth and Puranam, 2011), and the overall coherence of the globally dispersed organizational 

system (Ernst and Kim, 2002). Third, once the disaggregated activities are relocated, firms need 

to re-integrate with the remaining organizational activities so that coordinated action may be 

fulfilled. As such, firms need to ensure that aspects such as knowledge transfer, coordination, 

and control are not obscured by the geographic, political and institutional distances between the 

onsite organization and offshoring activities. 
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1.4  RESEARCH DESIGN  

This thesis consists of four distinct research papers that each investigates respective research 

questions relating to the organizational design and consequences of offshoring. While each paper 

is written to be self-contained and can be read separately, the intention of the thesis is that the 

individual contributions together scrutinize the organizational consequences of offshoring and as 

such provide a coherent answer to the overarching research question. In the following, the 

empirical foundation of the thesis is elaborated on before the individual research papers are 

introduced and summarized. 

 

Empirical foundation 

The empirical foundation of this thesis resolves around two survey based databases (Offshoring 

Research Network and Global Operations Network) and a number of case studies.  

 

Offshoring Research Network 

The first database used in this thesis comes from the Offshoring Research Network (ORN). ORN 

is an international network of firms and scholars studying the emergence of recent trends of 

services offshoring and outsourcing (see e.g., Lewin and Peeters, 2006; Lewin et al., 2009). 

Since its foundation in 2004, the ORN research team has primarily conducted two major annual 

surveys based on which offshoring-related data has been collected: a corporate client survey and 

a service provider survey. Both the client and provider surveys are taken online, in which 

respondents reach the survey through external links or e-mail invitations. Once registered and 

approved by the ORN survey team, respondents are added to the database. The corporate client 

survey collects data from U.S. firms and European firms on their offshore implementations, 
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including information on tasks offshored, launch year, location choice, choice of delivery model 

(both captive and outsourced) and performance data. The service provider survey annually 

collects a range of firm- and service-specific data from service providers in the U.S., Western 

and Eastern Europe, India, China, Latin America and other regions. The survey informs about 

features of services provided, locations from which services are provided, and performance of 

service delivery. In this thesis, the ORN surveys are used for the papers in Chapter 2 and 4. 

 

Global Operations Network 

The second database comes from the Global Operations Network (GONe); a research network of 

different Scandinavian universities
2
 established in 2009 that study industries and companies that 

been intensively exposed to globalization. Among other activities, the network has conducted a 

survey among firms from Denmark and Sweden that focuses on the process of relocating 

activities to foreign locations (targeting the latest offshoring implementation in the respective 

firms). Assuming that the process of offshoring challenges firms’ ability to coordinate a globally 

concerted organization (Kumar et al., 2009; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011), the purpose of this 

survey is to unravel the organizational consequences of offshoring on issues such as different 

organizational mechanisms that firms employ to manage their offshoring activities as well as to 

investigate performance implications and capability development. The population of the study 

consists of all Danish firms across industries with more than 50 employees (2,908 companies) 

and all Swedish manufacturing firms with more than 50 employees (1,549 companies). The 

survey was conducted among these 4,457 companies in the time period from September 2011 to 

January 2012, where the CEOs of the companies were invited to participate in an online survey 

                                                 
2
 Aalborg University, Chalmers University of Technology, Copenhagen Business School, and University of 

Southern Denmark. 
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per postal mail and e-mail. In the survey, the respondents were asked about the characteristics of 

the offshoring implementations, the coordination of the offshoring activities, the 

interdependencies between domestic and offshored activities, and the effects of offshoring the 

activities. All in all, 1,086 usable questionnaires were received, which represents a response rate 

of 24.4%. Out of these, 379 companies (34.9%) reported that they have experience with 

offshoring. This data is used in Chapter 3. 

 

Case studies 

Finally, a number of case studies on the offshoring experiences of Danish companies have been 

conducted (see e.g., Larsen et al., 2010; Larsen and Pedersen, 2012a; Larsen and Pedersen, 

2012b, for teaching cases). A recurring theme in the case studies is the evolution of offshoring 

practices within the firms. For example, a case study of LEGO (Larsen et al., 2010) describes the 

evolution of the company’s offshoring practice over a period of seven years, and stresses how 

complexity and uncertainty led to significant reconfiguration efforts. The data for the cases 

consists of a number of in-depth semi-structured interviews with respective managers in the 

companies and rich secondary data such as annual reports and industry descriptions. Although 

the cases do not form the empirical backbone of the thesis, Chapter 4 draws explicitly on a case 

study of Nokia with the purpose of building theory, and Chapter 5 uses the LEGO case as an 

example to illustrate theory. In general, though, the purpose of the case studies is to understand 

the broader organizational impact of offshoring in a narrative form. 
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Summary of the research papers 

While the four research papers deviate in their focus, a common thread relates to the notion that 

offshoring signifies an organizational reconfiguration with consequences for areas such as 

decision-making, architectural knowledge, and performance. The first paper investigates how the 

organizational complexity of offshoring leads to ‘hidden costs’ of reconfiguring the organization, 

i.e., deviations between expected and realized costs of implementing activities abroad. The 

second paper looks at how these hidden reconfiguration costs influence the process performance 

of the offshored activity, and how this relationship is moderated by the modularity of that 

activity. The third paper investigates the effect of the organizational reconfiguration of 

offshoring on firms’ strategies. The final paper studies performance implications of how firms 

adapt when offshoring. The four papers are summarized in Table 1.2 and are elaborated on in the 

following.   

 

Chapter 2: Uncovering the hidden costs of offshoring: The interplay of complexity, 

organizational design, and experience (co-authored with Stephan Manning and Torben 

Pedersen) 

The first research paper studies hidden costs of implementing offshoring activities abroad (e.g., 

Dibbern et al., 2008; Stringfellow et al., 2008). A key function in strategic decision-making is 

the ability to estimate the costs of implementing strategic decisions (Durand, 2003; Makadok and 

Walker, 2000). It is argued that certain costs of implementation are neglected in strategic 

decision-making processes, and as such can be regarded as hidden. Since offshoring is seen as an 

organizational reconfiguration in which originally co-located activities are relocated across 

distances in captive or outsourced arrangements, the challenges of coordinating and integrating 
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offshoring activities in globally organized firms make the efficient ex ante estimation of future 

costs more difficult. Specifically, the growing configuration and task complexity of offshoring 

has a negative impact on decision makers’ ability to estimate the future costs of offshoring, 

resulting in cost estimation errors. However, it is also argued that the organizational design 

orientations of firms’ offshoring strategies and offshoring experience have a positive moderating 

role on the relationship between complexity and cost estimation errors. Firms with strategies 

characterized by a strong orientation toward an overall system of structures and processes and 

with prior experience are more likely to anticipate and align offshoring complexity with 

corresponding organizational structures and processes, and thus reduce the negative impact of 

complexity.  

These arguments are supported by comprehensive data from the Offshoring Research 

Network. However, the data also suggest that while captive offshoring is much more responsive 

to broader configuration and design factors, hidden costs in offshore outsourcing are more driven 

by task- and transaction-related factors. In sum, these findings have important implications for 

ongoing research on hidden costs of globally dispersed and complex operations (e.g., Kumar et 

al., 2009; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011) and for research on estimation biases in strategic 

decision-making (e.g., Durand, 2003; Hogarth and Makridakis, 1981; Kahneman and Lovallo, 

1993; Makadok and Walker, 2000; March and Simon, 1958). 
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Table 1.2 – Overview of research papers 

 Chapter 2 Chapter 3 Chapter 4 Chapter 5 

Title (co-

authors) 

“Uncovering the 

hidden costs of 

offshoring: The 

interplay of 

complexity, 

organizational design, 

and experience” (with 

Stephan Manning and 

Torben Pedersen). 

“Foreseeing 

reconfiguration costs 

and the role of 

modularity: A study 

on offshoring process 

offshoring” (single-

authored). 

“Organizational 

reconfiguration and 

strategic response: 

The case of 

offshoring” (with 

Torben Pedersen). 

“Organizational 

adaptation in 

offshoring: The 

difference between 

an experimental 

and experiential 

learning strategy” 

(with Christian G. 

Asmussen and 

Torben Pedersen). 

Research 

question 

What are factors that 

cause hidden costs and 

why do some firms 

encounter higher 

hidden costs than 

others? 

What are performance 

implications of 

reconfiguration cost 

estimation errors? 

How does the 

organizational 

reconfiguration of 

offshoring influence 

firms’ strategies? 

What is the 

difference between 

an experimental 

and experiential 

learning strategy 

when offshoring? 

Methods Quantitative using 

data from the ORN. 

Quantitative using 

data from the GONe. 

Qualitative case on 

Nokia Denmark and 

quantitative using 

data from the ORN. 

Formal modeling 

of organizational 

adaptation. 

Findings Offshoring complexity 

is positively associated 

with cost estimation 

errors, while design 

orientation and 

experience negatively 

moderate this effect. 

Reconfiguration costs 

estimation errors 

negatively impact 

process performance 

consequences, while 

modularity positively 

influence this effect 

As firms’ offshoring 

increases, they will 

growingly 

acknowledge 

organizational 

objectives in their 

strategies. 

The attractiveness 

of an experiential 

strategy decreases 

with distance and 

coordination costs 

but increases with 

the uncertainty of 

the underlying 

technological 

landscape. 
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Chapter 3: Foreseeing reconfiguration costs and the role of modularity: A study on offshoring 

process offshoring (single-authored) 

Following up on the first research paper, this second research paper investigates performance 

implications of hidden costs, i.e., the situations where decision makers’ estimations of the 

reconfiguration costs of implementing strategic decisions are surpassed by actual cost levels. 

Embedded in literature that investigates the relationship between firms’ estimation ability and 

performance (Durand, 2003; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Makadok and Walker 2000), it is 

argued that decision makers’ inability to effectively estimate the reconfiguration costs of 

implementing an activity in a foreign location has a negative impact on the process performance 

of that activity. As firms underestimate reconfiguration costs, they incur substantial opportunity 

costs by allocating and investing unexpected additional resources in personnel training, facilities, 

and materials which may eventually result in economic and cognitive barriers (Lavie, 2006). 

Consequently, reconfiguration cost estimation errors will likely make the operations of the 

activity less prioritized, and this will have a negative impact on the process performance of that 

activity.  

However, it is further argued that this relationship is positively moderated by the 

modularity of the activity. Building the argument developed in the first research paper that the 

complexity of coordinating an offshoring organization lead to cost estimation failures, the extent 

to which the activities that are relocated offshore are modularized—i.e., the interdependencies 

specified and standardized (Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Sanchez and Mahoney 1996)—should 

positively moderate the negative relationship between cost estimation errors and process 

performance. By more easily facilitating aspects such as organizational reintegration, knowledge 
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transfer, and effective division of labor between the domestic and foreign activities, the negative 

impact of reconfiguration cost estimation errors is undermined. 

These arguments are supported by comprehensive data on 221 offshoring 

implementations from the GONe survey, and contribute to ongoing research on offshoring by 

emphasizing the importance of reconfiguration costs estimation in the offshoring processes (e.g., 

Lewin and Peeters, 2006; Mol et al. 2005; Massini et al., 2010). Moreover, this paper contributes 

more generally to research on hidden costs and firms’ estimation ability (Durand, 2003; 

Makadok and Walker, 2000; Stringfellow, et al., 2008) by emphasizing the importance of 

estimating the costs of internal organizational change (cf., Karim and Mitchell, 2004) while at 

the same time aligning firms’ coordination mechanisms to the new organizational requirements. 

 

Chapter 4: Organizational reconfiguration and strategic response: The case of offshoring (co-

authored with Torben Pedersen) 

The third research paper investigates the effect of the organizational reconfiguration of 

offshoring on firms’ strategies. When firms reconfigure their organizations, they need knowledge 

on how different activities are integrated and linked together in a coherent organizational system 

(Brusoni and Prencipe, 2001; 2006; Henderson and Clark, 1990; Puranam et al., 2012). Since a 

consequence of relocating activities to foreign locations is the need to reintegrate the 

geographically relocated organizational activities into a coherent organizational architecture 

(Mudambi and Venzin, 2009), firms thus need architectural knowledge. In this respect, 

cumulative learning-by-doing over time is important (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Adler and Clark, 

1991). As firms gain experience with the offshoring implementation, decision makers will 

increasingly understand the true nature of the organizational activities and the interdependencies 
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between these and as such accumulate architectural knowledge. Consequently, as firms’ 

experience with particular offshoring implementations increases they will begin to consider 

organizational objectives in their strategies. 

This idea is developed using a mixed-method approach based on a qualitative case study 

of Nokia, one of the worlds’ largest mobile phone manufacturers, and data from the ORN survey. 

First, the findings of an in-depth case study of offshoring in a product development project in 

Nokia are presented. The case shows how the decision to offshore was initially driven by 

locational objectives, such as lower costs and access to strategic resources, but that this changed 

over time towards organizational objectives that could increase organizational performance. 

Second, ORN data suggest that firms with more experience with a specific offshoring project is 

more likely to encapsulate objectives such as enhancing efficiency through business process 

redesign and reduced system redundancy in their strategies. These findings contribute to research 

on the role of architectural knowledge in offshoring and more broadly to literature that seeks to 

understand how different architectural forms and practices correlate to organizational 

performance (e.g., Datta, 1991, Foss et al., 2011, Zott and Amit, 2008, Sah and Stiglitz, 1986). 

 

Chapter 5: Organizational adaptation in offshoring: The difference between an experimental 

and experiential learning strategy (co-authored with Christian Geisler Asmussen and Torben 

Pedersen) 

The final paper builds on the third research paper, but argues that architectural knowledge 

accumulation is not necessarily always a result of cumulative learning-by-doing over long 

periods of time. In contrast, firms can pursue an experimental learning strategy in which they 

seek to accumulate architectural knowledge before the actual offshoring relocation takes place. 
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Here, firms can accumulate architectural knowledge by experimenting with different 

configurations while the activities are still co-located at home. 

By juxtaposing the experiential learning strategy (learning-by-doing after offshoring 

implementation) and the experimental learning strategy (home-based learning before offshoring 

implementation), this paper builds a formal model that examines the performance implications of 

how firms adapt to an underlying technological landscape through the accumulation of 

architectural knowledge in the context of offshoring. In contrast to other perspectives on the 

organizational change and adaptation (Brusoni and Prencipe, 2006; Eisenhardt and Brown, 1999; 

Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a; Karim, 2006; 2009; Zhou, 2011), the context of offshoring has the 

benefit of adding the element of distance to the interdependent organizational system (Kumar et 

al., 2009; Niederman et al. 2006; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). It is argued that the relative 

attractiveness of the experiential strategy decreases with distance and coordination costs but 

increases with the uncertainty of the underlying technological landscape. Uncertainty creates 

noise that makes it increasingly difficult for firms to estimate the impact and consequences of the 

organizational reconfiguration. Moreover, it is argued that uncertainty has a positive moderating 

effect on the relationship between distance and the experiential strategy. Uncertainty signifies a 

lower signal-to-noise ratio which leads to situations of causal ambiguity (Lippman and Rumelt, 

1982), and the value of accumulating architectural knowledge through the experimental learning 

strategy is undermined. 

This paper contributes to research on architectural knowledge (Ethiraj and Levinthal 

2004a; Henderson and Clark, 1990) by proposing a performance trade-off between the 

experimental and experiential learning strategy. Moreover, by stressing the performance 

implications of how firms gain architectural knowledge when going abroad, this paper extends 
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existing views on internationalization that emphasize how firms need to accumulate local market 

knowledge to adapt to new foreign environments (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977; Lord and Ranft, 

2000; Makino and Delios, 1996).  

 

1.5  FINAL REMARKS 

This thesis investigates offshoring in an organizational context. Adapting the view that 

offshoring signifies an organizational reconfiguration, this thesis seeks to understand how the 

organization is affected by the decision to relocate firm activities to foreign locations. In so 

doing, it intends to understand why some firms fail when offshoring and others do not. The four 

research papers constituting this thesis are presented in the following chapters. In the final 

chapter, the thesis is concluded by discussing its implications. 
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Chapter 2 
 

 

 

Uncovering the hidden costs of offshoring:  

The interplay of complexity, organizational 

design, and experience1 
 

 

Marcus Møller Larsen
2
 

Stephan Manning
3
 

Torben Pedersen
4
 

 

Abstract: This study investigates estimation errors due to hidden costs—the costs of 

implementation that are neglected in strategic decision-making processes—in the context of 

services offshoring. Based on data from the Offshoring Research Network, we find that decision 

makers are more likely to make cost-estimation errors given increasing configuration and task 

complexity in captive offshoring and offshore outsourcing, respectively. Moreover, we show that 

experience and a strong orientation toward organizational design in the offshoring strategy 

reduce the cost-estimation errors that follow from complexity. Our findings contribute to 

research on the effectiveness of sourcing and global strategies by stressing the importance of 

organizational design and experience in dealing with increasing complexity. 

 

Keywords: hidden costs; offshoring; complexity; estimation errors; organizational design.  
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2.1  INTRODUCTION 

Many firms find that the implementation of strategic decisions can trigger substantial hidden 

costs that negatively affect firm performance. For example, a firm may find that the 

implementation of a diversification strategy requires substantially more coordination than 

initially expected. A firm may also discover that knowledge transfer in the context of 

internationalizing business activities is more costly than expected. By hidden costs, we refer to 

the unanticipated costs of implementation that arise in strategic decision-making processes (see 

Dibbern et al., 2008; Reitzig and Wagner, 2010; Stringfellow et al., 2008). In this paper, we 

investigate the nature of estimation errors due to hidden costs. In particular, we seek to better 

understand why certain costs are hidden from managerial attention and thus not accounted for in 

initial cost estimations. 

We study hidden costs in the context of offshoring of administrative and technical 

services, that is, the sourcing of business services supporting domestic and global operations 

from abroad in internal or external arrangements (Contractor et al., 2010; Manning et al., 2008). 

The offshoring of service activities has gained momentum in recent years. Today, many western 

firms not only offshore standardized IT and business processes but also more complex, 

knowledge-intensive activities and product development (Lewin et al., 2009). However, many 

firms have begun to realize that managing an increasingly globally dispersed organization is 

more difficult and costly than initially expected (Dibbern et al., 2008; Stringfellow et al., 2008). 

In particular, decision makers often fail to accurately estimate the costs of offshoring and are 

therefore surprised by unexpected—or hidden—costs of implementing offshoring decisions.  

Most research on offshoring to date has focused on why firms offshore particular 

functions, the governance modes they choose, the locations they select to host offshored 
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activities, and the outcomes that they achieve (e.g., Lewin et al., 2009; Kedia and Mukherjee, 

2009; Mol et al., 2005). In this paper, we focus on the organizational design of offshoring, and 

the challenge of coordinating and integrating offshoring activities in globally organized firms 

(Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). In this regard, offshoring can be described as an organizational 

reconfiguration in which originally co-located activities are relocated across distances in captive 

or outsourced arrangements, which must subsequently be reintegrated (Mudambi and Venzin, 

2010). Consequently, firms are often presented with new complexities and uncertainties, which 

have an impact on decision makers’ abilities to estimate the costs of offshoring.  

Using comprehensive data from the Offshoring Research Network, we argue that the 

increased complexity that follows from offshoring involves a number of operational challenges 

and related costs, part of which are ignored or not anticipated when offshoring decisions are 

made. As a result, we observe a significant gap between expected and achieved performance, as 

measured by the distance between expected and achieved cost savings. However, we also argue 

that this relationship is moderated by the organizational design orientations of firms’ offshoring 

strategies and by firms’ offshoring experience. Firms with strategies characterized by a strong 

orientation toward an overall system of structures and processes, and firms with prior experience 

are more likely to anticipate and align offshoring complexity with corresponding organizational 

structures and processes. Thus, organizational design orientation and experience nurture decision 

makers’ abilities to anticipate the costs of complex organizations. 

Our findings contribute to the growing stream of literature on the operational challenges 

of offshoring (Srikanth and Puranam, 2011; Stringfellow et al., 2008) by emphasizing the 

importance of hidden costs, complexity, design strategies, and experience. On a more general 

level, these findings have important implications for estimation biases in strategic decision 
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making, and improve our understanding of the role of experience and organizational design 

orientation in relation to those biases (e.g., Durand, 2003; Hogarth and Makridakis, 1981; 

Kahneman and Lovallo, 1993; Makadok and Walker, 2000; March and Simon, 1958). This 

research emphasizes the organizational design of a firm and highlights how organizational 

changes should be incorporated into strategic analyses. This may stimulate future research on the 

evolution of global firm designs and architectures by stressing the role, magnitude, and 

consequences of complexity in organizations (e.g., Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a; Nadler and 

Tushman, 1997; Sinha and Van de Ven, 2005). 

 

2.2  THEORY AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

Hidden costs, complexity, and bounded rationality 

Hidden costs can be understood as implementation costs that are not anticipated in the various 

stages of strategic decision making. A key function in strategic decision making—defined as the 

commitment to important decisions in terms of actions to be taken, resources to be devoted, or 

precedents set (Dean and Sharfman, 1996; Eisenhardt and Zbaracki, 1992; Mintzberg, 

Raisinghani, and Théorêt, 1976)—is the ability to estimate the costs of implementing a strategic 

decision (Durand, 2003; Makadok and Walker, 2000). Often, however, firms find that 

unanticipated costs or ‘post-decision surprises’ (Harrison and March, 1984) erupt and challenge 

the strategic intent and rationale of the decision. In such cases, these costs have been ignored or 

overlooked—thus hidden—by the decision maker in the strategic decision-making process. 

Hidden costs are thus ex ante unaccounted for, which is why they materialize ex post as a 

discrepancy between expected and realized costs. 
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A direct consequence of hidden costs is a negative effect on a decision maker’s ability to 

estimate the impact of strategic decisions, as important costs are hidden from managerial 

attention. Previous research has emphasized that individual biases may impact decision makers’ 

estimation abilities (e.g., Kahneman and Tversky, 1984; Das and Teng, 1999), that routines may 

short-circuit individuals’ autonomous judgments (Nelson and Winter, 1982), and that dominant 

logic may result in blind spots in decision making (Prahalad and Bettis, 1986). In this paper, 

however, we focus on the role of the organizational context in decision makers’ estimation 

abilities (e.g., Durand, 2003; Hogarth and Makridakis, 1981; March and Simon, 1958) and, in 

particular, on how organizational complexity influences decision makers’ abilities to account for 

costs of implementation. Thus, we seek to understand the impact of complexity on the ability of 

firms to anticipate the actual costs of a strategic implementation. In this regard, we are able to 

explain how decision makers systematically ignore or overlook important costs in strategic 

decision-making processes. 

The organizational impacts and consequences of complexity have long been part of the 

research tradition (Langlois and Robertson, 1992; Loasby, 1976; Nickerson and Zenger, 2002; 

Rawley, 2010; Simon, 1962; Williamson, 1975). Simon (1962: 468) defines complexity in 

systems as “a large number of parts that interact in a nonsimple way.” If organizations are 

viewed as networks of tasks (Grandori 2001; Thompson 1967), then complexity exists when a 

large number of tasks are interdependent. For example, an organization is complex if change in 

one unit requires change in many other units. Moreover, a growing number of interdependent 

parts in an organization increases combinatorial complexity, as the addition of one element 

results in an exponential increase in the number of possible interfaces and interdependencies 

(Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a).  
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A firm’s complexity can affect its decision making in many ways. For example, a firm 

that decides to disaggregate its organization into a number of smaller, semiautonomous units will 

experience a rise in the total number of interfaces within the organizational system. As 

organizational tasks and activities require ongoing communication to coordinate decisions and 

behaviors, interdependencies arise along with a growing number of channels to coordinate joint 

and interdependent organizational actions (Thompson, 1967). This has consequences for 

information-processing demand (Simon, 1955), which, in turn, increases the likelihood of 

decision errors (Levinthal, 1997). As such, increasing complexity progressively creates 

difficulties for decision makers attempting to grasp and anticipate the effects of emerging 

interdependencies on system behavior and performance (Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a; Zhou, 

2011). Complexity limits the ability of managers to rationally account for all important decision 

factors (March and Simon, 1958), which increases the risk that certain performance-detrimental 

consequences will remain hidden in the strategic decision-making process. Hidden costs, 

therefore, relate to implementation costs that are hidden from managerial attention at the point of 

strategic decision making (see Ocasio, 1997). 

 

The hidden costs of offshoring 

We investigate hidden costs in the context of services offshoring. Offshoring refers to the 

internal and external sourcing of tasks and services from a location outside the home country in 

support of domestic and global operations (Contractor et al., 2010; Manning et al., 2008). Many 

offshored activities are interlinked with domestic processes and often require complex 

coordination (Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). This setting is therefore suitable for investigating the 

interplay between complexity and hidden costs.  
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A substantial body of research has demonstrated that offshoring decisions are driven by a 

number of factors, including expectations of lower labor and production costs (Dossani and 

Kenney, 2003), access to talent and qualified labor (Lewin et al., 2009), and opportunities to 

learn (Jensen, 2009). At the same time, however, there are also indications that the initial 

objectives of offshoring are not always achieved and that offshoring decisions may eventually 

prove more costly than expected (Dibbern et al., 2008; Massini et al., 2010; Stringfellow et al., 

2008). For instance, the multinational information technology (IT) corporation Dell Inc. decided 

to back-source its Indian service centers after encountering unexpected challenges of cultural and 

geographic distance (Frauenheim, 2003).  

The concept of hidden costs can be related to three streams of offshoring research (see 

Table 2.1). The first stream focuses on the impact of hidden costs on the financial value of 

offshore outsourcing (e.g., Barthélemy, 2001; Overby, 2003)—a question of interest to business 

practitioners, in particular. In emphasizing the challenges of offshoring, these practitioner-

oriented articles have attempted to specify and quantify the hidden financial costs of offshoring. 

 The second stream discusses hidden costs in relation to strategic choices between 

international outsourcing and vertical integration, where outsourcing—and the resulting loss of 

control and transaction costs resulting from the shift of ownership to an external partner—might 

erode firms’ capabilities and resources (e.g., Bettis et al., 1992; Hendry, 1995; Reitzig and 

Wagner, 2010). For example, Stringfellow et al. (2008: 166) label “invisible costs in offshoring 

services work” as “hidden communication-related costs associated with the use of foreign service 

providers.” Reitzig and Wagner (2010) argue that hidden outsourcing costs can disrupt 

incremental in-house learning processes. Dibbern et al. (2008: 333) identify four particular types 

of unexpected ‘extra costs’ arising from outsourcing software projects to third-party providers 
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abroad: “1) requirements specification and design, 2) knowledge transfer, 3) control, and 4) 

coordination.” 

 

Table 2.1 – Three streams of research on the hidden costs of offshoring 

 

 

Theoretical 

focus 

 

Research question 

 

Examples/consequences 

of hidden costs 

 

 

Indicative literature 

 

Performance 

indicator 

 

How might the practice of 

offshoring eventually 

undermine anticipated 

financial value? 

 

 

 Costs of selecting a 

vendor 

 Costs of layoffs 

 Cultural costs 

 Ramp-up costs 

 Costs of managing an 

offshore contract 

 

 

 Barthélemy (2001) 

 Overby (2003) 

 

Noncontractual 

costs 

 

How does international 

outsourcing (in contrast to 

vertical integration) create 

unexpected costs for 

firms? 

 

 

 Reduce learning 

capabilities 

 Reduce robustness 

 Reduce long-term 

responsiveness 

 Reduce coordination 

ability 

 Undermine core 

competences 

 

 

 Bettis et al. (1992) 

 Hendry (1995) 

 Reitzig and Wagner 

(2010) 

 

 

Costs of 

reconfiguration 

and relocation 

 

 

How does the global 

relocation and 

reconfiguration of 

business tasks and 

activities create 

unexpected costs for 

firms? 

 

 Coordination costs 

 Design/specification 

costs 

 Control costs 

 Knowledge transfer 

costs 

 

 

 Dibbern et al. 

(2008) 

 Kumar et al. (2009) 

 Stringfellow et al. 

(2008) 

 Srikanth and 

Puranam (2011) 

 

 

  

  



33 

 

 A third and more recent stream focuses more fundamentally on hidden costs associated 

with relocating and redesigning tasks and processes within an orchestrated value-generating 

system; that is, the costs of reconfiguring a firm’s internal and external value chains (e.g., Kumar 

et al., 2009; Levy, 1995; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). According to this view, offshoring can be 

regarded as the process of reconfiguring value chain activities across dispersed locations 

regardless of whether outsourcing or an internal delivery model is chosen (Contractor et al., 

2010; Manning et al., 2008). Therefore, hidden costs might arise from unanticipated 

organizational needs, and can be related to areas such as knowledge transfer, new 

interdependencies, training and coaching, the protection of intellectual capital, or the monitoring 

of performance of offshore units. 

 In this study, we address all three research streams, but we focus in particular on the third 

stream by examining why certain costs of reconfiguring a firm’s value chain in the 

implementation of both captive offshoring and offshore outsourcing are hidden from managerial 

attention in decision-making processes and thus not accounted for in initial cost estimations. 

Obviously, the offshoring of services might also encapsulate hidden benefits, such as 

unanticipated advantages of relocating tasks and activities abroad. For instance, the well-known 

‘went for price, stayed for quality’ reference (Dossani and Kenney, 2003) captures a situation in 

which firms encounter ‘positive externalities’ of offshoring. In other words, firms may find that 

certain outcomes, such as higher service quality, exceed initially expected benefits, such as lower 

labor costs. However, in this paper we focus on a setting in which the practice of offshoring 

typically undermines initial objectives.  
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The complexity of offshoring 

We propose that cost-estimation errors as a manifestation of hidden costs can be explained by 

increasing offshoring complexity. In contrast to a company undertaking all of or the majority of 

its activities at home in proximity to its headquarters, a firm sourcing a large number of activities 

from multiple internal and external providers in different countries is likely to face higher 

complexity. In the following, we distinguish between two types of complexity in offshoring that 

challenge decision makers’ estimation abilities: configuration complexity and task complexity.  

Configuration complexity refers to complexity in terms of the interdependencies in the 

organizational configuration. In this regard, we distinguish between the structural, operational, 

and social layers of the organizational configuration, which together challenge decision makers’ 

cost-estimation abilities. First, structural complexity arises because new interdependencies 

emerge between functional units and across country borders as a consequence of offshoring. For 

instance, when an organizational subtask is relocated to a foreign location, its interdependencies 

with other organizational units are obscured by geographic, political, and institutional differences 

(Kumar et al., 2009). Similarly, prior research finds that extensive outsourcing of manufacturing 

creates new interdependencies, which increase the likelihood of delays and disruptions in global 

supply chains (e.g., Levy, 1995). 

 Second, research suggests that the process of offshoring presents companies with a higher 

number of tasks and activities (Contractor et al., 2010; Mudambi and Venzin, 2010), thus 

increasing operational complexity. Driven by the potential to lower costs and increase efficiency 

by identifying specific tasks to be offshored, firms break down and ‘fine slice’ value chain 

activities into a larger number of sub-processes. For example, while research and development 

(R&D) might constitute one distinct, integrated value chain activity in a home country context, 
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firms might choose to disaggregate the function into a number of more narrowly defined tasks 

and activities when subjecting them to captive and outsourced offshoring. As a result, firms face 

a higher number of interdependencies among processes and, hence, increased operational 

complexity. 

 Third, we argue that the two types of complexity identified above relate to a third type, 

which we call social complexity. Recent research indicates that offshoring may not only provoke 

internal resistance (Lewin and Couto, 2007) but also hamper operational efficiency due to a lack 

of trust, status differences between onsite and offshore units, and a lack of understanding and 

communication in the process of delivering tasks and interacting with offshore units (Vlaar et al., 

2008; Levina and Vaast, 2008). A lack of face-to-face interaction, as well as cultural and 

language differences among employees at geographically dispersed locations, may increase 

social complexity given the need for ‘non-simple’ practices of relationship-building between 

employees and teams. 

 Task complexity, in contrast, relates to the complexity of the individual offshoring 

implementations (e.g., Mudambi and Tallman, 2010; Kumar et al., 2009). A number of different 

task characteristics can influence the complexity of an offshoring implementation, including the 

task’s degree of standardized versus tacit knowledge flows; the presence of inexact and unknown 

means-ends connections; the number and interdependence of subtasks; and the existence of path-

goal multiplicity (e.g., Campbell, 1988; Wood, 1986). In comparison with simpler tasks for 

which such aspects as input and output requirements are easily defined, complex tasks with 

imprecise and ambiguous requirements are more likely to subject the decision maker to bounded 

rationality and uncertainty in the decision-making process. Indeed, research suggests that firms 

are increasingly offshoring more complex tasks, such as design, engineering, and analytical 
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services (Lewin et al., 2009). Accordingly, we argue that the task complexity of different 

offshoring implementations can challenge decision makers’ abilities to estimate the costs of 

relocating a service activity abroad. 

 In sum, we define offshoring complexity as a combination of configuration and task 

complexity. While task complexity resides within the actual implementation, configuration 

complexity occurs as a result of new interdependencies between countries, activities, and people. 

In line with research on complexity (e.g., Anderson, 1999; Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a; Rawley, 

2010), we argue that a higher degree of offshoring complexity makes it difficult for decision 

makers to consider all important decision-making factors, especially the overarching 

organizational system and its effect on organizational behavior and performance, prior to an 

offshoring implementation. In particular, complexity has consequences for decision makers’ 

cost-estimation abilities, as the managerial task of understanding the globally reconfigured 

organization becomes complicated and is more likely to be misguided, thus resulting in costs that 

are hidden from the decision makers’ view. Therefore, there is a greater risk that decision makers 

facing a high degree of offshoring complexity will make cost-estimation errors in the decision-

making process. Accordingly: 

 

Hypothesis 1: A higher degree of offshoring complexity is likely to increase cost-

estimation errors. 

 

The moderating effect of organizational design orientation and experience 

A number of recent studies report that many firms experience improved performance as a result 

of offshoring, despite high complexity (e.g., Lewin et al., 2009; Massini et al., 2010). For 
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instance, firms taking a more strategic approach to offshoring, such as those adopting consistent 

ways of selecting locations, implementing projects, and coordinating operations, report better 

performance (Massini et al., 2010). Thus, we posit that the hypothesized relationship between 

offshoring complexity and cost-estimation errors is moderated by factors that explain why some 

firms are comparatively better than others in accounting for hidden costs of offshoring in the 

strategic decision-making process. In the following, we argue that firms’ organizational design 

orientation and offshoring experience help decision makers to better estimate costs as offshoring 

complexity increases.  

 Hidden costs become more likely as the complexity of an organizational system 

increases. This makes it difficult for decision makers to direct appropriate attention during the 

decision-making process to future changes in organizational structures and the interdependencies 

that may result from offshoring. In this respect, the congruence between different components in 

an organizational system spread across different locations becomes central (Nadler and 

Tushman, 1997; Russo and Harrison, 2005). Organizational congruence is defined as “the degree 

to which the needs, demands, goals, objectives, and/or structures of one component are 

consistent with those of the other” (Nadler and Tushman, 1997: 34). While typical models of fit 

look at dyadic relationships, such as the fit between strategy and structure (Chandler, 1962), the 

congruence model is based on the assumption that fit can be multifaceted, simultaneously 

encapsulating different organizational dimensions. Accordingly, we use the congruence model to 

portray the fit between globally dispersed organizational processes, activities, and people, that is, 

the degree to which structures and interdependencies across and within organizational 

boundaries remain consistent as offshoring complexity grows. High congruence corresponds to 

high consistency in the organizational system encapsulating the functional units and human 
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resources spanning national borders and the interdependencies among them. Similarly, a low 

degree of congruence corresponds to low consistency in the organizational system.  

 The degree to which organizational congruence is reflected in a firm’s offshoring strategy 

is important for how accurately decision makers estimate the consequences of offshoring 

complexity. A dominant perception has been that a firm’s primary objective when offshoring is 

to reduce labor costs by targeting low-wage sourcing destinations, such as China and India, and 

to access qualified personnel and new markets (Dossani and Kenney, 2003; Kedia and Lahiri, 

2007). However, research suggests that offshoring may also be motivated by the opportunity to 

improve a firm’s organizational system (Lewin and Couto, 2007). For example, a number of 

firms view the potential for increased organizational flexibility, business process reengineering, 

and reduced system redundancy as an important driver of offshoring. Moreover, firms with 

corporate-wide offshoring strategies report a range of offshoring outcomes besides reduced costs, 

such as organizational flexibility (Massini et al., 2010).  

 We therefore argue that offshoring strategies involving a strong orientation toward the 

overall system of structures and processes, rather than the mere relocation of particular tasks for 

resource-seeking reasons, are better able to account for the hidden costs that follow from 

increasing offshoring complexity, as managerial attention is directed toward how the 

organization and its interdependencies are affected by the offshoring decision (Ocasio, 1997). In 

such situations, decision makers can match the impact of the anticipated organizational changes 

caused by offshoring with resource allocations so that the main offshoring objectives can be met. 

Thus, a higher degree of orientation toward the organizational design of offshoring promotes the 

decision maker’s ability to align offshoring complexity with corresponding organizational 
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structures and processes, and consequently negatively moderates the positive relationship 

between complexity and cost-estimation errors. Hence:  

 

Hypothesis 2: The positive association between offshoring complexity and cost-

estimation errors is negatively moderated by firms’ strategic orientation toward 

organizational design. 

 

A necessary prerequisite for recognizing the most efficient mechanisms for managing 

complex organizations is extensive organizational system knowledge. Organizational system 

knowledge can be defined as knowledge about individual organizational activities comprising an 

organizational system and about how those activities are integrated into an orchestrated 

organizational system (Brusoni and Prencipe, 2006; Henderson and Clark, 1990). In order to 

make effective decisions based on expectations of how the organization is going to change, 

decision makers need knowledge about individual activities and about the ways in which 

different activities are integrated and linked together in a coherent organizational system. For 

example, Brusoni and Prencipe (2006) argue that knowledge evolution is a strong and important 

mediator in organizational change. Similarly, Haunschild and Sullivan (2002) suggest that 

complex and heterogeneous circumstances spur positive learning in organizations. Accordingly, 

firms’ abilities to estimate the consequences of the complexity of offshoring are affected by their 

organizational system knowledge, including knowledge of interdependencies and interfaces 

between different units and activities.  

Thus, a central question is the following: how do firms acquire and accumulate 

knowledge to successfully integrate a vast array of heterogeneous activities into an orchestrated 
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system? In this respect, offshoring is often portrayed as a learning-by-doing process (Jensen, 

2009; Maskell et al., 2007). In particular, research shows that firms with previous offshoring 

experience generally display better performance in new offshoring ventures (Hutzschenreuter et 

al., 2007; Manning et al., 2008). Hutzschenreuter et al. (2007) argue that firms’ past offshoring 

experience may influence the range of issues and possibilities that managers consider when 

making offshoring decisions. Thus, we argue that firms with prior offshoring experience are 

more likely to have accumulated organizational system knowledge and will therefore be 

comparatively better in estimating the costs of offshoring associated with complexity. In other 

words, firms with experience are more likely to anticipate the hidden costs of offshoring and 

therefore avoid estimation errors. We therefore hypothesize the following: 

 

Hypothesis 3: The positive association between offshoring complexity and cost-

estimation errors is negatively moderated by the firms’ offshoring experience. 

 

In sum, we derive a theoretical model of hidden costs in which offshoring complexity is 

likely to increase cost-estimation errors but is negatively moderated by organizational design 

orientation and experience (see Figure 2.1).  

 

2.3  DATA AND METHODS  

We examine both the effect of offshoring complexity on cost-estimation errors as a manifestation 

of hidden costs, and the moderating effects of design orientation and offshoring experience of the 

firm using primary data collected by the Offshoring Research Network (ORN) and data gathered 

from secondary sources (on distances). The ORN is a network of scholars and organizations  
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Figure 2.1 – Theoretical model: the hidden costs of offshoring 

 

 

based in the United States, Europe, and Australia that study the emergence of trends in services 

offshoring (e.g., Lewin et al., 2009; Massini et al., 2010; Manning et al., 2011). Since its 

foundation in 2004, the ORN research team has conducted two major surveys annually—a 

corporate client survey and a service provider survey—to collect offshoring-related data. As both 

the client and provider surveys are taken online, respondents reach the survey Web site through 

external links or e-mail invitations. Once registered and approved by the ORN survey team, 

respondents are added to the database. The fact that both surveys are utilized for this study, in 

combination with other secondary sources, helps us address the common method variance 

problem (Chang et al., 2010).  

The corporate client survey collects data from U.S. firms (since 2004) and European 

firms (since 2006) on their offshoring strategies, drivers, concerns, risks, outcomes, future plans, 

and concrete offshore implementations, including information on tasks offshored, launch years, 
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location choices, delivery models (both captive and outsourced), and performance data. The 

dataset used for this study includes data from 183 firms, of which 102 are based in the United 

States and 81 are European. These firms are active in different industries: manufacturing (32%), 

software (18%), finance and insurance (18%), and technical services (14%). Thirty-five percent 

of the firms are large (>10,000 employees), 47 percent are medium size (500-10,000 employees), 

and 18 percent are small (<500 employees). These firms reported 531 offshore implementations, 

defined as the allocation of particular tasks or processes to a location outside the home country. 

This implies that each firm has provided data for an average of 3.2 offshore implementations. 

Offshored tasks may include IT services, administrative services (e.g., Human Resources, legal, 

finance, and accounting), call centers, software and product development, marketing and sales, 

and procurement. The three most common services offshored in our sample are IT services 

(22%), call centers (17%), and engineering services (10%). Offshoring implementations include 

captive offshoring projects (48%) as well as offshore outsourcing projects (52%). The statistical 

analysis is conducted on the level of (these 531) offshore implementations.  

In addition, we use data from the ORN service provider survey. The service provider 

survey has collected information from business service providers at the firm and services level 

since 2007. Survey participants provide information on the services they provide; the locations 

from which they provide those services; perceived client expectations and operational risks; the 

performance of service delivery; and various features of the services provided. The latter include 

such items as the degree of commoditization and the complexity of tasks. The service provider 

database contains data (as of 2011) from 755 providers based in different countries and regions, 

including the United States (32%), India (18%), China (4%), other Asian countries (8%), 

Western Europe (19%), Eastern Europe (7%), and Latin America (6%). The database contains 
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data from all major large providers (19% of the sample had more than 10,000 employees), 

including Infosys, Genpact, IBM Global Services, and Wipro. It also covers mid-size providers 

(37%; 500-10,000 employees) and small providers (44%; <500 employees). Providers in the 

database offer various services, such as IT services (74% of providers), software development 

(65%), call centers (48%), finance and accounting (41%), HR services (30%), engineering 

services (29%), marketing and sales (26%), procurement (25%), R&D (25%), design (19%), and 

legal (13%). Altogether, the database contains 3,399 service-specific entries, that is, observations 

related to particular services that providers offer.  

For the analysis, we use a hierarchical regression analysis with successive linear 

regression models, adding more explanatory variables to each model. Ordinary least squares 

(OLS) models are most suitable for this analysis, as we have a dependent variable with 

continuous values and as we propose a linear relationship between our dependent variable and 

the explanatory variables. The hierarchical feature refers to the gradual building of separate but 

related models with an increasing number of explanatory variables until we reach the final 

model. We use three different versions of the final model in which all explanatory variables are 

included. First, we include all implementations in our sample (N = 531) to investigate the 

hypotheses. This model contains both captive and outsourced implementations. However, 

because there are transactional differences between captive offshoring and offshore outsourcing 

(see Williamson, 1985), we also split the sample into captive implementations (N = 253) and 

outsourced implementations (N = 278), and run the full model for both samples. 
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Variable construction  

The variables, their sources, and their operationalization are presented in Table 2.2. Cost-

estimation error is measured as the difference between the cost savings expected from the 

offshoring project and the achieved cost savings. Most firms offshore with the objective of 

reducing costs (Manning et al., 2008). Thus, a strong empirical proxy of latent hidden costs is the 

deviation between expected and realized cost savings in offshoring. If expectations perfectly 

match the savings achieved through offshoring, then there has been no estimation error, but if 

expectations exceed achieved savings, then expectations have not been met and estimation error 

has occurred (costs are higher than expected). The few cases in which achieved savings are 

above expectations (‘hidden benefits’) are deleted from the sample, as this phenomenon might be 

explained by factors other than hidden costs. Both expected savings and achieved savings are 

measured as a share of total costs, so the value of cost-estimation error can vary from zero 

percent (when achieved savings are equal to expectations) to 100 percent (when expected 

savings are very high but no savings are actually achieved).  

Offshoring complexity is measured along two dimensions: configuration complexity and 

task complexity. Configuration complexity is a composite measure consisting of three 

dimensions with the purpose of capturing structural, operational, and social complexity, 

respectively: global diversity of offshore operations (i.e., the number of countries in which a firm 

is conducting offshoring), disaggregation of activities (the number of services for which a firm 

engages in offshoring), and spread of employees (the number of persons employed in offshore 

projects). After each of these dimensions is measured, they are then standardized and mean-

centered around zero. The measure of configuration complexity is constructed as the product of 

these dimensions, which all have an equal weight in the composite measure. This measure is 
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inspired by previous studies measuring organizational complexity as the degree of firms’ 

functional and occupational differentiation (e.g., Aiken et al., 1980; Blau and McKinley, 1979; 

Damanpour, 1996). Task complexity is measured as the degree to which service providers view a 

particular task or process as complex. Data on this item is collected in the service provider 

survey by asking service providers to rank the complexity of different types of tasks on a five-

point Likert scale (1 = not complex at all; 5 = very complex). The relatively low correlation of -

0.06 (see Table 2.3) between configuration complexity and task complexity indicates that these 

are two distinct dimensions of offshoring complexity. 

Offshoring experience is a simple measure made for each implementation. It is measured 

as the time (in years) between the launch of the first offshoring project by the focal firm and the 

initiation of the focal implementation. The assumption is that the longer the respective firm has 

been engaged in offshoring projects, the more experience it has accumulated. There may be other 

ways to measure experience, perhaps by taking the number of services offshored or the number 

of locations offshored to into account. However, as we distinguish between experience and 

offshoring complexity, we focus on years of experience. Importantly, some firms offshore a 

variety of services to different locations in a short period of time, so that they have little saturated 

experience. Other firms might focus on offshoring particular functions over a longer period of 

time. The approach adopted here is akin to that used in other papers (e.g., Lewin et al., 2009). 

Organizational design orientation is measured by asking respondents to indicate the 

extent to which ‘business process redesign’ is a driver for offshoring particular services on a 

five-point Likert scale (1 = not important at all; 5 = very important). The measure captures the 

extent to which offshoring projects that are related to particular services have been implemented 

in conjunction with optimizing the entire work process. In other words, we use this item as a 
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proxy for the level of managerial attention (Ocasio, 1997) given to the orchestration of globally 

distributed processes. The correlation of -0.21 (p < 0.001) between the ‘business process 

redesign’ and ‘labor cost savings’ drivers indicates that the business process redesign driver is 

clearly distinct from the cost driver. The latter primarily captures managerial attention given to 

the cost benefits of offshoring particular processes without necessarily considering the impact of 

any one project on the entire workflow. Therefore, the attention respondents pay to business 

process redesign when offshoring is viewed as a good proxy for whether they consider the 

organizational design in the offshoring process. 

In addition, a number of control variables are included. First, we control for cost 

orientation (in contrast to organizational design orientation) by including an item on ‘labor cost 

savings’ as a driver of offshoring implementation. We also include a number of variables from 

the ORN Service Provider Survey in order to control for different factors at the service level. We 

control for three transaction-related effects for each offshored service: the frequency of 

interactions with the client (as a proxy for frequency), interdependence of client activities (as 

proxy for asset specificity), and frequency of disagreements with the client (as a proxy for 

uncertainty) (Williamson, 1985). These are ranked on a five-point Likert scale by the service 

providers for each service in which they are engaged. We also include commoditization of tasks, 

which refers to the process by which processes become less specific to firm or product 

characteristics, thereby lowering transaction and coordination costs for those firms offshoring 

those processes (Davenport, 2005). Moreover, the use of collaborative technologies in the 

service is added to control for the use of information and communication technology in the firm. 

The abovementioned ORN Service Provider Survey control variables are measured using 
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service-specific variables based on the perception of service providers, which are ranked using 

five-point Likert scales. 

To capture other potential sources of hidden costs (e.g., Stringfellow et al., 2008), we add 

control variables for interaction distance. These are measured using secondary data on the 

distance between the home location and the foreign location of the offshore implementation. 

Interaction distance includes three dimensions: geographical distance, measured as air miles 

between the home location and the offshore location; cultural distance between two locations 

based on the Kogut and Singh index (Kogut and Singh, 1988); and language distance as a 

dummy variable indicating whether the same language is spoken both in the home and offshore 

locations.  

Controls are also included for the three most common services—IT, call center, and 

engineering—as the level of hidden costs might be affected by characteristics of particular 

services. As can be seen in the correlation matrix (Table 2.3), the nature of these services is 

rather distinct in terms of such factors as task complexity. For example, call center services are 

negatively correlated, engineering services are positively correlated, and IT services are between 

these extremes. The services are added as dummy variables. 

Along similar lines, we include the number of employees in the home country to control 

for firm size. We also control for the type of delivery model by using a dummy for captive 

offshoring versus offshore outsourcing. Finally, we control for the time passed (in months) since 

the project was implemented. As it can be more difficult to retrospectively assess discrepancies 

between expected and realized costs the older a project is, this control variable captures biases 

related to the perceptions of the respondents.  

 



48 

 

Table 2.2 – Operationalization of variables in the models 

Variable Operationalization Data Source 

Cost-estimation 

error 

Percentage of savings expected minus the percentage of savings achieved 

when offshoring 

ORN Client 

survey 

Configuration 

complexity 

The product of the number of services, number of countries, and number of 

employees (in thousands) that are offshored  

ORN Client 

survey 

Task complexity  The average scores at the service level of the provider’s assessment of ‘the 

complexity of tasks’ (on a five-point scale). 

ORN Provider 

survey 

Offshoring 

experience 

Years from the launch of the firm’s first offshoring project to the focal 

implementation 

ORN Client 

survey 

Organizational 

design 

orientation 

Based on the question: Please indicate the importance of enhancing 

efficiency through business process redesign as a strategic driver for the 

offshore implementations (1 = not important at all; 5 = very important) 

ORN Client 

survey 

Cost orientation Based on the question: Please indicate the importance of labor cost savings 

as a strategic driver for the offshore implementations (1 = not important at 

all; 5 = very important) 

ORN Client 

survey 

Interaction with 

client  

The average scores at the service level of the provider’s assessment of ‘the 

frequency of client interaction’ (on a five-point scale). 

ORN Provider 

survey 

Interdependency 

of client 

The average scores at the service level of the provider’s assessment of ‘the 

interdependency with processes in client organization’ (on a five-point 

scale). 

ORN Provider 

survey 

Disagreement 

with client 

The average scores at the service level of the provider’s assessment of ‘the 

frequency of disagreement with client in performing tasks’ (on a five-point 

scale). 

ORN Provider 

survey 

Commoditization The average scores at the service level of the provider’s assessment of ‘the 

extent of commoditization today’ (on a five-point scale). 

ORN Provider 

survey 

Use of 

collaborative 

technologies 

The average scores at the service level of the provider’s assessment of ‘the 

collaborative technologies used in performing tasks’ (on a five-point scale). 

ORN Provider 

survey 

Geographical 

distance 

The distance in air miles (in thousands km) between the home location and 

the offshore location 

Google 

distance 

calculator 

Cultural distance The Kogut-Singh index of distance between the home location and the 

offshore location 

Hofstede’s 

measures 

Language 

distance 

A dummy indicating whether the main language spoken in the home 

location is the same as the language spoken in the offshore location (1 = 

different) 

MLA language 

map 

Home 

employment 

Number of employees in home country in thousands ORN Client 

survey 

IT service A dummy indicating whether the implementation is an IT service (1 = IT 

service) 

ORN Client 

survey 

Call center 

service 

A dummy indicating whether the implementation is a call center service (1 = 

call center service) 

ORN Client 

survey 

Engineering 

service  

A dummy indicating whether the implementation is an engineering service 

(1 = engineering service) 

ORN Client 

survey 

Outsourcing  A dummy indicating whether the offshore implementation is captive 

offshoring (= 0) or offshore outsourcing (= 1) 

ORN Client 

survey 

Time Months since the respective offshoring project was implemented ORN Client 

survey 
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The correlation matrix and descriptive data (mean values, standard deviation, and 

minimum and maximum values) are provided in Table 2.3 and 2.4. In order to detect potential 

problems of multicolinearity, we look at the correlation coefficients among the independent 

variables in the models. None of the correlations are above the usual threshold of 0.4 that 

indicates a possibility of multicolinearity. Hence, the dataset does not seem to suffer from 

problems of multicolinearity. However, as the task complexity variable is relatively highly 

correlated with some of the control variables measured at the services level, we ran the models 

without these variables. All results were qualitatively the same.  

The mean value of our dependent variable—cost-estimation errors—is 6.68, indicating 

that, on average, firms achieved 6.7 percent less savings on their offshoring implementations 

than they expected. The standard deviation of 10.11 signifies that the observed firms vary in 

terms of their estimation accuracy, as actually achieved savings span from 25 percent to 100 

percent of expected savings. However, a closer look at the frequency of the cost-estimation error 

variable shows that 52 percent of the implementations (N = 278) show no cost-estimation errors 

at all (savings meet expectations), while 48 percent reveal different levels of cost-estimation 

errors (higher costs than expected). In 27 percent of cases, achieved cost savings are lower than 

expected, but not by more than 10 percent, while in approximately 21 percent of cases achieved 

savings are more than 10 percent lower than expected. These figures show that there is good 

variation in the dependent variable across the included firms and also provides evidence that 

cost-estimation errors are a significant problem facing many offshoring firms.  

 Moreover, if we divide the sample into captive offshoring and offshore outsourcing, our 

results show that relatively high cost-estimation error is more common in cases of offshore 

outsourcing than in cases of captive offshoring. The average levels of cost-estimation error are  
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Table 2.3 – Summary statistics (n=531) 

   Variables Mean 
Std. 

dev. 

Min. 

values 

Max. 

values 

1 Cost-estimation error 6.68 10.11 0 75 

2 Configuration complexity 0.04 1.01 -1.16 8.2 

3 Task complexity 3.55 0.46 2.88 4.47 

4 Offshoring experience 4.46 8.28 0 41 

5 Org. design orientation 3.32 1.27 1 5 

6 Cost orientation 4.24 1.02 1 5 

7 Interaction with client  3.89 0.25 3.57 4.36 

8 Interdependency of client 3.63 0.15 3.42 4 

9 Disagreement with client 2.45 0.24 2 2.83 

10 Commoditization 3.19 0.42 2.38 3.87 

11 Collaborative technology  3.36 0.14 2.97 3.75 

12 Geographical distance 8.52 4.19 0 16.24 

13 Cultural distance 8.89 5.49 2 31.48 

14 Language distance 0.56 0.5 0 1 

15 Home employment 21.8 41.1 1 385 

16 IT service 0.22 0.41 0 1 

17 Call center service 0.17 0.37 0 1 

18 Engineering service 0.1 0.3 0 1 

19 Outsourcing 0.52 0.5 0 1 

20 Time 7.4 4 2 38 

 

 

7.92 for offshore outsourcing and 5.32 for captive offshoring (which is a significant difference in 

an analysis of variance, p < 0.01). Furthermore, 26 percent of all offshore outsourcing cases 

report that costs were more than 10 percent higher than expected, while this is true for only 16 

percent of the captive offshoring cases. When expected and achieved savings are examined 

separately, we find that the difference in cost-estimation error is due to expected savings being 

significantly higher for offshore outsourcing, while the achieved savings are at the same level for 

captive and outsource offshoring. We explore this difference later in the paper.  
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Table 2.4 – Correlation matrix (n=531)
* 

 

 
1 

2 
3 

4 
5 

6 
7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 

14 
15 

16 
17 

18 
19 

20 

1 
1.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

2 
0.11 

1.00 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

3 
0.09 

-0.06 
1.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

4 
-0.09 

-0.06 
-0.14 

1.00 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

5 
0.02 

0.07 
-0.07 

0.20 
1.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

6 
0.09 

0.06 
0.04 

-0.31 
-0.21 

1.00 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

7 
0.08 

-0.06 
0.31 

0.03 
-0.05 

-0.06 
1.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

8 
0.04 

-0.05 
0.21 

-0.02 
-0.01 

0.09 
0.31 

1.00 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

9 
0.05 

0.08 
0.10 

-0.12 
0.03 

0.09 
-0.15 

0.05 
1.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

10 
-0.07 

0.13 
-0.32 

-0.09 
-0.05 

0.11 
-0.24 

-0.33 
-0.25 

1.00 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

11 
-0.07 

0.05 
-0.23 

0.04 
-0.06 

-0.07 
-0.05 

-0.19 
0.01 

0.30 
1.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

12 
0.04 

0.11 
0.08 

-0.30 
-0.08 

0.26 
-0.02 

0.08 
0.13 

-0.01 
0.01 

1.00 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

13 
-0.03 

-0.01 
0.03 

0.01 
0.01 

-0.02 
0.11 

0.03 
0.03 

-0.12 
0.11 

0.18 
1.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

14 
0.01 

-0.11 
0.06 

0.27 
0.01 

-0.25 
0.20 

0.01 
-0.12 

-0.17 
0.04 

-0.23 
0.29 

1.00 
 

 
 

 
 

 

15 
-0.03 

0.23 
-0.15 

-0.12 
-0.04 

0.15 
-0.16 

-0.05 
0.01 

0.15 
0.04 

0.13 
-0.03 

-0.12 
1.00 

 
 

 
 

 

16 
0.04 

0.01 
-0.03 

-0.15 
-0.03 

0.14 
-0.31 

-0.27 
0.28 

0.33 
-0.21 

0.07 
-0.04 

-0.12 
0.10 

1.00 
 

 
 

 

17 
-0.05 

0.14 
-0.35 

0.06 
-0.01 

0.01 
-0.27 

-0.18 
-0.29 

0.38 
0.36 

-0.10 
-0.07 

-0.02 
0.12 

-0.23 
1.00 

 
 

 

18 
-0.06 

-0.02 
0.31 

0.04 
-0.05 

0.03 
0.11 

0.35 
-0.24 

-0.27 
-0.32 

0.07 
0.01 

0.02 
0.01 

-0.18 
-0.15 

1.00 
 

 

19 
0.13 

0.05 
0.03 

-0.19 
-0.07 

0.18 
-0.03 

-0.11 
0.01 

0.14 
0.06 

0.09 
-0.01 

-0.16 
0.01 

0.14 
0.07 

-0.07 
1.00 

 

20 
-0.14 

-0.01 
0.06 

0.12 
0.01 

-0.04 
0.16 

0.04 
-0.10 

-0.14 
-0.06 

-0.18 
-0.12 

0.15 
0.02 

-0.03 
-0.06 

-0.03 
-0.14 

1.00 

 
*A

ll values greater than 0.09 are significant at the 5%
 level. 
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2.4  RESULTS 

The results of the hierarchical regression model are presented in Table 2.5. Model 1 includes the 

control variables and the two explanatory variables reflecting offshoring complexity: 

configuration complexity and task complexity. We add the two moderating variables—

organizational design orientation and offshoring experience—in Model 2. In Model 3, we add 

the interaction effect between the two complexity variables and our two moderating variables.  

 In all three models, the two complexity variables are significant (p <0.05) and positive, 

which supports the hypothesis that offshoring complexity is an important determinant of cost-

estimation error as manifested in hidden costs of offshoring (Hypothesis 1). Model 1, which 

includes the two complexity variables, obtains an R
2 

value of 0.11. When the two moderating 

variables are added in Model 2, the R
2 

only increases to 0.12, which is due to the fact that none 

of the moderating variables are significant in this model. In Model 3, we go one step further and 

include the four interaction terms in order to test for the proposed moderating effects 

(Hypotheses 2 and 3). However, the model does not improve, as the R
2
 only increases to 0.13 

with the use of four additional degrees of freedom. Moreover, only the interaction terms between 

task complexity and organizational design orientation are negative and significant as expected (β 

= -1.78, p < 0.05). 

 Notably, some of the control variables are significantly related to cost-estimation error. 

Those factors increasing cost-estimation errors include cost orientation, task interdependence 

with client activities, cultural distance, language distance, and call center services, while 

commoditization and time passed since the initiation of the offshoring project lower cost-

estimation errors. These results support complementary explanations for cost-estimation error 

and hidden costs, as they highlight transactional factors, such as task interdependency with client  
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Table 2.5 – Hierarchical regression models (n=531) – standard errors in parenthesis 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

 Cost-estimation error in decision making 

 All implementations Captive 

offshoring 

Offshore 

outsourcing 

Configuration complexity 0.19** 

(0.06) 

0.19** 

(0.06) 

0.40* 

(0.19) 

2.14*** 

(0.47) 

0.10 

(0.63) 

Task complexity 6.71* 

(2.73) 

6.41* 

(1.86) 

12.59** 

(3.86) 

7.46 

(5.02) 
23.09*** 

(5.53) 

Organizational design orientation  -0.13 

(0.35) 

-0.67* 

(0.28) 

-1.64 

(1.85) 
-1.09* 

(0.41) 

Offshoring experience  -0.04 

(0.06) 

-0.48 

(0.46) 

-0.12 

(0.08) 

-0.14 

(0.09) 

Configuration complexity* 

Organizational design orientation 

  -0.04 

(0.09) 
-0.29** 

(0.11) 

-0.02 

(0.17) 

Configuration complexity* 

Offshoring experience 

  -0.04 

(0.03) 
-0.06* 

(0.02) 

-0.03 

(0.06) 

Task complexity*Organizational 

design orientation 

  -1.78* 

(0.78) 

0.60 

(1.04) 
-2.80* 

(1.11) 

Task complexity*Offshoring 

experience 

  0.13 

(0.14) 

0.01 

(0.14) 
-0.45† 

(0.26) 

Costs orientation 1.07* 

(0.47) 

0.98* 

(0.49) 

1.04* 

(0.50) 

-0.46 

 (0.55) 

2.25* 

(0.87) 

Commoditization -15.21*** 

(4.25) 

-15.01*** 

(4.29) 

-15.65*** 

(4.28) 

-4.37 

(5.46) 

-23.99*** 

(6.12) 

Use of collaborative technologies -1.77 

(4.77) 

-1.85 

(4.78) 

-1.61 

(4.79) 

-3.22 

(6.71) 

7.14 

(6.79) 

Interaction with client 9.31 

(5.98) 

8.88 

(6.03) 

9.13 

(6.03) 

2.03 

(7.55) 

19.83* 

(8.99) 

Interdependency of client 12.94** 

(4.62) 

12.91** 

(4.64) 

13.31** 

(4.63) 

2.60 

(5.73) 

25.16** 

(7.61) 

Disagreement with client 7.49 

(4.61) 

7.41 

(4.61) 

8.46 

(4.67) 

0.19 

(6.04) 

6.38          

(7.91) 

Geographical distance 0.21 

(0.14) 

0.20 

(0.14) 

0.21 

(0.14) 

0.39* 

(0.17) 

0.07 

(0.21) 

Cultural distance 0.23* 

(0.10) 

0.23* 

(0.10) 

0.24* 

(0.10) 

0.15 

(0.11) 

0.36* 

(0.16) 

Language distance 2.83* 

(1.28) 

2.93 

(1.29)* 

2.91* 

(1.28) 

3.89* 

(1.59) 

1.35 

(1.86) 

Call center service 16.45** 

(5.08) 

16.20** 

(5.11) 

18.02*** 

(5.19) 

0.95 

(6.81) 

25.22** 

(8.10) 

IT service 2.49 

(1.72) 

2.45 

(1.72) 

2.73 

(1.73) 

3.78† 

(2.11) 

2.42 

(2.88) 

Engineering service -2.68 

(2.01) 

-2.51 

(2.03) 

-2.42 

(2.03) 

-1.88 

(2.36) 

-2.59 

(3.31) 

Home employment -0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

Time -0.39*** 

(0.11) 

-0.38*** 

(0.11) 

-0.38** 

(0.11) 

-0.37** 

(0.13) 

-0.29 

(0.19) 

Outsourcing 

 

1.78* 

(0.90) 

1.75† 

(0.90) 

1.47 

(0.90) 

  

Intercept 55.20*** 

(14.43) 

45.01** 

(18.00) 

35.32* 

(19.14) 

27.42 

(16.67) 

83.97† 

(44.62) 

N 

F-value 

R-square 

531 

4.07*** 

0.11 

531 

3.66*** 

0.12 

531 

3.38*** 

0.13 

253 

5.42*** 

0.34 

278 

2.86*** 

0.20 

†, *, **, and *** indicate significance levels of 10%, 5%, 1%, and 0.1%, respectively. The significant hypothesized 

relationships are in bold. 
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operations and interaction distance like cultural and language distance (see Stringfellow et al., 

2008). In addition, the outsourcing variable is significant in Model 1 (β = 1.78, p < 0.05), which 

reflects the higher level of cost-estimation error for offshore outsourcing as compared to captive 

offshoring.  

 In order to go beyond just adding the outsourcing variable as a control variable, the full 

model is applied to the two samples of captive offshoring and offshore outsourcing in Models 4 

and 5, respectively. Interestingly, the R
2 

increases substantially in both cases, reaching 0.34 in 

the case of captive offshoring and 0.20 for offshore outsourcing. However, it is also obvious that 

the variables have different effects in the subsamples. In fact, no variable is significant in both 

subsamples. In the case of captive offshoring, configuration complexity significantly increases 

cost-estimation errors (β = 2.14, p < 0.001), while task complexity is insignificant. Both 

interaction terms—configuration complexity in terms of organizational design orientation and 

offshoring experience—are significant and negative (β = -0.29, p < 0.01 and β = -0.06, p < 0.05, 

respectively), while neither organizational design orientation nor offshoring experience by 

themselves have significant effects. These results are in line with Hypotheses 2 and 3, which 

propose that organizational design orientation and offshoring experience negatively moderate the 

positive relationship between complexity and hidden costs. Of the control variables, the most 

notable are the significant positive distance variables (geographical and language distance), 

which indicate that cost-estimation errors increase as the distance between the home location and 

the offshore location increases. 

 In the case of offshore outsourcing implementations, task complexity is significant and 

positive (β = 23.09, p < 0.001), while configuration complexity is insignificant. The two 

interaction terms with task complexity are also significantly negative, although the interaction 
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term between task complexity and offshoring experience is only moderately significant (β = -

0.45, p < 0.1). This provides further support for Hypotheses 2 and 3, indicating that 

organizational design orientation and experience mitigate cost-estimation errors in the case of 

offshore outsourcing as well. Of the control variables, it is evident that the more task-oriented 

variables (such as commoditization) and transaction-oriented variables (such as interaction with 

client and interdependency with client operations) are significant in predicting cost-estimation 

errors in outsourcing implementations.    

 In order to test the robustness of our findings, we conduct a number of alternative 

specifications of our models. These alternative specifications included Tobit models (as we have 

a skewed dependent variable), logistic models (a binary dependent model with or without hidden 

costs), and random coefficients models (controlling for firm effects). All of these models provide 

qualitatively similar, but weaker, results than the one reported here. In addition, we believe that 

from a theoretical point of view we have applied the most appropriate model in order to test the 

hypotheses, as our dependent variable is measured on a continuous scale, and as the question of 

whether hidden costs and cost-estimation error exist cannot be separated from the level of hidden 

costs. Both aspects are determined simultaneously in our preferred model.  

Furthermore, we have addressed the issue of endogeneity, that is, whether the complexity 

variables are endogenously determined by the same factors as the estimation errors, because 

those managers who underestimate costs might also offshore more and thereby increase the 

complexity. We did so by running simultaneous equation models with instrumental variables. 

For this purpose, we used a set of instruments that is correlated with the endogenous variable 

(complexity, in our case) but not correlated with the error from the regression in which the 

endogenous regressor appears (Stock et al., 2002). From a theoretical perspective, it seems likely 
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that the ‘objective’ instruments in our model—geographical distance, home employment, and 

call center service, which are all correlated with the complexity variables (see Table 2.3)—would 

pass this test. In addition, from an empirical perspective, there seems to be limited evidence of 

endogeneity problems as all of the results remain qualitatively the same in the simultaneous 

equation models with instrument variables. Accordingly, the Hausman test favors the use of OLS 

models, which is also hinted at by the low correlations (0.09-0.11) between the complexity 

variables and cost-estimation errors (see Table 2.4). In addition, to test for over-identifying 

restrictions, we regressed the residual from the cost-estimation error equation on the instruments 

for the model (Sargan, 1958). The R
2
 value in this regression is very low (0.0084) and none of 

the predictors are statistically significant. We also inspected the bivariate correlations between 

the instruments and the residuals, all of which were insignificant and close to zero. In 

combination, these tests do not provide absolute proof of the absence of endogeneity (see, e.g., 

Hahn et al., 2011), but they do suggest that the problem has been addressed in our model. 

 

2.5  DISCUSSION 

Firms and their managers often find that the initial objectives of strategic decisions are 

substantially undermined by hidden costs of implementation (e.g., Dibbern et al., 2008; Reitzig 

and Wagner, 2010; Stringfellow et al., 2008). In this paper, we have argued that hidden costs—

implementation costs that are neglected in strategic decision making—occur in situations of 

complexity in which decision makers are likely to be subject to bounded rationality. Faced with 

high complexity, decision makers are more likely to ignore the consequences of implementation 

and organizational change, and therefore fail to estimate the actual costs of a strategic decision. 

Hence, estimation errors are the manifestation of underlying and latent hidden costs.  
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We have studied the phenomenon of such estimation errors in the context of the 

offshoring of administrative and technical services. Firms offshore service activities for a 

number of reasons: to reduce costs, to acquire strategic resources, and to gain market proximity 

(e.g., Lewin et al., 2009). Accordingly, we have argued that hidden costs occur in offshoring 

when the relocation of service activities abroad entails implementation costs that are initially 

ignored or unanticipated by decision makers.  

Based on comprehensive data from the ORN, we have developed a model of hidden costs 

that highlights the roles of offshoring complexity (task and configuration complexity), 

organizational design orientation, and experience in explaining why decision makers 

systematically fail to estimate the actual costs of services offshoring. In general, we find 

empirical support for our model: offshoring complexity increases cost-estimation errors 

(Hypothesis 1), whereas design orientation (Hypothesis 2) and experience (Hypothesis 3) 

negatively moderate this relationship. However, while captive offshoring is much more 

responsive to broader configuration and design factors, hidden costs in offshore outsourcing are 

more driven by task- and transaction-related factors. 

Our findings correspond to recent research suggesting that firms with a strategic, rather 

than opportunistic, approach to offshoring decisions are not only likely to generate higher 

savings but are also more accurate in their savings expectations (e.g., Lewin and Couto, 2007; 

Massini et al., 2010). However, rather than looking at strategies in general, we focus on 

indicators of a firm’s orientation toward improving and orchestrating organizational processes 

and structures through and alongside offshoring. Interestingly, a design orientation does not seem 

to reduce hidden costs per se; only when the complexity of offshore operations increases does a 

strong orientation toward orchestrating different structures and processes reduce hidden costs. 
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This can be partly explained by the fact that as firms increase the scale and scope of offshoring, 

they may reach a tipping point where existing processes and structures conflict with the new 

setup of the globally dispersed operations (Massini et al., 2010). At this point, only those firms 

actively seeking to reorganize their structures and processes in a coherent way may benefit from 

an increased scale and scope of offshoring. While this clearly hints at the transformational 

potential of offshoring, it also points to the need for firms to actively manage this potential, and 

to match the increasing relocation of processes with the adaptation of organizational structures 

and capabilities (Manning et al., 2008).  

In addition, we find that cost-estimation errors due to hidden costs are significantly 

higher in offshore outsourcing implementations than in captive offshore implementations. Our 

results also indicate that in the case of captive (internal) offshoring, hidden costs increase with 

configuration complexity, whereas hidden costs result from increased task-level complexity in 

the case of offshore outsourcing. This highlights that task- and relationship-specific uncertainty, 

along with transaction costs, strongly affect overall operational costs in the case of outsourcing. 

In this regard, several studies show how certain design capabilities and mechanisms at the task 

level, such as contract design (Argyres and Mayer, 2007) and the alignment of client and vendor 

operations (Manning et al., 2011), can help firms better anticipate and manage operational costs 

outside their immediate control. Similarly, outsourcing typically involves tasks that are more 

standardized than those in captive offshoring (as indicated by the significant positive correlation 

of 0.14 between task commoditization and outsourcing in Table 2.4). In contrast, captive 

offshoring is more exposed to configuration complexity issues, which increase the role of 

organizational design, as the decision maker has more discretion to make changes in the 

organization of internal activities. In comparison, task complexity in the case of captive 
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operations does not significantly increase hidden costs, which indicates a greater internal 

capacity to manage (and plan for) complex tasks. Importantly, however, as offshoring 

complexity grows beyond certain tasks, hidden costs become an issue in captive operations, a 

finding that points to the roles of design and experience in safeguarding operations as offshoring 

increases in scale and scope. 

The present study has important implications for ongoing research on hidden costs of 

globally dispersed and complex operations. The concept of hidden costs in the offshoring 

literature is new and has so far only been used conceptually to underscore how the relocation of 

activities abroad might be more challenging than initially expected (e.g., Dibbern et al., 2008; 

Stringfellow et al., 2008). We contribute to this research by uncovering drivers of estimation 

errors and the potential to foresee hidden costs when integrating globally dispersed and 

disaggregated operations into an orchestrated organization (Kumar et al., 2009; Srikanth and 

Puranam, 2011).  

On a more general level, this study helps us better understand estimation biases in 

strategic decision making, and the effects of experience and organizational design orientation on 

those biases (e.g., Durand, 2003; Hogarth and Makridakis, 1981; Kahneman and Lovallo, 1993; 

Makadok and Walker, 2000; March and Simon, 1958). A firm’s estimation ability captures how 

accurately it can estimate and forecast the outcomes of organizational changes resulting from the 

implementation of a strategic decision (Kahneman and Tversky, 1984). However, while the 

inhibiting role of complexity in decision-making processes is well established (Langlois and 

Robertson, 1992; Loasby, 1976; Nickerson and Zenger, 2002), we have shown that this 

relationship is negatively moderated by the organizational design orientation of the decision 

maker (Ocasio, 1997). As the implementation of a strategic decision, such as the relocation of 
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activities abroad, entails organizational changes, the decision maker must direct attention to how 

these changes might affect such aspects as the coordination of joint and interdependent 

organizational action (Thompson, 1967), information processing demand (Simon, 1955), and 

organizational response capacity (Anderson, 1999). 

Moreover, we have argued that the accumulation of organizational system knowledge 

(Brusoni and Prencipe, 2006; Henderson and Clark, 1990) is necessary for the decision maker to 

make effective strategic decisions in a context of complexity. Decision makers need experience 

and knowledge about the aspects of organizational design that deserve their attention. Thus, in 

viewing a firm’s estimation ability as a distinctive organizational competence (Durand, 2003; 

Hogarth and Makridakis, 1981; Makadok and Walker, 2000), this study implies that the fit 

between complexity and organizational design plays a key role in the implementation of 

strategies and should therefore be incorporated in strategic analyses. 

Our findings also add to research on appropriate organizational designs in complex 

environments (Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a; Nadler and Tushman, 1997) by stressing that the 

recent offshoring trend challenges the capacity of conventional organizational forms and 

structures to facilitate and safeguard globally dispersed operations (Srikanth and Puranam, 

2011). Future research should aim to better understand the effects of different design alternatives 

and mechanisms that firms utilize when they reach a certain level of complexity. A related issue 

is the extent to which design elements can be ‘firm specific’—reflecting more or less specific 

locations and processes across countries and locations.  

In addition, we emphasize the role of experience in strengthening the moderating effect 

of complexity on hidden costs. In this regard, we support research that underscores the central 

role of knowledge evolution in organizational change and design (Brusoni and Prencipe, 2006; 
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Henderson and Clark, 1990). We can assume that different forms of experience and learning 

might contribute differently to organizational behavior and performance (Haunschild and 

Sullivan, 2002; Madsen and Desai, 2010). Future research could therefore investigate which 

types of experience and learning contribute the most to the identification of organizational forms 

and structures in increasingly complex firms. 

 

Limitations and future research 

Our study has some limitations that should be addressed in future research. First, the concept of 

hidden costs is difficult to measure. We operationalized it as the respondents’ perceptions of the 

difference between the expected and realized savings of offshoring, using cross-sectional 

observations. However, this operationalization might be skewed (Golden, 1992), especially as 

we ask for retrospective views about initial expectations. As a result, hidden costs might be 

underestimated in our study (although our results still hold despite the possible conservative bias 

of the dependent variable). A research design using observations collected before and after the 

offshoring implementation would have obvious advantages compared to the design used in this 

study. Also, as we primarily relied on survey data, we were unable to analyze the actual 

decision-making process and we did not look at specific implementation processes in detail. 

Future studies can use qualitative research designs to better address the various factors 

contributing to the ignorance of implementation costs in decision-making processes under 

conditions of complexity. 

We have also limited the theoretical explanation of our dependent variable to the role of 

the organizational context in the decision maker’s estimation ability, thus leaving out an 

important discussion on intentionality (Hutzschenreuter et al. 2007; Salas et al., 2010). For 
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instance, situations of complexity may entail increased uncertainty, which invites political 

processes in decision making. In such situations, stakeholders may seek influence by 

emphasizing arguments that serve their own interests while downplaying others (Eisenhardt and 

Bourgeois, 1988). Decision makers may also follow institutional norms, bureaucratic procedures, 

and prior strategic commitments to reduce uncertainty and ambiguity (DiMaggio and Powell, 

1983), thereby allowing for solutions that might be inefficient. Thus, while we assume that the 

organizational environment has a significant influence on decision-making processes in which 

some cost factors are unintentionally ignored, other cost factors may be intentionally 

downplayed in order to promote particular decisions. In this sense, a strong orientation toward 

organizational design could be a way to address politics within the organization. Future research 

could therefore investigate the ramifications of intentional underestimations of costs in complex 

organizations. For instance, is there evidence that decision makers intentionally underestimate 

the costs of implementing strategic decisions? How might variables such as complexity, 

organizational design orientation, and experience affect decision makers in terms of intentionally 

underestimating future costs? 

 

Concluding remarks 

In conclusion, by explaining deviations between strategic objectives and actual performance 

through the concept of hidden costs, an important field of research is unlocked that can more 

accurately clarify unintended consequences of firms’ strategic behavior. While we found that 

complexity, along with experience and orientation toward organizational design, explained much 

of this deviation, a number of other contingencies should be examined in future research. In this 

regard, our study suggests that drivers of hidden costs within the boundary of the firm may differ 
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from hidden costs in the context of interorganizational arrangements. This difference deserves 

further exploration. Finally, our study highlights services offshoring as an increasingly important 

empirical field for investigating strategic decision making, complexity, and design in 

contemporary organizations. 
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Chapter 3 
 

 

 

Foreseeing reconfiguration costs and the role 

of modularity: A study on offshoring process 

performance 
 

 

Marcus Møller Larsen
1
 

 

Abstract: Decision makers’ estimations of the costs of implementing strategic decisions are 

often surpassed by actual cost levels. This paper investigates the performance consequences of 

these situations. Using unique data on 221 offshoring implementations, it is argued that 

reconfiguration cost estimation errors of implementing an activity in a foreign location have a 

negative impact on the process performance of that activity as operations are likely to be 

disrupted by opportunity costs and managerial responses. However, this relationship is mitigated 

by the degree of modularity in the activity as it reduces the need for costly coordination in 

offshoring. This paper contributes to research on offshoring and strategic decision-making by 

emphasizing the importance of organizational design and of estimating the costs of internal 

organizational change. 

 

 

Keywords: organizational reconfiguration, cost estimation error, modularity, performance, 

offshoring. 
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 Copenhagen Business School, Frederiksberg, Denmark. 
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3.1  INTRODUCTION 

In strategic decision-making, a main function relates to decision makers’ accurate estimation of 

the costs of implementing strategic decisions (Durand, 2003; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; 

Makadok and Walker, 2000). For example, when firms diversify their operations, decision 

makers need to make important cost estimations on the changes in the organization and the 

environment so that future resource allocations can be planned and aligned. Often, however, 

firms experience that actual costs of implementing strategic decisions outweigh expected costs. 

In particular, firms find that certain costs remain hidden in the decision making process, and are 

only realized as ‘post decision surprises’ (Harrison and March, 1984) after the decision has been 

implemented (see e.g., Dibbern et al., 2008; Larsen et al., 2012; Reitzig and Wagner, 2010; 

Stringfellow et al., 2008). 

 The purpose of this paper is to investigate the performance consequences of these ‘hidden 

costs,’ i.e., the situations where decision makers’ fail to effectively estimate the costs of 

implementing strategic decisions. Prior research has investigated the link between firms’ 

estimation ability and performance (e.g., Durand, 2003; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Makadok 

and Walker, 2000), but has predominantly focused on the estimation of external events such as 

future changes in markets and industries, and less on internal organizational changes and 

reconfigurations. However, firms continuously reconfigure and change their organizations to 

optimize performance through measures such as the patching, recombination and reconfiguration 

of firm activities (Eisenhardt and Brown, 1999; Karim and Mitchell, 2004), resources 

(Henderson and Clark, 1990; Galunic and Rodan, 1998), and divisional boundaries (Hoskisson 

and Johnson, 1992; Birkinshaw and Lingblad, 2005). In these processes, firms incur 

reconfiguration costs such as financial costs, temporal costs, cognitive learning costs and 
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opportunity costs (Lavie, 2006; Zollo and Winter, 2002). Thus, reconfiguration costs are the 

costs that occur as a result of the organizational reconfiguration. This paper investigates the 

performance consequences of the situations where reconfiguration costs are underestimated. 

Specifically, this paper uses the context of offshoring to investigate the process performance 

effects of the situations in which decision makers’ fail to correctly estimate the costs of 

relocating organizational activities to foreign locations. 

 Offshoring is an organizational reconfiguration in which tasks and services are relocated 

to locations outside the home country in internal, outsourced or collaborative governance modes 

(Lewin and Peeters, 2006; Contractor et al., 2010). While the majority of offshoring research has 

focused on questions relating to offshoring drivers, governance modes, location choice, and 

immediate outcomes (e.g., Lewin et al., 2009; Kedia and Mukherjee, 2009; Mol et al., 2005), 

recent research has pointed out that firms often find actual costs levels of implementing 

offshoring activities abroad higher than expected (Dibbern et al., 2008; Larsen et al., 2012; 

Stringfellow et al., 2008). For example, firms experience that the local labor costs increase 

beyond expectations and that offshoring operations require substantially more knowledge 

transfer and control than originally accounted for. As such, bounded rational decision makers are 

unable to foresee the full consequences of offshoring and are, as a result, incapable of making 

precise estimations of the costs of implementing offshoring activities abroad. 

Using unique data on 221 offshoring implementations, it is argued that decision makers’ 

inability to effectively estimate the reconfiguration costs of implementing an activity in a foreign 

location has a negative impact on the process performance of that activity. Specifically, the 

opportunity costs of wrongly estimating reconfiguration costs negatively influence the process 

performance of the activity as the operations of the activity are likely to be disrupted by 
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managerial responses to the cost estimation errors. However, it is also argued that process 

performance is positively moderated by the modularity of the offshored activities. Assuming that 

complexity and the increased need for coordination are important sources of cost estimation 

failures (Larsen et al., 2012), modularity offers an important mechanism to reduce the need for 

coordination when offshoring (Srikanth and Puranam, 2011), and as such positively moderates 

process performance. 

These findings contribute to ongoing research on offshoring by emphasizing the 

importance of reconfiguration costs estimation in the offshoring processes, and particularly to 

research that investigates offshoring performance (e.g., Lewin and Peeters, 2006; Mol et al. 

2005; Massini et al., 2010). Moreover, this paper adds to research on hidden costs by 

emphasizing how modularity may positively moderate the negative consequences of 

reconfiguration cost estimation errors (e.g., Dibbern et al., 2008; Larsen et al., 2012; 

Stringfellow et al., 2008). Finally, this research contributes more generally to research on firms’ 

estimation abilities (Durand, 2003; Makadok and Walker, 2000), strategic decision-making 

effectiveness (Dean and Sharfman, 1996), and organizational reconfiguration (Karim and 

Mitchell, 2004) by emphasizing the importance of estimating the costs of internal organizational 

change, while, at the same time, aligning firms’ coordination mechanisms to the new 

organizational requirements. 

The paper is organized as follows: First, the theory on decision making and performance 

is discussed. Second, the hypotheses explaining the relationship between reconfiguration cost 

estimation errors and performance and the moderating effect of modularity are developed. Third, 

the dataset and methods used to explain process performance is introduced. Finally, the results 
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are presented before the findings are discussed and related more broadly to research on 

offshoring and decision making. 

 

3.2  THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Estimation and performance 

Strategic decision-making describes the commitment to important decisions in terms of actions 

taken, resources devoted or precedents set (Dean and Sharfman, 1996; Eisenhardt and Zbaracki, 

1992; Mintzberg et al., 1976). A main function in strategic decision-making is the ability to 

estimate and forecast the costs of implementing the strategic decision (Durand, 2003; Makadok 

and Walker, 2000). Firms’ estimation ability thus refers to how accurately the consequences of 

implementing a strategic decision can be estimated and forecasted. 

Much research has focused on factors that influence the decision-making process, such as 

the organizational environment (March and Simon, 1958), routines (Nelson and Winter, 1982), 

managerial dominant logic (Prahalad and Bettis, 1986), individual biases (Das and Teng, 1999), 

and politics (Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988). However, there is only limited evidence on how 

firms’ estimation ability influences performance. For example, Dean and Sharfman (1996) 

investigate the relationship between the strategy process and decision-making effectiveness, and 

find that procedural rationality and political behavior are significantly related to the extent to 

which the objectives of strategic decisions are effectively met. However, they do not provide any 

causal argumentation of whether strategic decision-making effectiveness eventually corresponds 

with performance. Equally, in a study on firms’ forecasting ability, Durand (2003) investigates 

the role of organizational illusion of control and organizational attention in pinpointing firms’ 

ability to forecast future industry growth rates, but leaves out the effects on performance. 
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There are some important exceptions that discuss and investigate the relationship 

between estimation ability and performance, however. For example, Eisenhardt and Martin 

(2000) suggest that the performance of a firm is strongly influenced by its ability to match its 

resource allocation pace to the anticipated changes of its environment. Makadok and Walker 

(2000) investigate forecasting ability in the money fund industry, and find a positive relationship 

between the funds’ ability to forecast changes in monetary markets and their subsequent 

economic surplus and growth. This may also relate more generally to studies that investigate the 

relationship between firms’ capabilities and performance. For example, Henderson and 

Cockburn (1994) measure firms’ ability to integrate knowledge within the firm at the R&D 

program level to predict patenting productivity. Ethiraj et al. (2005) examine the choices made 

by a single firm over time and evaluate the performance trade-offs of the marginal returns to the 

different capabilities that it seeks to build. 

 Accordingly, there are indications in the literature that firms’ ability to estimate and 

anticipate changes in the environment has important effects for firm performance (e.g., Makadok 

and Walker, 2000). This paper aims to build on this literature. Specifically, while the majority of 

extant literature investigates decision effectiveness in relation to forecasting external events such 

as industry growth and market changes, little research has investigated firms’ estimation ability 

in regards to the costs of organizational reconfiguration. This is nonetheless an important topic to 

investigate. Organizational reconfiguration can be defined as the changes to firms’ organization, 

such as resource allocations, use of internal routines and communication network, and the flow 

of information and tasks, with the purpose of increasing effectiveness and efficiency (Chandler 

1962, Levitt and March 1988, Galunic and Eisenhardt 1996, Helfat and Eisenhardt 2004; Karim 

2009). Organizational reconfiguration does not come without costs, however. Lavie (2006), for 
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example, argue that a reconfiguration process entails costs such as monitoring, evaluation, 

termination, learning, unlearning, adaptation, integration, deliberation, and codification. A firm 

that reconfigures may experience that the costs of unlearning old routines and learning new 

routines increases (Zollo and Winter, 2002). A firm may also experience that the costs of control 

and coordination increases as a results of reconfiguring the organization (Dibbern et al., 2008). 

At the same time, however, Lavie (2006: 161) stresses that too little research analyzes 

reconfiguration costs and their implication, and suggests that “an intendedly rational choice of 

reconfiguration mechanism takes into account the associated costs and risks.” 

 In an attempt to address this gap, this paper investigates the relationship between the 

estimation of the costs of reconfiguring the organization by relocating and implementing a given 

activity in a foreign location (i.e., offshoring) and the process performance of that activity.  

 

Estimating reconfiguration cost in offshoring 

Offshoring—i.e., the relocation of firm activities to foreign locations (Contractor et al., 2010)—

can be seen as an organizational reconfiguration to the extent that it requires change in the 

geographical location of an activities that the firm already is in possession of. Firms relocate 

activities to foreign locations with purposes such as lowering labor and production costs 

(Dossani and Kenney, 2003) and accessing to talent and qualified labor (Lewin et al., 2009). 

Research has also pointed out that offshoring decisions are often taken as bottom-up 

opportunistic decisions, without the support of a corporate strategy guiding offshoring practices 

(Lewin and Peeters, 2006; Massini et al., 2010).  

A firm engaging in offshoring must make important decisions on a number of operational 

issues. For example, decisions must be made regarding the contractual ownership and 



71 

 

relationship of the offshoring setup (Vivek et al., 2009), the host location (Graf and Mudambi, 

2005), the level of disaggregation or ‘fine-slicing’ of the overall value chain to identify the 

specific tasks to be offshored (Mudambi and Venzin, 2010), the choice of different coordination 

mechanisms (Kumar et al., 2009), and the overall coherence and integration of the globally 

dispersed organizational system (Srikanth and Puranam, 2011).  

Important for decisions like these is the decision makers’ ability to effectively estimate 

the costs of reconfiguring the organization when implementing the offshoring activity abroad. In 

order to match future resource allocations to the anticipated changes in the organization resulting 

from offshoring, decision makers must make important estimations regarding the implementation 

costs of relocating the activities abroad. During the onshore transition phase concerning the 

preparation of moving activities from the onsite location to the offshore location, the decision 

maker needs to estimate the organizational demands and consequences of relocating the activity 

abroad. This way, the firm can invest in the necessary resources in order to arrange for an 

efficient relocation and subsequent organizational reintegration (Mudambi and Venzin, 2010).  

 

Table 3.1 – Reconfiguration costs 

Reconfiguration costs Explanation 

Control costs The costs of controlling the performance and coherency of the 

offshored activity. 

 

Coordination costs The costs of coordinating and integrating the domestics and 

foreign resources to achieve the specified objectives. 

 

Design costs The costs of accurately specifying and designing the business 

tasks to be offshored. 

 

Knowledge transfer costs The costs of the transferring and communicating knowledge 

between the domestic and foreign location. 

 

Adapted from Dibbern et al. (2008). 
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However, in contrast to situations where decision makers effectively foresee and estimate 

the costs of implementing the activity in an offshore location so that expectations can be met, 

situations with high cost estimation errors suggest that decision makers are unable to account for 

the organizational requirements and demands of the offshoring activity prior to implementation. 

As such, decision makers are faced with ‘post-decision surprises’ (Harrison and March, 1984). 

For example, firms may experience that local labor and resource costs inflate beyond initial 

estimations. The offshoring implementation may turn out to require additional personnel and 

training than was originally anticipated and budgeted for to facilitate an effective offshoring 

operation (Lewin and Peeters, 2006). Different integration mechanisms may prove inferior in 

comparison to expectations so that additional resources must be invested in new mechanisms 

(Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). Dibbern et al. (2008) argue that unexpected reconfiguration costs 

in offshoring can be distinguished between coordination costs, control costs, design costs, and 

knowledge transfer costs (see Table 3.1).  

In general, these reconfiguration costs estimation errors suggest that the presence of 

bounded rational decision makers (Simon, 1955), who are due to reasons such as complexity not 

at the point of decision making able to foresee and estimate the consequences of relocating an 

offshoring activity in a foreign location (Larsen et al., 2012). 

 

3.3  HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

Offshoring process performance consequences 

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the performance consequences of this type of cost 

estimation errors. Different studies have provided different financial and non-financial measures 

and results on offshoring performance. On the one hand, research employing financial measures 
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to investigate offshoring performance has looked at aspects such as corporate financial 

performance (Mol et al., 2005), cost savings (Lewin and Peeters, 2006), export performance 

(Bertrant, 2011), and sales growth (Murray et al., 1995). On the other hand, research employing 

non-financial measures to investigate offshoring performance has emphasized aspect such as 

learning and organizational transformation (Jensen, 2009; Maskell et al., 2007), innovation 

performance (Nieto and Rodríguez, 2011), market shares (Kotabe and Murray, 1990), and 

implementation time (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011b).  

The focus of this paper, however, is to investigate how reconfiguration cost estimation 

errors affect the process performance of an activity after it has been relocated to a foreign 

location. Following Srikanth and Puranam (2011), the activity’s process performance is defined 

as “cost reductions and/or performance improvements that occur in the immediate aftermath of 

moving the process offshore” and may relate to factors such as the cost demand, service quality 

improvements, and satisfaction with service of a given activity. For example, firms may 

experience that the relocation of a given activity to a low-cost country decreases the cost demand 

of the activity due to preferable labor, production and resources costs levels compared to the 

country it was moved from (Kedia and Lahiri, 2007; Manning, et al., 2008). Firm may also 

experience that the operational flexibility and production quality will improve by moving the 

activity offshore due to superior technologies in the host location (e.g., Lewin and Peeters, 

2006). As such, process performance refers to the isolated performance of a given activity, and 

the purpose of this paper is to investigate how the failure to effectively estimate the costs of 

reconfiguration (e.g., Lavie, 2006) when implementing an activity in a foreign location 

influences this.  
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When decision makers fail to correctly estimate the actual reconfiguration costs of 

implementing an offshoring activity abroad, a typical response would be to take different 

measures to best accommodate for these estimation errors. For example, a firm that experience 

that reconfiguration costs relating to knowledge transfer are much higher than initially expected 

may decide to down-scale the offshoring operations. A firm that experiences that the costs of 

coordinating and controlling a foreign instead domestic activity exceed expectations may fail to 

implement an appropriate coordination mechanism, and as a result the more likely is 

coordination failure. In some cases, firms may also decide to ‘backsource’ or re-nationalize the 

previously offshored activities due to exceeding levels of reconfiguration costs (Chadee and 

Raman, 2009).  

In these situations of reconfiguration cost estimation errors, firms incur substantial 

opportunity costs. For example, rather than on allocating appropriate resources to the offshoring 

operations, the attention of the decision maker is likely to be directed at adjusting the 

expectations (e.g., Ocasio, 1996). The benefits of using low-cost production may be offset by 

unexpected additional resources invested in personnel training, facilities, and materials which 

may result in economic and cognitive barriers (e.g., Lavie, 2006). The failure of accounting for 

the costs of implementing appropriate global integration mechanisms may lead to additional 

investments in coordination mechanisms that deteriorate the performance of the activity (e.g., 

Srikanth and Puranam, 2009). The offshored activity may also require substantially more 

communication and knowledge transfer between home and host location due to unexpected 

cultural differences which make the organization more inert and less responsive (Kumar et al., 

2009).  
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Thus, the opportunity costs of reconfiguration cost estimation errors negatively influence 

the process performance of the activity. The operations of the activity are likely to be disrupted 

by managerial responses of the reconfiguration cost estimation errors. Rather than allocating 

resources to the facilitation of the operations of the activity, resources are instead used for 

accommodating the reconfiguration cost estimation error. Indeed, Lavie (2006) argue that major 

risks of reconfiguration costs include unsuitable response to technological change, unsuccessful 

integration, and undetected technological change. As a consequence, reconfiguration cost 

estimation errors will likely make the operations of the activity less prioritized, and this will have 

a negative impact on the process performance of that activity. The following hypothesis can 

therefore be formulated: 

 

Hypothesis 1: A higher degree of offshoring implementation cost estimation errors is 

likely to have a negative effect on the process performance of the activity. 

 

The moderating role of modularity 

The foregoing argument suggests that the process performance of the offshored activity is 

negatively affected by situations where decision makers systematically underestimate the costs 

of reconfiguration. However, it is also plausible to expect that firms can experience positive 

process performance despite estimation errors. For example, a firm may discover that while an 

offshoring decision was initially driven by cost-reducing objectives, the implementation may 

turn out to give access to new resources, knowledge and markets. Hence, it is assumed that the 

relationship between firms’ cost estimation ability and offshoring process performance is 

positively moderated by factors that explain why some offshoring implementations display 
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increased performance despite cost estimation errors. In particular, this paper focuses on the 

organizational design of offshoring, and, specifically, the role of modularity in the activities. 

Prior research argues that hidden costs and cost estimation errors can largely be explained 

by the degree of organizational complexity in the firm and its impact on the ability of the 

decision maker to rationally account for all important decision factors (Larsen et al., 2012). A 

growing number of ‘non-simple’ interdependencies (Simon, 1962) to coordinate joint action 

increase the likelihood for decision errors (Levinthal, 1997). In respect of offshoring, a 

consequence of relocating organizational tasks to foreign locations is the increased need for 

international coordination (Kumar et al., 2009; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). An organization 

with only domestically located activities can to a larger extent rely on informal and tacit 

coordination mechanisms, where project teams find it easier to build collegial environments and 

common ground due to rich communication and shared contexts (Allen, 1997; Storper and 

Venables 2004). As firms begin to relocate and disperse activities abroad, the act of coordination 

becomes more challenging and costly as firms need to ensure that the growing numbers of 

international interdependent activities are coordinated and contribute to joint organizational 

action (Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). Cost estimation errors occur as bounded rational decision 

makers are not able to foresee and estimate the consequences of relocating an offshoring activity 

in a foreign location (cf., Simon, 1955). In order to understand factors that moderate the 

relationship between cost estimation errors and the activity’s process performance, it is therefore 

necessary to investigate how firms can manage the complexity of offshoring.  

In this respect, the organizing principle of modularity becomes important. Modularity 

describes structures (products, production systems and organizations) based on minimized and 

standardized interactions and interdependencies between units (Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Ethiraj 
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and Levinthal, 2004b; Sanchez and Mahoney 1996). By carefully specifying, standardizing and 

enforcing the interfaces of interdependent organizational activities, modularity intentionally 

reduces the need for costly coordination as it entails hierarchies with property of near-

decomposability that simplifies their behavior (see Simon, 1962). In the case of offshoring, 

modularity can be seen as a mechanism that counters and reduces the increased need for 

coordination when relocating organizational activities abroad (Mithas and Whitaker, 2007; 

Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). Since the opportunities for informal face-to-face coordination is 

undermined when moving an activity abroad, firms benefit from using the coordination 

principles of modularity that promote structures with pre-specified interdependencies that are not 

subject to continuous negotiation. Firms can more easily decouple and disintegrate modular 

activities (Sanchez and Mahoney 1996) and subsequently relocate these to foreign locations.  

Thus, assuming the increased complexity of coordinating an offshoring organization can 

lead to cost estimation failures (Larsen et al., 2012), the extent to which the activities that are 

relocated offshore are modularized—i.e., the interdependencies specified and standardized—

should positively moderate the negative relationship between cost estimation errors and process 

performance. By more easily facilitating aspects such as organizational reintegration, knowledge 

transfer, and effective division of labor between the domestic and foreign activities, the negative 

impact of reconfiguration cost estimation errors is undermined. These arguments lead to the 

following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 2: The degree of modularity in the offshored activities has a positive 

moderating effect on the relationship between reconfiguration cost estimation errors and 

process performance of the activity. 
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In sum, the foregoing hypotheses form a theoretical model suggesting that cost estimation 

errors have a negative impact on the process performance of the activity being offshored, but that 

this is positively moderated by the modularity of the activity. This model is illustrated in Figure 

3.1. 

 

Figure 3.1 – Theoretical model 

 

 

3.3  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Sample and survey design 

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the offshoring process performance consequences of 

cost estimation errors and the moderating role of modularity. The hypotheses are tested on a 

dataset based on the Global Operation Network (GONe) survey. The survey collects data on 

Danish and Swedish companies, and focuses on the process of relocating activities from 

Denmark and Sweden to foreign locations. It targets the latest offshoring implementation in the 

respective firms. As the process of offshoring challenges firms’ ability to coordinate a globally 

concerted organization (Kumar et al., 2009; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011), the purpose of the 

survey is to unravel the organizational consequences of offshoring on issues such as different 
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organizational mechanisms that firms employ to manage their offshoring activities, performance 

implications and capability development. 

The population of the study consists of all Danish firms across industries with more than 

50 employees (2,908 companies) and all Swedish manufacturing firms with more than 50 

employees (1,549 companies). The survey was conducted among these 4,457 companies in the 

time period from September 2011 to January 2012, where the CEOs of the companies were per 

postal mail and e-mail invited to participate in an online survey. In the survey, the respondents 

were asked about the characteristics of the offshoring implementations, the coordination of the 

offshoring activities, the interdependencies between domestic and offshored activities, and the 

effects of offshoring the activities. All in all, 1,086 usable questionnaires were received, which 

represents a response rate of 24.4%. Out of these, 379 companies (34.9%) reported that they 

have experience with offshoring.  

The sample used for this study consists of data on specific offshoring implementation 

from 221 companies (161 Danish companies; 60 Swedish companies) across different functions 

and industries (smaller sample due to different missing values). 62.0% of the implementations 

are captive offshoring and 38.0% are offshore outsourcing. 64.4% of the implementations are 

production tasks (e.g., fabrication, assembly, and maintenance), 21.9% are service tasks (e.g., 

finance, marketing and sales, IT and call centers), and 13.7% are R&D tasks (e.g., product 

design, product development, and software development). The firms are based in different 

industries, primarily manufacturing (34.2%), wholesale (15.2%), information and 

communication technology (11.4%), and finance and insurance (8.9%). 26.7% are small (< 150 

employees), 29.4% medium (< 500 employees), and 43.9% large (≥ 500 employees). These firms 
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offshore to 43 different countries, where China (21.4%), India (11.0%) and Poland (9.9%) are 

the most frequently used locations. 

 

Variable construction 

Dependent variable 

The dependent variable in this study is the process performance of the activity that is relocated to 

an offshore location. This variable is inspired by previous research that investigates how the 

implementation has created a positive impact on an activity being relocated to a foreign location 

(e.g., Scott, 2005; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). For example, Srikanth and Puranam (2011) 

measure process performance by composing an aggregate construct of following four items: 1) 

cost savings; 2) service quality improvements; 3) rapid growth; and 4) satisfaction with service. 

In a similar vein, process performance is in this paper measured using the average of five survey 

items in which respondent are asked to indicate on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = worse; 4 = no 

changes; 7 = better) the general effect of the activity post offshoring implementation. The five 

items are: 1) flexibility; 2) quality; and 3) productivity 4) profitability; and 5) costs demand.
2
 

These items produce a single construct with a Cronbach alpha α = 0.77.  

 

Independent variable 

The independent variable is cost estimation errors of implementing an offshoring activity abroad 

and follows previous research that investigates hidden costs (Larsen et al., 2012) and firms’ 

forecasting ability (Durand, 2003; Makadok and Walker, 2000). The variable is measured by 

                                                 
2
 It should be noted that the performance items in this paper are perceptual measures. While these may be biased, 

perceptual measures of performance have been widely used in strategic management literature and most studies find 

high convergent validity with objective measures such as publicly available accounting data (e.g. Powell and Dent-

Micallef, 1997; Hart and Banbury, 1994; Dess and Robinson, 1984; Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1987). 
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asking respondents on a 7-point Likert scale about the extent to which the decision maker was at 

the point of decision-making able to foresee the costs of implementing the offshoring activity in 

the light of the realized costs of offshoring ex post implementation (1=actual cost levels lower 

than expectations; 4=actual cost levels meet expectations; 7=actual costs levels higher than 

expectations). The higher the value of variable, the higher is the degree to which the decision 

maker wrongly estimates the cost of implementing an offshoring decision. As such, as the 

variable is intended to capture variations in the extent to which firms can estimate the costs of an 

organizational reconfiguration when implementing an offshoring activity abroad. 

 

Moderating variable 

The moderating variable is modularity and is intended to capture how firms reduce the need for 

costly coordination across distance through the standardization and minimization of task 

interdependencies (Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Sanchez and Mahoney, 1996). The variable is 

measured using the average of five survey items inspired by previous operationalizations of 

modularity (e.g., Srikanth and Puranam, 2011; Worren et al., 2002). These are the degree to 

which the offshoring task is 1) specified with the purpose of easing coordination; 2) defined 

through overarching goals and guidelines; 3) the interfaces are defined through procedures, 

manuals and blueprints; 4) integrated with remaining activities at home (inversed item); and 5) 

coordinated based on formalization. For each of these items, respondents answer on a 7-point 

Likert scale (1=nothing; 7=to a large extent). The five items produce a single construct with a 

Cronbach alpha α = 0.72. The questions used to measure the key constructs are summarized in 

Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2 – Operationalization of key theoretical constructs 

Dependent 

variable 

Process performance post offshoring (α = 0.77) 

Please indicate on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = worse; 4 = no changes; 7 = better) 

the general effect of the offshoring activity post implementation regarding: 

1) Flexibility 

2) Quality 

3) Productivity 

4) Profitability 

5) Costs demand 

 

Independent 

variable 

Cost estimation errors 

Please indicate the degree to which you were able to foresee the costs of 

implementing the offshoring activity in the light of the realized costs of 

offshoring ex post implementation (1=actual cost levels lower than expectations; 

4=actual cost levels meet expectations; 7=actual costs levels higher than 

expectations). 

 

Moderating 

variable 

Modularity (α = 0.72) 

For each of these items, please indicate on a 7-point Likert scale (1=nothing; 7=to 

a large extent) the degree to which the offshoring task is: 

1) Specified with the purpose of easing coordination 

2) Defined through overarching goals and guidelines 

3) Defined through procedures, manuals and blueprints 

4) Integrated with remaining activities at home (inversed item) 

5) Coordinated based on formalization 

 

 

 

Control variables  

Lastly, a number of variables have been included to control for unobserved heterogeneity and 

alternative explanations. First, the governance mode of the implementation is measured as a 

dummy (1 = captive offshoring, 0 = offshore outsourcing). Second, the type of offshoring 

activity is measured as dummy variables. These are production and service (a third possible type  

R&D was omitted and therefore serves as the baseline when interpreting the coefficients of 

production and service). Third, a dummy variable captures whether the company is a 

manufacturing or a service company (1 = manufacturing; 0 = service). Fourth, the size of the 
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offshoring implementation is measured as the logarithm of the number of employees that are 

employed at the implementation. Fifth, the size of the offshoring company is measured as the 

logarithm of the total number of employees that are employed at the company. Sixth, since 

performance may change over time, the maturity of the offshoring implementation is measured 

as the logarithm of the time in years since the activity was implemented. Seventh, the offshoring 

experience of the company is measured as the logarithm of the difference in the number of years 

since the first offshoring implementation in the company and the respective offshoring 

implementation. Eighth, since research has pointed out that offshoring decisions supported by a 

corporate strategy generally perform better (Massini et al., 2011), the presence of a corporate 

strategy in the offshoring strategy is measured as a dummy (1 = yes; 0 = no). Ninth, the region 

where the offshoring implementation is location is controlled for by creating a dummy for each 

region. Finally, the firms’ home country is captured by a dummy variable (1 = Denmark; 0 = 

Sweden). 

 

Econometric specifications  

The statistical analysis is conducted on the level of the 221 offshoring implementations. A 

hierarchical regression analysis with successive linear regression (OLS) models each adding 

more explanatory variables is used to measure the dependent variables process performance. The 

hierarchical feature refers to the gradual building of separate, but related, models with added 

explanatory variables. In each step, an F-test for increment is conducted in order to test whether a 

significant improvement in the explanatory power has been gained. To reduce problems of 

multicolinearity inherent in moderator models, the independent and moderating variables have 

been centered and standardized. Moreover, to avoid problems of heteroscedasticity, the analyses 
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are conducted with robust standard errors. Lastly, the failure to find significant results in a 

skewness/kurtosis test suggests that the assumption of normality of the error term is not violated.  

 

3.4  RESULTS  

Descriptive statistics  

The descriptive data (mean values, standard deviation, minimum and maximum values) and 

correlation matrix are reported in Table 3.3.  

 As can be seen, there is considerable variation in the key variables: process performance, 

cost estimation error, and modularity. The implementations also vary in terms of size, maturity 

and experience. A closer inspection of the correlation matrix shows a low correlation between 

most variables. Hence, the dataset does not seem to involve problems of multicolinearity. When 

looking at cost estimation error, 11.7% reported that realized costs were lower than expected 

costs, 60.6% reported that realized costs met expected costs, and 27.7% reported realized costs 

were higher than expected costs. All observations are used in the analysis to capture the variation 

in the relative degree of cost estimation errors. However, as this variable is centered and 

standardized, the descriptive statistics show a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1. The average 

company has 5,859 employees on a world basis and the average implementation has 63 

employees.  
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Table 3.3 – Correlation matrix and descriptive statistics (n=221; region dummies are 

excluded)   
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Hypotheses testing 

The results of the OLS models are reported in Table 3.4. In all models for process performance 

(Model 1-3), cost estimation error is negative and significant as expected (β = -0.27; 0.27; 0.28, p 

<0.001). This provides support to Hypothesis 1, suggesting that a higher degree of cost 

estimation errors has a negative impact on the process performance of the offshored activity. 

 

 

Table 3.4 – Hierarchical regression models with offshore process performance as 

dependent variables (n=221) 

 

 
Offshore process performance 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Cost est. error -0.27*** (0.07) -0.27*** (0.07) -0.28*** (0.06) 

Modularity 
 

0.16* (0.07) 0.10 (0.08) 

Est. error * modularity 
  

0.12* (0.06) 

Production 0.13  (0.19) 0.06  (0.19) 0.11  (0.19) 

Service -0.16  (0.22) -0.21  (0.22) -0.13  (0.23) 

Captive -0.05  (0.14) -0.04  (0.14) -0.08  (0.14) 

Corp. strat. 0.24† (0.13) 0.20  (0.13) 0.19  (0.13) 

Impl.year  0.19† (0.11) 0.18  (0.11) 0.17  (0.11) 

Exper. 0.07  (0.06) 0.07  (0.06) 0.05  (0.06) 

Impl. size  0.12* (0.05) 0.11* (0.05) 0.12* (0.05) 

Comp. size -0.05  (0.04) -0.07† (0.04) -0.05  (0.04) 

Manufacturing -0.33* (0.16) -0.28† (0.16) -0.28† (0.16) 

Home country 0.16  (0.17) 0.25  (0.17) 0.22  (0.17) 

China -0.18  (0.22) -0.16  (0.21) -0.14  (0.21) 

India -0.34  (0.30) -0.35  (0.30) -0.31  (0.30) 

Poland 0.21  (0.22) 0.20  (0.22) 0.21  (0.22) 

Asia 0.10  (0.24) 0.06  (0.23) 0.11  (0.22) 

West Europe -0.03  (0.24) -0.06  (0.24) -0.13  (0.24) 

East Europe 0.03  (0.21) 0.11  (0.21) 0.10  (0.21) 

Other regions 0.25  (0.29) 0.22  (0.28) 0.26  (0.28) 

Intercept 4.53*** (0.40) 4.61*** (0.41) 4.52*** (0.41) 

F-values 3.07*** 4.01*** 5.37*** 

R-square 0.214 0.236 0.250 

F-test for increment 
 

5.90* 3.86† 

†, *, ** and *** indicate a significance level of 10%, 5%, 1% and 0.1%, respectively.  

Robust standard errors reported in parentheses. 
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In order to test Hypothesis 2, the full model is used to see the effect of the interaction 

term. First, Model 1 with only the independent and control variables obtains an R-square of 

0.214. In order to test for the impact of the moderating variable, modularity is added in Model 2. 

Modularity is positive and significant (β=0.16, p <0.05), which suggests that it has a positive 

direct effect on the process performance of the offshored activity. Moreover, the R-square in 

Model 2 increases significantly to 0.236 compared to Model 1 (F-value for increment=5.90, p 

<0.05), suggesting that the explanatory power of the model with modularity is significantly 

higher than without modularity.  

In order to investigate the impact of the interaction term, the results of the full model with 

all variables are presented in Model 3. Here, the interaction term is positive and significant 

(β=0.12, p <0.05), while the moderating variable modularity turns out insignificant. Moreover, 

the R-square shows a slightly significant increase to 0.250 compared to Model 2 (F-value for 

increment=3.86, p <0.10). Thus, the full model with the interaction terms explains a fourth of the 

total variation in the dependent variable cost estimation errors, and is therefore according to the 

goodness-of-fit statistics (F-value, R-square, F-test for increment) superior to the other models in 

explaining process performance. Modularity is thus moderating the effect of cost estimation 

errors on process performance. These results are further illustrated in Figure 3.2, where the two-

way interaction between estimation error and modularity on process performance is depicted. 

Interestingly, in cases with low estimation error, it seems that low modularity obtains 

slightly higher performance than high modularity. However, as cost estimation errors increase, 

the performance benefit of high modularity rapidly surpasses low modularity. Thus, in cases of 

high estimation errors, high modularity obtains higher internal performance than low modularity. 

Moreover, it should be noted that although high modularity has a positive moderating effect, the 
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slope is still negative, but significantly less so than with low modularity. Thus, the moderation of 

modularity does not increase internal performance per se, but rather reduces the negative impact 

of cost estimation errors on performance.  

 

Figure 3.2 – Two-way interaction on process performance 

 

 

Among the control variables in the full model, only two come out with significant 

coefficients. These are: implementation size (β=0.12, p <0.05) and manufacturing (β=-0.28, p 

<0.10). This suggests that larger implementations (measured in terms of employees) in general 

display higher performance, and that firms in manufacturing industries (compared to service 

industries) have lower performance. Also, none of the region dummy variables turn out 

significant in the final model. In sum, the data suggest that reconfiguration cost estimation errors 

have a negative effect on the process performance of the offshored activity (Hypothesis 1), but 
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that this relationship is positively moderated by the degree of modularity in the activity 

(Hypothesis 2). 

 In order to test the robustness of the findings, a number of measures have been taken. 

First, in order to investigate whether cost estimation errors could be an endogenous choice 

variable that is correlated with unobservables relegated to the error term, a two-stage instrument 

variable approach has been conducted (Reeb et al., 2012). In the first stage, a model was run 

with cost estimation error as a function of the choice of location of the offshoring 

implementation (dummy variables indicating whether the activity was located in Asia and 

Western Europe) that was uncorrelated with the dependent variable but correlated with the cost 

estimation error (Stock et al., 2002). In the second stage, the residuals of the model in the first 

stage were included as a control variable in a full model of offshoring performance. The 

residuals turned out insignificant on process performance and an F-test to see whether the 

residuals were significantly different from zero also turned out insignificant (F = 0.11) (Sargan, 

1958). This therefore suggests that cost estimation error is not suffering from endogeneity. 

 Second, common method bias where the dependent and the independent variable stem 

from the same source is a substantial problem for cross-sectional studies like the present (Chang 

et al., 2010). Several measures were taken to investigate whether the present study suffers from 

common method bias. First, the complexity of model, particularly with the moderating variable, 

makes common method biases less of a problem (Harrison et al. 1996). Second, a Harman one-

factor test was conducted to see whether the majority of the covariance can be explained by a 

single factor (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). Using all the items of the model in the factor 

analysis, four factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1 emerged explaining between 26.4% and 

9.9% of the total variance. This indicates that the diversity of facets captured by the model 
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constructs makes it unlikely that a single factor explains all the covariance in the constructs. 

Third, a ‘marker variable’—a theoretically unrelated variable to the constructs of interest—as a 

proxy for common method variance has been investigated (Lindell and Whitney, 2001). A 

variable indicating whether the offshoring activity can only be conducted by personnel with a 

higher education was used for this purpose. Only marginal and non-significant correlations 

between the constructs of interest and the marker variable was found (process performance = 

0.04; cost estimation error = 0.02; modularity = -0.05; cost estimation error*modularity = 0.01). 

All in all, this suggests that the results are not contaminated by a common method bias.  

 

3.5  DISCUSSION  

As firms implement strategic decisions, important estimations on the costs of the organizational 

changes must be made (Durand, 2003; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Makadok and Walker, 

2000). Often, however, firms experience that factors such as complexity, biases and politics 

make the implementation of the strategic decisions more costly than expected (Dibbern et al., 

2008; Larsen et al., 2012; Stringfellow et al., 2008). In the context of offshoring, this paper 

argues that these reconfiguration cost estimation errors have detrimental consequences for the 

process performance of a given activity that is relocated abroad, but that this relationship is 

mitigated by the degree of modularity in the activity. Decision makers’ inability to effectively 

estimate the costs of reconfiguration by implementation an activity in a foreign location results in 

opportunity costs that negatively impact the process performance of the activity. Operations are 

likely to be disrupted by factors such as unexpected additional resources used to train and 

educate the local labor and the implementation of inappropriate global integration and 

communication mechanisms. At the same time, assuming that complexity and the increased need 
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for coordination are important sources of cost estimation failures, firms that offshores 

modularized activities requiring less coordination are likely to experience a positive moderating 

effect on performance. 

 Data on 221 offshoring implementations reported by Danish and Swedish firms support 

these arguments. The results suggest that cost estimation error has a negative impact on process 

performance of the offshored activity (Hypothesis 1) and that modularity has positive moderating 

effect on this relationship (Hypothesis 2).  

This study has important implications for research on the costs and performance of 

offshoring in particular, and for the role and consequences of decision-making in strategic 

management research in more general. Recent offshoring research investigates different factors 

that may explain variations in offshoring performance, such as the role of corporate strategies 

(Massini et al., 2010) and learning (Jensen, 2009; Maskell et al., 2007). This research adds to the 

literature by showing that the inability to estimate the costs of reconfiguration has a negative 

effect on the process performance of the activity that is being implemented abroad. In this 

respect, the cost estimation errors in decision making processes are critical to the extent that they 

result in lower process performance of a given activity, and as such can be a source of situations 

in which ‘hidden costs’ undermine the initial rationale for offshoring firm activities abroad 

(Dibbern et al., 2008; Larsen et al., 2012; Stringfellow et al., 2008). Evidence of offshoring 

failures and back-sourcing lends support to this argument (Chadee and Raman, 2009; 

Frauenheim, 2003). As companies expand the scale and scope of offshoring, many firms realize 

that managing an increasingly globally dispersed organization is more difficult and costly than 

initially expected. However, while previous research has explained hidden costs through 

measures such as complexity (Larsen et al., 2012) and interaction intensity and distance 
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(Stringfellow et al., 2008), this paper advances this debate by theoretically and empirically 

pinpointing the detrimental performance consequences of hidden costs (seen as cost estimation 

errors), and how modularity can positively moderate this relationship. Future research could 

therefore investigate the nature of different types of hidden offshoring costs, such as knowledge 

transfer, control and design (cf., Dibbern et al., 2008), and test how these impact performance 

individually. Moreover, future research could investigate the moderating role of costly 

investments in new offshoring coordination mechanisms and how this impact performance. This 

is important as it offers a perspective on the potential detrimental relationship between strategic 

decision-making and performance.  

Moreover, by stressing the organizational reconfiguration of offshoring and particularly 

the impact of new and international interdependencies between the spatially differentiated 

activities, this research suggests that the modularity of the offshored activities has a positive 

moderating effect on the relationship between cost estimation errors and process performance. 

Given the impact of complexity on estimation errors (Larsen et al., 2012), firms that reduces the 

need for coordination through modularity in the reconfiguration process will experience that the 

process performance is positively moderated. These results emphasize the importance of aligning 

firms’ coordination mechanism to the new organizational demands (Srikanth and Puranam, 

2011). However, while this research found modularity to positively moderate performance, 

future research could investigate other coordination mechanisms such as ongoing communication 

and IT-based coordination. Moreover, bounded rational decision makers may not grasp how the 

implementation of a strategic decision may impact new organizational demands (Ethiraj et al., 

2005). It is thus important to investigate how planned interdependency management (prior to the 
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implementation) versus emerging management (after the implementation) impact performance 

(see Manning et al., 2012).  

More generally, this research contributes to research on firms’ estimation abilities 

(Durand, 2003; Makadok and Walker, 2000) and strategic decision-making effectiveness (Dean 

and Sharfman, 1996). Besides adding to a broader debate on the causal relationship between firm 

capabilities and performance (e.g., Ethiraj et al., 2005; Henderson and Cockburn, 1994), this 

paper stresses the importance of effectively estimating future costs of implementing strategic 

decisions. This is of high importance in strategic management as it determines future resource 

allocations to the pace of anticipated changes in the organization and the environment, and, as 

such, is a significant determinant for performance (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). However, in 

contrast to similar research investigating forecasting in external environments, such as market 

and industry growth (e.g., Durand, 2003; Makadok and Walker, 2000), this research emphasizes 

the importance of estimating the costs of internal organizational change. This means that firms’ 

ability to foresee the costs and consequences of organizational change with a particular focus on 

the role of interdependencies and coordination is important to understand performance 

deviations. Initial cost estimations are likely to set expectations in the implementation process, 

and, as such, allocate and utilize resources in a most efficient manner. Future research could 

therefore put more emphasis on understanding the relationship between decision-making 

processes, the impact of the organizational design, and performance. In particular, questions 

relating to understanding the different factors that ensure more or less effective strategic 

decision-making (measured by fulfillment of strategic objectives, see Dean and Sharfman, 1996) 

provide valuable grounds for future research. For example, a qualitative research study 
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investigating an entire offshoring process—from decision-making through implementation to 

performance consequences—would be particularly well equipped to investigate topics like these. 

 

Limitations and future research 

Due to the nature of the data, reconfiguration cost estimation errors—operationalized as 

deviations between expected and realized costs of implementation—have been measured at a 

single point in time after the offshoring implementation. Asking retrospectively about initial 

expectations may lead to an underestimation of cost estimation errors (although the results still 

hold despite the conservative bias of the independent variable). Moreover, there is a theoretical 

time lag between cost estimation errors and performance that the data in this study do not 

capture. For example, the performance of the strategic decision may only materialize after a 

certain point of implementation maturity (that is not necessarily linear). Although the maturity of 

the project is controlled for, future research could pay more attention to how different time 

frames resonate with performance. In particular, future research could endeavor to collect data 

on expectations and actual costs of implementation before and after the offshoring 

implementation as well as subsequent performance data. This would have obvious advantages to 

the design used in this paper. 

Moreover, this paper relies dominantly on survey data. As such, this study is not able 

scrutinize the actual decision-making process leading up to offshoring implementation. Also, the 

data does not allow for an investigation of the actual implementation of the offshoring activity. 

Future research could therefore more carefully address how this process actually develops, the 

various factors contributing to the success of decision-making, and how this resonate with 

performance. An in-depth qualitative case study would have obvious advantages in this respect. 
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Lastly, while this research has investigated the moderating role of modularity on process 

performance, it has left out an important discussion and empirical investigation on the impact of 

location. For example, it can be assumed that environmental uncertainty should have a negative 

moderating role on the relationship between cost estimation errors and process performance. 

Previous studies show how foreign market entry mode choices and the effectiveness of these 

largely depend on the target country’s environmental uncertainty (Slangen and van Tulder, 

2009). As decision makers make important estimations regarding environmental factors when 

deciding to engage in offshoring, such as such as labor and resource cost inflation, exchange rate 

fluctuation, tax policies, etc., increased perceived environmental uncertainty would make it more 

difficult for the decision maker to effectively estimate the impact of these environmental factors. 

Following the logic of this paper, it can be assumed that the ability of firms to effectively 

coordinate and manage external factors such as the political environment (Oliver and Holzinger, 

2008) should have an important influence on the relationship between cost estimation errors and 

process performance. Accordingly, future research could investigate other factors that moderate 

performance as a result of cost estimation errors. 

 

Concluding remarks 

This paper investigates the relationship between cost estimation errors, modularity and offshore 

process performance, and as such contributes to an important discussion on the effectiveness of 

strategic decision-making. In particular, this paper argues that reconfiguration costs estimation 

errors create opportunity costs with detrimental process performance consequences, but that this 

is positively moderated by modularity. While this paper found the context of offshoring to be 

particularly beneficial for this purpose, especially as the phenomenon points to central added 
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complexities and challenges of managing global enterprises (Kumar et al., 2009, Srikanth and 

Puranam, 2011), the relationship between firms’ estimation abilities, organizational design and 

performance needs to be further explored in other contexts. 
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Chapter 4 
 

 

 

Organizational reconfiguration and strategic 

response: The case of offshoring 
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 Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to investigate the effect of the organizational 

reconfiguration of offshoring on firms’ strategies. A consequence of offshoring is the need to 

reintegrate the geographically relocated organizational activities into a coherent organizational 

architecture. In order to do this, firms need a high degree of architectural knowledge which is 

typically gained through learning by doing. We therefore argue that firms with more offshoring 

experience are more likely to include organizational objectives in their offshoring strategies. We 

develop and find support for this hypothesis using a mixed-method approach based on a 

qualitative case study and comprehensive data from the Offshoring Research Network. These 

findings contribute to research on the organizational design and architecture of offshoring and 

the dynamics of organizational architectures. 
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4.1  INTRODUCTION 

How does the organizational reconfiguration of offshoring influence firms’ strategies? In recent 

years, the practice of offshoring administrative and technical services to foreign locations has 

gained vast popularity. Firms are not only offshoring standardized IT and business processes, but 

also more complex and knowledge-intensive activities such as product design and development 

(Kenney et al., 2009; Lewin et al., 2009). However, while much research has provided rich 

insights into questions such as which functions firms decide to offshore, which governance 

modes they choose, where they offshore to, and what outcomes they achieve (e.g., Doh et al., 

2009; Lewin et al., 2009; Mol et al., 2005), less research has been devoted to understanding the 

dynamics of offshoring (Contractor et al., 2010; Maskell et al., 2007; Kedia and Mukherjee, 

2009). In particular, little research has questioned how firms realize strategies of offshoring. Our 

paper contributes to filling this gap by studying firms’ strategies following the offshoring 

implementation.  

When firms implement offshoring activities abroad, they initiate an organizational 

reconfiguration where they relocate disaggregated organizational activities abroad to either 

independent suppliers, to wholly-owned subsidiaries or in joint-ventures (Bunyaratavej et al., 

2011, Contractor et al., 2010, Manning et al., 2008). Although the offshoring decision may 

provide firms with an array of advantages, such as lower costs, access to new resources, and 

markets (Dossani and Kenney, 2003; Lewin et al., 2009; Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011b), it also 

presents firms with substantial challenges. For example, Dell Inc., the U.S. based multinational 

IT corporation, decided in 2003 after much problems and challenges regarding cultural 

differences, language difficulties and time delays to eventually close and source back its Indian 

service centers that it had offshored and outsourced some years earlier (Graf and Mudambi, 
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2005). Aron and Singh (2005: 135) argue that many firms are caught up by the “harsh realities 

of offshoring” as they fail to pick up the right processes, calculate the operational and structural 

risks, and match organizational forms to live up to the initial expectations of the offshoring 

activities.  

Since the organizational reconfiguration of offshoring encapsulates new architectural 

challenges and complexities (Kumar et al., 2008; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011), firms 

subsequently need to reintegrate the geographically dispersed organizational elements so that 

they can be supportive of the organizational objectives (Mudambi and Venzin, 2010). In 

particular, firms need to identify and uncover the new international interdependencies spanning 

across geographies, cultures and institutions. In this respect, the role of architectural 

knowledge—knowledge on how different activities are integrated and linked together in a 

coherent organizational system (Brusoni and Prencipe, 2001; 2006; Henderson and Clark, 

1990)—is important. As firms gain experience with the offshoring implementation and thereby 

accumulate architectural knowledge, decision makers increasingly understand the true nature of 

the organizational activities and the interdependencies between these, and will therefore 

acknowledge this in their strategies. Hence, we propose that as firms’ experience with particular 

offshoring implementations increases they will growingly consider organizational objectives in 

their strategies. 

We develop this idea by employing a mixed-method approach (Edmondson and 

McManus, 2007). First, we report the findings of an in-depth case study of offshoring in a 

product development project in Nokia, the worlds’ largest mobile phone manufacturer. The case 

shows how the decision to offshore was initially driven by locational objectives such as lower 

costs and access to strategic resources but that this changed over time toward organizational 
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objectives that could increase organizational performance. We then test and find support for a 

hypothesis that offshoring experience is positively associated with firms’ organizational strategy 

orientation on comprehensive data from the Offshoring Research Network (ORN).  

A contribution of this paper is the emphasis on the role of knowledge accumulation in the 

offshoring process, where architectural evolution should be understood as an iterative process 

between decision makers’ accumulation of architectural knowledge and the deployment of this in 

their strategic behavior. This means that strategy follows structure (Chandler, 1962; Hall and 

Sajas, 1980), but only to the extent that the decision maker successfully accumulates 

architectural knowledge. Thus, rather than assuming that the effective architecture of firms’ 

offshoring activities can a priori be planned and implemented, we suggest that this is more a 

subject of learning. The locus of understanding the antecedents of different organizational 

architectures and their performance contingencies should therefore acknowledge the process in 

which decisions makers derive architectural knowledge on which decisions are taken. 

The paper proceeds as follows: First, we briefly introduce the literature on organizational 

architectures and the role of architectural knowledge, before we discuss how offshoring may be 

regarded as an organizational reconfiguration. Second, we present the research methodology, 

before we introduce the qualitative analysis (based on Nokia) and the quantitative analysis 

(based on large scale ORN-data). Finally, we conclude the paper by discussing its implications 

for theory on offshoring and architectural knowledge. 
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4.2  THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Organizational architecture and architectural knowledge 

An organizational architecture can be defined as decision makers’ more or less intentional 

choices to ensure that organizational components and activities co-exist and are linked to each 

other in the most effective way (Nadler and Tushman, 1997; Sah and Stiglitz, 1986). According 

to Sah and Stiglitz (1986: 716), “The [organizational] architecture describes how the constituent 

decision-making units are arranged together in a system, how the decision-making authority and 

ability is distributed within a system, who gathers what information, and who communicates to 

whom.” As such, the organizational architecture depicts the architectural decisions on how 

activities interact, how they are interdependent on one another, and where tasks and 

organizational boundaries are drawn (Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a). 

Several different organizational architectures have been identified in the literature. For 

example, Sah and Stiglitz (1986) distinguish between the polyarchy architecture as a system in 

which there are several and possibly competing decision makers who can undertake projects or 

ideas independently of one another, and the hierarchy architectures where only a few individuals 

undertake projects while others provide support in decision making. Another example is the 

modular organizational architecture which can be characterized as a loosely coupled 

organizational form (Orton and Weick, 1990; Weick, 1976) with few and standardized interfaces 

between different organizational activities (Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Kotabe et al., 2007; 

Sanchez and Mahoney, 1996). This can be seen in contrast to an integral organizational 

architecture consisting of a low degree of standardization of interfaces between the different 

organizational elements (Schilling, 2000; Ulrich, 1995).  
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Central to the organizational architecture is the underlying interdependency structure. 

Organizations can be viewed as systems of tasks and individuals that to various extents are 

interdependent on each other (Grandori, 2001; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Perrow, 1967; 

Thompson, 1967). Interdependencies link together individual parts of an organization in such a 

way that the joint outcome of the activities depends on the contributions of these individual parts 

(Van de Ven et al., 1976). Thus, a purpose of the organizational architecture is to meet the 

coordination requirements generated by individuals and groups undertaking interdependent 

activities. An essential role of interdependencies between tasks and individuals is therefore the 

“gathering, interpreting and synthesis of information in the context of organizational decision 

making” (Tushman and Nadler, 1978: 614) so that coordinated action can be exercised.  

In terms of making effective architectural decisions, decision makers thus need to 

understand the underlying interdependency structure of firms’ organizational architectures. For 

example, it is well established that the performance of the organizational architectures is highly 

correlated with the architectural fit (Siggelkow, 2002; Drazin and Ven, 1985, Khandwalla, 

1973), i.e., “an organizational system with no inconsistent core elements and a number of 

reinforcing core elements” (Siggelkow, 2002: 128). Architectural fit describes the degree to 

which the different architectural elements in the organization are consistent with one another and 

supportive of the organizational objectives. Modular architectural forms can be argued to be 

superior to integral forms in contexts of high organizational complexity due to standardization 

and minimization of interdependencies between different activities (Baldwin and Clark, 2000; 

Kotabe et al., 2007; Sanchez and Mahoney, 1996), whereas it may be less beneficial in contexts 

with little complexity due to the costs of modularizing a system (Baldwin and Clark, 2003, 

Brusoni et al., 2007). However, in order to make effective decisions toward achieving fit in 
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modular systems (e.g., standardize interdependencies), decision makers need to know how 

changes within the parameters of an existing architecture as well as how broader changes in the 

architecture itself are geared towards improving organizational performance (Ethiraj and 

Levinthal, 2004a). For example, decision makers need to know where the organizational 

boundaries, and hence also interdependencies, are drawn, how change in one activity will 

influence another activity, and how change in the overarching architecture will impact 

organizational performance. 

Much research has emphasized firms’ architectural knowledge—i.e., the understanding of 

how components in an organizational system are related to each other (e.g., Baldwin and Clark, 

2000; Brusoni and Prencipe, 2001; 2006; Henderson and Clark, 1990)—as a crucial factor in 

taking effective architectural decisions. For example, Brusoni and Prencipe (2006) show how 

radical organizational evolution in the tire manufacturing industry is strongly mediated by the 

evolution of firms’ engineering knowledge. Indeed, deviations in the performance of 

organizational architectures have often been associated with the level of architectural knowledge 

of decision makers (Henderson and Clark, 1990; Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Von Hippel, 1990). 

Henderson and Clark (1990) refer to architectural knowledge in relation to product technologies 

as consisting of two parts: knowledge about the different components underlying a distinct 

system and knowledge about how the components are integrated into an orchestrated systemic 

whole. The same applies to architectural knowledge in an organizational context: To make 

effective architectural decisions, decision makers need knowledge about the individual activities 

and about the ways that the different activities are integrated and linked together in a coherent 

organizational system. Without knowledge on how the organization with its activities and 

interdependencies function—i.e., the underlying interdependency structure—there is a higher 
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risk that incorrect and even deteriorating architectural decisions are taken. Indeed, assuming that 

decision makers suffer from bounded rationality (Simon, 1955, Simon and March, 1958), the 

likelihood of making incorrect architectural decision increases with the lack of knowledge.  

By contrast, the more knowledge and experience the decision maker have, the more likely 

it is that effective architectural decisions are taken (Argyres, 2007; Gulati and Puranam, 2009; 

Jacobides, 2005; Tsoukas, 2001). Through cumulative learning-by-doing over time, firms gain 

experience with different organizational architectures in different contexts, and more knowledge 

is gained on what is effective and what is not (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Adler and Clark, 1991). 

This view is supported by Ethiraj and Levinthal (2004a: 411): “While bounded rationality 

suggests that they [decision makers] are unlikely to discover the appropriate structure in the first 

attempt, it is certainly possible that repeated, small adaptive attempts will generate progress 

toward the appropriate structure”. Thus, seeing the effective organizational architectural as the 

result of a joint discovery process of collective trial-and-error learning (Lounamaa and March, 

1987) or as the outcome of firms' successfully managed search for new architectural options and 

the exploitation of these options once found (Siggelkow, 2002), it is evident that architectural 

knowledge plays a pivotal role in this process. 

 

The organizational reconfiguration of offshoring 

From an architectural perspective, offshoring describes an organizational reconfiguration in 

which originally co-located activities become relocated abroad in different governance modes 

(Contractor et al., 2010; Kumar et al., 2009; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). The organizational 

architecture is reconfigured on issues such as the contractual ownership and relationship of the 

offshoring setup (Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011a), the geography of the host location (Graf and 
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Mudambi, 2005), the interdependencies and coordination mechanisms between the spatially 

differentiated organizational tasks and activities (Kumar et al., 2009; Srikanth and Puranam, 

2011), and the overall coherency of the globally dispersed organizational system (Ernst and Kim, 

2002).  

 In the reconfiguration process, the organizational architecture incurs new complexities by 

adding distances (e.g., geographical, institutional, and cultural) to the interdependencies between 

the organizational activities. When activities are co-located, firms may not see the rationale of 

formalizing coordination mechanisms as day-to-day challenges can be solved in an informal 

face-to-face manner (Storper and Venables, 2004). However, as activities become dispersed, 

opportunities for informal coordination are reduced (Allen, 1997) and project teams find it more 

difficult to build collegial social environments and common ground due to less communication 

and shared context (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1989; Clark and Brennan, 1991; Kraut et al., 2002; 

Martinez and Jarillo, 1989). Moreover, research suggests that firms have a tendency of 

disaggregating or ‘fine-slicing’ their value chain activities as they engage in offshoring processes 

(Contractor et al., 2010; Mudambi and Venzin, 2010; Tanriverdi et al., 2007). Consequently, 

with increased offshoring firms are often presented with a higher number of organizational 

activities and interdependencies that must be coordinated across distance. In other words, 

decision makers need to take decisions that can restore fit among the geographically dispersed 

organizational elements so that they can be supportive of the organizational objectives.  

 Obviously, the governance mode of the offshoring implementation (captive vs. 

outsourced) has important implications for the extent to which the decision maker in the 

offshoring firm are able to implement architectural decisions. For example, it is less likely that a 

decision maker is able to exercise decision-making authority in outsourced arrangement where 
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the activity is conducted by an external provider. However, we argue that firms’ organizational 

architecture encapsulates both captive and outsourced implementations by stressing that a central 

task in offshoring relates to reintegrating offshored organizational activities (irrespective of 

governance mode) into a value-adding system (Mudambi and Venzin, 2010). The decision-

maker possesses control in terms of facilitating the reintegration process and can make important 

architectural decisions on issues such as how the offshored activities should interact, to what 

extent they should be interdependent on one another, and where tasks and organizational 

boundaries should be drawn. In this respect, the offshoring companies presume the role of 

systems integrators in which they “lead and coordinate from a technological and organizational 

viewpoint the work of suppliers involved in the network” (Brusoni et al., 2001: 613). 

 Thus far, little research has questioned and investigated how the organizational 

reconfiguration of offshoring impacts firms’ strategies. Indeed, much research has successfully 

pointed out that firms are driven by offshoring for a number of reasons, such as achieving lower 

costs, gaining market proximity, and securing strategic resources (Manning et al., 2008; Kedia 

and Lahiri, 2007). Moreover, research suggests that firms with predefined corporate-wide 

offshoring strategies that articulate deliberate plans and guidelines for the adoption and 

implementation of offshoring activities are more likely to generate higher offshoring 

performance compared to firms that engage in offshoring more opportunistically (e.g., Heijmen 

et al., 2008; Lewin and Couto, 2007; Massini et al., 2010). However, we know little about the 

consequences on firms’ strategies as they reconfigure their organizations on a global scale. For 

example, how do firms accommodate for the new complexities in the organizational architecture 

after relocating activities abroad? Is the successful offshoring implementation only attainable by 

firms with overarching and supportive corporate strategies? Or, is it also possible that firms 
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approach offshoring more as a learning-by-doing process? Accordingly, the research question we 

pose in this paper is: How does the organizational reconfiguration of offshoring influence firms’ 

strategies? 

In order to operationalize this research question, we discriminate between two types of 

offshoring strategies to illustrate how firms’ strategies may change as a response to the 

organizational reconfiguration of offshoring. On the one hand, firms’ offshoring strategies can be 

oriented towards objectives such as new markets, lower production costs, talented labor, etc. 

Indeed, the main objective for most firms engaging in offshoring is to access labor and other 

costs in low-cost locations (Lewin and Peeters, 2006). Whether firms offshore knowledge 

intensive services or more standardized IT activities, a main offshoring objective relates to 

cutting costs by accessing labor and resources at a comparatively lower cost than in the home-

country. We thus label the strategies directed towards achieving benefits derived from the 

environment as locational strategy orientation. This strategy thus captures firms’ desire to 

achieve objectives derived from being present in the host location.  

 On the other hand, research has also pointed out that firms’ offshoring drivers can be 

devoted toward more organizational objectives. For example, firms may focus on objectives such 

as reducing systems redundancy, increasing operational and organizational flexibility, improving 

business process redesign, etc. (Lewin and Peeters, 2006). As such, firms view offshoring as a 

facilitator for organizational change (e.g., Jensen, 2009). We label these strategies as 

organizational strategy orientation.  
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4.3  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

We employ a mixed method approach that combines qualitative and quantitative methodologies 

(Edmondson and McManus, 2007) to investigate how the organizational reconfiguration of 

offshoring influences firms’ strategies. More specifically, first we employ an inductive analysis 

of a qualitative case study of the organizational reconfiguration of an offshoring event to 

accurately examine the phenomenon and eventually derive a testable hypothesis (Eisenhardt, 

1989; Yin, 2003; Siggelkow, 2007). This enables us to capture the evolution of the offshoring 

process; from the offshoring decision to the organizational reconfiguration and further to the 

strategic response. However, in order to better discuss the generalizability of our finding, we 

subsequently use quantitative methods on comprehensive survey data to test the hypothesis 

induced from the qualitative results. Accordingly, we use the two methodological approaches as 

compliments to explore and explain how the organizational reconfiguration of offshoring 

influences firms’ strategies. 

The unit of analysis for both methodological approaches is firms’ specific offshoring 

implementations, defined as relocations of particular tasks or processes to locations outside the 

home country. Thus, rather than investigating firms’ general experience with offshoring, the aim 

of this study is to study the strategic implications of offshoring a specified firm activity. Hence, 

we investigate how the added complexities and distances (e.g., geography, institutions, and 

cultures) to the interdependencies in the organizational architecture (Contractor et al., 2010) 

affect firms’ strategies.  

 

 

 



109 

 

Qualitative data 

The qualitative part of this study consists of a case study of an offshoring decision in Nokia 

Denmark in which certain product development activities were offshored to China. Nokia 

Denmark was founded in 1996 as a subsidiary of the Nokia Corporation, one the largest mobile 

phone manufacturers in the world, and contains the largest Nokia R&D unit outside Finland 

concentrating on the development of mobile phones. The Danish site houses approximately 

1,200 employees, in which 60% are engineers, equally distributed between software and 

hardware engineers. In 2007, Nokia Denmark received instructions from corporate headquarters 

to drastically increase the number of mobile phones developed. Motivated by the need to release 

pressure on its in-house capacity, Nokia Denmark decided to offshore certain product 

development projects to the Taiwanese company Foxconn in a joint R&D (JRD) setup. Foxconn, 

one of the world’s largest electronic component manufacturers, who was also developing 

products for many of Nokia’s competitors, was given the responsibility of developing and testing 

selected standardized and less complex mobile phones, while more complex and sophisticated 

technology projects were retained in Denmark. 

 The case of Nokia Denmark was theoretically selected for this research (Eisenhard and 

Graebner, 2007; Pettigrew, 1990) as it highlights a process whereby a firm decides to offshore 

certain organizational tasks to a foreign location in order to release capacity and reduce costs. It 

can be argued that this case rather deals with international joint ventures rather than offshoring 

(e.g., Geringer and Herbert, 1989; Inkpen and Beamish, 1997; Lou, 2002) in which two 

companies establish a joint architecture for product development. However, since the theoretical 

motivation of using this case relates to the transfer of product development tasks from Denmark 

to China, rather than the choice of contractual governance mode, we argue that the case is well 
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positioned to discuss the organizational reconfiguration of offshoring. Moreover, the case 

concerns offshoring of a technologically complex process (product development of mobile 

phones) rather than more standardized activities such as volume production. Accordingly, as the 

case pinpoints a number of central challenges and complexities of offshoring (Contractor et al., 

2011; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011), it is well-positioned to investigate how an organizational 

reconfiguration influences firm strategy. 

 We use both archival and interview data to gather longitudinal information of the case, to 

generate interference, and for triangulation (Silverman, 2006). The archival data consist of 

published academic cases, academic papers, company reports, industry reports and news articles 

related to the Nokia Corporation, Nokia Denmark, and Foxconn. The interview data consist of 

six semi-structured interviews with central JRD stakeholders at Nokia Denmark (head of 

program management, product development manager, product program manager). Each 

interview ranged from one to two hours and was conducted in-person by either both authors or 

one of the authors of this paper. The interviews were used to gain an in-depth picture of 

offshoring in Nokia, and particularly the evolution of the JRD with Foxconn. Moreover, a 

number of informal discussions with informants during site visits also served as an important 

source of data. Since the offshoring process started prior to our involvement in the case, some 

events relevant to the study had to be captured in retrospect. 

 

Quantitative data 

For the quantitative part of this study, we use comprehensive survey data from the Offshoring 

Research Network (ORN). Accordingly, our study connects to a stream of research utilizing 

ORN data (Manning et al., 2008, Lewin et al., 2009, Massini et al., 2010). Since its foundation 
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in 2004, the ORN research team has primarily conducted two major annual surveys based on 

which offshoring-related data has been collected: the corporate client survey and the service 

provider survey. Both surveys are utilized for this particular study. The corporate client survey 

collects data from U.S. firms and European firms on their offshore implementations, including 

information on tasks offshored, launch year, location choice, choice of delivery model (both 

captive and outsourced) and performance data. The dataset used for this study consists of data 

from 129 firms, out of which 73 are U.S. based and 56 are European. These firms reported a total 

of 353 offshoring implementations. Tasks may include IT infrastructure, administrative services 

(e.g., HR, legal, finance and accounting), call centers, software and product development, 

marketing and sales, and procurement. The statistical analysis is conducted on the level of these 

353 offshore implementations.  

In addition, we also use data from the ORN service provider survey. The service provider 

survey annually collects a range of firm- and service-specific data from service providers in the 

U.S., Western and Eastern Europe, India, China, Latin America and other regions. The survey 

informs about features of services provided (e.g., degree of commoditization), locations from 

which services are provided, and performance of service delivery. Particularly important for us 

are control variables measuring the degree of standardization and commoditization of particular 

services, from the perspective of service providers. Moreover, using data from two independent 

and unrelated surveys helps us address the common method variance problem (Chang et al., 

2010). 

 

 

 



112 

 

4.4  QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

Product Development in Nokia Denmark 

The primary activity of Nokia Denmark is the development of new mobile phone models, 

including every aspect from R&D to sourcing and logistics to marketing and market 

segmentation. The development of the mobile phone can be divided into the following sub-

categories: mechanics, electro-mechanics, electronics and software. In support of these are 

operations, product validation, quality, display, sourcing and customer care. Together, these 

groups form the organization of the project development unit in Nokia Denmark in which each 

team is responsible for optimizing the different technologies and supply chain of the mobile 

phone. Each year, about six to ten new mobile phones are developed in Denmark. The Danish 

site is renowned in the global Nokia organization for the many bestselling and path-breaking 

products and technologies it has developed. For example, the Nokia 3310—one of the most 

successful Nokia mobile phones with almost 200 million units sold around the world—was 

developed in Denmark. Moreover, the Series 40 software platform and application user interface 

software used on Nokia’s broad range of mid-tier mobile phones was also developed in Denmark 

The organizational architecture of Nokia’s product development process describes how 

different activities located in Denmark follow a generic process with the purpose of developing 

new products and related process capabilities based on orders from the product and portfolio 

management (see Figure 4.1). The different activities are organized according to five distinct 

milestones (PD0 to PD4) that can only be reached if an assigned steering committee approved 

the development. PD0 marks the initiation of the product program; PD1 the product development 

release (full functionality of the product); PD2 the manufacturing release (full performance of 
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the product); PD3 the delivery release (ready for the market); and PD4 the determination of 

product development (handover to product maintenance). 

 

Figure 4.1 – Nokia product development 

 

 

The intention of this setup is to funnel and convert ‘good ideas’ into marketable products. 

One product development manager explained it as follows: 

 

“Concept mapping is creating a lot of different ideas and finding the ones with most 

promise; product development is basically maturing what we now have—a concept; and 

product maintenance is to keep the product alive and integrate different components. We 

have divided the process into these three parts as each phase requires different 

competences and mindsets.” 

 

Offshoring to China 

In 2007, the management of the Nokia product development unit located in Denmark decided to 

offshore parts of selected product development projects to the Chinese facilities of Foxconn—a 
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major multinational electronics components manufacturer—in a joint R&D (JRD) setup. Faced 

with internal capacity constraints, the Danish Nokia management approached Foxconn with the 

purpose of cutting costs, reducing time to market, and tapping into Foxconn’s rich pool of 

technological knowledge. In the JRD setup, Nokia would be responsible for development of the 

advanced parts of new mobile phones, while Foxconn would be responsible for the development 

of more standardized parts, such as the molding and fitting of plastic components.  

This JRD presented a new situation for the Danish Nokia management. The product 

development of the mobile phones had traditionally been regarded a core competence at Nokia 

Denmark, and had previously been carried out in-house. The Nokia management therefore had 

little experience or knowledge on how to best design and manage a JRD project across vast 

geographical and cultural distances. According to one Nokia JRD manager: 

 

“It wasn’t a top-down, but a bottom-up decision. The individual development sites were 

told that they should make X number of products, and then it was up to the local 

management to find out what we should do. We didn’t have the capacity to make all these 

products, and our guys couldn’t deliver it. We then found out that we should make some 

joint R&D.” 

 

Specifically, in the JRD Foxconn presumed responsibility of the product development 

phase (PD0-PD4) of selected projects (carried out in China) while the product portfolio 

management and the product maintenance was still done in Denmark (see Figure 4.1). This 

meant that the entire product development function was reconfigured from being exclusively co-

located in Denmark to become dispersed between Denmark and China. An effective 
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organizational architecture would consequently depend on the extent to which the remaining in-

house product development activities in Denmark and the activities outsourced to Foxconn were 

fully consistent and reinforcing of each other. While the architecture may have been effective 

while the activities were still co-located in Denmark, the decision to relocate certain activities to 

China incurred new complexities for the Nokia management in the coordination of the 

development projects. For example, while the crucial interdependencies between concept 

mapping and product development release and between product development determination and 

product maintenance could originally be coordinated through more informal mechanisms such as 

face-to-face coordination in Denmark, the introduction of the JRD signified that new and 

alternative mechanisms that could account for the distances.  

 

From a locational to an organizational strategy orientation  

Nokia’s initial expectations for the JRD had been that they would simply hand the product 

specification over to Foxconn after the Concept Mapping phase and receive it back for Product 

Maintenance some months later. The Danish management saw the JRD as a case of simple 

outsourcing with limited communication with the Foxconn between the ordering and final 

delivery of the tasks. The attention and strategy was more concerned with the benefits of 

offshoring to China and Foxconn. Besides the obvious cost-saving motivation of relocating 

product development capacity to China, Foxconn—as one of the largest companies in the field of 

electronic component manufacturing—had much relevant knowledge and expertise that Nokia 

Denmark saw the potential of tapping into. For instance, it had a long history of developing 

technological products for major contractors around the world and possessed much experience of 

optimizing product development processes. In addition, Foxconn had supplied electronics 
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components to Nokia for a number of years prior to the full-scale offshoring decision. Their 

already established relationship would therefore ease the process of relocating entire product 

development projects to China. 

During the process of implementing the JRD, however, the Nokia management began to 

face challenges of aligning and reintegrating the two geographically dispersed organizational 

units. For example, while the Nokia management had hoped that the outsourced activities would 

be largely self-manageable and requiring minimum intervention from their side, they soon 

realized that safe-guarding against misinterpretations and misbehavior required substantially 

more resources than initially expected. Moreover, the increased engagement with Foxconn 

created internal resistance among Nokia engineers toward relocating PD projects to a supplier 

and toward teaching a partner how to make Nokia phones. One JRD manager elaborated:  

 

“People in Nokia see it as if we are selling our core competences. On a design level, 

people have been very nervous and cautious towards the JRD. In the old days, it was 

rocket science to make good mobile phones. That’s not the case today, however. 

Everybody can easily buy all the necessary phone components on the market. But if you 

have made these components internally for the last 20 years, you will think that it is still a 

core competence for the company.”  

 

Consequently, the Danish management began to experiment with different architectural 

solutions, such as disaggregating the value chain differently, standardizing the interdependencies 

and implementing new coordination mechanisms. For example, the Nokia management learned 

that frequent meetings and monitoring of the tasks were highly necessary to ensure that the 
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products were developed according to Nokia standards. Among other things, they experienced 

that they needed to diligently control and coordinate the JRD to ensure the projects’ adherence to 

Nokia’s quality standards. They also realized that it was necessary to transfer substantially more 

knowledge to Foxconn on how the products should be developed. It was only after Nokia 

Denmark had faced the challenges of aligning technological and organizational specifications 

between the Danish site and the Chinese site that it began to use weekly video conference 

meetings.  

The realized challenges of offshoring product development to China therefore prompted 

the Nokia management to align the coordinative task with the requirements of geographically 

dispersed work. This was particularly increasing the monitoring of the JRD. For example, eight 

full-time Nokia employees were assigned to follow the JRD from Denmark while the product 

was being developed by 30 to 50 engineers in China. In order to supervise the life-cycle of the 

PD projects, Nokia Denmark and Foxconn arranged weekly video conference meetings to 

discuss the status of each project as well as specific technological and organizational challenges 

or alterations that might have occurred. Moreover, the two partners also met either in Denmark 

or in China every six to eight weeks. Nokia also began to experiment with different ways of 

transferring the required knowledge, such as extensive process codification and frequent 

coordination. Eventually, the collaboration turned into becoming a Joint R&D rather than just 

outsourcing of R&D, in which the Nokia management presumed more responsibility regarding 

integrating the Chinese activities with the remaining Danish activities. Over time, the Nokia 

management gained knowledge on how the different organizational activities in China and 

Denmark functioned both individually in the two locations and together in an organizational 

system, and started to form its strategies on improving the collaboration. Based on this 
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knowledge, the Nokia management learned how to most appropriately take decisions for the 

inter-organizational architecture in which better fit between the two dispersed units could be 

achieved. According to a Nokia JRD manager:  

 

“It’s really learning-by-doing. Nokia is kind of a cowboy company. We plunge into 

things, muddle our way through and eventually become wiser. It is not that much design 

in the things we do. We go out and try, and then we adjust”. 

 

Theoretical implications from qualitative study 

The findings of this case are to a large extent supportive of much offshoring research that views 

the offshoring process as a learning-by-doing process (e.g., Jensen, 2009; Manning et al., 2008; 

Maskell et al., 2007). For instance, Maskell et al. (2007) suggest how offshoring to low-cost 

countries is best described as a learning-by-doing process in which “over a period of time the 

outsourcing experience lessens the cognitive limitations of decision-makers as to the advantages 

that can be achieved through outsourcing in low-cost countries: the in-sourcer/vendor may not 

only offer cost advantages, but also quality improvement and innovation” (Maskell et al., 2007: 

239). Equally, based on evolving organizational learning in both home and host country firms, 

Jensen (2009) proposes how offshoring of advanced services should be understood as an 

antecedent for strategic business development and organizational change.  

The uniqueness of the Nokia case relates to how experience is an important antecedent of 

architectural knowledge. It was only after the Nokia management had gained experience on the 

collaboration with Foxconn (in China) that they were able to understand the nature of the 

challenges and thus to take architectural decisions that could improve the effectiveness of the 
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newly derived organizational architecture. Nokia’s experience with the JRD was therefore 

central in the accumulation of architectural knowledge on the dispersed activities and how they 

could be integrated and linked into one value-adding system. Thus, as Nokia accumulates 

architectural knowledge over time, its decision makers increasingly understood the nature of the 

organizational activities and how these are interdependent on each other.  

 We therefore induce that firms with low offshoring experience are less likely to have 

acquired architectural knowledge, and do therefore not have the propensity to include 

architectural considerations in their offshoring strategies. The firms only have little experience 

with the implementation, and have therefore not yet been faced with the challenges of 

reintegrating the international organizational architecture. Without architectural knowledge, the 

decision maker has no aspiration to consider the organizational architecture, and will therefore 

devote less attention to (cf., Ocasio, 1997).  

 With higher offshoring implementation maturity, however, firms are more likely to have 

been exposed to architectural challenges and thereby gained architectural knowledge. 

Accordingly, firms are more likely to include organizational objectives in their offshoring 

strategies with the purpose of increasing organizational performance. Massini et al. (2010) find 

that more experienced firms are more likely to adopt a corporate-wide offshoring strategy with a 

more nuanced view of offshoring that looks beyond short-term costs advantages, but also 

includes a broader set of drivers and risks. Similarly, both Maskell et al. (2007) and Jensen 

(2009) show how offshoring experience mediates a sophistication of firms’ offshoring 

operations. Thus, we argue that the more experience a firm has with an offshoring 

implementation, the more likely it is to have accumulated architectural knowledge, and, as a 

result, the more likely they are to include organizational objectives in their offshoring strategies. 
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With architectural knowledge, the decision maker has therefore aspiration to consider the 

organizational architecture, and will therefore devote more attention on. Based on the Nokia case 

and the previous reasoning, we formulate the following research hypothesis to be tested on a 

large-N sample: 

 

Research hypothesis: Offshoring experience has a positive effect on firms’ organizational 

strategy orientation. 

 

4.5  QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 

Methods and variable construction 

Building on the insights of the qualitative analysis, we go a step further by testing the effect of 

experience on firms’ offshoring strategies using data from the Offshoring Research Network 

(ORN). The variables include a dependent variable—organizational strategy orientation—one 

independent variable—offshoring experience—and a number of control variables. For this 

analysis, we run ordinary least square (OLS) regression analysis. The OLS models are most 

suitable for this analysis as both our dependent and independent variables are measured on a 

continuous scale. The operationalization of these variables is outlined in the following.  

Organizational strategy orientation is measured by asking respondents to indicate on a 

5-point Likert scale about the importance of different strategic drivers (1=not important at all and 

5=very important). The three strategic drivers that constitute the organizational strategy 

orientation variable are: “Enhancing efficiency through business process redesign”, “Enhancing 

system redundancy” and “Improving service levels”. The three items have a Cronbach Alpha 

value of 0.64 indicating that they are manifest items of an underlying variable that we label and 
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interpret as “Organizational strategy orientation”. The three items are averaged in order to form 

the composite measure of organizational strategy orientation. The mean value of the 

organizational strategy orientation variable is 3.29 with a standard deviation 0.96 (see Table 4.1), 

which indicate that we have substantial variation in our dependent variable. This variable should 

thus be seen in contrast to locational strategy orientation, which captures the strategy 

orientation towards more external factors like customers, suppliers, etc. The locational strategy 

orientation is measured by asking respondents to indicate on a 5-point Likert scale about the 

importance of different strategic drivers (1=not important at all and 5=very important). The three 

strategic drivers that form the organizational strategy orientation variable are: “Access to new 

markets for products and services”, “Increasing speed to market” and “Growth strategy”. The 

three items that are averaged in order to form the composite measure of locational strategy 

orientation have a Cronbach Alpha value of 0.65. This variable is included as a control variable 

to investigate the effect of firms’ general strategy orientation. 

  Offshoring experience is a measure of time (in years) since the focal offshoring 

implementation was launched. The assumption is that the longer the firm has been engaged in 

this particular offshoring project the more experience is accumulated related to this offshoring 

implementation. This approach is akin to other papers investigating the role of offshoring 

experience (e.g., Lewin et al., 2009; Maskell et al., 2007). While the firm may have offshoring 

experience from other offshoring activities, the gist of this measure is that it measure the 

experience specific to the particular offshoring implementation. However, we will control for 

other types of offshoring experience. The mean value of offshoring experience with the focal 

implementation is 8.88 years and it varies from 0 (two very recent implementations) to 44 years 

of offshoring experience (see Table 4.1).  
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Firms will gain more general offshoring experience through other offshoring projects 

than the focal one and this general offshoring experience might in a similar way speed up the 

accumulation of architectural knowledge. Therefore, we control for this more general offshoring 

experience by taking into account number of employees, functions and locations that the firm 

previously has offshored to. More specifically, we construct a variable measuring the number of 

service functions (e.g., IT, HR, legal, finance and accounting) that the firm has previously 

offshored and a variable measuring the number of locations that the firm has offshoring projects 

in. The third variable capturing the general offshoring experience is a measure of the number of 

employees that has previously been offshored. 

In addition, we control for the nature of the offshored tasks as firms response to the 

organizational reconfiguration of offshoring may vary with the nature of the activities; e.g., one 

would expect that more standardized and self-manageable tasks provide less need for strategic 

response than less standardized activities (e.g., Sanchez and Mahoney, 1996). For this reason, we 

first control for the degree of standardization of tasks in each function. Another variable, taken 

from the ORN Provider Survey, include commoditization of tasks since offshoring projects in 

functions with high level of commoditization might be less prone to architectural challenges (see 

e.g., Manning et al., 2011). Commoditization refers to a process by which services and processes 

become more standardized, and knowledge less specific to firm or product characteristics, 

lowering transaction and coordination costs for firms offshoring these processes (see Davenport 

(2005) for a similar definition). The use of collaborative technologies in the function is added to 

control for the use of information- and communication technology in the firm (Manning et al., 

2008). The above mentioned three control variables are measured as 5-point-Likert scale 

variables based on the perception of service providers. Assuming that international 
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interdependencies are more challenging to coordinate than co-located interdependencies 

(Srikanth and Puranam, 2011), we have added control variables for interaction distance that are 

based on secondary data on the distance between the home location and the foreign location of 

the offshore implementation. The interaction distance includes three dimensions: geographical 

distance measured as air miles between the home location and the offshore location, cultural 

distance between two locations based on the Kogut & Singh-index (Kogut and Singh, 1988), and 

language distance as a dummy variable indicating whether the same language is spoken both in 

the home location and in the offshore location. Finally, two dummies were added to control for 

whether the offshoring implementation was a business process offshoring (BPO) or a knowledge 

process offshoring (KPO). The third possible type, information technology outsourcing (ITO), 

was omitted and therefore serves as the baseline when interpreting the coefficients for BPO and 

KPO.  

 

Results  

The descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum values) and 

correlation matrix for all variables are provided in Table 4.1. Since the data included some high 

correlation coefficients, in particular between functional and country experience and between the 

BPO- and KPO-dummies, we tested for the variance inflation factor (VIF) in all models as well 

as tested the models with and without the highly correlated variables. However, since the high 

correlations were only among our control variables the results for our key variables remained 

qualitatively the same irrespective of the specification of the model. The VIF values for all 

models were below six which is considered to be the threshold for detection of problems of 

multicolinearity (expect for KPO which has a VIF value slightly above the threshold, however,  
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Table 4.1 – Correlation matrix including all variables (N=353)*  

 
V

a
ria

b
le 

1
 

2
 

3
 

4
 

5
 

6
 

7
 

8
 

9
 

1
0
 

1
1
 

1
2

 
1
3
 

1
4
 

1
 

O
ffsh

o
rin

g
 ex

p
erien

ce  
1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
2
 

F
u
n
ctio

n
al ex

p
erien

ce 
0
.2

9
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

3
 

C
o
u
n
try

 ex
p
erien

ce 
0
.3

7
 

0
.7

6
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
4
 

E
m

p
lo

y
ees o

ffsh
o
red

 
0
.0

8
 

-0
.0

3
 

-0
.0

6
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

5
 

S
tan

d
ard

izatio
n
 o

f task
 

0
.0

4
 

-0
.0

9
 

-0
.0

9
 

-0
.0

2
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

6
 

C
o
m

m
o
d
itizatio

n
 o

f 

task
 

-0
.1

1
 

-0
.1

5
 

-0
.1

6
 

-0
.0

1
 

0
.2

6
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

7
 

C
o
llab

o
rativ

e 

tech
n
o
lo

g
ies 

-0
.0

3
 

-0
.0

5
 

-0
.0

4
 

-0
.0

3
 

0
.3

3
 

0
.0

2
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

8
 

L
o
catio

n
al strateg

y
 

o
rien

tatio
n
 

-0
.0

5
 

0
.1

3
 

0
.0

1
 

0
.1

3
 

0
.0

5
 

0
.0

8
 

-0
.0

3
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

9
 

B
P

O
 

0
.1

1
 

0
.1

5
 

0
.2

2
 

-0
.0

3
 

0
.3

5
 

-0
.3

2
 

0
.0

9
 

-0
.0

4
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
1
0
 

K
P

O
 

-0
.0

6
 

-0
.0

3
 

-0
.1

1
 

0
.0

7
 

-0
.5

2
 

-0
.4

3
 

-0
.4

2
 

-0
.0

3
 

-0
.5

5
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

1
1
 

O
rg

an
izatio

n
al  

strateg
y
 o

rien
tatio

n
 

0
.1

3
 

0
.2

1
 

0
.1

5
 

-0
.0

2
 

-0
.2

 
-0

.2
7

 
-0

.0
2

 
0
.3

5
 

-0
.0

2
 

0
.1

7
 

1
 

 
 

 

1
2
 

G
eo

g
rap

h
ical d

istan
ce 

-0
.0

1
 

-0
.0

8
 

0
.0

4
 

0
.0

3
 

-0
.0

2
 

0
.0

7
 

0
.0

8
 

-0
.0

8
 

0
.0

7
 

-0
.1

4
 

0
.0

6
 

1
 

 
 

1
3
 

C
u
ltu

ral d
istan

ce 
-0

.0
5

 
-0

.0
4

 
-0

.0
1

 
-0

.0
3

 
0
.0

3
 

0
.0

4
 

-0
.0

3
 

0
.0

1
 

0
.0

5
 

-0
.0

6
 

-0
.0

4
 

0
.1

8
 

1
 

 
1
4
 

L
an

g
u
ag

e d
istan

ce 
-0

.1
1

 
-0

.1
6

 
-0

.1
 

0
.1

 
-0

.0
7

 
0
.0

1
 

0
.0

7
 

-0
.0

5
 

-0
.0

3
 

0
.0

1
 

-0
.0

2
 

0
.4

3
 

-0
.3

9
 

1
 

  

M
ean

 
8
.8

8
 

6
.0

6
 

3
.0

3
 

1
1
0
 

3
.1

5
 

3
.0

1
 

3
.3

2
 

3
.0

4
 

0
.5

 
0
.2

3
 

3
.2

9
 

8
5
2
1
 

8
.8

9
 

0
.4

4
 

S
tan

d
ard

 d
ev

iatio
n
 

4
.7

 
5
.0

1
 

2
.5

3
 

2
5
9
 

0
.2

8
 

0
.3

 
0
.1

3
 

0
.9

3
 

0
.5

 
0
.4

2
 

0
.9

6
 

4
1
8
6
 

5
.4

9
 

0
.4

9
 

M
in

. v
alu

e 
0
 

1
 

1
 

1
 

2
.7

2
 

2
.3

8
 

2
.9

7
 

1
 

0
 

0
 

1
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

M
ax

. v
alu

e 
4
4
 

2
1
 

1
0
 

2
0
0
0
 

3
.5

4
 

3
.4

5
 

3
.7

5
 

5
 

1
 

1
 

5
 

1
6
2
4
4
 

3
1
.5

 
1
 

*
 A

ll co
efficien

ts ab
o

v
e 0

.1
0

 are sig
n

ifican
t at 5

%
 lev

el 



125 

 

Table 4.2 – OLS-regression models (standard error in parentheses, VIF-values in italics) 

  Organizational strategy 

orientation 

Offshoring experience  0.02* 

(0.01)  1.25 

Function experience 0.02 

(0.01)  2.64 

Country experience -0.01 

(0.03)   2.80 

Employees offshored  -0.01 

(0.01)   1.07 

Standardization of task -0.46* 

(0.20)  1.66 

Commoditization of task -0.95** 

(0.32)  4.09 

Collaborative technologies 0.26 

(0.47)   1.97 

Locational strategy orientation 0.40*** 

(0.05)  1.09 

BPO -0.20 

(0.20)  4.98 

KPO -0.06 

(0.26)   6.41 

Geographical distance 0.01* 

(0.01)   1.53 

Cultural distance -0.01 

(0.01)   1.83  

Language distance -0.19 

(0.14)   2.34 

Intercept 5.21* 

(2.24)   

F-value 

R-square 

Adjusted R-square 

10.50 

0.287 

0.260 
                                         

***, ** and * indicate significance on 0.1, 1 and 5% level, respectively 

 

 

this is expected as KPO, BPO and ITO is negatively correlated by design). See Table 4.2 where 

all VIF-value are included. 
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 The results of the OLS regressions are presented in Table 4.2. The model includes our 

independent variable, offshoring experience, and all the control variables. Our independent 

variable comes out significant and positive (β=0.02 and p<0.05) indicating that offshoring 

experience related to the focal implementation is explaining the organizational strategy 

orientation. Stronger organizational strategy orientation is following with more experience on the 

focal offshore implementation. It is further notable that the other more general experience 

variables are all insignificant (functional experience, country experience and number of 

employees offshored) signifying that it is specific experience related to the focal offshoring 

implementation that matters rather than more general offshoring experience. As expected the 

more standardized and commoditized the offshored tasks the less scope for organizational 

strategy orientation, therefore both of these variables are significant negative. Locational strategy 

orientation, on the other hand, is significant positive reflecting that locational and organizational 

strategy orientation is not at the expense of each other, but rather that they reinforce each other. 

Among the distance variables it is only the geographical distance that turns significant. 

 In order to test for potential multilevel problems, a random coefficient model was 

conducted with Region (i.e., the region that hosts the implementation) as the group variable. 

However, only 5% of the variation in our dependent variable could be related to the region (i.e., 

an intra-class correlation of 0.05 in the empty models) and the random effects of the intercept at 

the between-level was insignificant (p = 0.04). This indicates that a random coefficient model is 

inferior to the applied OLS-models. 

 

4.6  DISCUSSION 

This paper investigates how the organizational reconfiguration of offshoring impacts firms’ 

strategies. Offshoring describes the disintegration and relocation abroad of business services that 
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support domestic or global operations (Contractor et al., 2010; Manning et al., 2008). A major 

challenge in this respect is thus reintegration of the offshored activities into the organizational 

architecture (Mudambi and Venzin, 2010). In respect to offshoring, the organizational 

architecture can be defined as decision makers’ more or less intentional choices to ensure that 

geographically dispersed organizational components and activities co-exist and are linked to one 

another in an effective way (cf., Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a; Nadler and Tushman, 1997; Sah 

and Stiglitz, 1986).  

Using a mixed methods approach, we have first presented the case of Nokia Denmark and 

its decision to offshore certain product development activities to Taiwanese Foxconn in a joint 

R&D model. The case shows how the decision to offshore was initially driven by external 

objectives such as lower costs and access to strategic resources, but that this changed over time 

towards internal objectives. Based on this analysis, we induced a testable research hypothesis 

that argues that firms with offshoring experience are more likely to acknowledge and consider 

the organizational architecture in their strategies than firms with little experience. The 

assumption is therefore that firms with experience are more likely to have been exposed to 

architectural challenges, and are as a result more likely to have accumulated architectural 

knowledge. We found empirical support for this hypothesis using a dataset with 353 offshoring 

implementations reported by 129 U.S. and European firms. This suggests that the more 

experience the firm has with a specific offshoring project, the more likely it is to encapsulate the 

organizational architecture in its strategies. Interestingly, while we found experience measured in 

years since the implementation to be significant in explaining organizational strategy orientation, 

other experience measures such the number of countries and activities on a firm level turned out 

insignificant. This may suggest that architectural knowledge within the single implementation is 
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residual and sticky (von Hippel, 1994) and, as such, is difficult to transfer across 

implementations and organizations. 

This paper contributes to research on the organizational design and architecture of 

offshoring as well as on the dynamics of organizational architectures. First of all, previous 

research on offshoring has been biased towards understanding either the antecedents or the 

outcomes of offshoring implementations (Lewin et al., 2009; Doh et al., 2009; Kedia and 

Mukherjee, 2009; Mol et al., 2005), and has ignored how firms actually approach offshoring. In 

contrast, this paper seeks to investigate the organizational architecture of offshoring 

implementations and how this impacts offshoring strategies. By showing that firms only seem to 

acknowledge the organizational architecture of offshoring with experience, we add a perspective 

on firm behavior that is in support of research that finds that most offshoring decisions are taken 

opportunistically, without corporate-wide strategies that delineate specific plans and guidelines 

for the adoption and implementation of offshoring activities (Lewin and Peeters, 2006; Massini 

et al., 2010). However, rather than assuming that the successful architecture of firms’ offshoring 

activities can a priori be planned and implemented, we suggest that this is more a subject of 

continuous learning and improvement through accumulation of architectural knowledge within 

the given implementation. An interesting topic for future research thus relates to understanding 

firms’ specific offshoring knowledge strategies and how this impacts performance. Moreover, 

while this research has focused on strategic orientation to illuminate this strategic response, 

future research could investigate how firms actually interact with the organizational design—i.e., 

which changes they implement—as they gain offshoring experience and architectural 

knowledge. 
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More broadly, this research has implications for literature that seeks to understand how 

different architectural forms and practices correlate to organizational performance (e.g., Datta, 

1991; Foss et al., 2011; Zott and Amit, 2008; Sah and Stiglitz, 1986). In particular, our argument 

is that firms adopt their strategies to accommodate for architectural inefficiencies. As such, we 

pose that strategy follows structure (Hall and Sajas, 1980), but that this causality is contingent 

upon the accumulation of architectural knowledge. Thus, while certain organizational 

architectures may prove superior to others, this research suggest that superior organizational 

performance is more a result of a process where decision makers accumulate architectural 

knowledge than it is a result of a conscious strategy. Decision makers need to identify and 

uncover underlying interdependency structures in the organizational architecture by 

systematizing and accumulating knowledge and learning processes within the firm. This is in line 

with research that notes that architectural effectiveness is an outcome of the organization’s 

ability to balance the search for organizational decisions and the exploitation of these once found 

(Rivkin and Siggelkow, 2003; Siggelkow, 2002). However, we extend this research by 

suggesting that it is the bounded rational decision maker who incrementally gains and 

accumulates knowledge on how to design the organizational architecture with the purpose of 

optimizing performance.  

 

Limitations  

This study does not go without limitations. For example, we argue that firms’ organizationally 

oriented strategies can be explained by firms’ experience. As firms face organizational 

challenges deriving from an international architecture, they will begin to search and accumulate 

architectural knowledge that can be deployed in offshoring strategies. However, our quantitative 
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research design does not allow us to consider the actual challenges that firms face following the 

implementation (although the qualitative part provides some indications). Similarly, we have not 

empirically been able to say anything about different types of experience within the single 

implementation. For example, Madsen and Desai (2010) find that experience with failure leads 

to higher organizational performance than experience with success. Thus, future research could 

investigate what type of experience contributes more to the successful organizational adaptation 

following the offshoring implementation.  

 

Concluding remarks 

A key issue in this paper is how organizational architectures evolve to become more effective. 

By studying how offshoring experience prompts firms to formulate more organizationally 

oriented strategies, we have emphasized the role of knowledge accumulation following an 

organizational reconfiguration (i.e., the offshoring implementation). This conceptualization 

builds on previous research on architectural evolution that observes that the successful 

organizational architecture is the result of a process in which the organization is able to search 

for new and good organizational decisions and to exploit these decisions once found (Rivkin and 

Siggelkow, 2003; Siggelkow, 2002). Yet, we go beyond this by aligning the theoretical 

development with the bounded rational decision maker who incrementally gains and accumulates 

knowledge on how to most appropriately design the organizational architecture with the purpose 

of optimizing performance. The Nokia management’s decision to relocate product development 

activities to China disrupted the effectiveness of the organizational architecture, which 

consequently prompted them to search for alternative architectural arrangements so that the fit 

could be restored. Thus, we propose an evolutionary view on the organizational architecture that 
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can be depicted as an iterative process between decision makers’ search for architectural 

opportunities and the accumulation of architectural knowledge which increases the likelihood of 

taking decisions that will lead to more effective organizational architectures. Accordingly, 

strategy follows structure (Hall and Sajas, 1980), but only to the extent that the decision maker 

successfully accumulates architectural knowledge. 
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Chapter 5 
 

 

 

Organizational adaptation in offshoring: 

The difference between an experimental and 

experiential learning strategy1
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Abstract: This paper builds a model that examines the performance implications of how firms 

adapt when offshoring. We emphasize that firms must accumulate architectural knowledge for 

efficient adaptation and that this can be done through either an experimental learning strategy 

(home-based learning before the offshoring implementation) or an experiential learning strategy 

(learning-by-doing after the offshoring implementation). Our analysis suggests that the relative 

attractiveness of the experiential strategy decreases with distance and coordination costs but 

increases with uncertainty. Moreover, uncertainty has a positive moderating effect on the 

relationship between distance and the experiential strategy. Accordingly, by formalizing two 

different architectural knowledge strategies in the context of offshoring we show how important 

contingencies can lead to significant performance tradeoffs in the identification of optimal 

organizational configurations. 
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5.1  INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this paper is to build a model that examines the performance implications of how 

firms adapt when offshoring; i.e., relocating organizational activities to foreign locations 

(Contractor et al., 2010; Lewin and Peeters, 2006; Manning et al., 2008). There is much 

literature on organizational change that investigates how firms adapt through the patching, 

recombination and reconfiguration of firm activities (Eisenhardt and Brown, 1999; Karim and 

Mitchell, 2004), resources (Galunic and Rodan, 1998), and divisional boundaries (Hoskisson and 

Johnson, 1992; Birkinshaw and Lingblad, 2005). Faced with suboptimal configurations, firms 

therefore reconfigure their organizations with the purpose of increasing efficiency (Chandler, 

1962; Helfat and Eisenhardt, 2004; Henderson and Clark, 1990; Karim, 2009).  

However, when a firm decides to relocate organizational activities to foreign locations, it 

needs to accommodate for how the added distance (e.g., geographic, cultural and institutional) 

between different organizational activities impacts performance (Kumar et al., 2009; Larsen et 

al., 2012; Srikanth and Puranam, 2012). For example, firms that fail to anticipate and align the 

complexity of dispersing organizational activities into the offshoring strategy encounter 

significant gaps between expected and achieved performance (Larsen et al., 2012). As such, the 

international component of offshoring characterizes a contingency that complicates the more 

conventional understanding on the organizational change and reconfiguration. 

In an attempt to bridge the abovementioned literatures, we build a model that allows us to 

systematically analyze the performance implications of firm adaptation in the context of 

offshoring. Central to our model is the accumulation of architectural knowledge; i.e., knowledge 

on firms’ underlying technological landscape describing how the components of their 

organizational systems are related to each other (Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Brusoni and 
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Prencipe, 2006; Ethiraj and Levinthal 2004a; Henderson and Clark, 1990; Puranam et al., 2012). 

Based on this knowledge, firms can reconfigure the organizations in a way that matches their 

underlying technological landscape. In this respect, we argue that firms can choose between two 

opposing strategies. On the one hand, firms can pursue an experimental learning strategy in 

which they seek to accumulate architectural knowledge prior to the actual offshoring relocation 

takes place. Here, firms can accumulate architectural knowledge by experimenting with different 

configurations while the activities are still co-located at home. On the other hand, firms can 

pursue an experiential learning strategy in which they accumulate architectural knowledge after 

the reconfiguration has taken place (i.e., learning-by-doing). 

Our model allows us to suggest that firms face a trade-off when choosing how to 

approach offshoring. We find that the attractiveness of the experimental learning strategy 

increases with distance and coordination costs. As the cost of coordinating an international 

organization are higher than the gains of production abroad, firms benefit from accumulating 

architectural knowledge prior to the international reconfiguration. However, when the 

uncertainty of firms’ underlying technological landscape increases, they are better off by 

choosing an experiential learning strategy. Uncertainty creates noise which makes it increasingly 

difficult for firms to estimate the impact and consequences of the organizational reconfiguration. 

Moreover, we find that uncertainty has a positive moderating effect on the relationship between 

distance and the attractiveness of the experiential learning strategy, as it lowers the effect of 

learning at home and leaves the firm more vulnerable to higher coordination costs once it goes 

abroad. As such, uncertainty signifies a lower signal-to-noise ratio which leads to situations of 

causal ambiguity (Lippman and Rumelt, 1982), and the value of accumulating architectural 

knowledge through the experimental learning strategy is undermined. 
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A main contribution of this paper lays in the portrayal of firm adaptation in the context of 

offshoring. Specifically, by modeling the process of adaptation in the context of offshoring, we 

emphasize the importance of accumulating architectural knowledge when relocating 

organizational activities abroad as well as how the impact of distance may undermine deliberate 

efforts to reconfigure firms’ organizations. Moreover, by proposing a performance trade-off 

between the experimental and experiential learning strategy, we counter conventional wisdom on 

the value of preparation in offshoring (e.g., Heijmen et al., 2008; Lewin and Couto, 2007; 

Massini et al., 2010). We do this by showing how the two approaches to offshoring can have 

different consequences, and that a home-based, experimental learning strategy is not always 

beneficial. In addition, we argue that adaptation within a given configuration is not always a 

result of cumulative learning-by-doing over long periods of time (Nelson and Winter, 1982; 

Adler and Clark, 1991), but can rather be planned ahead. As such, we provide impetus to a 

paradox that firms face when deciding to reconfigure internationally by stressing that the optimal 

strategy is subject to learning and depends on the signal-to-noise ratio.  

Our paper proceeds as follows: In the next section, we introduce the theoretical 

background of the paper by elaborating on offshoring and the role of architectural knowledge in 

organizational adaptation. Next, we introduce the model employed to investigate the 

performance implications of the experimental and the experiential learning strategies. We then 

present and discuss the findings the model, before we finally discuss the implications of the 

paper. 
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5.2  OFFSHORING, ORGANIZATIONAL RECONFIGURATION, AND 

ARCHITECTURAL KNOWLEDGE  

The decision to offshore organizational activities can be driven by a number of different factors, 

including market proximity, access to cheap labor, knowledge and other strategic resources (Doh 

et al., 2009; Lewin et al. 2009; Kedia and Mukherjee 2009). For example, Lewin et al. (2009: 

901) find that firms are increasingly offshoring innovation activities in an “emerging global race 

for talent” in which domestic shortages of qualified engineers force firms to relocate R&D 

activities to foreign locations. Evidently, the pursuit of offshoring strategies has been a prolific 

adventure for numerous firms in which expectations have been met or even surpassed by the 

actual offshoring performance (e.g., Dossani and Kenney, 2003). At the same time, many 

companies are experiencing that the practice of offshoring entails additional challenges and 

greater costs than were originally anticipated (e.g., Aron and Singh 2005). For example, a firm 

may realize that the relocation of activities abroad undermines previously coherent flows of 

knowledge between different business units, and that spending additional resources on 

communication technologies are required to uphold necessary knowledge flows. Recent research 

on the hidden costs of offshoring suggests that unanticipated costs of implementing offshoring 

activities abroad may eventually undermine performance (Dibbern et al. 2008, Larsen et al., 

2012; Stringfellow et al. 2008). 

 In order to further our understanding of the performance implications of offshoring, we 

contend that firms must reconfigure their organizations to accommodate for the shift from 

originally co-located activities to an organization with geographically dispersed activities. In this 

respect, the literature on organizational change and reconfiguration is helpful (e.g., Brusoni and 

Prencipe, 2006; Eisenhardt and Brown, 1999; Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a; Karim, 2006; 2009; 
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Zhou, 2011). Organizational reconfiguration can be defined as the changes and rearrangements 

to firms’ structural organization—i.e., the resource allocations within firms, use of internal 

routines and communication network, and the flow of information and tasks—with the purpose 

of increasing effectiveness and efficiency (Chandler, 1962; Levitt and March, 1988; Galunic and 

Eisenhardt, 1996; Helfat and Eisenhardt, 2004; Karim 2009). This includes the recombination 

and redeployment of activities, resources, and divisional boundaries (Birkinshaw and Lingblad, 

2005; Henderson and Clark, 1990; Karim and Mitchell, 2004). 

A central component of firms’ reconfiguration efforts is the adaptation to underlying 

technological landscapes describing the micro-level activities that constitute their business and 

the structure of knowledge links between those activities (Ethiraj and Levinthal 2004a; Rivkin 

and Siggelkow, 2003). For example, a firm may consist of a number of interdependent activities, 

such as designing components, producing and assembling products and marketing efforts, that is 

crucial for the firm’s existence and survival (Van de Ven et al., 1976). The structure and 

interdependencies of these underlying activities constitute a firm’s technological landscape, and 

as such represents the firm’s “true underlying structure of the system of interdependent choices” 

(Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004b: 162). The purpose of reconfiguring elements in firms’ structural 

organization (e.g., the resource allocations, use of internal routines and communication network, 

and the flow of information and tasks) is therefore to match the underlying technological 

landscape. The firm may over time make configurational changes such as recombining and 

redeploying activities, resources and divisional boundaries as a means of adapting to the 

underlying technological landscape. The closer the match between the organizational 

configuration and the technological landscape, the better is the firms’ optimal utilization of its 

resources and thus performance (Levinthal, 1997). 
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However, for firms to successfully adapt to a technological landscape, a high level of 

architectural knowledge is necessary (Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Brusoni and Prencipe, 2006; 

Ethiraj and Levinthal 2004a; Henderson and Clark, 1990; von Hippel, 1990). Architectural 

knowledge can be defined as an “understanding of how components in an organizational system 

are related to each other” (Puranam et al., 2012: 420), and comprises knowledge about 

individual organizational activities and how these are integrated into an orchestrated 

organizational system. For example, Henderson and Clark (1990) refer to architectural 

knowledge as consisting of knowledge about the different components underlying a distinct 

system (i.e., product technology) and knowledge about how the components are integrated into 

an orchestrated systemic whole. When firms alter their organizational configurations, they need 

knowledge on how the underlying technological landscape with its sub-activities and 

interdependencies function so that successful adaptation to the new environment can be 

exercised. For example, firms need knowledge on whether and how change in one activity 

affects the performance of another activity so that they can efficiently allocate resources among 

the two activities. Thus, the firm needs architectural knowledge to identify how to best adapt to 

an unknown but inherent technological landscape (Ethiraj and Levinthal 2004a). 

At the same time, a technological landscape is inevitably characterized by various 

degrees of uncertainty that complicates adaptation (Anderson and Tushman, 1990; Fleming, 

2001). In general, uncertainty refers to the inability to predict and foresee (Anderson and 

Tushman, 1990). Factors such as demand fluctuations (Storper, 1996) and technological change 

(Teece and Pisano, 1994) create an uncertain technological landscape that undermines firms’ 

adaptation efforts. For example, in product and organizational life cycles, uncertainty is 

generally assumed to be higher in early stages and decreases once a dominant design has been 
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found (Klepper, 1997). Thus, the higher the uncertainty is, the more difficult is it for the firm to 

accumulate appropriate architectural knowledge so that successful adaptation can be exercised. 

 Based on this, the research question we pose in this paper is: What are the performance 

implications of how firms adapt when offshoring? As offshoring signifies that originally co-

located activities are relocated to foreign locations, a substantial reconfiguration is initiated with 

consequences for issues such as the interdependencies and coordination mechanisms between the 

spatially differentiated organizational tasks and activities (Kumar et al., 2009) and the overall 

coherence of the globally dispersed organizational system (Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). In this 

process, firms need to adapt to the technological landscape by accumulating architectural 

knowledge through incremental changes within the new configuration (e.g., small alterations to 

the division of labor to reduce coordination costs) so that organizational performance can be 

optimized. In this respect, firms’ level of architectural knowledge is crucial as it enables the 

firms to identify how the underlying structures in which the individual activities are integrated 

and linked together in a coherent organizational system.  

 However, when firms offshore activities, distance is added to the interdependencies 

between organizational activities (e.g., geographic, cultural and institutional). A firm that 

relocates disaggregated organizational tasks and sub-components abroad must coordinate an 

international chain of activities across geographies, cultures and different institutional systems 

(Kumar et al., 2009; Niederman et al. 2006; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). This may prove 

challenging on a number of dimensions. For example, not only may offshoring provoke internal 

resistance (e.g., Lewin and Couto, 2007), but it may also hamper operational efficiency due to 

lack of trust, status differences between domestic and foreign units, and lack of understanding 

and communication in the process of delivering tasks, and interacting with offshore units (e.g., 
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Vlaar et al., 2008; Levina and Vaast, 2008). Employees with cultural and language differences at 

geographically dispersed locations are refrained from informal face-to-face coordination, and are 

forced to rely on less superior technology-based coordination mechanisms (Storper and 

Venables, 2004). Thus, with distance coordination costs are likely to increase (Srikanth and 

Puranam, 2011). 

 

5.3  THE MODEL 

We build a model that allows us to investigate how a firm adapts in the contexts of offshoring 

where a firm changes from consisting of solely co-located activities to a having configuration 

with geographically dispersed activities. In the model, the firm faces a fixed, exogenous 

technological ‘landscape’ describing the micro-level activities that constitute its business and the 

structure of knowledge links between those activities. Given this landscape, the firm may over 

time make incremental changes to the configuration as a means of adaptation by assigning and 

reassigning different activities to different organizational units (e.g., departments, plants, 

research centers, groups, or other organizational units) so that it matches the technological 

landscape. 

 

Two learning strategies 

In the model, we assume that the company initially has no architectural knowledge and that it 

needs architectural knowledge to successfully adapt to the technological landscape. In this 

respect, we argue that the firm can choose between two different strategies. On the one hand, a 

firm can accumulate architectural knowledge prior to the actual offshoring implementation by 

employing different measures to understand how to best adapt to the underlying landscape. This 



141 

 

would entail a comprehensive task of understanding, mapping, and documenting the role and 

function of the activities to be offshored and how these are interconnected while these are still 

co-located. This strategy is in accordance with the literature suggesting that firms with corporate-

wide strategies articulating how the offshoring process should be exercised are generally better 

off in terms of performance (e.g., Heijmen et al., 2008; Lewin and Couto, 2007; Massini et al., 

2010).  

To illustrate this strategy: when the Danish-based Maersk Line, the world’s largest 

shipping company, decided to offshore its purchasing logistics department from Denmark to the 

Philippines, it embarked on a process of formalizing, standardizing and specifying the 

interdependencies surrounding the activity to be offshored while these were still domestically 

located. Mærsk did this by hiring a project manager with the responsibility of ‘tapping’ the 

knowledge of the operational purchasers and to write scripts about how to handle the purchasing 

request. This way, Mærsk was better able to understand the technological landscape underlying 

the activity to be offshored. Once the activity was relocated to the Philippines, ambiguity 

regarding how the processes were managed was reduced, and as a result, the risk of unexpected 

challenged to emerge was undermined. We term this an experimental learning strategy as the 

firm would experiment with different adaptations efforts while the activities are still co-located.  

On the other hand, a firm can choose to approach offshoring as a learning-by-doing 

process. In this respect, the firm commences the search for optimal organizational configurations 

based on the technological landscape during the offshore delivery phase as they encounter the 

actual coordination costs of offshoring. The firm would thus avoid up-front investments in 

accumulating architectural knowledge during the onsite transition phase, but would rather 

accumulate architectural knowledge through experiential learning with offshoring. As firms 
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encounter the challenges of offshoring, they are then better able to understand how to adapt to 

this with the purpose of increasing performance. This approach is therefore supportive of 

research that views offshoring as a learning-by-doing process (e.g., Jensen, 2009; Manning et al., 

2008; Maskell et al., 2007), and more generally of literature that holds that adaptation should be 

seen as a result of cumulative learning-by-doing over long periods of time (Nelson and Winter, 

1982; Adler and Clark, 1991).  

For example, in the early 2000s, LEGO Group decided as part of a comprehensive 

restructuring process to rather rapidly offshore up to 80 percent of its production to a number of 

different international sites. In this process, LEGO did not significantly experiment with different 

configurations prior to offshoring, and consequently faced major unexpected coordination 

challenges after the activities were relocated. For example, after offshoring LEGO experienced 

that the effective knowledge transfer and coordination were much more challenging than 

originally expected. As a result, LEGO began to search for alternative coordination mechanisms, 

and eventually pursued a rigorous strategy of codification and standardization of the 

organizational interdependencies and processes. Based on this international experience, LEGO 

increasingly learned how to reconfigure its processes to ensure operating efficiency. We 

therefore term this an experiential learning strategy.  

Accordingly, in our model the firm can adapt to the technological landscape by 

accumulating architectural knowledge either prior to the offshoring implementation (the 

experimental learning strategy) or after the offshoring implementation (the experiential learning 

strategy). 
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Modeling the technological landscape 

Consider a firm that performs a number of different activities that are to various extents 

interdependent on one another. The technological landscape describes whether the activities are 

interdependent, in which case they need to be coordinated (by, for example, meetings between 

the workers responsible for the different activities or other types of knowledge transfer). Without 

loss of generality we assume 100 activities, in which case the maximum number of 

interdependencies is 4,950 (i.e., (100*99)/2).  

The structure of the interdependencies in technological landscape is of course not 

completely random. Often, activities can be grouped according to their natural 

interdependencies. For example, some activities might be described as ‘research’, and these 

activities may generally be more tightly coupled with each other than they are with activities 

described as ‘production’ (and vice versa). To capture this idea we assume that the landscape 

consists of two larger ‘natural modules’, in which activity 1-50 belongs to Module A and activity 

51-100 belongs to Module B. Modularity theory suggest that a landscape is modular if the 

interdependencies of the activities between the modules is low and the interdependencies of the 

activities within the modules is high (Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Sanchez and Mahoney, 1996). In 

contrast to an integral landscape in which the performance of different activities is highly 

dependent on each other, a modular landscape is characterized by standardized and minimized 

interdependence between different modules so that these can operate as controlled ‘black-boxes’ 

in a larger organizational system (Schilling 2000; Ulrich 1995). Based on this, we define the 

technological landscape’s degree of modularity (x) as the extent to which the interdependencies 

between activities occur within, rather than across, Modules A and B. 
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As an example of these concepts, consider Figure 5.1 in which the interdependencies 

between 10 different activities are marked by “X”. With low modularity  0x  , activities are 

interdependent on other activities both within the same and the other module. Hence, there is no 

obvious way for the firm to group its activities into two modules, and regardless of the way it 

chooses to do this there will remain a significant need for coordination across units. With full 

modularity  1x  , on the other hand, each activity is only interdependent on other activities 

within the same module. Presumably, this will make it much easier for the firm (once it has 

accumulated the architectural knowledge to do this) to group its activities into two neatly defined 

modules which then become more or less self-contained with a minimal need for coordination 

with other modules.  

 

Figure 5.1 – The technological landscape 
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Such a grouping, in turn, may mitigate the coordination costs of offshoring in a number 

of ways. For example, a major source of coordination costs in offshoring relates to facilitating 

and communicating transfer of information and knowledge between the globally dispersed and 

disaggregated business modules (Dibbern et al. 2008, Kumar et al. 2009). A high degree of tacit, 

non-standardized knowledge causes misalignment and misunderstandings between the dispersed 

units, which in turn are intensified by the distance and intensity of the interactions between the 

units (Stringfellow et al. 2008). However, as modularity would signify a minimization, 

codification, and standardization of the linkages between different separately located activities, it 

would thus reduce the need for coordination.  

Realistically, most configurations will of course neither be completely integral  0x   

nor completely modular  1x  , but something in between those two extremes. The extent to 

which a pair of activities are interdependent on each other is decided by a binominal choice (0, 1) 

and is determined by the probability  1
2

1ij ijp xM x   , where 1ijM   if activities i and j are 

in the same natural module (in other words, both in A or both in B) and 0 otherwise. The higher 

x, the more modular is the landscape. To see that, setting 0x   results in 1
2ijp  —implying that 

the natural modules have no impact on the random structure of interdependencies (and hence are 

not really natural at all)—while setting 1x   results in ij ijp M  which makes the 

interdependencies fall predictably into the two natural modules. The derived technological 

landscape with its predefined interaction structure remains constant throughout the individual 

runs of the model.
4
  

                                                 
4
 Our modeling of the technological landscape is similar to ones proposed by Ethiraj and Levinthal (2004a; 2004b) 

as we model a configuration that has an unknown but inherent interaction structure to which the firm needs 

architectural knowledge to identify how to best adapt to the configuration. In contrast to NK-performance 

landscapes with rugged or purely random interaction structures (e.g., Kauffman, 1993; Levinthal, 1997), this type of 
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Modeling performance 

Given the organization’s configuration, managers make adaptation choices regarding the 

structure of the activities; i.e., each activity’s assignment to a module and thus also its location 

(at home or abroad). Unlike the technological landscape which is fixed, the adaptation efforts are 

endogenous to the decisions of managers. At any given time, there is no guarantee that the 

adaptation of activities in the firm’s modules reflects the grouping implied by the natural 

modules (although, ceteris paribus, the coordination costs of the firm would be lower if it did). 

The purpose of accumulating architectural knowledge is therefore to understand the 

technological landscape so that efficient adaptation can be exercised. 

We assume that the company will adapt with the purpose of increasing performance. We 

model performance as the result of a constant revenue (denoted I) from which we subtract the 

costs of production at home  HC  and abroad  FC , and the costs of coordination (K). We 

assume that the activities can be conducted at a lower cost level abroad  H FC C . Finally, we 

add a stochastic term    whose variance    captures the degree of uncertainty (see Nelson 

and Winter, 1982; Klepper, 1996, for similar approaches to modeling uncertainty). Performance 

is thus given by 

 H H F FI A C A C K       [1] 

 where HA  is the number of activities at home location and FA  is the number of activities at the 

foreign location. In the model, we set 1,000I  , 1HC  , and 0.6FC  . 

                                                                                                                                                             
modeling uses modularity to create locally correlated landscapes (Bar-Yam, 1997), which is particularly beneficial 

as we model the process of relocating organizational activities that to various extents are modular to foreign 

locations (Contractor et al., 2010).  
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We assume a ‘marginal coordination cost’ k is incurred for every activity pair that is 

linked by interdependencies (e.g., marked with an X in Figure 5.1). We assume that the cost of 

coordinating two activities within the same module is lower than the cost of coordination 

activities between the two modules (e.g., Sanchez and Mahoney, 1996), even if these two 

modules are located in the same country. As activities within each module may share common 

input, develop their own tacit knowledge, informal communication styles and formal 

communication channels, and value systems, the cost of coordination within a module becomes 

lower than the cost of coordination between modules (Schilling 2000; Ulrich 1995; Zhou, 2011). 

Thus, intra-module activities can to a larger extent base their coordination on common ground 

and knowledge whereas inter-module activities rely more on costly ongoing communication 

(Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). Formally, this can be expressed as LW LBk k , where the subscript 

L refers to local coordination and W and B refers to within and between modules, respectively. 

For simplicity and without loss of generality, we set 0LWk   in the model. 

Moreover, geographic distance compounds the costs of coordinating across modules. For 

example, the lack of face-to-face contact makes it more difficult to exchange tacit knowledge 

over distance. We capture this by assuming that LB IBk k , where I  subscripts marginal 

coordination costs of international activities, so that there is a hierarchy of coordination costs 

LW LB IBk k k  . We set  1IB LBk D k   and let 0D   capture the impact of geographic 

separation on coordination costs, where 0D   means that geographically dispersed 

coordination is no more difficult or costly than co-located dispersion (no impact of separation) 

and D  that geographically dispersed coordination is completely impossible (prohibitive 

impact). Hence, D can be interpreted as the distance between the home base and the offshoring 
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location, broadly defined as geographic, cultural, psychic, institutional or other dimensions of 

distance to the extent that these have an impact on coordination costs. 

With these assumptions, the total cost of coordination is determined by the number of 

local inter-module ( LBN ), and international inter-module ( IBN ) interdependencies, as follows: 

   1LW LW LB LB IB IB LB IB LBK N k N k N k N N D k       [2] 

In this formula, the number of activity pairs with interdependencies (N) is multiplied with 

the marginal costs of coordination (k) for each type of interdependency.  

 

Modeling adaptation  

In each period, managers take one activity at random and experiment with reassigning it to the 

other module, observe changes in performance, and cancel the reallocation if it leads to lower 

performance. For each reassignment, firms incur switching costs (e.g., Farrell and Shapiro, 

1988). However, since this is a constant cost for all reassignments efforts, we choose not to 

include this in our model. A moved activity will thus retain its new location if the sum of the 

marginal change leads to a cost reduction. If the opposite is the case, the activity will be 

relocated back to its original location. The decision maker is therefore suffering from bounded 

rationality to the extent that he or she does not know ex ante what the optimal configuration is 

before the actual performance implications are experienced. Hence, an activity is ultimately 

moved only if it leads to a decline in costs: 

   0H H F FA C A C K     [3] 

In sum, the model portrays the process of adapting to a technological landscape by 

accumulating architectural knowledge by allocating activities between domestic and foreign 

locations with the purpose of increasing performance. In other words, our model is a model of 
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adaptation (cf., Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a; Rivkin and Siggelkow, 2003) towards the optimal 

locational distribution of organizational activities in an international setting. 

 

5.4  ANALYSIS 

In the following, we use our model to examine the performance implications of how firms adapt 

when reconfiguring internationally. In conjunction with the architectural knowledge 

accumulation strategies portrayed above, we construct and compare two scenarios: one in which 

the firm searches for an optimal configuration prior to the offshoring implementation while the 

activities are still at home (the experimental strategy), and one in which the firm searches for an 

optimal configuration after the actual offshoring implementation (the experiential strategy). In 

the experimental strategy the firm initially divides its activities into two modules at random 

(reflecting its initial lack of architectural knowledge) and then over time experiments with 

reallocations of activities between these two modules while it observes the effects on 

performance (and thus accumulates architectural knowledge). After a period of learning has 

passed, it moves one of the two modules to the foreign location where the adaptation process 

continues. In contrast, in the experiential approach the firm also divides its activities into two 

modules, but not until the actual time of offshoring. Only then does it react to the increased 

coordination costs by reallocating activities (i.e., learning-by-doing). 

We estimate current and accumulated performance over 500 periods, in which the firm 

begins to offshore activities abroad after 200 periods. This means that the firm can use period 

 0,199t  to identify the optimal configuration for offshoring in the first scenario (using the 

experimental strategy), whereas in the second scenario (using the experiential strategy) the firm 

does nothing prior to offshoring but only pursues a learning-by-doing approach after offshoring 
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  200,500t . The following analysis is two-pronged: First, we describe and compare the 

performance profiles of the two knowledge accumulation strategies with the purpose of 

understanding how performance evolves and deviates over time. Second, we subject the model to 

a Monte Carlo simulation and apply empirical estimation techniques to derive testable research 

propositions regarding the relative attractiveness between the experimental and experiential 

strategies. 

 

Understanding the process of adaptation 

The performance profiles of the two knowledge accumulation strategies are shown in Figure 5.2. 

With the experimental strategy, the firm experiments with the activities’ configuration prior to 

the actual offshoring (i.e., when all activities are still kept domestically) to gain architectural 

knowledge and understand how different configurations performance. As the figure depicts, a  

 

Figure 5.2 – Performance profile of the two strategies 
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firm that pursues an experimental strategy sees that the costs of accumulating architectural 

knowledge reduce immediate performance prior to offshoring. However, this effect is only 

temporary. As the firm incrementally learns and accumulates knowledge of how to configure in a 

most profitable manner prior to offshoring in a domestic context, it experiences increasing 

performance. The firm’s performance increases over time as it discovers new configurations for 

its activities that yield higher performance. Moreover, since the firm has utilized the period prior 

to offshoring to identify a configuration that reduces the coordination costs, the added 

coordination costs when actually relocating activities abroad  200t   will only be marginal. 

The firm can therefore relocate the activities abroad without major disruptive performance 

implications. Thus, the firm accumulates architectural knowledge while the activities are still co-

located which subsequently reduces the increased coordination costs of offshoring. 

With the experiential strategy, in contrast, the firm does not experiment with different 

organizational configurations prior to offshoring. Rather, the firm embarks on a learning-by-

doing approach to identify the optimal configuration for its activities after the offshoring 

implementation, and only experiments with different configurations once the activities have been 

relocated and the extra coordination costs encountered. This approach is akin to a scenario where 

a firm chooses to offshore activities more opportunistically, without having invested in 

significant preparation measures prior to offshoring. A consequence of this is that the firm does 

not accumulate any architectural knowledge prior to the actual offshoring. Because of this, the 

performance is held constant up to the point of implementation, as demonstrated in Figure 5.2. 

However, at the point where the firm commences offshoring  200t  , it will due to the added 

distance between the domestic and foreign activities experience that the cost of coordination is 

significantly higher than prior to the implementation. It is therefore at this point that the firm will 
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begin the process of experimenting with different configurations with the purpose of increasing 

performance. Thus, the firm does not utilize the period when the activities are still co-located to 

identify a configuration that can reduce the increased coordination costs of offshoring, but rather 

investigates different configurations based on its international experience. 

As evident in the figure, the differences in performance between the two approaches 

present firms with a dilemma. In case the added coordination costs of offshoring (the right-most 

area between the two curves) are higher than the costs of accumulating architectural knowledge 

prior to offshoring (the left-most area between the two curves), the experimental approach to 

offshoring displays higher accumulated performance than the other strategy. Conversely, in case 

the costs of accumulating architectural knowledge prior to offshoring are higher than the added 

costs of coordination of offshoring, the experiential strategy displays higher accumulated 

performance.
5
 

The inclusion of uncertainty to the model makes the picture more complicated, however. 

As illustrated in Figure 5.3, a firm pursuing an experimental strategy to offshoring would in the 

absence of uncertainty incrementally learn and accumulate knowledge of how to configure the 

organization to increase performance. By contrast, if there is high uncertainty in the 

technological landscape, it is evident that this learning is less likely to occur and the firm’s 

performance does not increase prior to offshoring despite an experimental search for new 

configurations that yield higher performance. Thus, uncertainty creates noise in the performance 

                                                 
5
 Of course, our use of accumulated performance as an objective is a simplification which deserves some 

elaboration. Arguably, it would be more realistic to assume that the firm’s objective was to maximize the net present 

value of the profits resulting from the strategies, in which case early performance is weighed more heavily than late 

performance. However, because the temporal ordering of the two strategies are always similar (the experiential 

strategy has higher performance than the experimental strategy before offshoring and lower performance after) such 

an assumption would not change our results, but merely shift the point of equivalence towards the experiential 

strategy. Hence, myopic firms with high discount rates would be more attracted towards the experiential strategy, 

whereas future-oriented firms with low discount rates would be more attracted towards the experimental strategy, 

everything else being equal. These predictions are so obvious, however, that we do not elaborate further on them. 
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which overwhelms the relative low coordination costs at home, leading to situations of causal 

ambiguity (Lippman and Rumelt, 1982). As a result, the decision maker cannot evaluate the 

effects of its organizational decisions before offshoring. Decision makers may thus find that 

organizational configurations and preparation measures taken prior to offshoring in an 

experimental strategy may prove inadequate, and that they need to unlearn the knowledge 

accumulated at home after offshoring implementation, in order to accommodate for the high 

uncertainties of operating in the offshoring locations. As the firm commences offshoring 

 200t  , it will therefore experience a larger drop in performance compared to the scenario 

with no uncertainty, after which marginal performance begins to increase.  

The impact of uncertainty to the experiential scenario is depicted in Figure 5.4. Here, it is 

evident that marginal performance up to the point of offshoring (t: 200) is equal to the scenario  

with no uncertainty (i.e., constant) as the firm does not commence any organizational 

 

Figure 5.3 – Performance scenario 1 with uncertainty (experimental strategy) 
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Figure 5.4 – Performance scenario 1 with uncertainty (experiential strategy) 

 

 

reconfigurations with the purpose of increasing performance. After offshoring is implemented, it 

will, due to the added distance between the domestic and foreign activities, experience that the 

cost of coordination is significantly higher than prior to the implementation, and performance 

will drop. In contrast to the scenario with no uncertainty, however, the firm will experience that 

the subsequent increase in marginal performance (as it begins to test different configurations as 

the increased coordination costs have been encountered) is lower than in the scenario with no 

uncertainty. Also here, the increased uncertainty creates more noise in the performance function 

which overwhelms the coordination costs. Accordingly, performance suffers as the firm finds it 

more difficult to evaluate the effects of its organizational decisions. 
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A contingency approach to offshoring 

With these basic assumptions, how do the experimental and experiential strategies compare? The 

answer to this question depends on the free parameters of the model—distance, uncertainty, 

coordination costs, and modularity. Moreover, in the real world there is likely to be a significant 

variation in these parameters—some industries have higher uncertainty and rely on more tacit 

knowledge than others and some firms offshore to more distant locations and have more modular 

architectures than others. In order to derive the empirical implications of our model of adaptation 

in offshoring we perform a Monte Carlo simulation of our model and apply empirical estimation 

techniques to this data set.
6
 This allows us to see which values and relationships would be 

uncovered in empirical research if given that the variables in our model are measurable and if 

that model provides a reasonable approximation to reality. These results are reported in Table 5.1 

and 5.2.  

We can see from Table 5.1 that the independent variables, while mutually uncorrelated, 

correlate with the performance measures. The results of Table 5.2, Model 1, reveal interesting 

insights about the determinants of the attractiveness between the experimental and experiential 

strategy to offshoring. First of all, when distance increases, the attractiveness of both strategies 

decreases, but more so for the experiential strategy which is subjects to dispersed learning. Thus,   

                                                 
6
 We generate observations by allowing our independent variables to take on different discrete values, including six 

values of LBk   3 6 15 18
80 80 80 80

, ,..., , , two values of d  1
3
,3 , two values of    1

10
, 2 , and 11 values of x 

 10 19 2011
20 20 20 20

, ,..., , . Furthermore, since there is a stochastic element in the draw of the modularity matrix, we draw 

two such matrices for each value of x. In order to avoid multicolinearity problems and confounding effects in later 

regression models, we create a completely stratified sample as to their values of the independent variables, i.e. where 

all possible combinations of the independent variable values listed above occur. This results in a total of 

6 2 2 11 2 524      observations. This complete stratification approach enables us to create independent variables that 

are completely uncorrelated. For each observation, we run 500 simulations for the experimental strategy and 500 for 

the experiential strategy, and find the average accumulated performance for each strategy, recording both the 

absolute and the relative cumulative performance of the two strategies. As a robustness check we also conducted the 

simulation where we allowed the firm to take two activities and move them in pairs (and not just one activity at a 

time), but the results were qualitatively similar to the ones presented here. 
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Table 5.1 – Correlations-matrix (N=528)* 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1) Modularity (x) 1 
      

2) Coordination costs 

(Klb) 
0 1 

     

3) Distance (d) 0 0 1 
    

4) Uncertainty (s) 0 0 0 1 
   

5) Accumulated 

performance – 

Experiential strategy 

0.02 -0.65 -0.67 -0.05 1 
  

6) Accumulated 

performance – 

Experimental strategy 

-0.01 -0.72 -0.49 -0.38 0.88 1 
 

7) Accumulated 

performance difference 

(experiential – 

experimental strategy) 

0.03 -0.52 -0.7 0.18 0.95 0.68 1 

Mean 0.75 0.13 1.67 1.05 396,435 414,086 -17,651 

Std. Dev. 0.16 0.06 1.33 0.95 38,725 17,067 25,011 

Minimum 0.5 0.04 0.33 0.1 298,885 369,045 -81,149 

Maximum 1 0.23 3 2 448,521 447,405 23,381 

*All coefficients above .09 are significant at 5% level of significance 

 

with high distance between the onshore and offshore activities, firms benefit from searching for 

an optimal configuration prior to the offshoring implementation while the activities are still co-

located. Specifically, when a firm decides to offshore activities to a location where the impact of 

distance on coordination is high due to factors such as institutional and cultural differences (i.e., 

Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1989; Martinez and Jarillo, 1989), an experimental strategy to offshoring 

will yield higher accumulated performance than an experiential strategy. These effects are in 

accordance with extant literature that argues that offshoring preparation—such as predefined 

corporate-wide offshoring strategies that ex ante articulate deliberate plans and guidelines for the   
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Table 5.2 – OLS-models (N=528) 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 

Accumulated performance 

difference (experiential – 

experimental strategy) 

Accumulated performance – 

experiential strategy 

Accumulated performance – 

experimental strategy 

Modularity 
4,512 4,512 4,482 4,482 -30 -30 

Coordination 

costs 

-203,173*** -203,173*** -394,721*** -394,721*** -191,548*** -191,548*** 

Distance 
-13,189*** -14,979*** -19,478*** -19,961*** -6,289*** -4,982*** 

Uncertainty 
4,617*** 1,775* -2,124*** -2,892** -6,742*** -4,667*** 

Distance * 

Uncertainty 
 1,705***  460  -1,245*** 

Intercept 22,765*** 25,749*** 479,574*** 480,380*** 456,809*** 454,631*** 

F-value 

R-square 

F-test for 

increment in 

R-square 

517*** 

.798 

- 

432*** 

.806 

19.24*** 

964*** 

.880 

- 

772*** 

.881 

0.87 

1,184*** 

.901 

- 

1,044*** 

0.909 

44.30*** 

*, ** and *** indicates 5%, 1% and 0.1% level of significance, respectively. 

 

adoption and implementation of offshoring activities—is generally positively correlated with 

actual performance (e.g., Heijmen et al., 2008; Lewin and Couto, 2007; Massini et al., 2010). 

Hence:  

 

Proposition 1: Increasing distance is positively associated with the relative attractiveness 

of the experimental strategy to offshoring. 

 

Second, the results of Table 5.2 suggest that a similar effect occurs when the marginal 

coordination costs increase. For example, the successful coordination in a firm may depend on 
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costly face-to-face coordination (in contrast to formalized coordination mechanisms such as 

standardization and centralization) where employees need to be physically co-located to ensure 

joint work (e.g., research and development). This may be the case in industries characterized by 

tacit and complex knowledge, which is difficult and costly to communicate. In these cases, it is 

thus beneficial to search for an optimal organizational configuration while the activities are still 

co-located so that the activities requiring costly coordination are placed only in one country and 

not across countries. We thus propose the following:  

 

Proposition 2: Increasing coordination costs is positively associated with the relative 

attractiveness of the experimental strategy to offshoring. 

 

Uncertainty has both a direct effect and a moderating effect on the impact of distance. To 

distinguish these two effects it is useful to compare the two strategies’ profiles under high and 

low uncertainty. We see that the degree of uncertainty has a direct positive effect on the relative 

attractiveness of the experimental strategy. With increasing uncertainty in firms’ technological 

landscape, noise in the profit function overwhelms the low coordination costs at home, leading to 

a situation of causal ambiguity (Lippman and Rumelt, 1982) where the firm cannot evaluate the 

effects of its organizational decisions. Contingencies such as product and organizational life-

cycles or demand fluctuations may create increased uncertainty in the technological landscape 

which consequently undermines the decision maker’s ability to effectively estimate and predict 

how to most effectively adapt in the context of offshoring. As such, in situations with high 

uncertainty surrounding the offshoring decision, firms benefit from choosing an experiential 

strategy to offshoring in which the successful adaptation would be the result of cumulative 
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learning by doing over long periods of time (cf., Nelson and Winter, 1982; Adler and Clark, 

1991). Accordingly: 

 

Proposition 3: Increasing uncertainty is positively associated with the attractiveness of 

the experiential strategy to offshoring. 

 

Furthermore, we see that uncertainty has a positive moderating effect on the negative 

relationship between distance and the attractiveness of the experiential strategy to offshoring. 

Looking at the regressions for the individual strategies, we can see that this reflects a negative 

interaction between the two variables on the experimental strategy. While distance increases the 

costs of coordination after offshoring, uncertainty lowers the effect of learning at home leaving 

the firm more vulnerable to high coordination costs once it offshores, and hence results in a more 

negative relationship between distance and performance (Model 3). A similar negative 

moderating effect does not exist for the experiential strategy, which does not even attempt to 

learn at home, and hence this effect shows up as positively moderating effect on the relative 

attractiveness of the experiential strategy (Model 2). This leads to the following proposition: 

 

Proposition 4: The relationship between distance and the relative attractiveness of the 

experiential strategy to offshoring is positively moderated by uncertainty. 

 

The degree of modularity of the technological landscape does not seem to have any direct 

effect on the attractiveness of the two strategies. The coefficients on the relative and absolute 

attractiveness of experiential strategy to offshoring are positive, but not significant. Modularity 
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as an organizing principle has been suggested an effective tool to manage complexity (Sanchez 

and Mahoney, 1996; Baldwin and Clark, 2000). For example, Simon (1962: 482) argues that 

complex systems achieve more and are easier to manage if they possess hierarchical and ‘near 

decomposable’ structures. Since we hold the underlying technological landscape constant in the 

model, these results are therefore not unexpected. 

 

5.5  DISCUSSION 

In this paper, we have built a model that examines the performance implications of how firms 

adapt when relocating organizational activities to foreign locations (i.e., engaging in offshoring). 

Prior research suggests that firms adapt by using measures such as patching, recombination and 

reconfiguration of firm activities (Eisenhardt and Brown, 1999; Karim and Mitchell, 2004), 

resources (Henderson and Clark, 1990; Galunic and Rodan, 1998), and divisional boundaries 

(Hoskisson and Johnson, 1992; Birkinshaw and Lingblad, 2005). However, little offshoring 

research has embraced the insights generated from the literature on organizational change and 

reconfiguration to understand how firms optimize performance when relocating activities abroad. 

At the same time, it is not clear how firms’ adaptation efforts are influenced by factors such as 

the added distance between home and host countries as signified by offshoring.  

Accordingly, we have modeled the process of adapting to an underlying technological 

landscape through the accumulating architectural knowledge in the context of offshoring. As 

such, we have modeled a firm that after a certain point in time relocates a number of activities to 

a foreign location. In this process, the firm needs to adapt to an underlying technological 

landscape by making incremental changes to the configuration by assigning and reassigning 

different activities to different organizational units. In order to do this, however, the firm needs 
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architectural knowledge to understand the components of the organizational system and how 

these interact (Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Brusoni and Prencipe, 2006; Ethiraj and Levinthal 

2004a; Henderson and Clark, 1994; von Hippel, 1990).  

Our results are two-fold: First, we portray how firms adapt in the context of offshoring. 

We do this by juxtaposing two knowledge accumulation strategies: an experimental learning 

strategy, in which the firm experiments and searches for an optimal configuration prior to the 

offshoring implementation while the activities are still at home; and an experiential learning 

strategy, where the firm searches for an optimal configuration after the actual offshoring 

implementation based on its experiences. We show that a firm pursuing an experimental strategy 

will experience a comparatively lower performance while the activities are still co-located, but 

this increases as the firm identifies configurations which reduce coordination costs. Conversely, 

a firm pursuing the experiential strategy will rather experience a significant drop in performance 

following the offshoring implementation when coordination costs become higher due to the 

added distance, after which it experiments with different configurations to increase performance. 

However, we also show that these general adaptation patterns are largely dependent on 

uncertainty, which to a large extent hampers deliberate learning efforts. With increasing 

uncertainty, the ability to evaluate the appropriateness of the architectural knowledge is 

undermined, and the likelihood of committing inefficient design decisions increases. Thus, 

growing uncertainties of offshoring leads to situation of causal ambiguity (Lippman and Rumelt, 

1982) where the decision maker will find it increasingly difficult to separate the effects of their 

reconfiguration experiments from the effects of other influences, and thus unable to prepare. 

Second, in order to derive empirically testable research propositions, we subject our 

model to a Monte Carlo simulation and apply empirical estimation techniques to investigate the 
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relative attractiveness of the experimental and experiential strategies, respectively. The results 

suggest that the attractiveness of the experimental strategy increases with distance and 

coordination costs, but that it decreases with uncertainty. As such, the effective adaptation within 

a given configuration needs not always be a result of cumulative learning-by-doing over time 

(Nelson and Winter, 1982; Adler and Clark, 1991), but can rather be planned ahead. However, as 

the uncertainty of offshoring to new locations increases, the attractiveness of the experiential 

strategy where the firm approaches offshoring as a learning-by-doing process grows. Moreover, 

we found that uncertainty has a positive moderating effect on the negative relationship between 

distance and the attractiveness of the experiential strategy. Thus, with uncertainty, firms benefit 

from learning-by-doing despite vast distances. These are interesting observations as they counter 

conventional wisdom on the value of preparation in offshoring (e.g., Heijmen et al., 2008; Lewin 

and Couto, 2007; Massini et al., 2010). Rather than assuming that firms preparing upfront by 

implementing predefined corporate-wide offshoring strategies with deliberate plans and 

guidelines for the adoption of offshoring activities are more likely to generate higher offshoring 

performance, our results suggest that in some cases it may be more attractive for firms to pursue 

a learning-by-doing strategy to offshoring, particularly if the uncertainty inherent in the 

technological landscape is high.  

 

Theoretical implications 

This paper set out by drawing on the literature of organizational reconfiguration (e.g., Eisenhardt 

and Brown, 1999; Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a; Karim, 2006; Zhou, 2011) to provide a more 

complete view of how firms relocate organizational activities to international locations. In this 

regards, the question of how firms adapt to underlying technological landscapes given the impact 
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of distance has been emphasized. In contrast to existing views on internationalization 

emphasizing how firms need to adapt to new foreign environments (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977; 

Lord and Ranft, 2000; Makino and Delios, 1996), the perspective taken in this paper rather 

stresses the performance implications of how firms gain architectural knowledge when going 

abroad. In particular, we argue that the added distance between organizational activities increases 

firms’ coordination costs and that they must search for new configurations in accordance with 

the international dispersion in order to optimize performance. As such, besides accumulating 

local market knowledge (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977; Lord and Ranft, 2000; Makino and Delios, 

1996), firms must also accumulate architectural knowledge (Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Brusoni 

and Prencipe, 2006; Ethiraj and Levinthal 2004a; Henderson and Clark, 1994). Future research 

could therefore to a larger extent acknowledge how distance impacts the interdependencies 

between organizational units when reconfiguring and how this eventually impacts performance 

(see also Kumar et al., 2008; Srikanth and Puranam, 2011). 

Moreover, this paper provides impetus to a paradox that firms face when choosing 

between an experimental and an experiential strategy to offshoring by emphasizing both the 

process before and after offshoring implementation as well the accumulated performance 

implications between the two strategies. This has important implications for research on 

offshoring and the global distribution of work (Contractor et al., 2010; Manning et al., 2008; 

Srikanth and Puranam et al., 2011). Besides formally modeling a process of offshoring, we have 

articulated two distinct strategies to offshoring that each yield different performance implications 

based on a number of contingencies such as the marginal coordination costs, the impact of 

distance on firms’ ability to coordinate international activities, and the role of uncertainty in 

firms’ technological landscapes. It therefore becomes erroneous to presume either that firms that 
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invest more resources into preparing for offshoring generally perform better than firms that do 

not (e.g., Heijmen et al., 2008; Lewin and Couto, 2007; Massini et al., 2010) or that an optimal 

organizational adaptation is always the result of cumulative learning-by-doing (Nelson and 

Winter, 1982; Adler and Clark, 1991). In contrast, we suggest that the optimal strategy considers 

how offshoring alters the organizational configuration and takes into account both coordination 

costs, the comparative costs advantages between the two locations, and uncertainty. Moreover, 

we suggest that the firm’s ability to identify the optimal organizational configuration for 

offshoring is subject to the accumulation of architectural knowledge and depends on the signal-

to-noise ratio (i.e., coordination costs to the uncertainty parameter). In line with this, future 

research could therefore empirically investigate how decision makers accumulate architectural 

knowledge in the process of offshoring, and to what extent this is influenced by the uncertainty 

of firms’ underlying technological landscapes. 

More broadly, our study suggests that the task of accumulating architectural knowledge 

(Ethiraj and Levinthal 2004a; Henderson and Clark, 1990) presents firms with a paradox in 

which they need to balance the tradeoff between strategic rationales such as lower production 

costs in foreign locations and the changing costs of coordination when implementing such 

strategic rationales. In particular, we argue that uncertainty surrounding such decisions can lead 

to situations of causal ambiguity (Lippman and Rumelt, 1982), in which efforts to learn prior to 

implementation may turn out wrong and even counterproductive. While we examined this 

paradox in the context of a simulation study of offshoring, future research could empirically 

operationalize this by investigating which organizational and environmental contingencies are 

more relevant to how firms approach this. 
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Practical implications  

These results have important strategic implications for firms that decide to internationalize and 

offshore. As we suggest, there is no clear-cut answer to whether one learning strategy yields 

higher performance than another. Thus, decision makers need to weight the choice to engage in 

offshoring upon several contingencies such as distance, coordination costs, modularity and 

uncertainty. For example, firms can take different measures to address coordination costs by 

replacing costly tacit coordination mechanisms such as pre-project familiarity among team 

members with more codified or ICT enabled coordination mechanisms (Srikanth and Puranam, 

2011). Instead of relying on people-based integration mechanisms, firms can choose to 

implement more cost-effective information or formalization integration mechanisms (Kim et al., 

2003). Moreover, a crucial factor in offshoring strategy planning relates to the impact of distance 

on coordination. Obviously, this is a decision that is largely influenced by other factors such as 

cost levels, supply of qualified labor, and access to resources and markets. However, our study 

indicates that the choice between ‘near-shoring’ and ‘far-shoring’ (Carmel and Abbott, 2007) can 

have important performance implications stemming from how the organization configured. 

As a result, the managerial task of preparing for internationalization and offshoring is not 

straightforward. For example, a decision maker may overestimate the impact of distance between 

domestic and foreign activities on coordination costs, and thus decide to pursue an experimental 

strategy by encountering costs of accumulating architectural knowledge at home, while it would 

have been more profitable to pursue an experiential strategy. However, by doing this, the firm 

would risk that some of the learning achieved at home can turn out to be irrelevant once 

offshoring has been implemented. Thus, rather than responding to actual coordination 

challenges, the firm would need to forecast and project future coordination scenarios while 
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activities are co-located. Yet, these scenarios may not reflect the actual coordination challenges 

in an international situation, and, as a consequence, the firm would need to ‘unlearn’ knowledge 

on optimal configurations once the activities have been relocated. Equally, an underestimation of 

the impact of distance between domestic and foreign activities on coordination costs may lead 

the decision maker to pursue an experiential strategy, even though the opposite would have been 

more profitable. This is amplified by situations in which short-termism and incentives for current 

profit maximization may lead the decision maker to pursue the strategy that yields immediate 

highest performance (i.e., the experiential strategy), while the experimental strategy might prove 

more profitable over time. 

 

Concluding remarks 

By presenting and comparing two different architectural knowledge accumulation strategies, this 

study has investigated the performance implications of firm adaptation in the context of 

offshoring. Obviously, our approach leaves us with substantial limitations, in which our 

parsimonious model may omit important factors that explain firm behavior. That being said, we 

believe that the clarity, ease of comparability, logical power and transparency offered by 

modeling (Harrison et al., 2007) allows us to pinpoint central aspects of offshoring and 

organizational reconfiguration that are otherwise neglected in empirical research designs. 
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Chapter 6 
 

 

 

Conclusion 
 

 

 

 

6.1 SUMMARY 

Guided by the research question—what are the organizational consequences of offshoring?—

this thesis investigates offshoring as an organizational reconfiguration in which co-located 

activities are relocated to foreign locations. Whether firms offshore with the purpose of accessing 

resources or as a response to environmental pressures, this thesis argues that a consequence of 

offshoring relates to the increased need for coordinating and integrating globally dispersed 

activities. Unless the complexity of coordinating offshored activities is managed, the initial 

rationales of offshoring become jeopardized and the likelihood of failure increases.  

The thesis consists of four research papers using various datasets and methodologies that 

investigate different aspects of the organizational process of relocating firm activities to locations 

outside the home country. The first paper (Chapter 2) argues that the organizational complexity 

of offshoring leads to ‘hidden costs’ of reconfiguring the organization when implementing 

activities abroad. Complexity subjects decision makers to bounded rationality and consequently 

undermines their ability to foresee and estimate the costs of offshoring (leading to cost 

estimation errors). However, it also is argued that the organizational design orientations of firms’ 

offshoring strategies and offshoring experience are positively moderating the relationship 

between complexity and cost estimation errors. With design orientation and experience, firms are 

more likely to anticipate and align offshoring complexity with corresponding organizational 
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structures and processes. Thus, organizational design orientation and experience nurture decision 

makers’ ability to anticipate the costs of complex organizations.  

The second paper (Chapter 3) follows up on the first paper by arguing that a consequence 

of the hidden reconfiguration costs is a negative impact on the process performance of the 

offshored activity. The opportunity costs of wrongly estimating reconfiguration costs negatively 

influence the process performance of the activity as the operations of the activity are likely to be 

disrupted by managerial responses to the cost estimation errors. However, it is also argued that 

the modularity of the offshored activities positively moderates process performance. Arguing 

that complexity and the increasing need for coordination are important sources of cost estimation 

failures, modularity offers an important mechanism to reduce the need for coordination when 

offshoring, and thus moderate the negative performance implications of cost estimation errors. 

The third paper (Chapter 4) argues that firms’ experience with particular offshoring 

implementations has a positive impact on the extent to which firms consider organizational 

objectives in their strategies. Since the organizational reconfiguration of offshoring encapsulates 

new architectural challenges and complexities, firms subsequently need to reintegrate the 

geographically dispersed organizational elements so that they can be supportive of the 

organizational objectives. Firms thus need architectural knowledge in order to identify and 

uncover how the distances imposed by geographies, cultures and institutions impact the 

interdependencies between organizational activities. As firms gain experience with the 

offshoring implementation and thereby accumulate architectural knowledge, firms increasingly 

understand the true nature of the organizational activities and the interdependencies between 

these, and will therefore acknowledge this in their strategies.  
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The final paper (Chapter 5) builds on the third research paper, but rather argues that 

architectural knowledge accumulation need not necessarily be a result of cumulative learning-by-

doing, but can rather be achieved experimentally prior to the actual offshoring relocation takes 

place. The performance implications of the experiential learning strategy (learning-by-doing 

after offshoring implementation) and the experimental learning strategy (home-based learning 

before offshoring implementation) are then compared, and it is argued that when the increased 

cost of coordinating an international organization are higher than the gains of production abroad, 

firms benefit from accumulating architectural knowledge prior to the international 

reconfiguration. However, when the uncertainty of firms’ underlying technological landscape 

increases, they are better off by choosing an experiential learning strategy. Moreover, uncertainty 

has a positive moderating effect on the relationship between distance and the attractiveness of the 

experiential learning strategy, as it lowers the effect of learning at home and leaves the firm more 

vulnerable to higher coordination costs once it goes abroad. As such, uncertainty signifies a 

lower signal-to-noise ratio which leads to situations of causal ambiguity, and the value of 

accumulating architectural knowledge through the experimental learning strategy is undermined. 

Taken together, these papers regard offshoring as an organizational reconfiguration with 

consequences for aspects such as complexity, the interdependencies between organizational 

activities, decision making, performance, and architectural knowledge. The disintegration and 

relocation of organizational activities create complexity which, in turn, negatively impacts 

decision makers’ ability to accurately estimate the costs caused by the organizational change 

from co-location to geographical dispersion (Chapter 2). While this has negative performance 

implications for the offshored activity (Chapter 3), factors such as organizational design 

orientation, modularity and experience are found to be important to reduce this negative impact. 
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In particular, firms’ level of architectural knowledge is important to anticipate and align 

offshoring complexity with corresponding organizational structures and processes. Firms can 

either accumulate knowledge experientially through learning-by-doing (Chapter 4) or through 

experimental learning (Chapter 5). Thus, in order to understand why some firms fail when 

offshoring and others do not, these papers emphasize that the organizational consequences of 

relocating organizational activities to foreign locations entail complexities that require firms to 

invest additional resources in coordinating the offshored activities so that an efficient 

reintegration can be achieved. 

 

Theoretical implications and future research 

The findings presented in this thesis contain a number of important theoretical implications for 

future research. Specifically, this thesis contributes to the literature by 1) conceptualizing 

offshoring as an organizational reconfiguration; 2) stressing the hidden costs of offshoring; and 

3) pinpointing the role and strategies of architectural knowledge in organizational change. 

 First, the conceptualization of offshoring as an organizational reconfiguration suggests 

that the organizational sphere needs to be acknowledged and incorporated into the analysis of 

offshoring. Much research has successfully established why firms offshore (Contractor et al., 

2010; Dossani and Kenney, 2006; Lewin et al., 2009), the characteristics of the offshoring 

implementation (Demirbag and Glaister, 2010; Doh et al., 2009; Hutzschenreuter et al., 2011), 

and performance outcomes (Bertrant, 2011; Mol et al., 2005; Nieto and Rodríguez, 2011). 

However, less attention has been devoted to the organizational design of offshoring. As is 

demonstrated in this thesis, the organizational design of offshoring is important to understand 

why some firms manage their offshoring activities better than others. For example, it is argued 
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that the disintegration and relocation of organizational activities results in additional 

complexities and coordination requirements that subsequently challenge the successful 

reintegration of the offshored activities. Thus, while performance can be determined by firms’ 

ability to access low-cost labor in foreign locations, the argument put forth here is that for this to 

materialize firms need to manage the organizational consequences of relocating activities abroad. 

Future research could therefore look more broadly into what is actually signified by the 

organizational reconfiguration. Since this thesis relies predominantly on cross-sectional survey 

data, it omits an in-depth scrutiny of the actual process of both the offshoring reconfiguration and 

the decision-making processes leading up to the reconfiguration. Future studies could therefore 

use qualitative research designs to better address the actual process of implementing activities in 

foreign locations and how this impacts the organization.  

More generally, by emphasizing the change from co-location to geographical dispersion, 

the findings of this thesis may contribute to research on organizational designs in complex 

environments (Brusoni and Prencipe, 2006; Ethiraj and Levinthal, 2004a; Nadler and Tushman, 

1997). Particularly, it is emphasized that the process of offshoring may challenge the capacity of 

conventional organizational forms and structures to facilitate and safeguard globally dispersed 

operations. When engaging in offshoring, firms are required to implement coordination 

mechanisms that accommodate for the added distance between interdependent activities in order 

to reintegrate their activities. As such, it is argued that offshoring serves as an important 

empirical research ground to investigate larger organizational questions relating to organizational 

change, design, and integration. For example, the change signified by offshoring challenges 

firms’ ability to manage organizational complexity, but also their estimation of organizational 

changes. While the research papers in this thesis have emphasized factors such as firms’ 
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organizational design orientation, architectural knowledge and modularity to be of importance 

when offshoring, future research could aim to better understand the effects of other design 

alternatives and mechanisms that firms can use when faced with an organizational 

reconfiguration. Moreover, interdependencies can take many different forms (Thompson, 1967; 

Van de Ven et al., 1976). There may also be substantial differences between interdependent 

agents and activities (Puranam et al., 2012). Future research should therefore investigate more 

specifically how and between whom the interdependencies across distances occur. Finally, since 

offshoring require firms to reintegrate the relocated activities into the organization, a relevant 

research topic relates to the role of systems integrators, i.e., agents in the organization that “lead 

and coordinate from a technological and organizational viewpoint the work of suppliers involved 

in the network.” (Brusoni et al., 2001: 613; Hobday et al., 2005). In an organizational system 

consisting of a number of offshored components and entities, the systems integrators thus 

become the architect that integrates and coordinates the different capabilities and resources of the 

different actors into a final output. Future research could therefore investigate how distinct 

agents identify optimal governance and integration mechanisms in a geographically dispersed 

organizational system.   

Second, the findings of this thesis have implications for ongoing research on hidden costs 

in offshoring and strategic decision making. In offshoring research, the idea of hidden costs is 

new and has predominantly been treated conceptually and anecdotally to underscore how 

offshoring might be more challenging than initially expected (e.g., Dibbern et al., 2008; 

Stringfellow et al., 2008). The findings presented here contribute to this research by theoretically 

and empirically pinpointing complexity as a main driver of hidden costs, showing how hidden 

costs deter process performance, and identifying how firms’ may manage hidden costs through 
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strategy orientation, experience and modularity. Future research could aim to better understand 

the actual mechanisms that make decision makers more or less able to foresee future costs of 

reconfiguration. Moreover, future research could endeavor to develop a stronger instrument of 

hidden costs. In this thesis, hidden costs are operationalized as the respondents’ perceptions of 

the difference between the expected and realized costs of offshoring, using cross-sectional 

observations. However, retrospective views about initial expectations may be skewed and 

underestimated. Thus, a research design using observations collected before and after the 

offshoring implementation would have obvious advantages compared to the design used in this 

thesis. 

More generally, the focus on hidden costs contribute to research on estimation in strategic 

decision making (e.g., Durand, 2003; Hogarth and Makridakis, 1981; Kahneman and Lovallo, 

1993; Makadok and Walker, 2000; March and Simon, 1958). As a main function of strategic 

decision making relates to decision makers’ accurate estimation of the costs of implementing 

strategic decisions, this thesis has demonstrated how complexity undermines managers’ ability to 

account for all important decision factors which in turn increases the risk that certain 

performance-detrimental consequences remain hidden in the strategic decision-making process. 

This contributes to research that emphasize the inhibiting role of complexity in decision-making 

processes (Langlois and Robertson, 1992; Loasby, 1976; Nickerson and Zenger, 2002) by 

focusing on the role of the organizational context in decision makers’ estimation ability (e.g., 

Durand, 2003; Hogarth and Makridakis, 1981; March and Simon, 1958) and, in particular, on 

how organizational complexity undermines decision makers’ ability to account for costs of 

implementation.  
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Third, this research contributes to research focusing on the role and strategies of 

architectural knowledge in organizational change (e.g., Baldwin and Clark, 2000; Brusoni and 

Prencipe, 2006; Henderson and Clark, 1990). In particular, the findings of this thesis stress the 

importance of architectural knowledge in the offshoring process. Since offshoring signifies a 

change in the organizational configuration, firms need architectural knowledge on how the 

interdependencies spanning across geographies, cultures and institutions impact the 

organizational system in order to make effective design decisions. Moreover, rather than 

stressing local market knowledge in order to optimize international operations (Johanson and 

Vahlne, 1977; Lord and Ranft, 2000; Makino and Delios, 1996), these findings suggest that firms 

must also accumulate architectural knowledge. Future research should therefore to a larger extent 

acknowledge how distance impacts the interdependencies between organizational units when 

reconfiguring and how this eventually impacts performance. 

Moreover, this thesis has explicated and compared two strategies to accumulate 

architectural knowledge. In this respect, it is argued that one must understand contingencies such 

as distance, coordination costs and uncertainty to determine the strategies’ relative attractiveness. 

It may therefore be misleading to presume either that firms that invest more resources into 

preparing for offshoring generally perform better than firms that do not (e.g., Heijmen et al., 

2008; Lewin and Couto, 2007; Massini et al., 2010) or that an optimal organizational adaptation 

is always the result of cumulative learning-by-doing (Nelson and Winter, 1982; Adler and Clark, 

1991). Future research could therefore investigate more in depth the contingencies that lead to 

successful knowledge accumulation. For example, while different forms of experience and 

learning might contribute differently to organizational behavior and performance (Haunschild 

and Sullivan, 2002; Madsen and Desai, 2010), it has not been possible to disentangle different 
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facets of learning more specifically in this thesis. Future research could therefore investigate 

which types of experience and learning that contribute the most to the identification of 

organizational forms and structures in increasingly complex firms. 

 

Concluding remarks 

Much research has argued that offshoring requires new theories to explain the phenomenon as 

the practice breaks with established theories on international expansion (Doh, 2005; Kedia and 

Mukherjee, 2009; Mol et al., 2005; Youngdahl and Ramaswamy, 2008). In this thesis, offshoring 

is rather regarded as an empirical context in which existing theories on international expansion 

and organizational design can be investigated, extended, and modified. The inherent challenges 

in changing the organization from consisting of co-located activities to dispersed activities make 

offshoring an important empirical field for investigating complexity and design in contemporary 

organizations. Thus, offshoring should not be dealt with in isolation, but rather be viewed as a 

phenomenon that can further more established theoretical fields of international business, 

strategic management and organizational design. According to Tallman (2010: 6), “If we 

continue to look at offshoring and outsourcing as unique, isolated, modern phenomena, we will 

end up as catalogers and scolds, but with little to offer either to practice or, in the end, to 

scholarship.” This thesis concurs with this statement by investigating offshoring in an 

organizational context.  

  



176 

 

References 

 

Adler PS, Clark KB. 1991. Behind the learning curve: a sketch of the learning process. 

Management Science 37(3): 267-281. 

Aiken MS, Bacharach B, French JL. 1980. Organizational structure, work process, and proposal 

making in administrative bureaucracies. Academy of Management Journal 23(4): 631-652. 

Allen TJ. 1977. Managing the Flow of Technology. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 

Anderson P, Tushman M. 1990. Technological discontinuities and dominant designs: A cyclical 

model of technological change. Administrative Science Quarterly 35: 604-633.  

Anderson P. 1999. Complexity theory and organization science. Organization Science 10(3): 

216-232.  

Argyres N, Mayer KJ. 2007. Contract design as a firm capability: an integration of learning and 

transaction cost perspectives. Academy of Management Review 32(4): 1060-1077. 

Aron R, Singh JV. 2005. Getting offshoring right. Harvard Business Review 83(12): 135-143.  

Baldwin CY, Clark KB. 2000. Design rules. vol. 1 - The power of modularity. The MIT Press, 

Cambridge, Mass.  

Baldwin CY, Clark KB. 2003. The Value, Costs and Organizational Consequences of 

Modularity. Working paper. Available at: 

http://www.people.hbs.edu/cbaldwin/DR1/DR1Overview.pdf (last accessed: 04.28.2010).  

Bartell CA, Ghoshal S. 1989. Managing across borders: The transnational solution. Harvard 

Business School Press. Boston, MA.  

Barthélemy J. 2001. The hidden costs of IT outsourcing. MIT Sloan Management Review 42(3): 

60-69.  

Bar-Yam, Y. 1997. Dynamics of Complex Systems. Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA. 

Bertrand O. 2011. What goes around, comes around: Effects of offshore outsourcing on the 

export performance of firms. Journal of International Business Studies 42(2): 334-344.  

Bettis RA, Bradley SP, Hamel G. 1992. Outsourcing and industrial decline. Academy of 

Management Executive 6(1): 7-22.  

Birkinshaw J, Lingblad M. 2005. Intrafirm competition and charter evolution in the 

multibusiness firm. Organization Science 16(6): 674-686. 

Blau JR, McKinley W. 1979. Idea, complexity, and innovation. Administrative Science 

Quarterly 24(2): 200-219. 



177 

 

Brusoni S, Marengo L, Prencipe A, Valente M. 2007. The value and costs of modularity: a 

problem-solving perspective. European Management Review 4 (2): 121-132.  

Brusoni S, Prencipe A, Pavitt K. 2001. Knowledge specialization, organizational coupling, and 

the boundaries of the firm: Why do firms know more than they make? Administrative Science 

Quarterly 46(4): 597-621.  

Brusoni S, Prencipe A. 2001. Unpacking the Black Box of Modularity: Technologies, Products 

and Organizations. Industrial & Corporate Change 10 (1): 179-205.  

Brusoni S, Prencipe A. 2006. Making design rules: A multidomain perspective. Organization 

Science 17(2) 179-189.  

Bunyaratavej K, Doh JP, Hahn ED, Lewin AY, Massini S. 2011. Conceptual Issues in Services 

Offshoring Research: A Multidisciplinary Review. Group & Organization Management 36 (1): 

70-102.  

Campbell DJ. 1988. Task complexity: a review and analysis. Academy of Management Review 

13(1): 40-52. 

Carmel E., Abbott P. 2007. Why ‘nearshore’ means that distance matters. Communications of the 

ACM 50(10): 40-46. 

Chadee D, Raman R. 2009. International outsourcing of information technology services: 

Review and future directions. International Marketing Review 26 (4/5): 411-438. 

Chandler A. 1962. Strategy and Structure: Chapters in the History of the American Industrial 

Enterprise. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Chang SJ, van Witteloostuijn A. Eden  L. 2010. From the Editors: Common method variance in 

international business research. Journal of International Business Studies 41: 178–84. 

Clark H, S Brennan. 1991. Grounding in communication. L. B. Resnick, J. M. Levine, S. D. 

Teasley, eds. Perspectives on Socially Shared Cognition. APA Books, Washington, D.C., 127–

149.  

Contractor FJ, Kumar V, Kundu SK, Pedersen T. 2010. Reconceptualizing the firm in a world of 

outsourcing and offshoring: the organizational and geographical relocation of high-value 

company functions. Journal of Management Studies 47(8): 1417-1433.  

Contractor FJ, Kumar V, Kundu SK, Pedersen T. 2011. Global outsourcing and offshoring: An 

integrated approach to theory and corporate strategy. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Damanpour F. 1996. Organizational complexity and innovation: developing and testing multiple 

contingencies. Management Science 42(5): 693-716. 

Das TK, Teng BS. 1999. Cognitive biases and strategic decision processes: an integrative 

perspective. Journal of Management Studies 36: 757-778. 

Datta DK. 1991. Organizational Fit and Acquisition Performance: Effects of Post-Acquisition 

Integration. Strategic Management Journal 12 (4): 281-297.  



178 

 

Davenport TH. 2005. The Coming Commoditization of processes. Harvard Business Review 83 

(6): 100-108.  

Dean JW, Sharfman MP. 1996. Does decision process matter? A study of strategic decision-

making effectiveness. Academy of Management Journal 39(2): 368-396. 

Demirbag M, Glaister KW. 2010. Factors Determining Offshore Location Choice for R&D 

Projects: A Comparative Study of Developed and Emerging Regions. Journal of Management 

Studies 47(8): 1534-1560.  

Dess G, Robinson RB. 1984. Measuring organizational performance in the absence of objective 

measures: The case of the privately-held firms and conglomerate business unit. Strategic 

Management Journal 5: 265-273.  

Dibbern J, Winkler J, Heinzl A. 2008. Explaining variations in client extra costs between 

software projects offshored to India. MIS Quarterly 32(2): 333-366.  

DiMaggio P, Powell WW. 1983. The iron cage revisited: institutional isomorphism and 

collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review 48(2): 147-160. 

Doh JP, Bunyaratavej K, Hahn ED. 2009. Separable but not equal: The location determinants of 

discrete services offshoring activities. Journal of International Business Studies 40 (6): 926-943.  

Dossani R, Kenney M. 2003. ‘Lift and shift’: moving the back office to India. Information 

Technologies & International Development 1(2): 21-37.  

Drazin R, Ven AHVd. 1985. Alternative Forms of Fit in Contingency Theory. Administrative 

Science Quarterly 30 (4): 514-539.  

Durand R. 2003. Predicting a firm’s forecasting ability: the roles of organizational illusion of 

control and organizational attention Strategic Management Journal. 24(9): 821-838. 

Edmondson AC, McManus SE. 2007. Methodological fit in management field research. 

Academy of Management Review 32(4): 1155-1179. 

Eisenhardt KM, Bourgeois LJ. 1988. Politics of strategic decision-making in high velocity 

environments: toward a mid-range theory. Academy of Management Journal 31: 737-770. 

Eisenhardt KM, Brown SL. 1999. Patching: Restitching business portfolios in dynamic markets. 

Harvard Business Review 77(3): 72-82. 

Eisenhardt KM, Graebner ME. 2007. Theory building from cases: Opportunities and challenges. 

Academy of Management Journal 50(1): 25-32. 

Eisenhardt KM, Martin JA. 2000. Dynamic capabilities: What are they? Strategic Management 

Journal 21(10–11): 1105–1121. 

Eisenhardt KM, Zbaracki MJ. 1992. Strategic decision making. Strategic Management Journal, 

Winter Special Issue 13: 17-37. 



179 

 

Eisenhardt KM. 1989. Building theories from case study research. Academy of Management 

Review 14(4): 532-550. 

Ernst D, Kim L. 2002. Global production networks, knowledge diffusion, and local capability 

formation. Research Policy 31(8): 1417-1429. 

Ethiraj SK, Kale P, Krishnan MS, Singh JV. 2005. Where do capabilities come from and how do 

they matter? A study in the software industry. Strategic Management Journal 26: 25-45.  

Ethiraj SK, Levinthal D. 2004a. Bounded rationality and the search for organizational 

architecture: an evolutionary perspective on the design of organizations and their evolvability. 

Administrative Science Quarterly 49(3): 404-437.  

Ethiraj SK, Levinthal DA. 2004b. Modularity and innovation in complex systems. Management 

Science 50(2): 159-173. 

Farrell J, Shapiro C. 1988. Dynamic competition with switching costs. RAND Journal of 

Economics 19(1): 123-137. 

Ferdows K. 1997. Made in the world: the global spread of production. Production and 

Operations Management 6: 102-109. 

Fleming L. 2001. Recombinant uncertainty in technological search. Management Science 47(1): 

117-132. 

Foss NJ, Laursen K, Pedersen T. 2011. Linking Customer Interaction and Innovation: The 

Mediating Role of New Organizational Practices. Organization Science 22 (4): 980-999.  

Frauenheim E. 2003. Dell drops some tech calls to India. Retrieved 07/23, 2010, from 

http://news.cnet.com/Dell-drops-some-tech-calls-to-India/2100-1022_3-5110933.html (July 23, 

2010). 

Fuchs, Kirchain R. 2010. Design for Location? The Impact of Manufacturing Offshore on 

Technology Competitiveness in the Optoelectronics Industry. Management Science 56(12): 

2323-2349.  

Galbraith JR. 1977. Organization design. Addison-Wesley, London. 

Galunic DC, Eisenhardt KM. 1996. The Evolution of Intracorporate Domains: Divisional Charter 

Losses in High-Technology, Multidivisional Corporations. Organization Science 7(3): 255–282. 

Galunic DC, Rodan S. 1998. Resource recombination in the firm: knowledge structures and the 

potential for Schumpeterian innovation. Strategic Management Journal 19(12): 1193-1201. 

Geringer JM, Hebert L. 1989. Control and performance of international joint venture. Journal of 

International Business Studies 20(2): 235-254. 

Golden BR. 1992. The past is the past – or is it? The use of retrospective accounts as indicators 

of past strategy. Academy of Management Journal 15(4): 848-860. 



180 

 

Graf M, Mudambi SM. 2005. The outsourcing of IT-enabled business processes: A conceptual 

model of the location decision. Journal of International Management 11(2): 253-268.  

Grandori A. 2001. Neither hierarchy nor identity: Knowledge-governance mechanisms and the 

theory of the firm. Journal of Management Governance 5(3): 381-399. 

Griffith DA, Harmancioglu N, Droge C. 2009. Governance decisions for the offshore 

outsourcing of new product development in technology intensive markets. Journal of World 

Business 44(3): 217-224.  

Gulati R, Puranam P. 2009. Renewal through reorganization: the value of inconsistencies 

between formal and informal organization. Organization science 20 (2): 422-440.  

Hahn J, Ham JC, Moon HR. 2011. The Hausman test and weak instruments. Journal of 

Econometrics 160: 289-299. 

Hall DJ, Saias MA. 1980. Strategy follows structure! Strategic Management Journal 1(2): 149-

163. 

Harrison DA, McLaughlin  ME, Coalter TM. 1996. Context, cognition, and common method 

variance: Psychometric and verbal protocol evidence. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes 68(3): 246–261. 

Harrison JR, March JG. 1984. Decision making and postdecision surprises. Administrative 

Science Quarterly 29(1): 26-42. 

Harrison R, Lin Z, Carrol GR, Carley KM. 2007. Simulation Modeling in Organizational and 

Management Research. Academy of Management Review 32(4): 1229-1245. 

Hart S, Banbury C. 1994. How strategic planning systems can make a difference. Strategic 

Management Journal 15(1): 251–270.  

Haunschild PR, Sullivan BN. 2002. Learning from complexity: effects of prior accidents and 

incidents on airlines’ learning. Administrative Science Quarterly 47(4): 609-643.  

Heijmen T, Lewin AY, Manning S, Perm-Ajchariyawong N, Russell JW. 2009. Offshoring 

Reaches the C-Suite. 2007/8 ORN Survey Report. Duke University & The Conference Board: 

Durham, NC. 

Helfat CE, Eisenhardt KM. 2004. Inter-Temporal Economies of Scope, Organizational 

Modularity, and the Dynamics of Diversification. Strategic Management Journal 25(13): 1217–

1232. 

Henderson RM, Clark KB. 1990. Architectural innovation: The reconfiguration of existing 

product technologies and the failure of established firms. Administrative Science Quarterly 

35(1): 9-30. 

Henderson RM, Cockburn I. 1994. Measuring competence? Exploring firm effects in 

pharmaceutical research. Strategic Management Journal, Winter Special Issue, 15: 63-84. 



181 

 

Hendry J. 1995. Culture, community and networks: the hidden cost of outsourcing. European 

Management Journal 13(2): 193-200.  

Hobday M, Davies A, Prencipe A. 2005. Systems integration: A core capability of the modern 

corporation. Industrial and Corporate Change 14(6): 1109-1143. 

Hogarth RM, Makridakis S. 1981. Forecasting and planning: an evaluation. Management Science 

27(2): 115-137. 

Hoskisson RE, Johnson RA. 1992. Corporate restructuring and strategic change: the effect on 

diversification strategy and R&D intensity. Strategic Management Journal 13(8): 625–634. 

Hutzschenreuter T, Lewin AY, Dresel S. 2011a. Governance modes for offshoring activities: A 

comparison of US and German firms. International Business Review 20(3): 291-313.  

Hutzschenreuter T, Lewin AY, Dresel S. 2011b. Time to Success in Offshoring Business 

Processes. Management International Review 51(1): 65-92.  

Hutzschenreuter T, Pedersen T, Volberba H. 2007. The role of path dependency and managerial 

intentionality: a perspective on international business research. Journal of International Business 

Studies 38(7): 1055-1068. 

Hätönen J. 2009. Making the locational choice: A case approach to the development of a theory 

of offshore outsourcing and internationalization. Journal of International Management 15(1): 

61-76.  

Inkpen A, Beamish PW. 1997. Knowledge, bargaining power, and the instability of international 

joint ventures. Academy of Management Review 22(1): 177-202. 

Jacobides MG, Winter S. 2005. The co‐evolution of capabilities and transaction costs: 

Explaining the institutional structure of production. Strategic Management Journal 26 (5): 395-

413.  

Javalgi RG, Dixit A, Scherer RF. 2009. Outsourcing to emerging markets: Theoretical 

perspectives and policy implications. Journal of International Management 15(2): 156-168.  

Jensen PDØ. 2009. A learning perspective on the offshoring of advanced services. Journal of 

International Management 15(2) 181-193. 

Johanson J, Vahlne JE. 1977. The Internationalization process of the firm: A model of 

knowledge development and increasing foreign market commitments. Journal of International 

Business Studies 8(1): 23-32. 

Kahneman D, Lovallo D. 1993. Timid choices and bold forecasts: a cognitive perspective on risk 

taking. Management Science 39(1): 17-31. 

Kahneman D, Tversky A. 1984. Choice, values, and frames. American Psychologist 39 341-350. 

Karim S, Mitchell W. 2004. Innovating through acquisition and internal development: A quarter-

century of boundary evolution at Johnson & Johnson. Long Range Planner 37: 525-547. 



182 

 

Karim S. 2006. Modularity in organizational structure: The reconfiguration of internally 

developed and acquired business units. Strategic Management Journal 27: 799-823. 

Karim S. 2009. Business unit reorganization and innovation in new product markets. 

Management Science 55(7): 1237-1254. 

Kauffman, S. A. 1993. The Origins of Order: Self-Organization and Selection in Evolution. 

Oxford University Press, New York. 

Kedia BL, Lahiri S. 2007. International outsourcing of services: A partnership model. Journal of 

International Management 13 (1): 22-37.  

Kedia BL, Mukherjee D. 2009. Understanding offshoring: A research framework based on 

disintegration, location and externalization advantages. Journal of World Business 44(3): 250-

261. 

Kenney M, Massini S, Murtha TP. 2009. Offshoring administrative and technical work: New 

fields for understanding the global enterprise. International Journal of Business Studies 40(6): 

887-900. 

Khandwalla PN. 1973. Viable and Effective Organizational Designs of Firms. Academy of 

Management Journal 16 (3): 481-495.  

Klepper S. 1997. Industry life cycles. Industry and Corporate Change 6(1): 145-181. 

Kogut B, Singh H. 1988. The effect of national culture on the choice of entry mode. Journal of 

International Business Studies 19: 411-432. 

Kotabe M, Murray JY. 1990. Linking Product and Process Innovations and Modes of 

International Sourcing in Global Competition: A Case of Foreign Multinational Firms. Journal 

of International Business Studies 21(3): 383-408.  

Kotabe M, Parente R, Murray JY. 2007. Antecedents and outcomes of modular production in the 

Brazilian automobile industry: A grounded theory approach. Journal of International Business 

Studies 38(1): 84-106.  

Kraut RE, Egido C, Galegher J. 1990. Patterns of contact and communication in scientific 

research collaboration. J. Galegher, R. E. Kraut, C. Egido, eds. Intellectual Teamwork: Social 

and Technological Foundations of Cooperative Work. Erlbaum Associates, Hillsdale, NJ, 149–

171. 

Kumar K, van Fenema PC, von Glinow MA. 2009. Offshoring and the global distribution of 

work: implications for task interdependence theory and practice. Journal of International 

Business Studies 40(4): 642-667.  

Langlois RN, Robertson PR. 1992. Networks and innovation in a modular system: lessons from 

the microcomputer and stereo component industries. Research Policy 21(4): 297-313. 



183 

 

Larsen MM, Manning S, Pedersen T. 2012. Uncovering the hidden costs of offshoring: The 

interplay of complexity, organizational design, and experience. Strategic Management Journal 

DOI: 10.1002/smj.2023. 

Larsen MM, Pedersen T, Slepniov D. 2010. LEGO Group: An Outsourcing Journey. Case: 

9B10M094. Ivey Management Services: London, Canada: 1 December 2010; 1-16.  

Larsen MM, Pedersen T. 2012a. From In-House to Joint-R&D: The Way Forward for Nokia 

Denmark. Case: 9B11M114. Ivey Management Services: London, Canada: 13 January 2012: 1-

15. 

Larsen MM, Pedersen T. 2012b. Coloplast: Ten years of global operation. Case: 9B12M070. 

Ivey Management Services: London, Canada: 2 August 2012: 1-16. 

Lavie D. 2006. Capability reconfiguration: An analysis of incumbent response to technological 

change. Academy of Management Review 31(1): 153-174. 

Lawrence PR, Lorsch JW. 1967. Organization and environment. Managing differentiation and 

integration. Harvard University Press: Boston, Mass.  

Leontiades J. 1971. International sourcing in the LDCs. Columbia Journal of World Business, 

6(November-December): 19-26. 

Levina N, Vaast E. 2008. Innovating or doing as told? Status differences and overlapping 

boundaries in offshore collaboration. MIS Quarterly 32(2): 307-332. 

Levinthal DA. 1997. Adaptation on rugged landscapes. Management Science 43(7): 934–950.  

Levitt B, March JG. 1988. Organizational learning. Annual Review of Sociology 14: 319-340. 

Levy DL. 1995. International sourcing and supply chain stability. Journal of International 

Business Studies 26(2): 343-360. 

Lewin AY, Couto V. 2007. Next Generation Offshoring: The Globalization of Innovation. Duke 

University CIBER/Booz Allen Hamilton Report: Durham NC. 

Lewin AY, Massini S, Peeters C. 2009. Why are companies offshoring innovation? The 

emerging global race for talent. Journal of International Business Studies 40 (8): 1406-1406.  

Lewin AY, Peeters C. 2006. Offshoring Work: Business Hype or the Onset of Fundamental 

Transformation? Long range planning 39 (3): 221-239.  

Lindell MK, Whitney DJ. 2001. Accounting for common method variance in cross-sectional 

research designs. Journal of Applied Psychology 86(1): 114-121. 

Lippman SA, Rumelt RP. 1982. Uncertain Imitability: An Analysis of Interfirm Differences in 

Efficiency under Competition. The Bell Journal of Economics 13 (2): 418-438.  

Loasby BJ. 1976. Choice, Complexity, and Ignorance. Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, 

UK. 



184 

 

Lord MD, Ranft AL. 2000. Organizational learning about new international markets: Exploring 

the internal transfer of local market knowledge. Journal of International Business Studies 31(4): 

573-589.  

Lou Y. 2002. Contract, cooperation, and performance in international joint ventures. Strategic 

Management Journal 23(10): 903-919. 

Lounamaa PH, March JG. 1987. Adaptive Coordination of a Learning Team. Management 

Science 33 (1): 107-123.  

Madsen PM. Desai V. 2010. Failing to Learn? The effects of failure and success on 

organizational learning in the global orbital launch vehicle industry. Academy of Management 

Journal 45(3): 451-476. 

Makadok R, Walker G. 2000. Identifying a distinctive competence: Forecasting ability in the 

money fund industry. Strategic Management Journal 21(8): 853-864. 

Makino S, Delios A. 1996. Local knowledge transfer and performance: Implications for alliance 

formations in Asia. Journal of International Business Studies 27(5): 905-927. 

Manning S, Hutzschenreuter T, Strathmann A. 2012. Emerging capability or continuous 

challenge? Relocating knowledge work and managing process interfaces. Industrial and 

Corporate Change: forthcoming. 

Manning S, Lewin AY, Schuerch M. 2011. The stability of offshore outsourcing relationships: 

The role of relation specificity and client control. Management International Review 51(3): 381-

406. 

Manning S, Massini S, Lewin AY. 2008. A dynamic perspective on next-generation offshoring: 

the global sourcing of science and engineering talent. Academy of Management Perspectives 

22(3): 35-54.  

March JG, Simon HA. 1958. Organizations. Wiley: New York. 

Martinez JI, Jarillo JC. 1989. The evolution of research on coordination mechanisms in 

multinational corporations. Journal of International Business Studies. 29: 489-514. 

Martínez-Noya A, García-Canal E. 2011. Technological capabilities and the decision to 

outsource/outsource offshore R&D services. International Business Review 20(3): 264-277.  

Maskell P, Pedersen T, Petersen B, Dick-Nielsen J. 2007. Learning paths to offshore 

outsourcing: From cost reduction to knowledge seeking. Industry & Innovation 14(3): 239-257. 

Massini S, Pern-Ajchariyawong N, Lewin AY. 2010. Role of corporate-wide offshoring strategy 

on offshoring drivers, risks and performance. Industry & Innovation 17(4): 337-371. 

Mikkola JH. 2003. Modularity, component outsourcing, and inter-firm learning. R&D 

Management 33(4): 439-454. 

Mintzberg H, Raisinghani D, Théorêt A. 1976. The structure of “unstructured” decision 

processes. Administrative Science Quarterly 21: 246-275. 



185 

 

Mithas S, Whitaker, J. 2007. Is the world flat or spiky? Information intensity, skills, and global 

service disaggregation. Information System Research 18(3): 237-259.  

Mol MJ, van Tulder RJM, Beije PR. 2005. Antecedents and performance consequences of 

international outsourcing. International Business Review 14 (5): 599-617.  

Moldoveanu MC, Bauer RM. 2004. On the relationship between organizational complexity and 

organizational structuration. Organization Science 15(1): 98-118.  

Moxon RW. 1975. The motivation for investment in offshore plants: The case of the U.S. 

electronics industry.  Journal of International Business Studies 6(1): 51-66. 

Mudambi R, Venzin M. 2010. The Strategic Nexus of Offshoring and Outsourcing Decisions. 

Journal of Management Studies 47 (8): 1510-1533.  

Mudambi SM, Tallman S. 2010. Make, buy or ally? Theoretical perspectives on knowledge 

process outsourcing through alliances. Journal of Management Studies 47(8): 1434-1456. 

Murray JY, Kotabe M, Wildt AR. 1995. Strategic and Financial Performance Implications of 

Global Sourcing Strategy: A Contingency Analysis. Journal of International Business Studies 

26(1): 181-202. 

Nadler DA, Tushman M. 1997. Competing by design: The power of organizational architecture. 

Oxford University Press: New York.  

Nelson RR, Winter SG. 1982. An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change. Belknap Press of 

Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA. 

Nickerson J, Zenger T. 2002. Being efficiently fickle: a dynamic theory of organizational choice. 

Organization Science 13(5): 547–566. 

Niederman F, Kundu S, Salas S. 2006. IT software development offshoring: A multi-level 

theoretical framework and research agenda. Journal of Global Information Management 14(2): 

52-74. 

Nieto MJ, Rodriguez A. 2011. Offshoring of R&D: Looking abroad to improve innovation 

performance. Journal of International Business Studies 42(3): 345-361.  

Ocasio W. 1997. Towards an attention-based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 

Summer Special Issue 18: 187–206. 

Oliver C, Holzinger I. 2008. The effectiveness of strategic political management: A dynamic 

capabilities framework. Academy of Management Review 33(2): 496-520. 

Orton JD, Weick KE. 1990. Loosely Coupled Systems: A Reconceptualization. Academy of 

Management Review 15 (2): 203-223.  

Overby S. 2003. The hidden costs of offshore outsourcing. CIO 16(22): 60.  

Park SH, Ungson GR. 2001. Interfirm rivalry and managerial complexity: A conceptual 

framework of alliance failure. Organization Science 12(1): 37-53. 



186 

 

Perrow C. 1967. A framework for the comparative analysis of organizations. American 

Sociological Review 32(2): 194-208. 

Pettigrew A. 1990. Longitudinal field research on change: Theory and practice. Organization 

Science 1(3): 267-292. 

Podsakoff PM, Organ DW. 1986. Self-reports in organizational research: problems and 

prospects. Journal of Management 12: 69–82. 

Powell TC, Dent-Micallef A. 1997. Information technology as competitive advantage: the role of 

human, business and technology resources. Strategic Management Journal 18(5): 375–405. 

Prahalad CK, Bettis RA. 1986. The dominant logic: a new linkage between diversity and 

performance. Strategic Management Journal 7(6): 485-501. 

Puranam S, Raveendran M, Knudsen T. 2012. Organizational design: the epistemic 

interdependency perspective. Academy of Management Review. 37(3): 419-440. 

Rawley E. 2010. Diversification, coordination costs, and organizational rigidity: evidence from 

microdata. Strategic Management Journal 31(8): 873-891.  

Reeb D, Sakakibara M, Mahmood IP. 2012. From the editors: Endogeneity in international 

business research. Journal of International Business Research 43: 211-218. 

Reitzig M, Wagner S. 2010. The hidden costs of outsourcing: Evidence from patent data. 

Strategic Management Journal 31(11): 1183-1201.  

Rivkin JW, Siggelkow N. 2003. Balancing search and stability: Interdependencies among 

elements of organizational design. Management Science. 49(3): 290-311. 

Robson MJ, Katsikeas CS, Bello DC. 2008. Drivers and performance outcomes of trust in 

international strategic alliances: The role of organizational complexity. Organization Science 

19(4): 647-665. 

Roza M, Van den Bosch FAJ, Volberda HW. 2011. Offshoring strategy: Motives, functions, 

locations, and governance modes of small, medium-sized and large firms. International Business 

Review 20(3): 314-323.  

Russo MV, Harrison NS. 2005, Organizational design and environmental performance: clues 

from the electronics industry. Academy of Management Journal 48(4): 582-593. 

Sah RK, Stiglitz JE. 1986. The Architecture of Economic Systems: Hierarchies and Polyarchies. 

The American Economic Review 76 (4): 716-727.  

Salas E, Rosen MA, DiazGranados D. 2010. Expertise-based intuition and decision making in 

organizations. Journal of Management 36(1): 941-973. 

Sanchez R, Mahoney JT. 1996. Modularity, flexibility, and knowledge management in product 

and organization design. Strategic Management Journal 17(Winter): 63-76. 



187 

 

Sargan JD. 1958. The estimation of economic relationships using instrumental variables. 

Econometrica  26(3): 393-415. 

Schilling MA. 2000. Toward a general modular systems theory and its application to interfirm 

product modularity. Academy of Management Review 25(2): 312-334. 

Scott J. 2005. Offshoring in the Financial Services Industry: Risks and Rewards. 

PriceWaterhouseCoopers and Economist Intelligence Unit, London, UK. 

http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/financial-services/briefingprogramme/offshoring-in-the-financial-

servicesindustry.jhtml (23March 2012). 

Siggelkow N. 2002. Evolution toward Fit. Administrative Science Quarterly 47 (1): 125-159.  

Siggelkow N. 2007. Persuasion with case studies. Academy of Management Journal 50(1): 20-

24. 

Silverman D. 2006. Interpreting qualitative data. Sage: London. 

Simon HA. 1955. A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 

69 (1): 99-118.  

Simon HA. 1962. The architecture of complexity. Proceedings of the American Philosophical 

Society 106: 467-482.  

Sinha KK, Van de Ven AH. 2005. Designing work within and between organizations. 

Organization Science 16(4): 389-408. 

Slangen AHL, van Tulder RJM. 2009. Cultural distance, political risk, or governance quality? 

Towards a more accurate conceptualization and measurement of external uncertainty in foreign 

entry mode research. International Business Review 18: 276-291. 

Srikanth K, Puranam P. 2011. Integrating distributed work: comparing task design, 

communication, and tacit coordination mechanisms. Strategic Management Journal 32 (8): 849-

875  

Stock JH, Wright JH, Yogo M. 2002. A survey of weak instruments and weak identification in 

generalized method of moments. Journal of Business and Economic Statistics 20(4): 518-529. 

Storper M, Venables AJ. 2004. Buzz: face-to-face contact and the urban economy. Journal of 

Economic Geography. 4(4): 351-370. 

Storper M. 1996. Innovation as collective action: Conventions, products and technologies. 

Industrial and Corporate Change 5(3): 761-790. 

Stringfellow A, Teagarden MB, Nie W. 2008. Invisible costs in offshoring services work. 

Journal of Operation Management 26(2): 164-179. 

Tallmann S. 2010. Offshoring, outsourcing and strategy in the global firm. AIB Insights 11(1): 3-

7. 



188 

 

Tanriverdi H, Konana P, Ge L. 2007. The choice of sourcing mechanisms for business processes. 

Information System Research 18(3): 280-299.  

Teece D, Pisano G. 1994. The dynamic capabilities of firms: an introduction. Industrial and 

Corporate Change 3(3): 537-556. 

Thompson JD. 1967. Organizations in Action: Social Science Bases of Administrative Theory. 

McGraw-Hill: New York.  

Tsoukas H. 2001. What is organizational knowledge? Journal of Management Studies 38 (7): 

973-993.  

Tushman ML, Nadler DA. 1978. Information processing as an integrating concept in 

organizational design. Academy of Management Review 3(3): 613-624. 

Ulrich K. 1995. The role of product architecture in the manufacturing firm. Research Policy 

24(3): 419-440. 

UNCTAD. 2004. World Investment Report: The shift towards services. United Nations: New 

York. 

Van de Ven A, Delbecq AL, Koenig Jr R. 1976. Determinants of coordination modes within 

organizations. American Sociological Review. 41(April): 322-338. 

Venkatraman N, Ramanujam V. 1987. Measurement of business economic performance: an 

examination of method convergence. Journal of Management 13: 109–122. 

Vernon R. 1966. International investment and international trade in the product cycle. Quarterly 

Journal of Economics 82(2): 190–207. 

Vivek SD, Richey RG, Dalela V. 2009. A longitudinal examination of partnership governance in 

offshoring: A moving target. Journal of World Business 44(1): 16-30.  

Vlaar PWL, van Fenema PC, Tiwari V. 2008. Cocreating understanding and value in distributed 

work: how members of onsite and offshore vendor teams give, make, demand, and break sense. 

MIS Quarterly 32(2): 227-255. 

von Hippel E. 1994. Sticky information” and the locus of problem solving: Implications for 

Innovation. Management Science 4 (40): 429-439.  

Weick KE. 1976. Educational Organizations as Loosely Coupled Systems. Administrative 

Science Quarterly 21 (1): 1-19.  

Williamson OE. 1975. Markets and Hierarchies. Free Press: New York. 

Williamson OE. 1985. The Economic Institutions of Capitalism. Free Press: New York. 

Wood RE. 1986. Task complexity: definition of the construct. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes 37: 60-82. 



189 

 

Worren N, Moore K, Cardona P. 2002. Modularity, strategic flexibility and firm performance: A 

study of the home appliance industry. Strategic Management Journal 23(12): 1123-1140. 

Yin RK. 2003. Case Study Research. Sage, London. 

Zaheer S, Lamin A, Subramani M. 2009. Cluster capabilities or ethnic ties? Location choice by 

foreign and domestic entrants in the services offshoring industry in India. Journal of 

International Business Studies 40(6): 944-968.  

Zhou YM. 2011. Synergy, coordination costs, and diversification choices. Strategic Management 

Journal 32(6): 624-639. 

Zollo M, Winter S. 2002. Deliberate learning and the evolution of dynamic capabilities. 

Organization Science 13: 339-351. 

Zott C, Amit R. 2008. The fit between product market strategy and business model: implications 

for firm performance. Strategic Management Journal 29 (1): 1-26. 

 





TITLER I PH.D.SERIEN:

2004
1. Martin Grieger
 Internet-based Electronic Marketplaces
 and Supply Chain Management

2. Thomas Basbøll
 LIKENESS
 A Philosophical Investigation

3. Morten Knudsen
 Beslutningens vaklen
 En systemteoretisk analyse of mo-

derniseringen af et amtskommunalt 
sundhedsvæsen 1980-2000

4. Lars Bo Jeppesen
 Organizing Consumer Innovation
 A product development strategy that 

is based on online communities and 
allows some firms to benefit from a 
distributed process of innovation by 
consumers

5. Barbara Dragsted
 SEGMENTATION IN TRANSLATION 

AND TRANSLATION MEMORY 
 SYSTEMS
 An empirical investigation of cognitive
 segmentation and effects of integra-

ting a TM system into the translation 
process

6. Jeanet Hardis
 Sociale partnerskaber
 Et socialkonstruktivistisk casestudie 
 af partnerskabsaktørers virkeligheds-

opfattelse mellem identitet og 
 legitimitet

7. Henriette Hallberg Thygesen
 System Dynamics in Action

8. Carsten Mejer Plath
 Strategisk Økonomistyring

9. Annemette Kjærgaard
 Knowledge Management as Internal 
 Corporate Venturing

 – a Field Study of the Rise and Fall of a
  Bottom-Up Process

10. Knut Arne Hovdal
 De profesjonelle i endring
 Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem 
 Samfundslitteratur

11. Søren Jeppesen
 Environmental Practices and Greening 
 Strategies in Small Manufacturing 
 Enterprises in South Africa
 – A Critical Realist Approach

12. Lars Frode Frederiksen
 Industriel forskningsledelse
 – på sporet af mønstre og samarbejde 

i danske forskningsintensive virksom-
heder

13. Martin Jes Iversen
 The Governance of GN Great Nordic
 – in an age of strategic and structural
  transitions 1939-1988

14. Lars Pynt Andersen
 The Rhetorical Strategies of Danish TV 
 Advertising 
 A study of the first fifteen years with 
 special emphasis on genre and irony

15. Jakob Rasmussen
 Business Perspectives on E-learning

16. Sof Thrane
 The Social and Economic Dynamics 
 of Networks 
 – a Weberian Analysis of Three 
 Formalised Horizontal Networks

17. Lene Nielsen
 Engaging Personas and Narrative 
 Scenarios – a study on how a user-
 centered approach influenced the 
 perception of the design process in 

the e-business group at AstraZeneca

18. S.J Valstad
 Organisationsidentitet
 Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem 
 Samfundslitteratur



19. Thomas Lyse Hansen
 Six Essays on Pricing and Weather risk 

in Energy Markets

20.  Sabine Madsen
 Emerging Methods – An Interpretive
  Study of ISD Methods in Practice

21. Evis Sinani
 The Impact of Foreign Direct Inve-

stment on Efficiency, Productivity 
Growth and Trade: An Empirical Inve-
stigation

22. Bent Meier Sørensen
 Making Events Work Or, 
 How to Multiply Your Crisis

23. Pernille Schnoor
 Brand Ethos
 Om troværdige brand- og 
 virksomhedsidentiteter i et retorisk og 

diskursteoretisk perspektiv 

24. Sidsel Fabech
 Von welchem Österreich ist hier die 

Rede?
 Diskursive forhandlinger og magt-

kampe mellem rivaliserende nationale 
identitetskonstruktioner i østrigske 
pressediskurser 

25. Klavs Odgaard Christensen
 Sprogpolitik og identitetsdannelse i
  flersprogede forbundsstater
 Et komparativt studie af Schweiz og 
 Canada

26. Dana B. Minbaeva
 Human Resource Practices and 
 Knowledge Transfer in Multinational 
 Corporations

27. Holger Højlund
 Markedets politiske fornuft
 Et studie af velfærdens organisering i 
 perioden 1990-2003

28. Christine Mølgaard Frandsen
 A.s erfaring
 Om mellemværendets praktik i en 

transformation af mennesket og 
 subjektiviteten

29. Sine Nørholm Just
 The Constitution of Meaning
 – A Meaningful Constitution? 
 Legitimacy, identity, and public opinion 

in the debate on the future of Europe

2005
1. Claus J. Varnes
 Managing product innovation through 
 rules – The role of formal and structu-

red methods in product development

2. Helle Hedegaard Hein
 Mellem konflikt og konsensus
 – Dialogudvikling på hospitalsklinikker

3. Axel Rosenø
 Customer Value Driven Product Inno-

vation – A Study of Market Learning in 
New Product Development

4. Søren Buhl Pedersen
 Making space
 An outline of place branding

5. Camilla Funck Ellehave
 Differences that Matter
 An analysis of practices of gender and 
 organizing in contemporary work-

places

6. Rigmor Madeleine Lond
 Styring af kommunale forvaltninger

7. Mette Aagaard Andreassen
 Supply Chain versus Supply Chain
 Benchmarking as a Means to 
 Managing Supply Chains

8. Caroline Aggestam-Pontoppidan
 From an idea to a standard
 The UN and the global governance of 
 accountants’ competence

9. Norsk ph.d. 

10. Vivienne Heng Ker-ni
 An Experimental Field Study on the 



 Effectiveness of Grocer Media 
 Advertising 
 Measuring Ad Recall and Recognition, 
 Purchase Intentions and Short-Term 

Sales

11. Allan Mortensen
 Essays on the Pricing of Corporate 

Bonds and Credit Derivatives

12. Remo Stefano Chiari
 Figure che fanno conoscere
 Itinerario sull’idea del valore cognitivo 

e espressivo della metafora e di altri 
tropi da Aristotele e da Vico fino al 
cognitivismo contemporaneo

13. Anders McIlquham-Schmidt
 Strategic Planning and Corporate 
 Performance
 An integrative research review and a 
 meta-analysis of the strategic planning 
 and corporate performance literature 
 from 1956 to 2003

14. Jens Geersbro
 The TDF – PMI Case
 Making Sense of the Dynamics of 
 Business Relationships and Networks

15 Mette Andersen
 Corporate Social Responsibility in 
 Global Supply Chains
 Understanding the uniqueness of firm 
 behaviour

16.  Eva Boxenbaum
 Institutional Genesis: Micro – Dynamic
 Foundations of Institutional Change

17. Peter Lund-Thomsen
 Capacity Development, Environmental 
 Justice NGOs, and Governance: The 

Case of South Africa

18. Signe Jarlov
 Konstruktioner af offentlig ledelse

19. Lars Stæhr Jensen
 Vocabulary Knowledge and Listening 
 Comprehension in English as a Foreign 
 Language

 An empirical study employing data 
 elicited from Danish EFL learners

20. Christian Nielsen
 Essays on Business Reporting
 Production and consumption of  

strategic information in the market for 
information

21. Marianne Thejls Fischer
 Egos and Ethics of Management 
 Consultants

22. Annie Bekke Kjær
 Performance management i Proces-
 innovation 
 – belyst i et social-konstruktivistisk
 perspektiv

23. Suzanne Dee Pedersen
 GENTAGELSENS METAMORFOSE
 Om organisering af den kreative gøren 

i den kunstneriske arbejdspraksis

24. Benedikte Dorte Rosenbrink
 Revenue Management
 Økonomiske, konkurrencemæssige & 
 organisatoriske konsekvenser

25. Thomas Riise Johansen
 Written Accounts and Verbal Accounts
 The Danish Case of Accounting and 
 Accountability to Employees

26. Ann Fogelgren-Pedersen
 The Mobile Internet: Pioneering Users’ 
 Adoption Decisions

27. Birgitte Rasmussen
 Ledelse i fællesskab – de tillidsvalgtes 
 fornyende rolle

28. Gitte Thit Nielsen
 Remerger
 – skabende ledelseskræfter i fusion og 
 opkøb

29. Carmine Gioia
 A MICROECONOMETRIC ANALYSIS OF 
 MERGERS AND ACQUISITIONS



30. Ole Hinz
 Den effektive forandringsleder: pilot, 
 pædagog eller politiker?
 Et studie i arbejdslederes meningstil-

skrivninger i forbindelse med vellykket 
gennemførelse af ledelsesinitierede 
forandringsprojekter

31. Kjell-Åge Gotvassli
 Et praksisbasert perspektiv på dynami-

ske 
 læringsnettverk i toppidretten
 Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem 
 Samfundslitteratur

32. Henriette Langstrup Nielsen
 Linking Healthcare
 An inquiry into the changing perfor-
 mances of web-based technology for 
 asthma monitoring

33. Karin Tweddell Levinsen
 Virtuel Uddannelsespraksis
 Master i IKT og Læring – et casestudie 

i hvordan proaktiv proceshåndtering 
kan forbedre praksis i virtuelle lærings-
miljøer

34. Anika Liversage
 Finding a Path
 Labour Market Life Stories of 
 Immigrant Professionals

35. Kasper Elmquist Jørgensen
 Studier i samspillet mellem stat og   

 erhvervsliv i Danmark under 
 1. verdenskrig

36. Finn Janning
 A DIFFERENT STORY
 Seduction, Conquest and Discovery

37. Patricia Ann Plackett
 Strategic Management of the Radical 
 Innovation Process
 Leveraging Social Capital for Market 
 Uncertainty Management

2006
1. Christian Vintergaard
 Early Phases of Corporate Venturing

2. Niels Rom-Poulsen
 Essays in Computational Finance

3. Tina Brandt Husman
 Organisational Capabilities, 
 Competitive Advantage & Project-

Based Organisations
 The Case of Advertising and Creative 
 Good Production

4. Mette Rosenkrands Johansen
 Practice at the top
 – how top managers mobilise and use
 non-financial performance measures

5. Eva Parum
 Corporate governance som strategisk
 kommunikations- og ledelsesværktøj

6. Susan Aagaard Petersen
 Culture’s Influence on Performance 
 Management: The Case of a Danish 
 Company in China

7. Thomas Nicolai Pedersen
 The Discursive Constitution of Organi-

zational Governance – Between unity 
and differentiation

 The Case of the governance of 
 environmental risks by World Bank 

environmental staff

8. Cynthia Selin
 Volatile Visions: Transactons in 
 Anticipatory Knowledge

9. Jesper Banghøj
 Financial Accounting Information and  

 Compensation in Danish Companies

10. Mikkel Lucas Overby
 Strategic Alliances in Emerging High-

Tech Markets: What’s the Difference 
and does it Matter?

11. Tine Aage
 External Information Acquisition of 
 Industrial Districts and the Impact of 
 Different Knowledge Creation Dimen-

sions
 



 A case study of the Fashion and  
Design Branch of the Industrial District 
of Montebelluna, NE Italy

12. Mikkel Flyverbom
 Making the Global Information Society 
 Governable
 On the Governmentality of Multi- 

Stakeholder Networks

13. Anette Grønning
 Personen bag
 Tilstedevær i e-mail som inter-

aktionsform mellem kunde og med-
arbejder i dansk forsikringskontekst

14. Jørn Helder
 One Company – One Language?
 The NN-case

15. Lars Bjerregaard Mikkelsen
 Differing perceptions of customer 

value
 Development and application of a tool 

for mapping perceptions of customer 
value at both ends of customer-suppli-
er dyads in industrial markets

16. Lise Granerud
 Exploring Learning
 Technological learning within small 
 manufacturers in South Africa

17. Esben Rahbek Pedersen
 Between Hopes and Realities: 
 Reflections on the Promises and 
 Practices of Corporate Social 
 Responsibility (CSR)

18. Ramona Samson
 The Cultural Integration Model and 
 European Transformation.
 The Case of Romania

2007
1. Jakob Vestergaard
 Discipline in The Global Economy
 Panopticism and the Post-Washington 
 Consensus

2. Heidi Lund Hansen
 Spaces for learning and working
 A qualitative study of change of work, 
 management, vehicles of power and 
 social practices in open offices

3. Sudhanshu Rai
 Exploring the internal dynamics of 

software development teams during 
user analysis

 A tension enabled Institutionalization 
 Model; ”Where process becomes the 
 objective”

4. Norsk ph.d. 
 Ej til salg gennem Samfundslitteratur

5. Serden Ozcan
 EXPLORING HETEROGENEITY IN 
 ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIONS AND 
 OUTCOMES
 A Behavioural Perspective

6. Kim Sundtoft Hald
 Inter-organizational Performance 
 Measurement and Management in 

Action
 – An Ethnography on the Construction 

of Management, Identity and 
 Relationships

7. Tobias Lindeberg
 Evaluative Technologies
 Quality and the Multiplicity of 
 Performance

8. Merete Wedell-Wedellsborg
 Den globale soldat
 Identitetsdannelse og identitetsledelse 

i multinationale militære organisatio-
ner

9. Lars Frederiksen
 Open Innovation Business Models
 Innovation in firm-hosted online user 
 communities and inter-firm project 
 ventures in the music industry 
 – A collection of essays

10. Jonas Gabrielsen
 Retorisk toposlære – fra statisk ’sted’ 

til persuasiv aktivitet



11. Christian Moldt-Jørgensen
 Fra meningsløs til meningsfuld  

evaluering.
 Anvendelsen af studentertilfredsheds-
 målinger på de korte og mellemlange  

 videregående uddannelser set fra et 
 psykodynamisk systemperspektiv

12. Ping Gao
 Extending the application of 
 actor-network theory
 Cases of innovation in the tele-
 communications industry

13. Peter Mejlby
 Frihed og fængsel, en del af den 

samme drøm? 
 Et phronetisk baseret casestudie af 
 frigørelsens og kontrollens sam-

eksistens i værdibaseret ledelse! 
 
14. Kristina Birch
 Statistical Modelling in Marketing

15. Signe Poulsen
 Sense and sensibility: 
 The language of emotional appeals in 

insurance marketing

16. Anders Bjerre Trolle
 Essays on derivatives pricing and dyna-

mic asset allocation

17. Peter Feldhütter
 Empirical Studies of Bond and Credit 

Markets

18. Jens Henrik Eggert Christensen
 Default and Recovery Risk Modeling 

and Estimation

19. Maria Theresa Larsen
 Academic Enterprise: A New Mission 

for Universities or a Contradiction in 
Terms?

 Four papers on the long-term impli-
cations of increasing industry involve-
ment and commercialization in acade-
mia

20.  Morten Wellendorf
 Postimplementering af teknologi i den  

 offentlige forvaltning
 Analyser af en organisations konti-

nuerlige arbejde med informations-
teknologi

21.  Ekaterina Mhaanna
 Concept Relations for Terminological 

Process Analysis

22.  Stefan Ring Thorbjørnsen
 Forsvaret i forandring
 Et studie i officerers kapabiliteter un-

der påvirkning af omverdenens foran-
dringspres mod øget styring og læring

23.  Christa Breum Amhøj
 Det selvskabte medlemskab om ma-

nagementstaten, dens styringstekno-
logier og indbyggere

24.  Karoline Bromose
 Between Technological Turbulence and 

Operational Stability
 – An empirical case study of corporate 

venturing in TDC

25.  Susanne Justesen
 Navigating the Paradoxes of Diversity 

in Innovation Practice
 – A Longitudinal study of six very 
 different innovation processes – in 

practice

26.  Luise Noring Henler
 Conceptualising successful supply 

chain partnerships
 – Viewing supply chain partnerships 

from an organisational culture per-
spective

27.  Mark Mau
 Kampen om telefonen
 Det danske telefonvæsen under den 

tyske besættelse 1940-45

28.  Jakob Halskov
 The semiautomatic expansion of 

existing terminological ontologies 
using knowledge patterns discovered 



on the WWW – an implementation 
and evaluation

29.  Gergana Koleva
 European Policy Instruments Beyond 

Networks and Structure: The Innova-
tive Medicines Initiative

30.  Christian Geisler Asmussen
 Global Strategy and International 
 Diversity: A Double-Edged Sword?

31.  Christina Holm-Petersen
 Stolthed og fordom
 Kultur- og identitetsarbejde ved ska-

belsen af en ny sengeafdeling gennem 
fusion

32.  Hans Peter Olsen
 Hybrid Governance of Standardized 

States
 Causes and Contours of the Global 

Regulation of Government Auditing

33.  Lars Bøge Sørensen
 Risk Management in the Supply Chain

34.  Peter Aagaard
 Det unikkes dynamikker
 De institutionelle mulighedsbetingel-

ser bag den individuelle udforskning i 
professionelt og frivilligt arbejde

35.  Yun Mi Antorini
 Brand Community Innovation
 An Intrinsic Case Study of the Adult 

Fans of LEGO Community

36.  Joachim Lynggaard Boll
 Labor Related Corporate Social Perfor-

mance in Denmark
 Organizational and Institutional Per-

spectives

2008
1. Frederik Christian Vinten
 Essays on Private Equity

2.  Jesper Clement
 Visual Influence of Packaging Design 

on In-Store Buying Decisions

3.  Marius Brostrøm Kousgaard
 Tid til kvalitetsmåling?
 – Studier af indrulleringsprocesser i 

forbindelse med introduktionen af 
kliniske kvalitetsdatabaser i speciallæ-
gepraksissektoren

4. Irene Skovgaard Smith
 Management Consulting in Action
 Value creation and ambiguity in 
 client-consultant relations

5.  Anders Rom
 Management accounting and inte-

grated information systems
 How to exploit the potential for ma-

nagement accounting of information 
technology

6.  Marina Candi
 Aesthetic Design as an Element of 
 Service Innovation in New Technology-

based Firms

7.  Morten Schnack
 Teknologi og tværfaglighed
 – en analyse af diskussionen omkring 
 indførelse af EPJ på en hospitalsafde-

ling

8. Helene Balslev Clausen
 Juntos pero no revueltos – un estudio 

sobre emigrantes norteamericanos en 
un pueblo mexicano

9. Lise Justesen
 Kunsten at skrive revisionsrapporter.
 En beretning om forvaltningsrevisio-

nens beretninger

10. Michael E. Hansen
 The politics of corporate responsibility:
 CSR and the governance of child labor 

and core labor rights in the 1990s

11. Anne Roepstorff
 Holdning for handling – en etnologisk 

undersøgelse af Virksomheders Sociale 
Ansvar/CSR



12. Claus Bajlum
 Essays on Credit Risk and 
 Credit Derivatives

13. Anders Bojesen
 The Performative Power of Competen-

ce  – an Inquiry into Subjectivity and 
Social Technologies at Work

14. Satu Reijonen
 Green and Fragile
 A Study on Markets and the Natural  

Environment

15. Ilduara Busta
 Corporate Governance in Banking
 A European Study

16. Kristian Anders Hvass
 A Boolean Analysis Predicting Industry 

Change: Innovation, Imitation & Busi-
ness Models

 The Winning Hybrid: A case study of 
isomorphism in the airline industry

17. Trine Paludan
 De uvidende og de udviklingsparate
 Identitet som mulighed og restriktion 

blandt fabriksarbejdere på det aftaylo-
riserede fabriksgulv

18. Kristian Jakobsen
 Foreign market entry in transition eco-

nomies: Entry timing and mode choice

19. Jakob Elming
 Syntactic reordering in statistical ma-

chine translation

20. Lars Brømsøe Termansen
 Regional Computable General Equili-

brium Models for Denmark
 Three papers laying the foundation for 

regional CGE models with agglomera-
tion characteristics

 
21. Mia Reinholt
 The Motivational Foundations of 

Knowledge Sharing

22.  Frederikke Krogh-Meibom
 The Co-Evolution of Institutions and 

Technology
 – A Neo-Institutional Understanding of 

Change Processes within the Business 
Press – the Case Study of Financial 
Times

23. Peter D. Ørberg Jensen
 OFFSHORING OF ADVANCED AND 

HIGH-VALUE TECHNICAL SERVICES: 
ANTECEDENTS, PROCESS DYNAMICS 
AND FIRMLEVEL IMPACTS

24. Pham Thi Song Hanh
 Functional Upgrading, Relational 
 Capability and Export Performance of 

Vietnamese Wood Furniture Producers

25. Mads Vangkilde
 Why wait?
 An Exploration of first-mover advanta-

ges among Danish e-grocers through a 
resource perspective

26.  Hubert Buch-Hansen
 Rethinking the History of European 

Level Merger Control
 A Critical Political Economy Perspective

2009
1. Vivian Lindhardsen
 From Independent Ratings to Commu-

nal Ratings: A Study of CWA Raters’ 
Decision-Making Behaviours

2. Guðrið Weihe
 Public-Private Partnerships: Meaning 

and Practice

3. Chris Nøkkentved
 Enabling Supply Networks with Colla-

borative Information Infrastructures
 An Empirical Investigation of Business 

Model Innovation in Supplier Relation-
ship Management

4.  Sara Louise Muhr
 Wound, Interrupted – On the Vulner-

ability of Diversity Management



5. Christine Sestoft
 Forbrugeradfærd i et Stats- og Livs-

formsteoretisk perspektiv

6. Michael Pedersen
 Tune in, Breakdown, and Reboot: On 

the production of the stress-fit self-
managing employee

7.  Salla Lutz
 Position and Reposition in Networks 
 – Exemplified by the Transformation of 

the Danish Pine Furniture Manu-
 facturers

8. Jens Forssbæck
 Essays on market discipline in 
 commercial and central banking

9. Tine Murphy
 Sense from Silence – A Basis for Orga-

nised Action 
 How do Sensemaking Processes with 

Minimal Sharing Relate to the Repro-
duction of Organised Action?

10. Sara Malou Strandvad
 Inspirations for a new sociology of art: 

A sociomaterial study of development 
processes in the Danish film industry

11. Nicolaas Mouton
 On the evolution of social scientific 

metaphors: 
 A cognitive-historical enquiry into the 

divergent trajectories of the idea that 
collective entities – states and societies, 
cities and corporations – are biological 
organisms.

12. Lars Andreas Knutsen
 Mobile Data Services:
 Shaping of user engagements

13. Nikolaos Theodoros Korfiatis
 Information Exchange and Behavior
 A Multi-method Inquiry on Online 

Communities

14.  Jens Albæk
 Forestillinger om kvalitet og tværfaglig-

hed på sygehuse
 – skabelse af forestillinger i læge- og 

plejegrupperne angående relevans af 
nye idéer om kvalitetsudvikling gen-
nem tolkningsprocesser

15.  Maja Lotz
 The Business of Co-Creation – and the 

Co-Creation of Business

16. Gitte P. Jakobsen
 Narrative Construction of Leader Iden-

tity in a Leader Development Program 
Context

17. Dorte Hermansen
 ”Living the brand” som en brandorien-

teret dialogisk praxis:
 Om udvikling af medarbejdernes 

brandorienterede dømmekraft

18. Aseem Kinra
 Supply Chain (logistics) Environmental 

Complexity

19. Michael Nørager
 How to manage SMEs through the 

transformation from non innovative to 
innovative? 

20.  Kristin Wallevik
 Corporate Governance in Family Firms
 The Norwegian Maritime Sector

21. Bo Hansen Hansen
 Beyond the Process
 Enriching Software Process Improve-

ment with Knowledge Management

22. Annemette Skot-Hansen
 Franske adjektivisk afledte adverbier, 

der tager præpositionssyntagmer ind-
ledt med præpositionen à som argu-
menter

 En valensgrammatisk undersøgelse

23. Line Gry Knudsen
 Collaborative R&D Capabilities
 In Search of Micro-Foundations



24. Christian Scheuer
 Employers meet employees
 Essays on sorting and globalization

25. Rasmus Johnsen
 The Great Health of Melancholy
 A Study of the Pathologies of Perfor-

mativity

26. Ha Thi Van Pham
 Internationalization, Competitiveness 

Enhancement and Export Performance 
of Emerging Market Firms: 

 Evidence from Vietnam

27. Henriette Balieu
 Kontrolbegrebets betydning for kausa-

tivalternationen i spansk
 En kognitiv-typologisk analyse

2010
1.  Yen Tran
 Organizing Innovationin Turbulent 

Fashion Market
 Four papers on how fashion firms crea-

te and appropriate innovation value

2. Anders Raastrup Kristensen
 Metaphysical Labour
 Flexibility, Performance and Commit-

ment in Work-Life Management

3. Margrét Sigrún Sigurdardottir
 Dependently independent
 Co-existence of institutional logics in 

the recorded music industry

4.  Ásta Dis Óladóttir
 Internationalization from a small do-

mestic base:
 An empirical analysis of Economics and 

Management

5.  Christine Secher
 E-deltagelse i praksis – politikernes og 

forvaltningens medkonstruktion og 
konsekvenserne heraf

6. Marianne Stang Våland
 What we talk about when we talk 

about space:
 

 End User Participation between Proces-
ses of Organizational and Architectural 
Design

7.  Rex Degnegaard
 Strategic Change Management
 Change Management Challenges in 

the Danish Police Reform

8. Ulrik Schultz Brix
 Værdi i rekruttering – den sikre beslut-

ning
 En pragmatisk analyse af perception 

og synliggørelse af værdi i rekrutte-
rings- og udvælgelsesarbejdet

9. Jan Ole Similä
 Kontraktsledelse
 Relasjonen mellom virksomhetsledelse 

og kontraktshåndtering, belyst via fire 
norske virksomheter

10. Susanne Boch Waldorff
 Emerging Organizations: In between 

local translation, institutional logics 
and discourse

11. Brian Kane
 Performance Talk
 Next Generation Management of  

Organizational Performance

12. Lars Ohnemus
 Brand Thrust: Strategic Branding and 

Shareholder Value
 An Empirical Reconciliation of two 

Critical Concepts

13.  Jesper Schlamovitz
 Håndtering af usikkerhed i film- og 

byggeprojekter

14.  Tommy Moesby-Jensen
 Det faktiske livs forbindtlighed
 Førsokratisk informeret, ny-aristotelisk 

τηθος-tænkning hos Martin Heidegger

15. Christian Fich
 Two Nations Divided by Common 
 Values
 French National Habitus and the 
 Rejection of American Power



16. Peter Beyer
 Processer, sammenhængskraft  

og fleksibilitet
 Et empirisk casestudie af omstillings-

forløb i fire virksomheder

17. Adam Buchhorn
 Markets of Good Intentions
 Constructing and Organizing 
 Biogas Markets Amid Fragility  

and Controversy

18. Cecilie K. Moesby-Jensen
 Social læring og fælles praksis
 Et mixed method studie, der belyser 

læringskonsekvenser af et lederkursus 
for et praksisfællesskab af offentlige 
mellemledere

19. Heidi Boye
 Fødevarer og sundhed i sen- 

modernismen
 – En indsigt i hyggefænomenet og  

de relaterede fødevarepraksisser

20. Kristine Munkgård Pedersen
 Flygtige forbindelser og midlertidige 

mobiliseringer
 Om kulturel produktion på Roskilde 

Festival

21. Oliver Jacob Weber
 Causes of Intercompany Harmony in 

Business Markets – An Empirical Inve-
stigation from a Dyad Perspective

22. Susanne Ekman
 Authority and Autonomy
 Paradoxes of Modern Knowledge 

Work

23. Anette Frey Larsen
 Kvalitetsledelse på danske hospitaler
 – Ledelsernes indflydelse på introduk-

tion og vedligeholdelse af kvalitetsstra-
tegier i det danske sundhedsvæsen

24.  Toyoko Sato
 Performativity and Discourse: Japanese 

Advertisements on the Aesthetic Edu-
cation of Desire

25. Kenneth Brinch Jensen
 Identifying the Last Planner System 
 Lean management in the construction 

industry

26.  Javier Busquets
 Orchestrating Network Behavior  

for Innovation

27. Luke Patey
 The Power of Resistance: India’s Na-

tional Oil Company and International 
Activism in Sudan

28. Mette Vedel
 Value Creation in Triadic Business Rela-

tionships. Interaction, Interconnection 
and Position

29.  Kristian Tørning
 Knowledge Management Systems in 

Practice – A Work Place Study

30. Qingxin Shi
 An Empirical Study of Thinking Aloud 

Usability Testing from a Cultural 
Perspective

31.  Tanja Juul Christiansen
 Corporate blogging: Medarbejderes 

kommunikative handlekraft

32.  Malgorzata Ciesielska
 Hybrid Organisations.
 A study of the Open Source – business 

setting

33. Jens Dick-Nielsen
 Three Essays on Corporate Bond  

Market Liquidity

34. Sabrina Speiermann
 Modstandens Politik
 Kampagnestyring i Velfærdsstaten. 
 En diskussion af trafikkampagners sty-

ringspotentiale

35. Julie Uldam
 Fickle Commitment. Fostering political 

engagement in 'the flighty world of 
online activism’



36. Annegrete Juul Nielsen
 Traveling technologies and 

transformations in health care

37. Athur Mühlen-Schulte
 Organising Development
 Power and Organisational Reform in 

the United Nations Development 
 Programme

38. Louise Rygaard Jonas
 Branding på butiksgulvet
 Et case-studie af kultur- og identitets-

arbejdet i Kvickly

2011
1. Stefan Fraenkel
 Key Success Factors for Sales Force 

Readiness during New Product Launch
 A Study of Product Launches in the 

Swedish Pharmaceutical Industry

2. Christian Plesner Rossing
 International Transfer Pricing in Theory 

and Practice

3.  Tobias Dam Hede
 Samtalekunst og ledelsesdisciplin
 – en analyse af coachingsdiskursens 

genealogi og governmentality

4. Kim Pettersson
 Essays on Audit Quality, Auditor Choi-

ce, and Equity Valuation

5. Henrik Merkelsen
 The expert-lay controversy in risk 

research and management. Effects of 
institutional distances. Studies of risk 
definitions, perceptions, management 
and communication

6. Simon S. Torp
 Employee Stock Ownership: 
 Effect on Strategic Management and 

Performance

7. Mie Harder
 Internal Antecedents of Management 

Innovation

8. Ole Helby Petersen
 Public-Private Partnerships: Policy and 

Regulation – With Comparative and 
Multi-level Case Studies from Denmark 
and Ireland

9. Morten Krogh Petersen
 ’Good’ Outcomes. Handling Multipli-

city in Government Communication

10. Kristian Tangsgaard Hvelplund
 Allocation of cognitive resources in 

translation - an eye-tracking and key-
logging study

11. Moshe Yonatany
 The Internationalization Process of 

Digital Service Providers

12. Anne Vestergaard
 Distance and Suffering
 Humanitarian Discourse in the age of 

Mediatization

13. Thorsten Mikkelsen
 Personligsheds indflydelse på forret-

ningsrelationer

14. Jane Thostrup Jagd
 Hvorfor fortsætter fusionsbølgen ud-

over ”the tipping point”?
 – en empirisk analyse af information 

og kognitioner om fusioner

15. Gregory Gimpel
 Value-driven Adoption and Consump-

tion of Technology: Understanding 
Technology Decision Making

16. Thomas Stengade Sønderskov
 Den nye mulighed
 Social innovation i en forretningsmæs-

sig kontekst

17.  Jeppe Christoffersen
 Donor supported strategic alliances in 

developing countries

18. Vibeke Vad Baunsgaard
 Dominant Ideological Modes of  

Rationality: Cross functional 



 integration in the process of product
 innovation

19.  Throstur Olaf Sigurjonsson
 Governance Failure and Icelands’s
 Financial Collapse

20.  Allan Sall Tang Andersen
 Essays on the modeling of risks in
 interest-rate and infl ation markets

21.  Heidi Tscherning
 Mobile Devices in Social Contexts

22.  Birgitte Gorm Hansen
 Adapting in the Knowledge Economy
  Lateral Strategies for Scientists and 

Those Who Study Them

23.  Kristina Vaarst Andersen
 Optimal Levels of Embeddedness
  The Contingent Value of Networked 

Collaboration

24.  Justine Grønbæk Pors
 Noisy Management
  A History of Danish School Governing 

from 1970-2010

25.  Stefan Linder
  Micro-foundations of Strategic 

Entrepreneurship
  Essays on Autonomous Strategic Action

26.  Xin Li
  Toward an Integrative Framework of 

National Competitiveness
 An application to China

27.  Rune Thorbjørn Clausen
 Værdifuld arkitektur
  Et eksplorativt studie af bygningers 

rolle i virksomheders værdiskabelse

28.  Monica Viken
  Markedsundersøkelser som bevis i 

varemerke- og markedsføringsrett

29.  Christian Wymann
  Tattooing 
  The Economic and Artistic Constitution 

of a Social Phenomenon

30.  Sanne Frandsen
 Productive Incoherence 
  A Case Study of Branding and 

Identity Struggles in a Low-Prestige 
Organization

31.  Mads Stenbo Nielsen
 Essays on Correlation Modelling

32.  Ivan Häuser
 Følelse og sprog
  Etablering af en ekspressiv kategori, 

eksemplifi ceret på russisk

33.  Sebastian Schwenen
 Security of Supply in Electricity Markets

2012
1.  Peter Holm Andreasen
  The Dynamics of Procurement 

Management
 - A Complexity Approach

2.  Martin Haulrich
  Data-Driven Bitext Dependency 
 Parsing and Alignment

3.  Line Kirkegaard
  Konsulenten i den anden nat 
  En undersøgelse af det intense 

arbejdsliv

4.  Tonny Stenheim
  Decision usefulness of goodwill 

under IFRS

5.  Morten Lind Larsen
  Produktivitet, vækst og velfærd
  Industrirådet og efterkrigstidens 

Danmark 1945 - 1958

6.  Petter Berg
  Cartel Damages and Cost Asymmetries 

7.  Lynn Kahle
 Experiential Discourse in Marketing
  A methodical inquiry into practice 

and theory

8.  Anne Roelsgaard Obling
  Management of Emotions 

in Accelerated Medical Relationships



9.  Thomas Frandsen
  Managing Modularity of 

Service Processes Architecture

10.  Carina Christine Skovmøller
  CSR som noget særligt
  Et casestudie om styring og menings-

skabelse i relation til CSR ud fra en 
intern optik

11.  Michael Tell
  Fradragsbeskæring af selskabers 

fi nansieringsudgifter
  En skatteretlig analyse af SEL §§ 11, 

11B og 11C

12.  Morten Holm
  Customer Profi tability Measurement 

Models
  Their Merits and Sophistication 

across Contexts

13.  Katja Joo Dyppel
  Beskatning af derivater 
 En analyse af dansk skatteret

14.  Esben Anton Schultz
  Essays in Labor Economics 
 Evidence from Danish Micro Data

15.  Carina Risvig Hansen
  ”Contracts not covered, or not fully 

covered, by the Public Sector Directive”

16.  Anja Svejgaard Pors
 Iværksættelse af kommunikation
  - patientfi gurer i hospitalets strategiske 

kommunikation

17.  Frans Bévort
  Making sense of management with 

logics
  An ethnographic study of accountants 

who become managers

18.  René Kallestrup
  The Dynamics of Bank and Sovereign 

Credit Risk

19.  Brett Crawford
  Revisiting the Phenomenon of Interests 

in Organizational Institutionalism
  The Case of U.S. Chambers of 

Commerce

20.  Mario Daniele Amore
  Essays on Empirical Corporate Finance

21.  Arne Stjernholm Madsen
  The evolution of innovation strategy 
  Studied in the context of medical 

device activities at the pharmaceutical 
company Novo Nordisk A/S in the 
period 1980-2008

22.  Jacob Holm Hansen
  Is Social Integration Necessary for 

Corporate Branding?
  A study of corporate branding 

strategies at Novo Nordisk

23.  Stuart Webber
  Corporate Profi t Shifting and the 

Multinational Enterprise

24.  Helene Ratner
  Promises of Refl exivity
  Managing and Researching 

Inclusive Schools

25.  Therese Strand
  The Owners and the Power: Insights 

from Annual General Meetings

26.  Robert Gavin Strand
  In Praise of Corporate Social 

Responsibility Bureaucracy

27.  Nina Sormunen
 Auditor’s going-concern reporting
  Reporting decision and content of the 

report

28.  John Bang Mathiasen
  Learning within a product development 

working practice:
  - an understanding anchored 

in pragmatism

29.  Philip Holst Riis
  Understanding Role-Oriented Enterprise 

Systems: From Vendors to Customers

30.  Marie Lisa Dacanay
 Social Enterprises and the Poor 
  Enhancing Social Entrepreneurship and 

Stakeholder Theory



31.  Fumiko Kano Glückstad
  Bridging Remote Cultures: Cross-lingual 

concept mapping based on the 
information receiver’s prior-knowledge

32.  Henrik Barslund Fosse
  Empirical Essays in International Trade

33.  Peter Alexander Albrecht
  Foundational hybridity and its 

reproduction 
 Security sector reform in Sierra Leone

34.  Maja Rosenstock
 CSR  - hvor svært kan det være? 
  Kulturanalytisk casestudie om 

udfordringer og dilemmaer med at 
forankre Coops CSR-strategi

35.  Jeanette Rasmussen
 Tweens, medier og forbrug
  Et studie af 10-12 årige danske børns 

brug af internettet, opfattelse og for-
ståelse af markedsføring og forbrug

36.  Ib Tunby Gulbrandsen
  ‘This page is not intended for a 

US Audience’
  A fi ve-act spectacle on online 

communication, collaboration 
& organization.

37.  Kasper Aalling Teilmann
  Interactive Approaches to 

Rural Development

38.  Mette Mogensen
  The Organization(s) of Well-being 

and Productivity
  (Re)assembling work in the Danish Post

39.  Søren Friis Møller
  From Disinterestedness to Engagement 
  Towards Relational Leadership In the 

Cultural Sector

40.  Nico Peter Berhausen
  Management Control, Innovation and 

Strategic Objectives – Interactions and 
Convergence in Product Development 
Networks

41.  Balder Onarheim
 Creativity under Constraints
  Creativity as Balancing 

‘Constrainedness’

42.  Haoyong Zhou
 Essays on Family Firms

43.  Elisabeth Naima Mikkelsen
 Making sense of organisational confl ict
  An empirical study of enacted sense-

making in everyday confl ict at work

2013
1.  Jacob Lyngsie
  Entrepreneurship in an Organizational 

Context

2.  Signe Groth-Brodersen
 Fra ledelse til selvet
  En socialpsykologisk analyse af 

forholdet imellem selvledelse, ledelse 
og stress i det moderne arbejdsliv

3.  Nis Høyrup Christensen
  Shaping Markets: A Neoinstitutional 

Analysis of the Emerging 
Organizational Field of Renewable 
Energy in China

4.  Christian Edelvold Berg
 As a matter of size 
  THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITICAL 

MASS AND THE CONSEQUENCES OF 
SCARCITY FOR TELEVISION MARKETS 

5.  Christine D. Isakson
  Coworker Infl uence and Labor Mobility 

Essays on Turnover, Entrepreneurship 
and Location Choice in the Danish 
Maritime Industry

6.  Niels Joseph Jerne Lennon
  Accounting Qualities in Practice 

Rhizomatic stories of representational 
faithfulness, decision making and 
control

7.  Shannon O’Donnell
 Making Ensemble Possible
  How special groups organize for 

collaborative creativity in conditions 
of spatial variability and distance



8.  Robert W. D. Veitch
  Access Decisions in a 

Partly-Digital World
Comparing Digital Piracy and Legal 
Modes for Film and Music

9.  Marie Mathiesen
 Making Strategy Work 
 An Organizational Ethnography

10.  Arisa Shollo
 The role of business intelligence in   
 organizational decision-making 

11.  Mia Kaspersen
  The construction of social and 

environmental reporting

12. Marcus Møller Larsen
 The organizational design of offshoring



TITLER I ATV PH.D.-SERIEN

1992
1.  Niels Kornum
  Servicesamkørsel – organisation, øko-

nomi og planlægningsmetode

1995
2.  Verner Worm
 Nordiske virksomheder i Kina
 Kulturspecifi kke interaktionsrelationer
 ved nordiske virksomhedsetableringer i
 Kina

1999
3.  Mogens Bjerre
 Key Account Management of Complex
 Strategic Relationships
 An Empirical Study of the Fast Moving
 Consumer Goods Industry

2000
4.  Lotte Darsø
 Innovation in the Making
  Interaction Research with heteroge-

neous Groups of Knowledge Workers
 creating new Knowledge and new
 Leads

2001
5.  Peter Hobolt Jensen
 Managing Strategic Design Identities
  The case of the Lego Developer Net-

work

2002
6.  Peter Lohmann
 The Deleuzian Other of Organizational
 Change – Moving Perspectives of the
 Human

7.  Anne Marie Jess Hansen
 To lead from a distance: The dynamic
  interplay between strategy and strate-

gizing – A case study of the strategic
 management process

2003
8.  Lotte Henriksen
 Videndeling
  – om organisatoriske og ledelsesmæs-

sige udfordringer ved videndeling i
 praksis

9.  Niels Christian Nickelsen
  Arrangements of Knowing: Coordi-

nating Procedures Tools and Bodies in
 Industrial Production – a case study of
 the collective making of new products

2005
10.  Carsten Ørts Hansen
  Konstruktion af ledelsesteknologier og
 effektivitet

TITLER I DBA PH.D.-SERIEN

2007
1.  Peter Kastrup-Misir
 Endeavoring to Understand Market
 Orientation – and the concomitant
 co-mutation of the researched, the
 re searcher, the research itself and the
 truth

2009
1.  Torkild Leo Thellefsen
  Fundamental Signs and Signifi cance  

effects
 A Semeiotic outline of Fundamental
 Signs, Signifi cance-effects, Knowledge
 Profi ling and their use in Knowledge
 Organization and Branding

2.  Daniel Ronzani
 When Bits Learn to Walk Don’t Make
 Them Trip. Technological Innovation
 and the Role of Regulation by Law
 in Information Systems Research: the
 Case of Radio Frequency Identifi cation
 (RFID)

2010
1.  Alexander Carnera
 Magten over livet og livet som magt
 Studier i den biopolitiske ambivalens


	Omslag
	Titelblad
	Kolofon
	Abstract - English
	Abstrakt - Dansk
	Acknowledgements
	Contents
	Chapter 1 - The organizational design of offshoring: An introduction
	1.1 PURPOSE OF THESIS
	1.2 CONTEXTUALIZING THE THESIS
	1.3 THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS
	1.4 RESEARCH DESIGN
	1.5 FINAL REMARKS

	Chapter 2 - Uncovering the hidden costs of offshoring: The interplay of complexity, organizational design, and experience
	2.1 INTRODUCTION
	2.2 THEORY AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
	2.3 DATA AND METHODS
	2.4 RESULTS
	2.5 DISCUSSION

	Chapter 3 - Foreseeing reconfiguration costs and the role of modularity: A study on offshoring process performance
	3.1 INTRODUCTION
	3.2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
	3.3 HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT
	3.3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
	3.4 RESULTS
	3.5 DISCUSSION

	Chapter 4 - Organizational reconfiguration and strategic response: The case of offshoring
	4.1 INTRODUCTION
	4.2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
	4.3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
	4.4 QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS
	4.5 QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS
	4.6 DISCUSSION

	Chapter 5 - Organizational adaptation in offshoring: The difference between an experimental and experiential learning strategy
	5.1 INTRODUCTION
	5.2 OFFSHORING, ORGANIZATIONAL RECONFIGURATION, AND ARCHITECTURAL KNOWLEDGE
	5.3 THE MODEL
	5.4 ANALYSIS
	5.5 DISCUSSION

	Chapter 6 - Conclusion
	6.1 SUMMARY

	References
	TITLER I PH.D.SERIEN



